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Introduction 

In a recent conversation, one of the most influential of modernist art his- 
torians stated that he had finally made up his mind about Marcel Duchamp: 
Duchamp, unlike Picasso or Pollock but very much like Edgar Allen Poe, was part 
of a nineteenth-century legacy of slightly fraudulent self-invention, constructing 
intriguing appearances behind which, upon closer inspection and longer histori- 
cal contemplation, not much turns out to be of lasting relevance. 

Rather than just being startling, the statement provoked a number of 
questions that might be raised here in the guise of an introduction to an issue 
dedicated to the reception of Duchamp. 

First there is the question of whether we have finally reached that stage 
where all attempts at writing art history as a history of authors (and anti-authors, 
of whom Duchamp is, of course, the exemplar and model) appear utterly futile 
and methodologically unacceptable from the outset. Therefore, rather than 
committing an issue to Duchamp, one might have addressed those concerns 
manifestly articulated in Duchamp's work, such as the totalization of reification, 
the reign of sign exchange-value, or the critique of institutional conventions. But 
then, too, there is the question of whether the opposite condition is the case- 
and the opposition established in the modernist's statement between Picasso and 
Pollock on the one hand and Duchamp on the other would make us suspect as 
much: that in the view of those who give modernism a long, last passionate study 
imbued with the scrutiny of mourning, Duchamp and his legacies simply do not 
constitute a sufficiently substantial-existentially and aesthetically complex- 
visual culture. 

Judging the artist's oeuvre by the fallout of misunderstandings and trivial- 
izations that it seems to have engendered, however, is obviously inappropriate. 
On the other hand, facing up to the restraints that necessitated the impoverish- 
ment of means and techniques, of representational strategies and iconographies, 
as conditions reigning outside of an individual producer's subjectivity, is still a 
precondition for a critical history of modernity. 

At stake, then, is not just the importance of not blaming Duchamp for deliv- 
ering the message about the twentieth century's closure of traditional aesthetic 
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experience. It is also to avoid lapsing into a melancholic call for old conventions 
of representation, types of artistic subjectivity, and models of aesthetic experience 
that are cyclically promised by a return to the-ultimately humanist-"depths" 
and "substances" of tragic artists such as Picasso and Pollock. Of course the 
determination to avoid this fallacy should not prevent us from posing the question 
of whether the reception of Duchamp's work, manifold and labyrinthine as it is, 
has not fallen short of the work's actual historical potential-and the near total 
silence surrounding the hidden enigma in Philadelphia would attest to that. 

Perhaps the answers to the riddle of the Etant donnes could be to realize that 
neither the Duchamp we have known until now (and the generations that have 
responded to the readymade aesthetic) nor a return to a traditionalist humanist 
aesthetic embodied in Picasso and Pollock can provide the basis for an aesthetic 
of subjectivity after Freud and Lacan, an institutional critique after Foucault, or 
a semiological reading after Barthes and Baudrillard. One other answer could 
be to recognize that Duchamp's last allegorical work on the desire of seeing and 

figuring could not only serve as a point of departure for another cycle of Duchamp 
studies, but could also point the way out of the cul de sac of contemporary artistic 

production sustained in a false opposition between a return to traditional 
humanist models and a gradual disappearance in the shallow derivations of 
obsolete or misunderstood Duchampian paradigms, just as it could also point a 

way out of the stale opposition between a poststructuralist orthodoxy and an 

increasingly instrumentalized rationality of social art history, more evidently 
incapable of recognizing the complex circumscriptions of aesthetic objects. 

Benjamin H. D. Buchloh 
for the Editors 
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What's Neo about the 
Neo-Avant-Garde? 

HAL FOSTER 

It is no secret that postwar culture in North America and Western Europe is 

swamped by neos and posts. Apart from the eclecticism of recent art and architecture, 
there are a myriad repetitions in the postwar period: how are we to distinguish 
them in kind? How to tell the difference between a return of an archaic form of art 
that bolsters conservative tendencies in the present and a return to a lost model 
of art made in order to displace customary ways of working? Or, in the register of 

history, how to tell the difference between a revisionist account written in support 
of the cultural status quo and a genealogical account that seeks to challenge it? In 

reality these returns are more complicated, even more compulsive-especially now 
at the end of the century as revolutions at its beginning appear to be undone, and 
as formations thought to be long dead stir again with uncanny life. 

In postwar art the problem of repetition is primarily the problem of the 
neo-avant-garde, a loose grouping of North American and Western European 
artists of the 1950s and '60s who reprised and revised such avant-garde devices of 
the 1910s and '20s as collage and assemblage, the readymade and the grid, mono- 
chrome painting and constructed sculpture.1 No rule governs the return of these 
devices: no one instance is strictly contrived, concerted, or compulsive. Here I 
want to focus on recapitulations that aspire to criticality, and to do so initially 
through a remark of Michel Foucault made in early 1969, i.e., in the heyday of 
such returns. 

In "What Is an Author?" Foucault writes in passing of Marx and Freud as 
"initiators of discursive practices," and he asks why a return is made at particular 
moments to the originary texts of Marxism and psychoanalysis, a return in the 

1. Peter Burger poses the problem of the neo-avant-garde in Theory of the Avant-Garde (1974), more 
on which below; but it is Benjamin Buchloh who has developed the specific problematic of these para- 
digm repetitions in several texts over the last fifteen years, most directly in "The Primary Colors for the 
Second Time: A Paradigm Repetition of the Neo-Avant-Garde," October 37 (Summer 1986). My text is 
written in close dialogue with his fundamental body of criticism, and I will try to clarify my debts as well as 
my differences as I go along. I also want to thank audiences at the CUNY Graduate Center, the Universite 
de Montreal (especially Johanne Lamoureux), and the Center for twentieth-Century Studies at the 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (especially Kathleen Woodward,Jane Gallop, and Herbert Blau). 
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form of a rigorous reading.2 The implication is that, if truly radical (in the sense 
of radix: to the root), the reading will not be another accretion of the discourse; 
on the contrary, it will cut through the layers of paraphrase and pastiche that have 
obscured its theoretical core and blunted its political edge. Foucault names no 
names, but he likely has in mind the readings of Marx and Freud made by Louis 
Althusser and Jacques Lacan respectively. (Again, he writes in early 1969, or four 
years after Althusser published For Marx and Reading Capital, and three years after 
the Ecrits of Lacan appeared-and just months after May 1968, a moment in anti- 
historicist constellation with prior revolutionary moments.) In each case the stake 
of the return is the structure of the discourse stripped of additions: not so much 
what Marxism or psychoanalysis means as how it acts and signifies-and how it has 
transformed our concepts of action and signification. Thus in the early 1960s, 
after years of existentialist readings based on the early Marx (made in the wake of 
the belated discovery of his 1844 manuscripts in the 1930s), Althusser performs a 
structuralist reading based on the mature Marx of Capital. For Althusser, of 
course, this is the "scientific" Marx of the epistemological rupture that changed 
politics and philosophy forever, not the "ideological" Marx hung up on humanist 
problems such as alienation. For his part, in the early 1950s, after years of thera- 
peutic adaptations of psychoanalysis, Lacan performs a linguistic reading of 
Freud. For Lacan, of course, this is the radical Freud who reveals our decentered 
relation to the language of our unconscious, not the humanist Freud of the ego 
psychologies dominant at the time. 

The moves within these two returns are different: Althusser defines a lost 
break within Marx, whereas Lacan articulates a latent connection between Freud and 
Ferdinand de Saussure, the contemporaneous founder of structural linguistics, a 
connection implicit in Freud (e.g., in his analysis of the dream as a process of con- 
densation and displacement, a rebus of metaphor and metonymy) but impossible 
for him to think as such given the epistemological limits of his own historical 
position.3 But the method of these returns is similar: to focus on "the constructive 

2. Michel Foucault, Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, ed. Donald F. Bouchard (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1977), pp. 113-38. To my mind "What is an Author?" is more useful vis-a-vis critical 
art of the 1960s and '70s than its more influential counterpart, "The Death of the Author" by Roland 
Barthes, precisely because, like the art, it examines the discursive function of the author rather than 
announces its apocalyptic end. In History of Sexuality (vol. 1, 1976) Foucault revises his view of the 
epistemological rupture represented by Freud. 
3. Lacan details this connection in "The Agency of the Letter in the Unconscious" (1957), and in 
"The Meaning of the Phallus" (1958) he deems it fundamental to his return to Freud: "It is on the 
basis of such a wager-laid down by me as the principle of a commentary of Freud's work which I have 
been pursuing for seven years-that I have been led to certain conclusions: above all, to argue, as 
necessary to any articulation of analytic phenomena, for the notion of the signifier, in the sense in 
which it is opposed to that of the signified in modern linguistic analysis. The latter, born since Freud, 
could not be taken into account by him, but it is my contention that Freud's discovery stands out 
precisely for having had to anticipate its formulas, even while setting out from a domain in which one 
could hardly expect to recognise its sway. Conversely, it is Freud's discovery that gives to the opposition 
of signifier to signified the full weight which it should imply: namely, that the signifier has an active 
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omission" fundamental to each discourse.4 Similar, too, are the motives: not only 
to restore the radical integrity of the discourse but to challenge its status in the 

present, the received ideas that deform its structure and restrict its efficacy. This is 
not to claim the final truth of such readings (apart from the wretched ressentiment 
visited on Althusser and Lacan today, it is hard not to have some doubts about 
these figures-or, for that matter, the artists I mention below). On the contrary it 
is to clarify the contingent strategy of the readings, which is to reconnect with a 
lost practice in order to disconnect from a present way of working felt to be out- 
moded, misguided, or otherwise oppressive. The first move (re) is a temporal one, 
made in order, in a second, spatial move (dis), to open a new site for work.5 

Now, amid all the repetitions in postwar art, are there any returns in this 
radical sense? Certainly none appear so historically focused and theoretically 
rigorous. Some recoveries are fast and furious, and they tend to reify the past 
practice, to acculturate it in terms of iconographic thematics; this is often the fate 
of the found object in the 1950s and the readymade in the 1960s. Other recoveries 
are slow and partial, as in the case of Russian Constructivism in the early 1960s 
after decades of active repression and passive misinformation.6 Some old models of 
art appear to return independently, as with the various reinventions of mono- 
chrome painting in the 1950s and '60s (Robert Rauschenberg, Ellsworth Kelly, 

function in determining the effects in which the signifiable appears as submitting to its mark, 
becoming through that passion the signified" (in Feminine Sexuality, ed. Juliet Mitchell and Jacqueline 
Rose [New York: W.W. Norton, 1985], p. 78). 

A similar strategy of historical connection has begun to transform modernist studies (in a way 
that might point to a convergence between old semiotic and social-historical approaches). In a recogni- 
tion deferred until our own time some critics have linked Saussurean linguistics to high-modernist 
reformulations of the artistic sign: in primitivist Cubism (Yve-Alain Bois, "Kahnweiler's Lesson," 
Representations 18 [Spring 1987]); in Cubist collage (Rosalind Krauss, "The Motivation of the Sign," 
in Picasso and Braque: A Symposium, ed. Lynn Zelevansky (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1992); 
in the Duchampian readymade (Benjamin Buchloh in various texts). On another axis T. J. Clark has 
juxtaposed the fantasmatic figures of the late Cezanne with the sexual theories of the early Freud; and 
in Compulsive Beauty I connect Surrealism with the contemporaneous theory of the death drive. 
4. Foucault: "If we return, it is because of a basic and constructive omission, an omission that is not 
the result of accident or incomprehension.... This nonaccidental omission must be regulated by 
precise operations that can be situated, analysed, and reduced in a return to the act of initiation. Both 
the cause of the barrier and the means for its removal, this omission-also responsible for the 
obstacles that prevent returning to the act of initiation-can only be resolved by a return.... It follows 
naturally that this return ... is not a historical supplement that would come to fix itself upon the primary 
discursivity and redouble it in the form of an ornament.... Rather, it is an effective and necessary 
means of transforming discursive practice" ("What is an Author?" p. 135). 
5. Of course these practices are not lost and found, nor did they disappear. There was continuous 
work on Marx, Freud, and (even more important for theory of the time) Nietzsche, just as there was 
on the historical avant-garde; indeed, there is continuity with the neo-avant-garde in the person of 
Duchamp alone. Yet in spite of this work, sometimes because of it, important aspects of all these discourses 
were misplaced-this is the omission that Foucault remarks and that I attempt to theorize below. 
6. See Buchloh, "Constructing (the History of) Sculpture," in Reconstructing Modernism, ed. Serge 
Guilbaut (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1989), as well as my "Some Uses and Abuses of Russian 
Constructivism," in Art into Life: Russian Constructivism 1914-1932, ed. Richard Andrews (New York: 
Rizzoli, 1990). 
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Lucio Fontana, Yves Klein, Piero Manzoni, Ad Reinhardt, Robert Ryman, and so 
on). Other old models are combined in apparent contradiction, as when in the 
early 1960s artists like Dan Flavin and Carl Andre draw on different aspects of 
diverse precedents like Marcel Duchamp and Constantin Brancusi, Alexander 
Rodchenko and Kurt Schwitters, or when Donald Judd contrives an almost 
Borgesian array of precursors in his 1965 manifesto "Specific Objects." 
Paradoxically, at this crux of the postwar period, ambitious art is marked by an 

expansion of allusion as much as by a reduction of form or a withdrawal of incident. 
Such art often invokes different, even incommensurate models of practice, but 
less to act them out in a hysterical pastiche (as in much art in the 1980s) than to 
work them through to a reflexive way of working-to turn the contradictions 
inscribed in these models into a critical consciousness of history, artistic and 
otherwise. Thus there is a method to the madness of the Judd list of precursors, 
especially where it appears most incoherent, as in its juxtaposition of the opposed 
traditions of Duchamp and New York School Painting. It is a method that seeks 
not only to extract a new practice from these traditions but to trump them as it 

goes-in this case to move beyond "objectivity" (whether nominalist as in 

Duchampian practice or formalist as in New York School Painting) to "specific 
objects."7 

This particular move raises the two returns in the late 1950s and early 
1960s that might qualify as radical in the aforementioned sense: the readymades 
of Duchampian Dada and the contingent structures of Russian Constructivism 
(i.e., structures, like the counter-reliefs of Tatlin or the hanging constructions of 
Rodchenko, that reflect both inwardly on material, form, and structure and out- 

wardly on space, light, and context). Immediately two kinds of questions arise. 

Why do these returns occur then? And what relationship between moments of 

appearance and reappearance do they pose? Are the postwar moments passive 
repetitions of the prewar moments, or does the neo-avant-garde act on the 
historical avant-garde in ways that we can only now appreciate? 

Let me respond to the historical question briefly; then I will focus on the 
theoretical question, which has to do with avant-garde temporality and narrativity. 
My account of the return of the Dadaist readymade and the Constructivist 
structure will come as no surprise. However different aesthetically and politically, 
the two paradigms are alike in this respect: they both contest the bourgeois 

7. For a discussion of this trumping, see my "The Crux of Minimalism," in Individuals, ed. Howard 

Singerman (Los Angeles: MOCA, 1986). It is not unique to Judd; his entire generation confronted 
what Buchloh calls the "painterly peripety" posed most starkly by Frank Stella ("Formalism and 
Historicity: Changing Concepts in American and European Art since 1945," in Europe in the Seventies, 
ed. Anne Rorimer [Chicago: Art Institute of Chicago, 1977], p. 101). Neither is the method of contra- 
dictory combination specific to North American art. For example, of the labels made for the 1972 
Dusseldorf version of his celebrated exhibition Musee d'Art Moderne Marcel Broodthaers once 
remarked: "'This is not a work of art' is a formula obtained by the contraction of a concept by Duchamp 
and an antithetical concept by Magritte" ("Ten Thousand Franc Reward" [1974], interview with 
Irmeline Lebeer, October 42 [Fall 1987], p. 47). 
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Alexander Rodchenko. Circa 1924. CarlAndre. 1959. 

principles of autonomous art and expressive artist, the first through an embrace 
of everyday objects and a pose of aesthetic indifference, the second through the 
use of quasi-industrial materials and the transformation of the function of the 
artist (especially in the Productivist phase of agit-prop campaigns and factory 
projects).8 Thus, for North American and Western European artists in the late 
1950s and early 1960s, Dada and Constructivism offered two historical alternatives 
to the modernist model dominant at the time, the medium-specific formalism 

developed by Roger Fry and Clive Bell for Post-Impressionism and its aftermath, 
and refined by Clement Greenberg and Michael Fried for the New York School 
and its aftermath. Since this model was staked on the intrinsic autonomy of 
modernist painting in particular, pledged to the ideals of "significant form" (Bell) 
and "pure opticality" (Greenberg), discontented artists were drawn to the two 
movements that sought to exceed this apparent autonomy: to define the institution 
of art in an epistemological inquiry into its aesthetic knowledges and/or to 

destroy it in an anarchistic attack on its formal conventions, as did Dada, or to 
transform it according to the materialist practices of a revolutionary society, as did 

8. Obviously both formulations require qualification. Not all the readymades are everyday objects; 
and though I disagree with aestheticist readings (e.g., William Camfield, "Marcel Duchamp's Fountain: 
Aesthetic Object, Icon, or Anti-Art?" in The Definitively Unfinished Marcel Duchamp, ed. Thierry de Duve 
[Cambridge: MIT Press, 1991]), most are hardly indifferent objects. (For one indication of their over- 
determination, see the recent essays of Molly Nesbit, "Readymade Originals," October 37 [Summer 1986], 
and "The Language of Industry," in The Definitively Unfinished.) As for Constructivism, its industrial 
ambitions were foiled at many levels-materials, training, factory integration, cultural policy. 
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Constructivism-in any case to reposition art in relation not only to mundane 

space-time but to social practice as well. Of course the repression of these practices 
within the dominant account only added to the attraction, according to the old 

avant-gardist association of the critical with the marginal. 
For the most part these recoveries were self-aware: often trained in novel 

academic programs (the M.F.A. degree was developed at this time), many artists in 
the late 1950s and early 1960s studied prewar avant-gardes with a theoretical rigor 
new to this generation; and some began to practice as critics in ways quite distinct 
from modernist-oracular precedents (think of the early texts of Robert Morris, 
Robert Smithson, Mel Bochner, and Dan Graham alone). In the United States this 
historical awareness was further complicated by the reception of the avant-garde 
through the very institution that it often attacked: not only the museum of art but 
the museum of modern art. If artists in the 1950s had mostly recycled avant-garde 
devices, artists in the 1960s had to elaborate them critically; the pressure of 
historical awareness permitted nothing less.9 It is this complicated relation between 

prewar and postwar avant-gardes, the theoretical question of avant-garde causality, 
temporality, and narrativity, that is crucial to comprehend today. Far from a quaint 
question, more and more depends on it: our very accounts of innovative Western 
art of the century now that we approach its end.10 

* 

The central text on this question remains Theory of the Avant-Garde by the 
German critic Peter Burger. Now twenty years old, it still frames intelligent 
discussions of historical and neo-avant-gardes (indeed Burger first made these 
terms current), so even today it is important to work through his thesis. Some 
of his blind spots are now well marked.ll His description is often inexact, and his 
definition is overly selective (Burger focuses on the early readymades of 

9. On this score the opposition of American "formalism" and European "historicity" that struc- 
tures the Buchloh text on "Changing Concepts in American and European Art Since 1945" is too stark. 
10. I should clarify the two major presuppositions of this text: the value of the construct of the 
avant-garde and the need for new narratives of its genealogy. The problems with the avant-garde 
should be familiar, especially to readers of this journal: its ideology of progress, its presumption of 
originality, its elitist hermeticism, its historical exclusivity, its appropriation by culture industries, and 
so on. And yet this construct remains the crucial co-articulation of cultural and political forms of 
thought and action within modernity-an obvious fact that is often dismissed today as a deluded 
Leninist hangover. It is this co-articulation that a posthistorical account of the neo-avant-garde, as well 
as an eclecticist notion of the postmodern, works to undo. Thus the need for new genealogies of the 
avant-garde, ones that both complicate its past and pluralize its present. 
11. Theory of the Avant-Garde provoked immediate debate in Germany, and a collection of responses 
was published in 1976 (W. M. Lfdke, ed., "Theorie der Avant-garde. "Antworten auf Peter Biirgers Bestimmung 
von Kunst und biirgerlicher Gesellschaft [Frankfurt: Suhrkamp Verlag], to which Birger responded in a 
1979 essay that now introduces the English version of his book (trans. Michael Shaw [Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1984]; all subsequent citations in the text). There are also many reviews 
and responses in English, the most pointed of which remains that of Buchloh, "Theorizing the Avant- 
Garde," Art in America, vol. 72 (November 1984); it informs some of the points made below. 
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Duchamp, the early chance experiments of Andre Breton and Louis Aragon, the 

early photomontages ofJohn Heartfield). Moreover, his very premise is problematic 
-that one theory can comprehend the avant-garde, that all its activities can be 
subsumed under the project to destroy the false autonomy of bourgeois art. And 

yet these problems pale next to his dismissal of the postwar avant-garde as merely 
neo, as so much repetition in bad faith that cancels the prewar critique of the 
institution of art. Here Burger projects the historical avant-garde as an absolute 

origin whose aesthetic transformations are fully significant and historically effec- 
tive in the first instance. This is tenuous from several points of view. For a 

poststructuralist such a claim of self-presence is theological; for a theorist of 

reception it is impossible. Did Duchamp appear as "Duchamp"? Of course not, and 
yet he is often presented thus, full-blown from his own forehead. Did Les 
Demoiselles d'Avignon of Picasso emerge as the crux of modernist painting that it is 
now taken to be? Obviously not, and yet it is often treated as immaculate in con- 

ception and reception. The status of Duchamp as well as Les Demoiselles is a 
retroactive effect of countless artistic responses and critical readings, and so it 

goes across the dialogical space-time of avant-garde practice and institutional 
reception.12 This blind spot in Burger concerning the deferred temporality of 
artistic signification is especially ironic, for he is often praised for his attention to 
the historicity of aesthetic categories, and, to a certain degree, this praise is 
earned.13 So where (at least according to my lights) does he go astray? 

Burger begins with the premise fundamental to Marxist criticism, for it 
alone permits one to historicize, the premise of "a connection between the develop- 
ment of [an] object and the possibility of [its] cognition" (li).14 According to this 
premise, our understanding of an art can be only as advanced as the art, and it 
leads Burger to his principal argument: that the avant-garde critique of bourgeois 
art depended on the development of this art, in particular on three stages within 
its history. The first stage occurs when the autonomy of art is proclaimed by the 
end of the eighteenth century, that is, in Enlightenment aesthetics. The second 
stage occurs when this autonomy is made over into the very subject of art by the 
end of the nineteenth century, that is, in art that aspires not so much to abstraction 

12. Of course encounters with art and between artists can be punctual, but the effects of these 
puncta (to borrow a term from the Barthes of Camera Lucida) are not often immediate. Nevertheless, it 
is in terms of immediate influence that narratives of both avant-garde and traditional art are written. 
13. "What makes Bfirger so important," Jochen Schulte-Sasse writes in his foreword to Theory of the 
Avant-Garde, "is that his theory reflects the conditions of its own possibilities" (xxxiv). This is true of 
its theoretical preconditions, especially as given by the Frankfurt School, but not of its artistic 
preconditions. As Buchloh notes in his review and as I develop below, Bfirger is oblivious to practices 
within the neo-avant-garde that do precisely what he says it cannot do, which is to develop the critique 
of the institution of art. 
14. On the ramifications of this premise for the formation of art history as a discipline, see M. M. 
Bakhtin/P. M. Medvedev, "The Formal Method in European Art Scholarship," in The Formal Method in 
Literary Scholarship (1928), trans. Albert J. Wehrle (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1978), pp. 41-53. 
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as to aestheticism. And the third stage occurs when this aestheticism comes under 
attack by the historical avant-garde at the beginning of this century, for example, 
in the explicit Productivist demand that art regain a use-value, or the implicit 
Dadaist demand that it at least acknowledge its uselessness-value-i.e., the actual 
affirmation of the cultural order concealed in its apparent withdrawal from it.15 

Although Burger insists that this development is uneven and contradictory (he 
alludes to the notion of the nonsynchronous developed by Ernst Bloch), he still 
narrates it as an evolution. Perhaps he could not conceive it otherwise, given his 
strict reading of the Marxist premise about the connection between an object and 
its understanding. 

Marx advances this premise in a text that Burger cites but does not discuss, 
the introduction to Grundrisse (1858), the draft notes preparatory to Capital 
(volume 1, 1867). At one point in these extraordinary sketches Marx muses that 
his fundamental insights-not only the labor theory of value but the historical 

dynamic of class struggle-could not be articulated until his own time, the time of 
an advanced bourgeoisie: 

Bourgeois society is the most developed and the most complex 
historic organization of production. The categories which express its 
relations, the comprehension of its structure, thereby also allows 

insights into the structure and the relations of production of all the 
vanished social formations out of whose ruins and elements it built 
itself up, whose mere nuances have developed explicit significance 
within it, etc. Human anatomy contains a key to the anatomy of the 

ape. The intimations of higher development among the subordinate 
animal species, however, can be understood only after the higher 
development is known. The bourgeois economy thus supplies the key 
to the ancient, etc.16 

This analogy between socioeconomic evolution and anatomical evolution is 

telling. Evoked as an illustration of development as recapitulation, it is neither 
accidental nor arbitrary: it is there in his epistemological horizon for Marx to 
think; it arises almost naturally in his text. And that is the problem, for to model 
historical development after biological development is to naturalize it, despite the 
fact that Marx was the first to define this move as the ideological one par excellence. 
This is not to dispute that our understanding can be only as developed as its 

object, but it is to question how we think this development-how we think causality, 
temporality, narrativity. Clearly it cannot be thought in terms of historicism 

15. A Productivist demand may also be implicit in some readymades, even in the otherwise anarchistic 
formula of the reciprocal readymades: "use a Rembrandt as an ironing board" (Duchamp, "The Green 
Box" [1934], in The Essential Writings of Marcel Duchamp, ed. Michel Sanouillet and Elmer Peterson 
[London: Thames & Hudson, 1975], p. 32). 
16. Marx, Grundrisse, trans. Martin Nicolaus (NewYork: Vintage Books, 1973), p. 105. 
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(defined most simply as the conflation of before and after with cause and effect). 
Despite many critiques in different disciplines, historicism still pervades art history, 
especially modernist studies, as it has from its Hegelian founders to curators and 
critics like Alfred Barr and Clement Greenberg and beyond.17 Above all else it is 
this persistent historicism that condemns contemporary art to the status of the 
belated, the redundant, the repetitious. 

Along with a tendency to take the avant-garde rhetoric of rupture at its own 
word, this residual evolutionism leads Burger to present history as both punctual 
and final. Thus for him a work of art, a shift in aesthetics, happens all at once, 
entirely significant in its first moment of appearance, and it happens once and for 
all, so that any elaboration is only a rehearsal. This conception of history as punc- 
tual and final underlies his narrative of the historical avant-garde as pure origin 
and the neo-avant-garde as riven repetition. This is bad enough, but things get 
worse, for to repeat the historical avant-garde, according to Burger, is to cancel its 

critique of the institution of autonomous art; more, it is to invert this critique into 
an affirmation of autonomous art. Thus, if readymades and collages challenged 
the bourgeois principles of expressive artist and organic art work, neo-ready- 
mades and neo-collages reinstate them. So, too, if Dada attacks audience and 
market alike, neo-Dada gestures are adapted to them. And so on down the line: 
for Burger the repetition of the historical avant-garde by the neo-avant-garde can 
only turn the antiaesthetic into the artistic, the transgressive into the institutional. 

There is truth here of course. The proto-Pop and nouveau-realiste reception of 
the readymade did tend to render it formal and/or arbitrary, to recoup it as art 
and/or commodity. When Johns bronzed and painted his two Ballantine ales 
(upon a remark of Willem de Kooning, legend has it, that Leo Castelli could sell 
anything as art, even beer cans), he did reduce the Duchampian performative 
of the urinal as an ambiguous (non)work of art. So, too, when Arman collected 
and composed his assisted readymades, he did invert the Duchampian principle 
of aesthetic indifference. More egregiously, with figures like Klein Dadaist 
transgression is turned into bourgeois spectacle, "an avant-garde of dissipated 
scandals," as Smithson once remarked.18 But this is not the entire story of the 
neo-avant-garde, nor does it end there. (One project in the 1960s, I will argue, is 

17. If Hegel and Kant preside over the discipline of art history, one cannot escape historicism by a 
turn from the former to the latter. Formalism has its historicisms too, as is manifest in the Green- 
bergian historicism whereby artistic innovation proceeds through formal self-criticism. In several texts 
in the 1970s Rosalind Krauss attacked this particular historicism (e.g., "A View of Modernism," "Sense 
and Sensibility," "Notes on the Index," "Sculpture in the Expanded Field"), often from a structuralist 
perspective, but today, of course, this historicist/structuralist opposition must also be exceeded. 
18. Smithson in response to a question from Irving Sandler concerning the status of the avant- 
garde in 1966, in The Writings of Robert Smithson, ed. Nancy Holt (New York: New York University Press, 
1979), p. 216. "A new generation of Dadaists has emerged today," Richard Hamilton wrote in 1961, 
"but Son of Dada is accepted" ("For the Finest Art, Try Pop," Gazette, 1 [1961]). In this text of Pop 
"affirmation" Hamilton seems to welcome the shift from the transgression-value of the avant-garde 
object to the spectacle-value of the neo-avant-garde celebrity. 

13 



OCTOBER 

to critique the old charlatanry of the bohemian artist as well as the new institution- 
ality of the avant-garde.)19 Yet the story does end there for Bfirger, mostly because 
he fails to recognize the ambitious art of his time-a potentially fatal flaw of any 
historian-theorist of art. As a result he can only see the neo-avant-garde in toto as 
futile and degenerate in romantic relation to the historical avant-garde, onto 
which he thus projects not only a magical effectivity but a pristine authenticity. 
Here, despite his grounding in Benjamin, Burger affirms the values of authenticity, 
originality, and singularity. Critical of the avant-garde in other respects, he 
remains within its value system in this respect. 

However simple, this structure of heroic past versus failed present is not 
stable. Sometimes the successes Burger credits to the historical avant-garde are 
difficult to distinguish from the failures he ascribes to the neo-avant-garde. For 

example, he argues that the historical avant-garde reveals artistic "styles" to be 
historical conventions and treats historical conventions as practical "means" 
(18-19), a double move fundamental to its critique of art as beyond history and 
without purpose. But this move from styles to means, this passage from a "histori- 
cal succession of techniques" to a posthistorical "simultaneity of the radically 
disparate" (63), would seem to push art into the arbitrary. If this is so, how is this 
arbitrariness of the historical avant-garde different from the absurdity of the 
neo-avant-garde, "a manifestation that is void of sense and that permits the 

positing of any meaning whatever" (61)?20 There is a difference, to be sure, but it 
is one of degree not of kind, which points to a flow between the two avant-gardes 
that Burger does not otherwise allow. 

My purpose is not to pick apart this text twenty years after the fact, and its 

important thesis is too influential to dismiss out of hand now. Rather I want to 

improve on it if I can, to complicate it through its own ambiguities-in particular 
to intimate a temporal exchange between historical and neo-avant-gardes, a 

complex relation of anticipation and reconstruction. The Burger narrative of 
direct cause and effect, of lapsarian before and after, of heroic origin and farcical 

repetition, which many of us recite with unconscious condescension toward the 

very possibility of contemporary art, this narrative will no longer do. 
At times Burger approaches such complication, but ultimately to resist it. 

This is most manifest in his account of the failure of the avant-garde. For Bfirger 
the historical avant-garde also failed-Duchamp to destroy traditional art categories, 
Breton and Aragon to reconcile subjective transgression and social revolution, the 
Constructivists to make the cultural means of production collective-but it failed 

heroically, tragically. Merely to fail again, as the neo-avant-garde does according to 

19. On the latter point see Buchloh, "Marcel Broodthaers: Allegories of the Avant-Garde," Artforum 
vol. 18 (May 1980), p. 56. 
20. This is strangely similar to the charge made by Greenberg, the great enemy of avant-gardism, 
against Minimalism in particular. See his "Recentness of Sculpture" (1967), in Minimal Art, ed. Gregory 
Battcock (NewYork: Dutton, 1968). 
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Burger, is at best pathetic and farcical, at worst cynical and opportunistic. Here 
Bfirger echoes the famous remark of Marx in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis 
Bonaparte (1852), mischievously attributed to Hegel, that all great events of world 
history occur twice, the first time as tragedy, the second time as farce. (Marx is 
concerned with the "tragedy" of Napoleon, master of the first French Empire, 
followed by the "farce" of his nephew Louis Bonaparte, manager of the second 
French Empire.) This trope of tragedy followed by farce is seductive-its cynicism 
is a protective response to many historical ironies-but it hardly suffices as a theo- 
retical model, let alone as a historical analysis. And yet in subtle ways it pervades 
criticism of contemporary art and culture, where its effect is first to construct the 
contemporary as posthistorical, a simulacral world of failed repetitions and 
pathetic pastiches, and then to condemn it as such from a mythical point of critical 
escape beyond it all. Ultimately it is this point that is posthistorical, and its per- 
spective is most mythical where it purports to be most critical.21 

For Bfirger, then, the failure of both historical and neo-avant-gardes spills us 
all into pluralistic irrelevance, "the positing of any meaning whatever." And he 
concludes: "No movement in the arts today can legitimately claim to be histori- 
cally more advanced as art than any other" (63). This despair is also seductive-it 
has the pathos of all Frankfurt School melancholia-but its fixation on the past is 
the other face of the cynicism about the present that Burger both scorns and 
shares.22 And the conclusion is mistaken; it is mistaken historically, politically, and 
ethically. First, it neglects the very lesson of the avant-garde that Bfirger teaches 
elsewhere: the historicity of art, of all art including the contemporary. It also 
neglects that an understanding of this historicity may be one criterion by which art 

21. This rhetorical model of tragedy-and-farce, it is important to note, need not produce posthis- 
torical effects, nor need it affirm the grandeur of the first term. In Marx the first term is ironized, not 
heroicized, by the second term: the moment of farce tunnels back and digs under the moment of 
tragedy. In this way the great original-in his case Napoleon, in our case the historical avant-garde- 
may be questioned as such. In "'Well Grubbed, Old Mole': Marx, Hamlet, and the (Un)fixing of 
Representation," Peter Stallybrass, to whom I am indebted for this point, comments: "Marx thus 
pursues a double strategy in the Eighteenth Brumaire. Through the first strategy, history is represented 
as a catastrophic decline from Napoleon to Louis Bonaparte. But in the second strategy, the effect of 
this 'debased' repetition is to unsettle the status of the origin. Napoleon I can now only be read 
back through his nephew: his ghost is awakened but as a caricature" (lecture at Cornell University, 
March 1994). In this way if the evolutionist analogy in Marx is beyond critical salvage, the rhetorical 
model may not be. On repetition in Marx also see Jeffrey Mehlman, Revolution and Repetition: 
Marx/Hugo/Balzac (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977); and on rhetoricity in Marx see 
Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe (Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1973). On the posthistorical see Lutz Niethammer, Posthistoire: Has History 
Come to an End? trans. Patrick Camiller (London: Verso, 1992). In contemporary North American 
culture there is a transvaluation of the pathetic and the failed, but that is another story. 
22. Both present and past are projections here, but what exactly is this past, this lost object of the 
melancholic critic? For Bfirger it is not the historical avant-garde alone, despite the fact that he 
castigates it like a melancholic betrayed by his love object. Most critics harbor some such lost ideal 
against which (post)modernism is secretly judged, and often, as per the formula of melancholia, this 
ideal is unconscious. 
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can claim to be advanced as art today.23 Second, it ignores that, rather than invert 
the prewar critique of the institution of art, the neo-avant-garde has worked to 
extend it. It also ignores that in doing so the neo-avant-garde has produced new 
aesthetic experiences, cognitive connections, and political interventions, and that 
these openings may make up another criterion by which art can claim to be 
advanced today. Burger does not see these openings, again in part because he is 
blind to the ambitious art of his time. Here, then, I want to explore such possibili- 
ties, and to do so in the form of a hypothesis: Rather than cancel the project of the 
historical avant-garde, might the neo-avant-garde comprehend it for the first time? I say 
"comprehend," not "complete": the project of the avant-garde is no more concluded 
in its neo moment than it is enacted in its historical moment. In art, too, creative 
analysis is interminable.24 

Immodestly enough, I want to do to Burger what Marx did to Hegel: to right 
his concept of the dialectic. Again, the aim of the avant-garde for Birger is to 

destroy the institution of autonomous art in order to reconnect art and life. Like 
the structure of heroic past and failed present, however, this formulation only 

23. In other words, the recognition of conventionality need not issue in the "simultaneity of the 
radically disparate"; on the contrary it can prompt a historicization of the radically necessary. See n. 24. 
24. Some comparison of Burger and Buchloh might be useful at this point. Buchloh also regards 
avant-garde practice as punctual and final (e.g., in "Michael Asher and the Conclusion of Modernist 
Sculpture" he deems traditional sculpture "definitely abolished by 1913" with the Tatlin constructions 
and the Duchamp readymades [in Performance, Text(e)s & Documents, ed. Chantal Pontbriand 
(Montreal: Parachute, 1981), p. 56]). Yet he draws an opposite conclusion from Burger: the avant- 
garde does not advance arbitrariness but counters it; rather than a relativism of means, it imposes a 
necessity of analysis, the slackening of which (as in the various rappels d l'ordre of the 1920s) threatens 
to undo modernism as such (see "Figures of Authority, Ciphers of Regression" [October 16 (Spring 
1981)]). "The meaning of the break in the history of art that the historical avant-garde movements 
provoked," Bfrger writes, "does not consist in the destruction of art as an institution, but in the 
destruction of the possibility of positing esthetic norms as valid ones" (87). "The conclusion," Buchloh 
responds in his review, "that, because the one practice that set out to dismantle the institution of art in 
bourgeois society failed to do so, all practices become equally valid, is not logically compelling at all" 
(p. 21). For Buchloh this is "aesthetic passivism," and it promotes "a vulgarized notion of postmod- 
ernism" even as it condemns it. 

Burger and Buchloh also agree on the failure of the avant-garde, but not on its ramifications. 
For Buchloh avant-garde practice addresses social contradictions that it cannot resolve; in this structural 
sense it can only fail. And yet if the work of art can register such contradictions, its very failure is 
recouped. "The failure of that attempt," Buchloh writes of the welded sculpture of Julio Gonzalez, 
Picasso, and David Smith, which evokes the contradiction between collective industrial production 
and individual preindustrial art, "inasmuch as it becomes evident in the work itself, is then the work's 
historic and aesthetic authenticity" ("Michael Asher," p. 59). According to this same dialectic of failure, 
Buchloh considers the practice of repetition to be the authentic meaning of the neo-avant-garde 
("Primary Colors," p. 43). This dialectic is seductive, but it limits the possibilities of the neo-avant- 
garde before the fact-a paradox, for me at least, in the work of this most important advocate of its 
practices. Even if Buchloh (or any of us) gauges these limits precisely, from what purchase does he (do 
we) do so? 

16 



What's Neo about the Neo-Avant-Garde? 

seems simple. For what is "art" here, and what is "life"? Already the opposition 
tends to cede to art the autonomy that is in question, and to position life at a 

point beyond reach. In its very formulation, then, the avant-garde project is pre- 
disposed to failure, with the sole exception of movements set in the midst of 
revolutions (this is another reason why Russian Constructivism is so often privi- 
leged by artists and critics on the left). To make matters more difficult, life is 
conceived here paradoxically-not only as remote but also as immediate, as if it 
were simply there to rush in like so much air once the hermetic seal of convention 
is broken. This Dadaist ideology of experience, to which Benjamin is also inclined, 
leads Bfirger to read the avant-garde as transgression pure and simple.25 More 
specifically, it prompts him to see its primary device, the readymade, as a sheer 

thing-of-the world, an account that occludes its use not only as an epistemological 
provocation in the historical avant-garde but also as an institutional probe in the 
neo-avant-garde. 

In short, Burger takes the romantic rhetoric of the avant-garde, of rupture 
and revolution, at its own word. In so doing, he misses crucial dimensions of its 
practice: for example, its mimetic dimension, whereby the avant-garde mimes the 
degraded world of capitalist modernity in order not to embrace it but to mock it 
(e.g., Cologne Dada), and its utopian dimension, whereby the avant-garde does 
not pose what could be so much as what cannot be-precisely, again, as a critique 
of what is (e.g., de Stijl). Now to speak of the avant-garde in terms of rhetoric is 
not to dismiss it as merely rhetorical. Rather it is to situate its attacks as both 
contextual and performative: contextual in the sense that the cabaret nihilism of 
the Zurich branch of Dada is a critical elaboration of the nihilism of World War I, 
or that the aesthetic anarchism of the Berlin branch of Dada is a critical 
elaboration of the anarchism of a country defeated militarily and torn up politi- 
cally; and performative in the sense that both these attacks on art are waged, 
necessarily, in relation to it-to its languages, institutions, structures of meaning, 
expectation, and reception. It is in this rhetorical relation that avant-garde rupture 
and revolution are located. 

This formulation blunts the sharp critique of the avant-garde project asso- 
ciated with Jurgen Habermas, one that goes beyond Burger. Not only did the 
avant-garde fail, Habermas argues, it was always already false, "a nonsense 
experiment." "Nothing remains from a desublimated meaning or a destructured 
form; an emancipatory effect does not follow."26 Some respondents to Burger 

25. Adorno criticizes Benjamin on a related count in his famous response to "The Work of Art in 
the Age of Mechanical Reproduction": "It would border on anarchism to revoke the reification of a 
great work of art in the spirit of immediate use values" (letter of 16 March 1936, in Aesthetics and Politics 
[London: New Left Books, 1977], p. 123). For instances of the Dadaist ideology of immediacy, see 
almost any relevant text by Tristan Tzara, Richard Hiilsenbeck, etc. 
26. Jurgen Habermas, "Modernity-An Incomplete Project," in The Anti-Aesthetic: Essays on 
Postmodern Culture, ed. Hal Foster (Seattle: Bay Press, 1983), p. 11. A complementary critique argues 
that the avant-garde succeeded-but only at the cost of us all; that it penetrated other aspects of social 
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push this critique further: in its attempt to negate art, it is argued, the avant-garde 
preserves it, preserves the category of art-as-such. Thus, rather than break with 
the ideology of aesthetic autonomy, it is but "a reversal phenomenon on the 
identical ideological level."27 This critique is pointed, to be sure, but it is pointed 
at the wrong target-that is, if we understand the avant-garde attack as rhetorical 
in the immanent sense sketched above.28 For the most acute avant-garde artists 
such as Duchamp, the aim is neither an abstract negation of art nor a romantic 
reconciliation with life but a perpetual testing of the conventions of both. Thus, 
rather than false, circular, and otherwise affirmative, avant-garde practice at its 
best is contradictory, mobile, and dialectical, even rhizomatic. The same is true 
of neo-avant-garde practice at its best, even the early versions of Rauschenberg 
or Allan Kaprow. "Painting relates to both art and life," runs a famous 

Rauschenberg motto. "Neither is made. (I try to act in that gap between the 
two.)"29 Note that he says "gap": the work is to sustain a tension between art 
and life, not somehow to reconnect the two. And even Kaprow, the neo-avant- 

gardist most loyal to the line of reconnection, seeks not to undo the 
"traditional identities" of art forms-this is a given for him-but to test the 
"frames or formats" of aesthetic experience as defined at a particular time and 
place.30 And it is this testing of "frames or formats" that drives the neo-avant-garde 
in its contemporary phases.31 

At this point I need to take my thesis about the avant-garde a step further, 
one that may lead to another way (with Burger, beyond Burger) to narrate its 
project. What exactly was effected by the signal acts of the historical avant-garde, 
as when Rodchenko presented painting as three panels of primary colors in 1921? 
"I reduced painting to its logical conclusion," the great Constructivist remarked in 
1939, "and exhibited three canvases: red, blue and yellow. I affirmed: this is the 
end of painting. These are the primary colors. Every plane is a discrete plane and 

life-but only to desublimate them, to open them up to violent aggressions. For a contemporary ver- 
sion of this Lukascian critique (which is sometimes difficult to distinguish from the neoconservative 
condemnation of avant-gardism tout court), see Russell A. Berman, Modern Culture and Critical Theory 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989). 
27. B. Lindner, "Aufhebung der Kunst in der Lebenspraxis? Uber die Aktualitat der Auseinander- 
setzung mit den historischen Avantgardebewegungen," in Antworten, ed. Lfdke, p. 83. 
28. This rhetorical understanding of the historical avant-garde also qualifies criticism of it from 
within the ranks of the neo-avant-garde, more on which below. 
29. Rauschenberg quoted in John Cage, "On Rauschenberg, Artist and His Work" (1961), in Silence 
(Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1969), p. 105. 
30. Thus his development as suggested by the title of one of his books: Allan Kaprow, Assemblages, 
Environments and Happenings (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1966). 
31. The first serious intimation of postmodernism in visual art draws on this avant-garde project to 
challenge the modernism advanced by Greenberg. In "Other Criteria" (1968/72) Leo Steinberg plays 
on the classic definition of modernist self-criticism: rather than define its medium in order to 
"entrench it more firmly in its area of competence" (Greenberg in "Modernist Painting" [1961/65]), 
Steinberg calls on art to "redefine the area of its competence by testing its limits" (Other Criteria 
[London: Oxford University Press, 1972], p. 77). 
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there will be no more representation."32 Here Rodchenko declares the end of 
painting, but what he demonstrates is different. It is the conventionality of painting: 
that it could be delimited to primary colors on discrete canvases in his artistic- 
political context with its specific permissions and pressures-this is the crucial 
qualification. And nothing explicit is demonstrated about the institution of art. Obviously 
convention and institution cannot be separated, but they are not identical. To 
collapse convention into institution produces a type of determinism; to read 
institution as convention produces a type of formalism. The institution of art 
enframes conventions, but it does not constitute them, not entirely. However heuristic, 
this difference does help to distinguish the emphases of historical and neo-avant- 
gardes: if the first focuses on the conventional, the second concentrates on the 
institutional.33 

A related argument can be advanced about Duchamp, as when he signed a 
rotated urinal with a pseudonym in 1917. Rather than define the fundamental 
properties of a specific medium from within as does Rodchenko, Duchamp 
articulates "the enunciative conditions" of the modern art work from without.34 
But the effect is similar: to reveal the conventional limits of art in a particular time 
and place-this again is the crucial qualification (obviously the contexts of New 
York Dada in 1917 and Soviet Constructivism in 1921 are radically different). And 
here, too, apart from the local outrage provoked by the vulgar object, the institution 
of art is not much defined. Indeed, the rejection of Fountain by the Society of 
Independent Artists exposed its discursive parameters more than the work per se. 35 
In any case, like the Rodchenko, the Duchamp is a declaration, a performative: 
Rodchenko "affirms"; Duchamp, in the guise of R. Mutt, "chooses." Neither work 
purports to be an analysis, let alone a deconstruction. The modem status of painting 
as made-for-exhibition is preserved by the monochrome (it may even be perfected 
there), and the museum-gallery nexus is left intact by the readymade. 

Such indeed are the limitations underscored fifty years later by artists like 

32. Alexander Rodchenko, "Working with Mayakowsky," in From Painting to Design: Russian 
Constructivist Art of the Twenties (Cologne: Galerie Gmurzyska, 1981), p. 191. How are we to read the 
retrospective aspect of this statement? How retroactive is it? For a different account, see Buchloh, 
"Primary Colors," pp. 43-45. 
33. My account of this difference is informed by Frazer Ward, "Institutional Critique and Publicity" 
(manuscript). 
34. See Thierry de Duve's "Echoes of the Readymade: Critique of Pure Modernism" in this issue. 
35. But then is there a per se here apart from this rejection? It may also be that the policy of the 
exhibition-to include all comers in alphabetical order-was more transgressive than Fountain 
(despite the fact that its rejection belied this policy). In any case, Fountain poses the question of the 
nonexhibited: not shown, then lost, later replicated, only to enter the discourse of modern art retroac- 
tively as a foundational act. (Monument to the Third International is another important instance of a work 
turned into a fetish that covers its own absence, a process that I attempt to theorize below in terms of 
trauma.) Of course the nonexhibited is its own avant-garde paradigm, indeed its own tradition, from 
the Salon des refuses and the Secession movements of the nineteenth century to canceled exhibitions 
in our own time, most significantly that of Hans Haacke at the Guggenheim in 1971-an example that 
again may point to the heuristic difference between convention-critique and institution-critique. 
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Marcel Broodthaers, Daniel Buren, Michael Asher, and Hans Haacke, who were 
concerned to elaborate these same paradigms in order to investigate this exhibi- 
tion status and that institutional nexus more systematically.36 To my mind this is 
the essential relation between the most significant historical and neo-avant-garde 
practices. First, artists like Flavin, Andre, Judd, and Morris in the early 1960s, and 
then artists like Broodthaers, Buren, Asher, and Haacke in the late 1960s, develop 
the critique of the conventions of the traditional mediums, as performed by 
Dada, Constructivism, and other historical avant-gardes, into an investigation of 
the institution of art, its perceptual and cognitive, structural and discursive 

parameters. This is to advance three claims: (1) that the institution of art is grasped 
as such not with the historical avant-garde but with the neo-avant-garde; (2) that the 

neo-avant-garde at its best addresses this institution with a creative analysis at once specific 
and deconstructive (not a nihilistic attack at once abstract and anarchistic, as often with the 
historical avant-garde); and (3) that, rather than cancel the historical avant-garde, the 

neo-avant-garde enacts its project for the first time-a first time that, again, is theoretically 
endless. It is thus that the Buirger dialectic of the avant-garde might be righted. 

* 

Of course my thesis has its own problems. First, there is the historical irony 
that the institution of art, the museum above all else, has changed beyond 
recognition, a development that demands the continual transformation of its 

avant-garde critique as well. A reconnection of art and life has occurred, but 
under the terms of the culture industry, not the avant-garde, aspects of which are 
appropriated by spectacular culture in part through its neo repetitions. This 
much is due the devil, but only this much.37 Rather than render the avant-garde 

36. The Musee d'art moderne of Marcel Broodthaers is the masterpiece of this analysis, but let me offer 
two later examples. In 1979 Michael Asher conceived a project for a group show at the Art Institute of 
Chicago in which a statue of George Washington (a copy of the celebrated one by Jean Antoine 
Houdon) was moved from the central front of the museum, where it performed a commemorative and 
decorative role, to an eighteenth-century period gallery, where its aesthetic and art-historical functions 
were foregrounded. These functions of the statue became clear in the simple act of its displacement-as 
did the fact that in neither position was the statue allowed to become historical. Here Asher elaborates 
the readymade paradigm into a situational aesthetics ("In this work," Asher comments in Writings, "I was 
the author of the situation, not of the elements" [p. 209]) in which certain limitations of the art muse- 
um as a place of historical memory are underscored. 

My other example is also an elaboration of the readymade paradigm, but one that traces extrinsic 
affiliations. MetroMobiltan (1985) by Hans Haacke consists of a miniature facade of the Metropolitan 
Museum replete with its noble motto about the disinterested nature of art. It is also decorated with the 
usual banners, one of which announces a show of ancient treasures from Nigeria. The other banners, 
however, are not usual: they are quotations from policy statements of Mobil, sponsor of the Nigeria 
show, about its involvement with the apartheid regime of South Africa. In this work the double-talk, 
the co-duplicity, of corporation and museum is made patent, again through the simple use of the 
applied readymade. 
37. Bfrger acknowledges this "false elimination of the distance between art and life" and draws 
from it two conclusions: "the contradictoriness of the avant-gardiste undertaking" (50) and the 
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Michael Asher. Installation at the 
Art Institute of Chicago. 1979. 
(Photo: Rusty Culp.) 

Hans Haacke. MetroMobiltan. 1985. 
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null and void, these developments have produced new spaces of critical play and 
prompted new modes of institutional analysis. And this reworking of the avant- 
garde, in terms of aesthetic forms, cultural-political strategies, and social 
positionings, has proved to be the most vital project in art and criticism over the 
last three decades at least. 

However, this only points to one historical problem, and there are theoreti- 
cal difficulties with my thesis as well. Again, terms like historical and neo- 
avant-garde may be at once too general and too exclusive to use effectively today. I 
noted some drawbacks of the first term; if the second is to be retained at all, at 
least two moments in the initial neo-avant-garde alone must be distinguished: the 
first moment represented here by Rauschenberg and Kaprow in the 1950s, the 
second moment by Buren and Asher in the 1960s.38 As the first neo-avant garde 
recovers the historical avant-garde, Dada in particular, it does so often literally, 
through a reprise of its basic devices, the effect of which is less to transform the 
institution of art than to transform the avant-garde into an institution. This is one ruse of 

history to grant Burger, but rather than dismiss it as farce we might attempt to 
understand it-here in analogy with the Freudian model of repression and repeti- 
tion.39 On this model if the historical avant-garde was repressed institutionally, it 
was repeated in the first neo-avant-garde, rather than, in the Freudian distinction, 
recollected, its contradictions worked through. If this analogy between repression 
and reception holds, then in its first repetition the avant-garde was made to 
appear historical before it was allowed to become effective, i.e., before its aesthetic- 

necessity of some autonomy for art (54). Buchloh is more dismissive. "The primary function of the 
neo-avant-garde," he writes in "Primary Colors," was not to examine this historical body of aesthetic 
knowledge [i.e., the paradigm of the monochrome], but to provide models of cultural identity and 
legitimation for the reconstructed (or newly constituted) liberal bourgeois audience of the postwar 
period. This audience sought a reconstruction of the avant-garde that would fulfill its own needs, and 
the demystification of aesthetic practice was certainly not among those needs. Neither was the integra- 
tion of art into social practice, but rather the opposite: the association of art with spectacle. It is in the 
spectacle that the neo-avant-garde finds its place as the provider of a mythical semblance of radicality, 
and it is in the spectacle that it can imbue the repetition of its obsolete modernist strategies with the 
appearance of credibility" (p. 51). I do not question the restricted truth of this specific statement 
(made in relation to Yves Klein) so much as its confident finality as a general pronouncement upon 
the neo-avant-garde. 
38. Obviously this singling out is artificial: Rauschenberg cannot be detached from a specific Cage 
milieu any more than Kaprow can be dissociated from a general Fluxus ethos, and Buren and Asher 
emerge in spaces vectored by very different artistic and theoretical forces. Other historical examples 
would also generate other theoretical emphases. 
39. Again Buchloh has led the way: "I want to argue, against Burger, that the positing of a moment 
of historical originality in the relationship between the historical avant-garde and the neo-avant-garde 
does not allow for an adequate understanding of the complexity of that relationship, for we are 
confronted here with practices of repetition that cannot be discussed in terms of influences, imitation, 
and authenticity alone. A model of repetition that might better describe this relationship is the 
Freudian concept of repetition that originates in repression and disavowal" ("Primary Colors," p. 43). 
It is this suggestion that I take up below. In "Painting: the Task of Mourning," Yve-Alain Bois applies 
the Freudian concept of working-through to the end of painting (in Endgame, ed. David Jocelit 
[Boston: ICA, 1986]). 
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political ramifications could be sorted out, let alone elaborated.40 On the 
Freudian analogy this is repetition, indeed reception, as resistance. And it need not 
be reactionary; one purpose of the Freudian analogy is to suggest that resistance is 

unknowing, that it is a process of un-knowing. Thus, for example, as early as 
Rauschenberg and Johns there is a Duchamp genre in the making, which is not 
only at odds with his practice but paradoxically in advance of its recognition, and 
maybe in resistance to it as well-to its final work (the posthumous Etants donnes), 
to some of its principles, to many of its ramifications. 

The important point is that the becoming-institutional of the avant-garde 
does not doom all subsequent art to court buffoonery. It also prompts in a second 
neo-avant-garde a critique of this process of acculturation and/or accommodation. 
Such is the principal subject of an artist like Broodthaers whose extraordinary 
tableaux evoke cultural reification only to transform it into a critical poetic. 
Broodthaers often uses shelled things like eggs and mussels to render this harden- 
ing at once literal and allegorical, in a word, reflexive-as if the best defense 
against reification were a preemptive embrace, a dire expose, of it.41 More 
generally, this becoming-institutional prompts in the second neo-avant-garde a 
creative analysis of the limitations of both historical and first neo-avant-gardes. 
Thus, to pursue one aspect of the reception of Duchamp, in several texts since the 
late 1960s Buren has questioned the Dadaist ideology of immediacy (or what 
Buchloh calls the "petit-bourgeois anarchist radicality" of Duchampian acts); and 
in many works over the same period he has combined the monochrome and the 
readymade into a device, his now-signature stripes, to explore what these para- 
digms exposed, only in part to occlude: "the parameters of artistic production and 
reception."42 Such elaboration is a collective labor that now cuts across entire 
generations of neo-avant-garde artists-to develop paradigms like the readymade 
from an object that purports to be transgressive in its very facticity (as in its first 
neo repetition), to a device that addresses the seriality of objects and images in 
advanced capitalism (as in Minimalist and Pop art), to a proposition that explores 
the linguistic dimension of the work of art (as in Conceptual art), to a marker of 

40. This is not the fate of the historical avant-garde alone; Buchloh characterizes the reception of 
Asher in this way too. See his Editor's Note in Michael Asher, Writings 1973-1983 on Works 1969-1979 
(Halifax: The Press of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, 1983), vii. 
41. In this strategy, which is as old as modernism, an individually assumed reification is taken up, 
homeopathically or apotropaically, against a socially enforced reification. In paired poems in Pense-Bete 
(1963-64), "La Moule" (The Mussel) and "La Meduse" (The Jellyfish), Broodthaers gives us two 
complementary totems of this tactic. The first reads: "This clever thing has avoided society's mold./ 
She's cast herself in her very own./ Other look-alikes share with her the anti-sea./ She's perfect." And 
the second in part: "It's perfect/ No mold/ Nothing but body" (translated by Paul Schmidt in October 
42 [Fall 1987]). Also see Buchloh, "Marcel Broodthaers: Allegories of the Avant-Garde," where he 
notes that Broodthaers was influenced by Lucien Goldmann, who in turn studied with Georg Lukacs, 
the great theorist of reification. Broodthaers was also influenced along these lines by Manzoni. 
42. Buchloh, "Conceptual Art 1962-1969," in October 55 (Winter 1990), pp. 137-38. As Buchloh 
remarks, this critique is directed less at Duchamp than at his neo progeny. 
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Marcel Broodthaers. White Cabinet 
and White Table. 1965. 
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Daniel Buren. Exhibition, RueJacob, 
Paris. 1968. 
(Photo: Bernard Boyer.) 

physical presence (as in site-specific art of the 1970s), to a form of critical mimicry 
of various discourses (as in allegorical art of the 1980s), and, finally, to a probe of 
sexual, ethnic, and social differences today (as in the work of such diverse artists 
as Sherrie Levine, David Hammons, and Robert Gober). In this way the so-called 

failure of both historical and first neo-avant-gardes to destroy the institution of art 
has enabled the deconstructive testing of this institution by the second neo-avant- 

garde-a testing that, again, is now extended to different institutions and 
discourses in the ambitious art of the present. 

But lest I render this second neo-avant-garde heroic, it is important to note 
that its critique can also be turned on it. If the historical and the first neo-avant- 

gardes often suffered from anarchistic tendencies, the second neo-avant-garde 
sometimes succumbs to apocalyptic impulses. "Perhaps the only thing one can do 
after having seen a canvas like ours," Buren says in one such moment in February 
1968, "is total revolution."43 This is the language of 1968, and artists like Buren 
often use it: his work proceeds from "the extinction" of the studio, he writes in 
"The Function of the Studio" (1971); it is pledged not merely to "contradict" the 

game of art but to "abolish" its rules altogether.44 In this rhetoric, which is more 

43. Buren quoted in Lucy Lippard, Six Years: the Dematerialization of the Art Object from 1966 to 1972 
(New York: Praeger, 1973), p. 41. 
44. Daniel Buren, "The Function of the Studio," October 10 (Fall 1979), p. 58; and Reboundings, trans. 

Philippe Hunt (Brussels: Daled & Gevaert, 1977), p. 73. This language governs influential theory of the 
time too, as in this trumping of ideology-critique by Barthes, also in 1971: "It is no longer the myths 
which need to be unmasked (the doxa now takes care of that), it is the sign itself which must be 
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Situationist than situated, there are strong echoes of the oracular, often machistic 
pronouncements of the high modernists. Our present is bereft of this sense of 
imminent revolution; it is also chastened by feminist critiques of revolutionary 
language as well as by other suspicions about the exclusivity notjust of art institu- 
tions but of critical discourses as well. As a result contemporary artists concerned 
to develop the institutional analysis of the second neo-avant-garde have moved 
away from grand oppositions to subtle displacements (I think of artists from Louise 
Lawler and Silvia Kolbowski to Christopher Williams and Andrea Fraser) and/or 
strategic collaborations with different groups (Fred Wilson and Mark Dion are 

representative here). This is one way that the critique of the avant-garde 
continues, indeed one way that the avant-garde continues. Far from a recipe for 
hermeticism or formalism, this is in fact a formula of practice. It is also a precon- 
dition of any contemporary understanding of the different phases of the 
avant-garde. 

shaken" ("Change the Object Itself," in Image-Music-Text, trans. Stephen Heath [New York: Hill and 
Wang, 1977], p. 167). How are we to relate such institution-critique in art and theory to other political 
forms of intervention and occupation around 1968? For me this question is riddled by a particular 
photo-document of an April 1968 project by Buren, which consisted of 200 striped panels posted 
around Paris-to test the legibility of painting beyond the limits of the museum, among other pur- 
poses. In this one instance the panel is posted over various ads on a bright orange billboard, but it also 
obscures what appears to be a handwritten announcement of a student meeting at Vincennes (again 
this is April 1968). Was the placement inadvertent? How are we to mediate these image-events? 
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Louise Lawler. Untitled (Rooster). 
1993. 

Robert Gober. Untitled. 1993-94. 
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1992. 
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What 's Neo about the Neo-Avant-Garde? 

Perhaps now we can return to the initial question: how to narrate this 
revised relation between historical and neo-avant-gardes? The premise that an 

understanding of an art can only be as developed as the art must be retained, but 

again not along historicist lines, whether in analogy to anatomical development 
(as momentarily in Marx) or in analogy to rhetorical development, of origin 
followed by repetition, of tragedy followed by farce (as persistently in Burger). 
Different models of causality, temporality, and narrativity are required; far too 
much is at stake in practice, pedagogy, and politics simply to do without them. 

In order to advance a model of my own, I need to foreground an assumption 
already at work in this text: that history, in particular modernist history, is often 
conceived, secretly or otherwise, on the model of the individual subject, indeed as 
a subject. This is plain when a given history is narrated in terms of evolution or 

progression, as often in the late nineteenth century, or conversely in terms of 
devolution or regression, as often in the early twentieth century (the last trope is 

pervasive in modernist studies from Georg Lukacs to the present). But this modeling 
of history continues in contemporary criticism even when it assumes the death of 
the subject, for often then the subject only returns at the level of ideology (e.g., 
the Nazi subject), the nation (now imagined as a psychic entity as often as a body 
politic), and so on. As is clear here from my treatment of the art institution as a 

subject of resistance, I am as guilty of this vice as the next critic, but rather than 
give it up I want to make it a virtue. For if this analogy to the individual subject is 
all but structural to historical studies, why not apply the most sophisticated model 
of the subject, the psychoanalytical one, and do so in a manifest way?45 

In his best moments Freud limns the psychic temporality of the subject, 
which is quite different from the biological temporality of the body, the 

epistemological analogy that informs Bfirger via Marx. (I say "in his best moments," 
for just as Marx often escapes the propping of the historical on the biological, 
Freud often succumbs to this modeling.)46 For Freud, especially as read through 

45. This continuation of the subject by other means was pointed out to me by Mark Seltzer; I 
practice it most egregiously in "Postmodernism in Parallax" (October 63 [Spring 1993]). In part it stems 
from the imperative to think the atavistic aspects of contemporary politics in a psychoanalytic frame, 
especially nationalisms and neo-Fascisms (the work of Mikkel Borch-Jakobsen on identification and 
Slavoj Zizek on fantasy is important here). It is also driven by a strong sense of a traumatic core within 
historical experience, of which the Holocaust is often taken as a kind of paradigm. Obviously this 
application has its dangers, one of which is an open invitation to immediate identification with the 
traumatized victim-a point at which the general culture and the academic vanguard now converge 
(sometimes the model of both seems to be Oprah, and the motto of both "Enjoy Your Symptom!"). 
Today the active areas of humanities are reconfigured not as cultural studies (as many hoped and some 
feared) but as trauma studies. Repressed by various poststructuralisms, the real has returned-but not 
just any real, only the traumatic real. 
46. Despite the efforts of Lacan to save Freud from his "pretheoretical" heritage, this propping of the 
historical on the biological may be fundamental to Freud in a way that it is not to Marx-in his 
Lamarckian recourse to phylogenetic fantasies, to psychosexual stages, to developmental logics in general. 
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Lacan, subjectivity is not set once and for all; it is structured as a relay of antici- 

pations and reconstructions of traumatic events. "It always takes two traumas to 
make a trauma," comments Jean Laplanche, who has done the most to clarify the 
different temporal models in Freudian thought.47 One event is only registered 
through another that recodes it; we come to be who we are only in deferred action, 
in Nachtrdglichkeit. It is this analogy that I want to propose for modernist studies 
at the end of the century: I believe historical and neo-avant-gardes are constituted 
in a similar way, as a continual process of protension and retension, a complex 
relay of reconstructed past and anticipated future-in short, in a deferred action 
that throws over any simple scheme of before and after, cause and effect, origin 
and repetition.48 

On this analogy the avant-garde work is never historically effective or fully 
significant in its initial moments. It cannot be because it is traumatic: a hole in the 

symbolic order of its time that is not prepared for it, that cannot receive it, at least 
not immediately, at least not without structural change. (This is the other scene of 
art that critics and historians need to register: not only symbolic disconnections 
but failures to signify.)49 This trauma points to another function in the repetition 
of avant-garde events like the readymade and the monochrome: not only to 

deepen such holes but to bind them as well. And this function points to another 

problem: how are we to distinguish the two operations? Can they ever be so sepa- 
rated?50 Of course there are related repetitions in the Freudian model that I have 

47. Jean Laplanche, New Foundations of Psychanalysis, trans. David Macey (London: Basic Blackwell, 
1989), p. 88. Also see his Seduction, Translation, the Drives, ed. John Fletcher and Martin Stanton 
(London: Institute for Contemporary Art, 1992). Though influenced by Lacan, Laplanche takes a very 
different view of the role of "the vital order" in Freud. 
48. Above I said "comprehended" rather than "constituted," but the two processes are imbricated, 
especially so in my analogy if the avant-garde artist-critic assumes the position of both analyst and 
analysand. There are merits to this model that will require another essay to argue through, but there 
are problems as well (in addition to the very problem of analogy). How might this model of deferral 
negotiate other kinds of delays and differences, across other cultural space-times? How restricted are 
its temporalizations? 
49. Here too old semiotic and social-historical approaches seem to converge, in part around the 
psychoanalytic. T. J. Clark intimated this over twenty years ago in his introduction ("On the Social 
History of Art") to Image of the People (London: Thames & Hudson, 1973): "As for the public, we could 
make an analogy with Freudian theory.... The public, like the unconscious, is present only where it 
ceases; yet it determines the structure of private discourse; it is key to what cannot be said, and no 
subject is more important" (p. 12). 
50. "The crucial point here," Zizek writes in his Lacanian gloss on this question, "is the changed 
status of an event: when it erupts for the first time it is experienced as a contingent trauma, as an intru- 
sion of a certain nonsymbolized Real; only through repetition is this event recognized in its symbolic 
necessity-it finds its place in the symbolic network; it is realized in the symbolic order" (The Sublime 
Object of Ideology [London: Verso, 1989], p. 61). In this formulation repetition appears curative, even 
redemptive, which is unusual for Zizek, who privileges the intransigence of the traumatic real. Thus for- 
mulated in relation to the avant-garde, the discourse of trauma is no great improvement over the old 
discourse of shock, where repetition is little more than absorption, as it is conceived here by Bfrger: "As 
a result of repetition, it changes fundamentally: there is such a thing as expected shock.... The shock is 
'consumed'"(81). The difference between shock and trauma is important to retain; it may point to 
another heuristic distinction between modernist and postmodernist discourses more generally. 
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smuggled in here: some in which the trauma is acted out hysterically, as the first 
neo-avant-garde acts out the anarchistic attacks of the historical avant-garde; 
others in which the trauma is worked through laboriously, as later neo-avant- 
gardes develop these attacks, at once abstract and literal, into performances that 
are immanent and allegorical. It is in all these ways that the neo-avant-garde acts 
on the historical avant-garde as much as it is acted on by it; that it is less neo than 
nachtrdglich; that the avant-garde project in general develops in deferred action. 
Once repressed in part, the avant-garde did return, and it continues to return, but 
always from thefuture: such is its paradoxical temporality.51 So, again, what's neo about 
the neo-avant-garde? 

* 

I want to return very briefly to the strategy of the return with which I began. 
Whether the recoveries in art of the 1960s are as radical as those of Marx, Freud, 
or Nietzsche in theory of the time cannot be decided. What is certain, however, is 
that these returns are as fundamental to postmodernist art as they are to post- 
structuralist theory: both make the breaks that they do through such recoveries. 
But then these breaks are not complete, and we have to qualify our definition of 
epistemological rupture. Here too the notion of deferred action is useful, for 
rather than break with the fundamental practices and discourses of modernity, the signal 
practices and discourses of postmodernity advance in a nachtriglich relation to them.52 

And there is more, for, beyond this general nachtrdglich relation, both post- 
modernist art and poststructuralist theory have developed the specific questions 
that deferred action poses: questions of repetition, difference, and deferral; of 
causality, temporality, and narrativity. Apart from the topics of repetition and 
return remarked here, the neo-avant-garde is obsessed with the twin problems of 
temporality and textuality-not only the introduction of time and text into spatial 

51. See Zizek, Sublime Object, p. 55. Duchamp criticism hardly needs another magical key to the 
work, but it is extraordinary how recursion and retroactivity are built into his art-as if Duchamp not 
only allowed for deferred action but played with it as his very subject. The language of suspended 
delays, the trope of missed encounters, the concern with infra-mince causalities, the obsession with rep- 
etition, resistance, and reception, is everywhere in his work, which is, like trauma, like the avant-garde, 
definitively unfinished but always already inscribed. As but one example, take the famous specifications 
for the readymades in "The Green Box": "by planning for a moment to come (on such a day, such a 
date, such a minute), 'to inscribe a readymade'-The readymade can later be looked for.-(with all 
kinds of delays). The important thing then is just this matter of timing, this snapshot effect, like a speech 
delivered on no matter what occasion but at such and such an hour. It is a kind of rendezvous" (Essential 
Writings, p. 32). 
52. In a sense the very discovery of Nachtrdglichkeit is deferred. However operative in such texts as 
the Wolf-Man case history, it was left to different readers like Lacan and Laplanche to make its theoretical 
implications explicit. Moreover, Freud could not be fully aware that his own thought developed in 
nachtrdglich fashion: e.g., not only the return of trauma in his work but also the double temporality 
through which trauma is conceived there-the diphastic onset of sexuality, the fear of castration (that 
requires both a traumatic sighting and a paternal injunction), and so on. 
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and visual art (the famous debate between the Minimalists and Fried is but one 
battle in this long war), but also the theoretical elaboration of museological time 
and cultural intertextuality (announced by artists like Smithson and developed by 
artists like Lothar Baumgarten in the present). Here I want only to register that 
similar questions, posed in different ways, have also impelled the crucial philoso- 
phies of the period: e.g., the elaboration of Nachtriglichkeit in Lacan, the critique 
of "expressive causality" in Althusser, the genealogical analyses of Foucault, the 
reading of repetition and difference in Gilles Deleuze, the articulation of 
differance by Jacques Derrida.53 "It is the very idea of a first time which becomes 
enigmatic," Derrida writes in "Freud and the Scene of Writing" (1966), a funda- 
mental text of this entire antifoundational era. "It is thus the delay which is in the 
beginning."54 So it is for the avant-garde as well. 

53. In the essay devoted to this concept, perhaps the crucial one in the shift from a structuralist to a 
poststructuralist problematic, Derrida writes: "Differance is neither a word nor a concept. In it, however, 
we shall see the juncture-rather than the summation-of what has been most decisively inscribed in 
the thought of what is conveniently called our 'epoch': the difference of forces in Nietzsche, Saussure's 
principle of semiological difference, difference as the possibility of [neurone] facilitation, impression 
and delayed effect in Freud, difference as the irreducibility of the trace of the other in Levinas, and 
the ontic-ontological difference in Heidegger" (Speech and Phenomena, trans. David B. Allison 
[Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1973], p. 130). 
54. Jacques Derrida, Writing and Difference, trans. Allan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1978), pp. 202, 203. 
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Three Conversations in 1985: 
Claes Oldenburg, Andy Warhol, 

Robert Morris* 

BENJAMIN H. D. BUCHLOH 

Claes Oldenburg 
Buchloh: Did you know Duchamp? Did you have any exchange with him at all? 

Oldenburg: I had some interesting encounters with him, but not long talks or 
anything. In Pasadena, in 1963, was really the first time I saw the work, I 
mean really saw the work, except for rumors, and it was a very exciting show. 
Then he made himself available after the show to talk to people and sign 
things and so on. And he used to come, before that, to performances. 

Buchloh: Yes, he does actually mention this, that he sometimes went to Happenings. 
Oldenbug: He came to at least three performances that I had done. I remember one 

performance in 1965 which took place in a movie theater where the 
performance was in the seats and the audience had to stand. Duchamp asked 
if he could sit down because he was too tired to stand, so he became the only 
person in the audience sitting in the performance. Another performance, in 
1962 in The Store, ended with performers in burlap bags, crawling out of the 
bags, expiring at the feet of the audience. 

Buchloh: That was one of your performances? 
Oldenburg: Yes. I found that I was expiring at his feet. So there were contacts, but 

never anything more than a cordial hello if I met him at a party, and so 
forth. I never played chess with him. 

Buchloh: Also, if, as you say, in the early sixties the major points of departure in 
your own work were already clearly defined ... 

Oldenburg: Yes, he was a historical figure. 
Buchloh: What about iconography? That is obviously an art-historical problem; 

you are, as I see it, the first sculptor after Duchamp who uses a kind of 
iconography that is completely alien to all preceding sculpture, which is the 
industrially produced, ready-made object. 

Oldenburg: Well, I saw some of Duchamp's work at Yale when I was an undergradu- 

* The following are excerpts from interviews that were conducted for the purposes of research in 
1985. These conversations centered on the reception of the historical avant-gardes, specifically the 
legacy of Marcel Duchamp and the rediscovery of the work of the Russian and Soviet avant-gardes by 
American artists in the early 1960s. 

OCTOBER 70, Fall 1994, pp. 33-54. ? 1994 Benjamin H. D. Buchloh. 



34 OCTOBER 

Claes Oldenburg. 1966. 
(Photo:John Bryson.) 

i I 

-i 



Conversation with Claes Oldenburg 

ate there in the late 1940s. I did see that wonderful painting, that long 
painting [Tu m', 1918] which has the brush sticking out of it. So I saw his 
work and was aware of it also through art history courses and such. And 
certain works had certainly stuck in my mind, like the dust-gathering pieces, 
and the Three Standard Stoppages. 

Buchloh: Some of them were also in the Museum of Modern Art collection. I don't 
know if they were on display in the fifties, but the Stoppages, for example, 
have been in the collection for quite a while. 

But your iconography, you would say, comes from a variety of sources, 
primarily from American art of the late fifties? 

Oldenburg: I would say so. 
Buchloh: Happenings, Rauschenberg, Johns-if anything, they parallel, rather 

than being a direct reference to Dada, or to Duchamp in particular. Your 
selection of materials, your iconography, your procedures or production, 
were all denying every single prevailing sculptural convention. If one com- 

pares what the literature at the time presented as sculpture ... 

Oldenburg: Yes, that is true. I don't think I took the word sculpture very seriously, 
because I don't think the issue was whether or not it was sculpture or paint- 
ing. It was just construction of some kind, and I think that's the important 
thing because that gave you a sense of freedom. 

Buchloh: Did you want your work to have stability and permanence, or did you 
consider it to be props that could be discarded? 

Oldenburg: Well, that was an issue. Everybody was wondering whether things should 
be permanent. You had someone like Kaprow who maintained that nothing 
should be permanent, and yet he did manage to have a few pieces survive. 

Buchloh: Luckily. Now we are glad that we can see them. 
Oldenburg: In 1959 I worked a lot in papier-mache, using newspaper and card- 

board, which is all acid content, and yet some pieces have survived, at least 
up to this point. I wasn't trying to make perishable art; I was just trying to 
make an art out of perishable materials, or materials which under normal 
conditions were perishable. What I did to them made them less perishable. 

Buchloh: Did your materials or your choice of materials have political connotations? 
Oldenburg: Definitely, yes. 
Buchloh: Like denying high art conventions and materials? 
Oldenburg: Right. Art can be made out of rags. Eventually I put this all into a kind 

of programmatic statement. 
Buchloh: The long statement in Store Days? 
Oldenburg: Yes. That was directed against anybody's claim about sculpture. If 

someone had started an argument about sculpture, I would have maintained 
that I had a right to do this as sculpture. But that wasn't really the main issue. 
The issue was to make art, or to make something which reflected my presence 
in a certain context. 

Buchloh: But the issue that is even more important than the question of permanence 
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is that of the "public-ness" of your sculpture. Since your works The Street and 
The Store, we have encountered a radically new definition of what public 
sculpture can be in the present. After all, The Store was meant to function 
potentially like a store. People from the street were allowed to come in, 
weren't they? 

Oldenburg: Yes, they were. But realistically speaking, it was stacked against that 
because people in that neighborhood just aren't going to come in when they 
see something as strange as this. If people came in from the street, it was 
kids, or just curious people. I would see them at the window-they'd look in, 
but nobody would come in. 

Buchloh: So it was more conceived as a private studio that could be open on certain 
occasions to art world people and friends. 

Oldenburg: It was open-anybody could come in at any time-and I worked there 
more or less in view of the people who looked in. Even at night I would be 
visible. 

Buchloh: But wasn't there an inherent assault on esoteric qualities of high art, in 
every aspect of The Store? 

Oldenburg: Yes, but I think it was a matter of two things. One thing was to admit the 
commercial nature of art production by comparing it to ordinary production, 
and of course that was carried further because people came down and bought 
things at absurd prices. They bought a loaf of bread for ninety-nine dollars. 

Buchloh: A loaf of bread piece, work. 
Oldenburg: Yes. Instead of paying a normal price for a loaf of bread, they would pay 

ninety-nine dollars for it. Then, on the other hand, it was an antimuseum 
situation, an antipedestal situation, with all kinds of jokes on pedestals, 
museum presentations, and so on. But it never was-and I think it would 
have been naive in a way to have made it-a real store. I think that would 
have meant not recognizing the realities of artistic existence. And I didn't 
want to be a hypocrite about that; I wanted to air all of the issues. 

Buchloh: Yes, I remember you referring in one statement to The Store, or any 
store-at the time you were looking at the Lower East Side-assuming the 
role or the function of the museum, so that you make an explicit equation 
between the museum and the store. So that means the commodity status of 
the work did become an issue; the fetishization of the singularized object, as 
it happens in the museum context, was an issue for you at the time. And I 
think probably very much in the way that it had become an issue in 

Duchamp's work. Possibly you weren't even linking it up to the full 
ramifications of the readymade in the late fifties. 

Oldenburg: No, I think that's very true. And it wasn't so much against sculpture as 

against methods of dealing with the presentation of art, the definition of art. 

December 21, 1985 
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Andy Warhol 

Benjamin Buchloh: I am currently doing research on the reception of Dada and 
Duchamp's work in the late 1950s, and I would like to go a bit into that 
history if you don't mind. I read, I think in Stephen Koch's book, that in the 
mid-sixties you were working on a movie project on or with Duchamp which 
apparently has never been released? Was it actually a project? 

Andy Warhol: No, it was just an idea. I mean, I shot some pictures, but not really. 
They're just little sixteen-millimeters. But the project only would have hap- 
pened if we had been successful at finding somebody, or a foundation, to pay 
for it. Since I was doing these twenty-four-hour movies, I thought that it 
would have been great to photograph him for twenty-four hours. 

Buchloh: You knew him well enough at the time to have been able to do it? 
Warhol: Well, not well enough, but it would have been something he would have 

done. We just were trying to get somebody to pay for it, like just for the 
filming, and to do it for twenty-four hours, and that would have been great. 

Buchloh: So it never came about? 
Warhol: No. I didn't know him that well; I didn't know him as well as Jasper Johns 

or Rauschenberg did. They knew him really well. 
Buchloh: But you had some contact with him? 
Warhol: Well, yeah, we saw him a lot, a little bit. He was around. I didn't know he 

was that famous or anything like that. 
Buchloh: At that time, the late fifties and early sixties, he was still a relatively secret 

cult figure who just lived here. 
Warhol: Well, even all the people like Barney Newman and all those people, Jackson 

Pollock and Franz Kline, they were not well known. 
Buchloh: In retrospect it sometimes seems unbelievable that the reception process 

of Duchamp's work should have taken so long. 
Warhol: But some people like Rauschenberg went to that great school called Black 

Mountain College, so they were aware of him. 
Buchloh: So you think that it was through John Cage that the Duchamp reception 

was really generated? One of the phenomena that has always interested me 
in your work is the onset of serialization. Your first paintings, such as Popeye 
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Conversation with Andy Warhol 

or Dick Tracy, are still single images of readymades, and it seems that by 
1961-62 you changed into a mode of serial repetition. 

Warhol: I guess it happened because I... I don't know. Everybody was finding a dif- 
ferent thing. I had done the comic strips, and then I saw Roy Lichtenstein's 
little dots, and they were so perfect. So I thought I could not do that, the 
comic strips, because he did them so well. So I just started other things. 

Buchloh: Had you seen accumulations by Arman at that time, since he had just 
begun his serial repetitions of similar or identical ready-made objects a few 
years before, and that seems such a strange coincidence? 

Warhol: No, well, I didn't think that way. I didn't. I wasn't thinking of anything. I 
was looking for a thing. But then I did a dollar bill, and then I cut it up by 
hand. But you weren't allowed to do dollar bills that looked like dollar bills, 
so you couldn't do a silkscreen. Then I thought, well how do you do these 
things? The dollar bill I did was like a silkscreen, you know; it was 
commercial-I did it myself. And then somebody said that you can do it 
photographically-you know they can just do it, put a photograph on a 
screen-so that's when I did my first photograph, then from there, that's 
how it happened. 

Buchloh: But how did you start serial repetition as a formal structure? 
Warhol: Well, I mean, I just made one screen and repeated it over and over again. 

But I was doing the reproduction of the thing, of the Coca-Cola bottles and 
the dollar bills. 

Buchloh: That was in 1962. So it had nothing to do with a general concern for 
seriality? It was not coming out of John Cage and concepts of musical serial- 
ity; those were not issues you were involved with at the time? 

Warhol: When I was a kid, you know, John Cage came-I guess I met him when I 
was fifteen or something like that-but I didn't know he did serial things. 
You mean ... but I didn't know about music. 

Buchloh: Serial form had become increasingly important in the early 1960s, and it 
coincided historically with the introduction of serial structures in your work. 
This aspect has never really been discussed. 

Warhol: I don't know. I made a mistake. I should have just done the Campbell 
Soups and kept on doing them. Because then, after a while, I did like some 
people, like, you know, the guy who just does the squares, what's his name? 
The German-he died a couple of years ago; he does the squares-Albers. 
I liked him; I like his work a lot. 

Buchloh: When you did the Ferus Gallery show in Los Angeles, where you showed 
the thirty-three almost identical Campbell Soup paintings, did you know at 
that time about Yves Klein's 1957 show in Milan where he had exhibited the 
eleven blue paintings that were all identical in size, but all different in price? 

Warhol: No, he didn't show them in New York until much later. No, I didn't know 
about it. But didn't he have different-sized pictures and stuff like that? But 
then Rauschenberg did all-black paintings before that. And then before 
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Albers, the person I really like, the other person who did black-on-black 
paintings. 

Buchloh: You are thinking of Ad Reinhardt's paintings? 
Warhol: Right. Was he working before Albers? 
Buchloh: Well, they were working more or less simultaneously and independently 

of each other, even though Albers started earlier. There is another question 
concerning the reception process which I'm trying to clarify. People have 

speculated about the origins of your early linear drawing style, whether it 
comes more out of Matisse, or had been influenced by Cocteau, or came 

right out of Ben Shahn. I was always surprised that they never really looked 
at Man Ray, for example, or Picabia. Were they a factor in your drawings of the 
late 1950s, or did you think of your work at that time as totally commercial? 

Warhol: Yeah, it was just commercial art. 
Buchloh: So your introduction to the work of Francis Picabia through Philip 

Pearlstein took place much later? 
Warhol: I didn't even know who that person was. 
Buchloh: And you would not have been aware of Man Ray's drawings until the sixties? 
Warhol: Well, when I did know Man Ray he was just a photographer, I guess. I still 

don't know the drawings really. 
Buchloh: His is a very linear, elegant, bland drawing style. The whole New York 

Dada tradition has had a very peculiar drawing style, and I think your 
drawings from the late fifties are much closer to New York Dada than to 
Matisse. 

Warhol: Well, I worked that way because I like to trace, and that was the reason, just 
tracing outlines of photographs. 

Buchloh: That is, of course, very similar to the approach to drawing that Picabia 
took in his engineering drawings of the mechanical phase around 1916. I 
wasn't quite sure to what degree that kind of information would have been 
communicated to you through your friend Philip Pearlstein, who had, after 
all, written a thesis on Picabia. 

Warhol: When I came to New York I went directly into commercial art, and Philip 
wanted to too. But he had a really hard time with it, so he kept up with his 

paintings. And then you know, I didn't know much about galleries, and 

Philip did take me to some galleries, and then he went into some more seri- 
ous art. I guess if I had thought art was that simple, I probably would have 

gone into gallery art rather than commercial, but I like commercial. 
Commercial art at that time was so hard because photography had really 
taken over, and all of the illustrators were going out of business really fast. 

Buchloh: What has really struck me in the last few years is that whenever I see new 
works of yours, they seem to be extremely topical. For example, the paintings 
that you sent to the Zeitgeist show in Berlin depicted the Fascist light archi- 
tecture of Rudolf Speer. When-at the height of Neo-Expressionism-you 
sent paintings to Documenta in Germany, they were the Oxidation paintings. 
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Then slightly later I saw the Rorschach diptych at Castelli's. All of these 

paintings have a very specific topicality in that they relate very precisely to 
current issues in art-making, but they're not partaking in any of those issues. 

In the same way, to give another example, your series of de Chirico 

paintings is not really part of the contemporary movement that borrows 
from de Chirico; it seems to be part of that, and yet it distances itself at the 
same time. But nevertheless the paintings are perceived as though they were 
part of the same celebration and rediscovery of late de Chirico. Is this 
critical distance an essential feature that you emphasize, or does the 
misunderstanding of the work as being part of the same attitude bother you? 
Or is the ambiguity precisely the desired result? 

Warhol: No, well, I don't know. Each idea was just something to do. I was just trying 
to do newer ideas and stuff like that. I never actually had a show in New York 
with any of those ideas. No, well, I don't know. I've become a commercial 
artist again, so I just have to do portraits and stuff like that. You know, you 
start a new business, and to keep the business going you have to keep getting 
involved. 

Buchloh: Vincent Fremont just mentioned that you got a number of commissions 
going for corporate paintings. That's very interesting because in a way it 
leads back to the commercial origins of your work. 

Warhol: Well, I don't mean that, I mean doing portraits, that sort of thing. 
Because, I don't know, now I see the kids, you know, just paint whatever they 
paint, and then they sell it like the way I used to do it. Everything is sort of 
easier now, but you have to do it on and on. So those other things were just 
things that I started doing and doing on my own. 

Buchloh: So do you still make a distinction between commercial commissions and 
what you call the "other things"? 

Warhol: Yes. The next idea for a show I have here is going to be called "The Worst 
of Warhol"-if I ever have my way with Paige [Powell], you know this girl in 
our advertising department at Interview. 

So it would just be all of those things, you know, the little paintings. 
Except most of those things were supposed to be in that show, but then they 
got a little bit bigger, and then everybody always ... I sort of like the idea. 
The Rorschach is a good idea, and doing it just means that I have to spend 
some time writing down what I see in the Rorschach. That would make it 
more interesting, if I could write down everything I read. 

Buchloh: Yes, but aren't they also commenting in a way on the current state of 
painting, in the same manner that the Oxidation paintings are extremely 
funny, poignant statements on what is currently going on in the general 
return to painterly expressivity and technique? 

Warhol: Oh, I like all paintings; it's just amazing that it keeps, you know, going on. 
And the way new things happen and stuff. 

Buchloh: But don't you think that there is a different attitude toward technique in 

41 



OCTOBER 

..-~^^^ 
'~ Untitled (Rorschach Series). 1984. 

the Oxidation paintings or in the Rorschach paintings? They don't celebrate 

technique; if anything, they celebrate the opposite. 
Warhol: No, I know, but they had technique too. If I had asked someone to do an 

Oxidation painting, and they just wouldn't think about it, it would just be a 
mess. Then I did it myself, and you-and it's just too much work-and you 
try to figure out a good design. And sometimes they would turn green, and 
sometimes they wouldn't; they would just turn black or something. And then 
I realized why they dripped-there were just too many puddles, and there 
should have been less. In the hot light the crystals just dripped and ran 
down. 

Buchloh: That's a different definition of technique. 
Warhol: Doing the Rorschach paintings was the same way. Throwing paint on, it 

could just be a blob. So maybe they're better because I was trying to do them 
and then look at them and see what I could read into them. 

Buchloh: So the shift that has occurred in the last five years has not at all bothered 

you? The return to figuration, the return to manual painting procedures- 
that's nothing that you see in conflict with your own work and its history? 

Warhol: No, because I'm doing the same ... If only I had stayed with doing the 

Campbell Soup well, because everybody only does one painting anyway. 
Doing it whenever you need money is a really good idea, just that one 

painting over and over again, which is what everybody remembers you for 

anyway. 
Buchloh: The fact that people are now pretending again that painting is something 
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that is very creative and skillfully executed and that depends on an artist's 
competence-I mean the reversal of all the sixties' ideas that has taken 

place-you do not consider that to be a problem at all? Because the state- 
ments I see in your recent paintings seem to distance themselves from all 
that. In fact, the Oxidation paintings or the Rorschach paintings seem very 
polemical. 

Warhol: No, but at that time they would have fit in with the Conceptual paintings 
or something like that. 

Buchloh: It's too bad that the Oxidation paintings weren't shown in New York. 
Warhol: Well, when I showed them in Paris the hot lights made them melt again; 

it's very weird when they drip down. They looked like real drippy paintings; 
they never stopped dripping because the lights were so hot. Then you can 
understand why those holy pictures cry all the time-it must have something 
to do with the material and stuff that they were painted on, or something 
like that. They look sort of interesting. I guess I have to go back to them. But 
the thing I was really trying to work on was the invisible painting, the invisi- 
ble sculpture that I was working on. Did you go see the show at Area? 

Buchloh: No, not yet. 
Warhol: Disco Art? You haven't done Disco Art yet? Really good art-you should 

see it. It's going to be over soon. A lot of work by about thirty artists; it's 
really interesting. 

Buchloh: What did you do at Area? 
Warhol: The invisible sculpture, but it's not really the way I had planned it. I've 

been working on it with the electronic things that make noises go off when 
you go into an area. But this one down here, it's just something or nothing 
on a pedestal. But Arman has a beautiful bicycle piece down there at Area. It 
filled one whole window, one whole window filled with bicycles. It's really 
beautiful. I think he's such a great artist. 

Buchloh: So you are aware of his work later on, just not in that early moment of the 
early 1960s accumulations. And you think that the early work is interesting as 
well, the work from the late fifties and the repetition of the ready-made 
objects? 

Warhol: Yes, well that's what he always does. 
Buchloh: The earlier ones are more direct and poignant than the later work, which 

is kind of aestheticized. 
Warhol: The earlier ones I saw were like a car. What was that, a cop car or something? 
Buchloh: He put a package of dynamite under a car, a white MG, and blew it up. 

There was a collector in Dfisseldorf, an advertising man who gave him a 
commission to do a work. So Arman said, "OK, Charles Wilp, give me your 
white MG car," and blew it up. It's called White Orchid-it's a wonderful piece. 

Warhol: But his work now is really great. 
Buchloh: I would be interested in discussing how you saw the subsequent 

development in the 1960s with the rise of Minimal and Conceptual art, 
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before the rather rapid inversion of all of these ideas in the early 1980s. Do 
you have any particular relation to those artists that came out of Conceptual 
art? Did you follow up on these issues? Do the nonpainterly artists who are 
now working interest you as much as the painters do? 

Warhol: Yes, but there are not many. There are less Conceptual artists around now 
for some reason. 

Buchloh: But at the time when Conceptual art was done-people like Lawrence 
Weiner for example-does that kind of work interest you? 

Warhol: Yeah, that was great. But are they still working? Are they doing the same 
thing? 

Buchloh: Yes, they're still working; they've continued to develop these approaches. 
In public you seem to support painting more than anything else. 

Warhol: Oh no, I love that work. They're all great. 
Buchloh: So you don't see painting now as contrary to your own work. 
Warhol: Nowadays with so many galleries and stuff, you can just be anything. It 

doesn't matter anymore; everybody has taste or something like that. There 
are so many galleries. Every day a new one opens up, so there's room for 

everybody. It's amazing that you can go in every category and it's just as 
good, and just as expensive. 

Buchloh: So you don't attach any particular importance to one principle any 
longer? In the sixties, there was a strong belief system attached to the art. 

Warhol: In the sixties everything changed so fast. First it was Pop, and then they 
gave it different names, like Conceptual art. They made it sound like it was 
modern art or something because it changed so fast, so I don't know 
whether Pop art was part of that, or whether it was something else, because it 

happened so fast. 
Buchloh: But the question of the original for example-the artist as an author, as 

an inventor, or as somebody who manufactures precious objects-was a 

question that was really criticized in the sixties. You were always the central 

figure in these debates, or at least you were perceived as the central figure 
who had criticized that notion in the same way that Duchamp had criticized 
it. And now things have turned around, and now it seems that this is no 

longer an issue at all. 
Warhol: Well, certainly I would like to think that I could only work that way. But 

then you can think one way, but you don't really do it; you can think about 
not drinking, but you drink, or something like that. And then I hear about 
this kind of painting machine a kid just did, and then I just sort of fantasize 
that it would be such a great machine. But you know Tinguely did one sort of 
like that. 

Buchloh: Yes, in the late 1950s, at the height of Tachism, when it became too 
absurd. 

Warhol: I still think there is another way of doing that painting machine. This kid 
has done it, but it falls apart. But I really think you could have a machine 
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that paints all day long for you and do it really well, and you could do 
something else instead, and you could turn out really wonderful canvases. 
But it's like ... I don't know, this morning I went to the handbag district, and 
there were people that spend all day just putting in rhinestones with their 
hands, which is just amazing, that they do everything by hand. It would be 
different if some machine did it and ... Have you been going to galleries and 
seeing all the new things? 

Buchloh: Yes, I go fairly consistently, and I have never really quite understood why 
everything has been turned around in that way, why all of a sudden people 
start looking at paintings again as if certain things never happened. 

Warhol: It's like in the sixties when we met our first drag queens, and they thought 
they were the first to do it. Now I go to a party and these little kids have 
become drag queens, the younger people now being drag queens. They 
think they are the only people who ever thought of being a drag queen, 
which is sort of weird. It's like they invented it, and it's all new again and 
stuff, so it makes it really interesting. 

Buchloh: Are your TV program and your paintings then in a sense the extreme 
opposite poles of your activities as an artist? 

Warhol: Yes, we are trying to do two things, but the painting is really exciting. I 
don't know, I'm just really excited about all the kids coming up, like Keith 
Haring and Jean-Michel [Basquiat] and Kenny Scharf. The Italians and 
Germans are pretty good, but the French aren't as good. But like you were 
saying about Yves Klein and stuff being ... But the French do really have one 
good painter, I mean, my favorite artist would be the last big artist in Paris. 
What's his name? 

Buchloh: A painter? 
Warhol: Yes, the last famous painter. Buffet. 
Buchloh: Many of the new painters seem to imitate him anyway. 
Warhol: Well, I don't know, I don't see any difference between that and Giacometti. 

Somewhere along the line people decided that it was commercial or whatever 
it was. But he's still painting, and I still see the things; the prices are still 
$20,000 to $30,000. He could still be there. His work is good; his technique is 
really good; he's as good as the other French guy who just died a couple of 
days ago, Dubuffet. What do you think has happened? Do you think it is not 
that good? 

May 28, 1985 
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Robert Morris 

Benjamin Buchloh: I just read something rather peculiar yesterday which I might as 
well quote to start with. In a book on sculpture from the 1950s, the author 
referred to Duchamp as "the first Constructivist sculptor," literally stating: 
"The first Constructivist sculpture is Duchamp's Water Mill." I suppose he 
was referring to the Glider. And while I was amused at first, I then thought 
perhaps this is more interesting than just an art historian's mistake. Perhaps 
there was less of a division in the reception of the Dada avant-garde and the 
Russian and Soviet avant-garde in the mid-to-late 1950s. To what degree 
did you know Duchamp's work and the work of Russian and Soviet 
Constructivists, and when did you first become aware of these avant-garde 
legacies? 

Robert Morris: I think it is easier, or at least it seems more immediate, to address 

Duchamp, because he was more present in my mind at that time. Not at the 
end of the fifties-I was a painter then-but in the beginning of the sixties 
when I was beginning to make objects. Duchamp was definitely a presence, 
while the Russian work was really very incidental to me, and I think that I 
didn't really focus on it at all. 

Buchloh: The question of influence is not really of primary interest to me. Rather I 
would like to clarify your awareness of historical parallels and historical rep- 
etitions. When it comes to your relationship to Duchamp, that parallelism 
seems in many instances more explicit. 

Morris: Right. 
Buchloh: Did you ever meet him? 
Morris: Yes. I did know him and his work. I didn't know him very well. I met him a 

few times. 
Buchloh: He talks about you and Yvonne Rainer as "terrific people." Would your 

work at that time have directly related to Duchamp, or would Jasper Johns 
have been an important mediating figure? 

Morris: Johns, yes, to some extent, but I think it was Duchamp who was a freeing 
influence for me to be able to explore the different ways of letting process 
come in. The first lead relief I made was a small object which had keys on it, 
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and each key had stamped on it one of the words from the litanies. So at that 
time my work had very definite references to him. In those works it is to be 
seen, but in the large works it would be much more mediated, and I don't 
quite know how you would get at that. 

Buchloh: Let us talk, for example, about the Mirrored Cubes from 1964. I always 
assumed that they were almost a literal translation of an idea that Duchamp 
had scribbled in the Green Box at some point in 1919. How do you see your 
relation to Duchamp in the Mirrored Cubes? Is this work more explicit in its 

quotation and transformation, or is the Duchamp influence again much 
more mediated than one might think at first? 

Morris: Well, I think it is more explicit. When I was doing the so-called Minimal 

pieces, some of those had definite references to Duchamp. 
Buchloh: So when it comes to the larger works, the Mirrored Cubes for example, you 

may not have been aware of the Duchamp note in the Green Box? 
Morris: I did read the Green Box, but can you tell me what it is that he says? 
Buchloh: He says, "To place mirrored pieces of glass on the floor so that the room 

and the viewer are mirrored simultaneously." And there's another note right 
next to it, which is also very interesting but doesn't relate to your work, that 

says, "To make boxes of colored liquid." 
Morris: Where you shake them and look at them. Yes, I knew that. I certainly read 

that, and actually the first mirror piece I did certainly referred to Duchamp. 
It's been destroyed. It was a small piece of wood about two or three feet long. 
It had two rearview mirrors-round, simple, truck-type mirrors-and in the 
center it had a piece of glass with a pharmacy face, one side blue and one red, 
so when you looked in the mirror you saw into infinity, red-blue, red-blue, 
red-blue, because it reflected back and forth. So that was the first piece. 

Buchloh: The base was made out of glass as well? 
Morris: It was painted, one side being red and the other blue. In the mirror it alter- 

nates to infinity. So that was the first use of the mirrors that I can recall. 
Then before the mirrored boxes there was also a portal piece from very early 
1961 that was in my notebooks, but I never made it until later. Pine portal. 
There was a version that had mirrors on the inside, so as you walked through 
it you saw your reflection. But that came from an image I saw in Citizen Kane 
where he walks through, and you see his image immediately reflected to 

infinity. But that was never made until the 1970s. There's one without the 
mirrors, and that's the 1961 version. But that little piece was the first one I 

actually fabricated. 
Buchloh: The diversity of your work has been frequently misunderstood by critics 

and some art historians as a kind of historical eclecticism. In fact, what one 
could see in your work now-after a period of delay-is that the two major 
avant-garde positions of the twentieth century, which definitely had been 

largely excluded from American reception until the late 1950s, gradually 
entered the consciousness of the younger generation of artists of the early 
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Conversation with Robert Morris 

1960s. But you would probably explain this in totally different terms, not as 
some kind of historical electicism that draws on Duchamp and Dada and 
Russian Constructivism simultaneously? 

Morris: No, I would say it's not. As I said, there are very literal references to 

Duchamp in some of these earlier pieces. In the Minimal-type pieces that are 

going on at the same time, there is not necessarily any influence from 
European art or even much of the reaction to it. If there's a reaction, it's a 
reaction to what's going on in American art at that time. 

Buchloh: Sculpture in particular? 
Morris: Yes. 
Buchloh: Like who? 
Morris: David Smith. 
Buchloh: A negative reaction. 
Morris: Yes. If there was some kind of "Oedipal rage," it was against Smith. I wanted 

to do something absolutely different, to wipe him right out. 
Buchloh: What about other sculptors held in high esteem by Greenberg and New 

York School modernism, such as Anthony Caro? Did you have a similar or 

stronger aversion against him? 
Morris: I didn't take him as seriously. When I was in San Francisco before I came to 

New York, I was still painting, but I was also involved in a group of dancers 
and theater people, and Simone Forti, then my wife, was involved in this. 

Subsequently, this kind of concern came to be known as the Judson Church. 
Simone Forti then pursued some of the structural ideas that she had intro- 
duced me to, and I think that some of her ideas influenced me a lot and got 
transposed into sculpture. She was trying to generate dance movement in a 
different way, a way that didn't involve the use of a trained balletic type of 
movement that's prearranged, choreographed, and presented. She came up 
with the idea of making up rules, the rule game. I remember being in one of 
her pieces where there were two performers, and my instructions were to lie 
on the floor. The instructions given to the other person were to tie this per- 
son to the wall. So what you got was this incredible fight that went on, and 
that was the movement. That was one aspect. Another aspect was a building 
of objects that had to be negotiated. I built some of these for her. Some of 
these boxes I used as sculpture. It wasn't just the form; it was the notion, how 
do you go about making something? I wanted to do this in a way that had 
nothing to do with the art scene, and it occurred to me to use this principle 
of construction and think about how things are formed in a very simple, 
straightforward way. You accept an a priori set of conditions, you fulfill those 
conditions, and you have a sculpture. I think that's why I related to what she 
was doing in dance, and so I chose construction. Not Constructivism but 
construction. 

Buchloh: Even though they might have something in common after all? 
Morris: Yes. 
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Buchloh: Material specificity, transparent construction, even procedural elements, 
once again were clearly present in Duchamp's work, like the Three Standard 
Stoppages from 1913, which obviously had been considered by you as one of 
the most consequential sculptural works of the twentieth century, even 
though nobody else had really picked up on it. Are you suggesting that this 
reductivist project in your work (if we can call it this, and I know it's a prob- 
lematic term), grew out of task-oriented performance aesthetics more than 
out of historical awareness? 

Morris: It grew out of task-oriented procedure, behavior, and also I think it came 
out of a reexamination of a very, very early art-Neolithic art, Egyptian art, 
early Buddhist art, columns, gateways, platforms, and such things. They were 
more important to me than anything that was going on in contemporary art. 

Buchloh: For example, the idea of constructing something according to the law of 

transparency, or even, according to the law of a possible utilitarian function 
or a task performance-these ideas are not quite as alien to Constructivism 
as they might have seemed at the time. There was a large number of people 
in the Soviet Union thinking about that even though it probably was not 
known in New York in the late fifties. 

Morris: I did not know that about them. I certainly knew the positions they had 
taken, to be utilitarian and so on, but the methodology is what I'm talking 
about, just taking the way common materials are put together for utilitarian 

purposes, not to build a utilitarian form but to use the structure of that 
kind of making. That's what I think I drew on in the early and middle 

pieces. 
Buchloh: Was the use of plywood and cheap materials at the same time also polemi- 

cal in the sense that at that time the sculptor was the torch-bearing welder of 
steel? To make it gray meant to differentiate it as much as possible from 
official avant-garde sculpture? 

Morris: Yes, absolutely. But I also didn't have any money, and it was expedient. I 
found plywood quite congenial, since it allowed you to make things to scale 
and cheaply. I worked as a carpenter, and I knew how to deal with that kind 
of technology. 

It wasn't complicated. All you needed was a hammer and a skill-saw, 
and so that's why I used it. I didn't make a point of showing beautifully 
grained plywood; I always wanted to cover it up. Also I think the gray func- 
tioned against the mass of the thing, and it worked with light in a way that I 
was interested in. I also liked the idea that it was easier to reconstitute the 
work than to ship it. When these things started to be shown, and let's say 
somebody was doing a show in Milwaukee, I would say: 'Just make another 
one of it. Go to the store and get a light gray-just get what is in the store- 
and paint it with oil paint so that it doesn't raise the grain." I liked the idea 
of the thing being completely reconstitutable at any moment and place, and 
the lack of precious materials. 
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Conversation with Robert Morris 

Buchloh: So that was a very important aspect of your position at the time as well, 
since it defied the idea of the unique, valuable, original sculptural work? 

Morris: Absolutely. I wanted that aspect. 
Buchloh: So, to be a bit more specific, what exactly was rejected from the sculptural 

legacy that you saw yourself surrounded by? 
Morris: The arbitrary aesthetic attitude. You put this here; you put that there; you 

do not make an a priori decision beforehand, and then carry it out, but you 
make decisions in a process. 

Buchloh: And the decisions do not appear necessarily as very definitive to the 
viewer. Whereas in your case the a prioris were defined for the audience as 
well as for the work. So it also implied a different relationship to the audi- 
ence. Was that a concern of yours at the time? Did you want to have different 
types of interaction with your viewers? 

Morris: No, I wasn't concerned about that. I was concerned about generating work. 
Buchloh: That was a concern for Simone Forti? To alter the relationship with 

audiences, to make them more aware, to give them more control? 
Morris: No, I don't think so. I don't believe it was. 
Buchloh: So, in none of these approaches would you see the breakdown of tradi- 

tional modes of viewing or listening that was clearly addressed in Cage's or in 
Cunningham's work-to involve the audience in a more direct manner or to 
make them aware of their own physical presence-those issues would not be 
of primary concern? If we go back to the mirror piece, for example, I've 
always looked at the mirror piece as the work that-more than anything else 
that I know in this period-establishes an incredible awareness of the 
viewer's activity in the reading of a sculpture. 

Morris: I knew John Cage; he was one of the few people I knew when I came to 
New York. So when I was showing my first floor slab in the Green Gallery, I 
asked John to be sure to go see this work. Later I heard that he told some- 
body: "I went to see Bob Morris's sculpture, but I didn't see any sculpture; I 
only saw this slab, this pipe form." I don't know if he was being completely 
ironic or not, but I always enjoyed that comment. 

Buchloh: It must have been wonderful for him to have an opportunity to make that 
kind of comment that people always made about his music. So in this 
instance you would say that audience played a part in defining the structure 
of the work? 

Morris: Yes, if you mean by audience behavior those kinds of assumed perceptual 
phenomena with which people would approach the work. Absolutely, this 
kind of phenomenological formalism was of the utmost importance to me. 
To make something that had a scale necessary for the body to encounter. 
That was there in the beginning. The relationship to scale is a relationship 
of the viewer's body to this thing. Also, it's both optical and physical. That 
definitely was a very conscious kind of adjustment that was going on in the 
work. 
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Buchloh: Also, it establishes a triad, so to speak, between the object, the viewer, and 
the surrounding container with a programmatic clarity that no other sculp- 
tures that I know had established before. It seems almost like a manifesto-type 
work. 

Morris: Yes, those things are based on what I call phenomenological formalism, 
and they are very important to me. 

Buchloh: Would you be willing to consider a more theoretical notion of audience 
as well? One could say that the audience is a potential group of people that a 
work addresses; or is that totally unacceptable for you, like when Apollinaire 
says about Duchamp that his work will reconcile art and the people, which 
was of course even in 1913 a fantastically hilarious statement? But let us say, 
for example, Andy Warhol's boxes that are at the Guggenheim right now- 
I always thought they had a potential for addressing a nonspecialized 
audience. It is an art that addresses a general condition of experience first, 
and then it inserts itself into the cultural division of mass culture and avant- 

garde art. But if you look at the Mirrored Cubes, you don't have to know 
Duchamp or the history of nineteenth- or twentieth-century sculpture, or 
any other historical formation. If you walk into a room where the mirrored 
cubes sit, potentially everybody can understand the work. The fact that 
hardly anybody did at the time doesn't falsify what I call the audience 

potential of the work. You don't have to know the history of Western 

European and American art in order to experience the art. So in its direct 
address, it is different from a David Smith. 

Morris: I wrote about that. I said that this kind of work is potentially more demo- 
cratic. In "Notes on Sculpture" I wrote that this work presents itself in a 
more democratic, open way and that it is more available. So I did indicate 
that I felt that it was there; it was plain to be seen. I thought it had those 

possibilities. 
I remember doing a performance in Stockholm at a huge museum. I 

did a thing called Check. I got forty people from the local community and 
rehearsed them for a week. When the audience left for the intermission, I 

rearranged all the chairs at random in the center, and the activities went 
around on the periphery with these two groups of people, two teams that 

occasionally did things simultaneously, then dissolving into the audience, 
and then reconstituting themselves. So the whole breaking down of the 
elevated stage and eroding of the dividing line between performer and 

perceiver, the specialized movement-all those things were attacked in the 

piece, and I think a lot of people were addressing those issues. 
Buchloh: It has been mentioned that you were pretty close to some of the Fluxus 

people in the early sixties, that when you were actively involved in perfor- 
mance and dance, you were aware of certain ideas, let's say those of George 
Maciunas. Did you know him? Were you friends with him? 

Morris: I met him; I wasn't friends with him. 
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Conversation with Robert Morris 

Buchloh: Because Maciunas was dealing with a number of ideas very early on that 
always suggested that he had gone much further in his historical reception 
of the Russian Constructivists, that, in fact, he was one of the first artists of 
the sixties to rediscover the legacy of Lef and the Productivists. 

Maciunas happened to be the one person who knew something about 
the aesthetics of the Lef group in the early sixties and who discussed the 
idea that artists should not be socially delegated specialists of creativity. 
According to Maciunas an artist should hold a nine-to-five job and should 
work the rest of his time on his art. He had these incredibly radical, often 
grotesque and unacceptable transformations of Russian Constructivist think- 
ing in mind. I was wondering if the other members of the Fluxus generation 
with whom you were in contact at the time were discussing these issues at all? 

Morris: I was not close to any of those people in Fluxus. I was asked to contribute a 
few times, but I don't think I ever did. I had met Dick Higgins, George 
Brecht, and the only contact I had with Maciunas was him wanting me to go 
into buying a building. I was aware that they were doing these magazines, 
and there was a lot of activity in Europe, but I was not very aware of what was 
going on. 

Buchloh: So your involvement with performance work and dance ... 
Morris: Was never under the influence of Fluxus. It was done through the contact 

with dancers and not with musicians, except for one performance I did at 
the Living Theater which was organized by LaMonte Young and which was 
in fact a kind of Fluxus event. That was the only time I performed with 
them. So I didn't really have any contact with them that was of any real con- 
sequence for me. 

Buchloh: But when you talk about task-oriented performance or building an object 
that was based on an a priori and was transparent in every respect-material, 
procedures, construction-and producing a sculpture which was bordering 
on the utilitarian, what kind of motivations were behind this thinking at the 
time? Weren't they argued in opposition to the traditional notion of the art 
object as well? 

Morris: Of course. It wasn't programmatic though, or defined by an ideology that I 
identified with. I never proceeded along those kind of programmatic lines, 
and I don't think I ever conceived of these things as in any way utilitarian. 
Utilitarian only in the sense of procedure, but not in the sense of how they 
were received. I never saw it as something you would set plants on for exam- 
ple. Those things are there, but I guess I'm using utilitarian in a narrower 
sense. For me they were art objects; you see them in an art context. While 
they take on other art and stand for certain things that are rather critical, 
they are still art objects. 

Buchloh: Did the fact that you emphasized in many of your works of the late sixties 
a condition of ephemerality have an impact on your subsequent activities? 
Did you realize that the work would ultimately disappear and that you would 
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have to do a different kind of work? Did thinking about institutional structures 
have an impact on your work? 

Morris: Well, I think about those kinds of things. Those pieces couldn't even be 
handled very well by the media because they couldn't be photographed too 
well. So if it can't be handled through one of those distribution systems, 
either the media or the museum, then I think the work is in real trouble; it's 
going to disappear, and I think those pieces have in a way. I mean Philip 
Johnson owns one of those pieces. He keeps it in a little corner. So it's like a 
little postcard of what it was, and when I first showed it people weren't sure 
whether they could go into the room or not. It filled the entire room, and 
most people didn't go in. 

Buchloh: One was supposed to walk through it? 
Morris: It would have been OK with me. But that kind of work disappears. It was 

considered heavy-handed by the systems that were supposed to represent it. I 
think the fact that it disappears can't help but have an impact. I don't know 
how consciously it goes on, but it's got to be there because our visibility 
depends on institutions-that's how we present ourselves-and if you work 
outside, you can't present yourself. I think there's always pressure from these 
institutions that one has to deal with from the very beginning all the way 
through. They don't let up. Either you are inside or outside, and there are 
contradictions that you have to deal with all the time. I don't think making 
some of those pieces that disappeared radically changed how I regarded 
institutions. But it certainly became clear what kinds of things will disappear. 

December 17, 1985 
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Interviews with Ed Ruscha 
and Bruce Conner 

ELIZABETH ARMSTRONG 

Ed Ruscha 

Armstrong: It has often been said that Duchamp offered your generation an anti- 
dote to the painterly aesthetic that was so prominent at the time. 

Ruscha: I don't think his effect was any stronger on my generation than the 
generation before. Even in his own time, people were fascinated by him and 
learned from him. 

Armstrong: How did you first know about Duchamp? Was it through art school? 
Ruscha: I think it was in a book, a reproduction of the Nude Descending a Staircase. 

It was as if there were an asterisk on that picture; his Nude Descending a 
Staircase was such a spectacle at the time that you remembered it for that. 
That was part of its value. Then, there were my teachers in school 
[Chouinard Art Institute in Los Angeles], who were more along the line of 
Abstract Expressionists. These people admired Duchamp, but probably 
didn't like his work; they couldn't see it for its true value. So he was only 
marginally mentioned, but all the students knew about him. 

Armstrong: You have said that your teachers were often disparaging in their remarks 
about Duchamp. Did that have a certain appeal to students then? 

Ruscha: Yes, it did. And it probably had precisely the effect that Duchamp would 
have liked to have had on students, and that is to be a rebel. He was against a 
kind of academic slavery that artists went through who followed a traditional 
path; he was for the spirit of revolt. 

Armstrong: Did his rejection of painting, and especially of the retinal in painting, 
cause you to reevaluate your approach to art early in your career? 

Ruscha: It just made me aware that there was another way to think about things. 
Finally, the ultimate mystery of his work is its value. It's hard to be taught 
how to look at Duchamp's work; it has to be felt somehow. 

Armstrong: You once said that your books were the most Duchampian of your work. 
Ruscha: I feel that the spirit of his work is stronger in my books than in anything 

else. But I don't use him as a reference; he's just so much a part of my history 
and my art-as he is for so many artists. 

Armstrong: You were once quoted as saying: "If Marcel Duchamp hadn't come 
along, we would have needed to invent him." Could you elaborate? 
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Ed Ruscha. From Some Los Angeles 
Apartments. 1965. 

Ruscha: The art world was ready for that revolution, and fortunately for Duchamp, 
he was the one who wigged us all out. I may be giving him too much credit, 
but he discovered quite a bit just through his investigation into things. And 
he was a nonpainterly person in a painterly world, who was able to make his 
views be known without being an intellectual, being in fact a very simple 
man. I think that had he not existed someone sooner or later would have 
"discovered" many of the things that he did. 

Armstrong: What do you think is Duchamp's most significant contribution? 
Ruscha: That he discovered common objects and showed you could make art out 

of them. He was also one of the first artists to use electric motors to create 
motion in art. He played with materials that were taboo to other artists at 
the time; defying convention was one of his greatest accomplishments. Plus 
he always looked his Sunday best. 

Armstrong: Is that important? 
Ruscha: Yes, as a way of countering expectations. We were used to paint-splattered 

pants and all of that, and here he would always be in a suit and tie. 
Armstrong: Did Walter Hopps' Duchamp retrospective at the Pasadena Museum of 

Art [in 1963] have a palpable effect on West Coast artists? 
Ruscha: Well, the opening was attended by all of the artists that were on the scene at 

the time, and maybe some intellectuals too, as I recall. The very fact that it was 
his first retrospective was very important. Some guy said, "Duchamp's finest 
work is his use of time." The very fact that he quit painting, yet throughout 
his life was interested in so many things. He used his time so well. 

June 17, 1994 



Bruce Conner 

Elizabeth Armstrong: How and when did you first come into contact with Duchamp's 
work? 

Bruce Conner: I was a teenager and had seen something about him either in Arts 
Digest or Art News or possibly Life magazine. I was also aware of books that 
incorporated the history of Dada and Surrealism. 

Armstrong: In the early fifties, then? 
Conner: No, this would have been in the late 1940s. I grew up in Wichita, Kansas, 

and it was seldom that I was able to see art work directly-only secondhand 
in reproductions. 

Armstrong: Do you remember the first opportunity you had to actually see his 
work? 

Conner: I probably saw something at the Museum of Modern Art in New York. 
Perhaps the little birdcage with the blocks of marble and the thermometer 
stuck in it. 

Armstrong: Why Not Sneeze Rrose Selavy? 
Conner: Yes. 

Armstrong: What questions come to mind when you think of Duchamp? 
Conner: The very idea of questioning. 
Armstrong: Questioning as a command? 
Conner: Questioning as an overriding characteristic of what his work and he 

represented. 
Armstrong: Have you come to some understanding of your own about what that is? 
Conner: I still feel that he dealt with enigmas and arbitrariness in the world with a 

sharp analytical mind. 
Armstrong: Do you think that one needs to have great knowledge to understand 

Duchamp? 
Conner: No. The question is whether you can understand Duchamp. Why else 

do you spend so much time talking about him? As with any potentially 
closed system, you can use Duchamp as a reference for almost all subjects 
as far as art is concerned. He's obviously quite serviceable in that sense. 
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Bruce Conner The Bride. 1960-61. 
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Bruce Conner The Marcel Duchamp 59 
Travelling Box. 1963. 
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Armstrong: Are there any works that you have made over time that were specifically 
in response to Duchamp or to a specific aspect of his work? 

Conner: I attempted to do a collaboration at the Charles Alan Gallery in New 
York after Duchamp had shown his Roto Reliefs at the gallery. At that time, I 
think about 1962, I had chosen not to sign anything that I made. And I had 
a rubber stamp made of my signature, which I gave to Charles and told him 
that he could stamp my art work with it, or other people's work, or any 
object or anything that he wished to. I also suggested that he practice 
forging my signature, which he said he finally did very well, but could not 
do or could not make himself do. He also could not use the rubber stamp; 
he returned it to me. 

Armstrong: And your proposed collaboration? 
Conner: At that time I was doing work that I didn't sign, whereas Duchamp had 

work that he didn't make that he signed. So I suggested that a show be put 
on in the gallery of those particular works by Duchamp. And my collabora- 
tion and participation in the two-person show would be to paint the walls of 
the gallery the same color and as indiscernibly different as possible from the 

way it was previously. And to paint the sculpture stands. And I would not sign 
it. Charles said he didn't want to propose it, and I was so apprehensive of 

speaking to Duchamp that I never brought it up. 
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speaking to Duchamp that I never brought it up. 
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Echoes of the Readymade: 
Critique of Pure Modernism* 

THIERRY DE DUVE 

TRANSLATED BY ROSALIND KRAUSS 

I identify Modernism with the 

intensification, almost the exacerbation, 

of this self-critical tendency that began 
with the philosopher Kant. Because he 
was thefirst to criticize the means itself of 
criticism, I conceive of Kant as thefirst 
real Modernist. The essence of Modernism 

lies, as I see it, in the use of the character- 
istic methods of a discipline to criticize the 

discipline itself-not in order to subvert it, 
but to entrench it morefirmly in its area of 
competence. Kant used logic to establish 
the limits of logic, and while he withdrew 
much from its old jurisdiction, logic was 

left in all the more secure possession of 
what remained to it. 

-Clement Greenberg, 
"Modern Painting" 

With a Grain of Salt 

What about a modernist mayonnaise presenting itself to a formalist culi- 
nary critic's judgment of taste? He finds it awful, but he doesn't stop with his 
own judgment. This mayonnaise is put together in such a manner, he says to 
himself while tasting it, that something of the pure ingredients that make it up 
are to be found in the final results.1 It brings off this feat of displaying its com- 

* A substantially reworked version of this essay under the title "Archaeology of Pure Modernism" 
will be the seventh chapter of my forthcoming book Kant afterDuchamp. 
1. "Something of the harmony of the original white square of canvas should be restored in the 

OCTOBER 70, Fall 1994, pp. 61-97. ? 1994 Thierry du Duve. Translation ? October Magazine, Ltd. and 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
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position to me, of taking the "conventions of mayonnaise" for its subject matter, 
of being a self-referential mayonnaise, a "mayonnaise about mayonnaise," in 
short, a critique of mayonnaise brought about by the means of mayonnaise 
itself, "not to subvert it, but to entrench it more firmly in its area of compe- 
tence." Perhaps it isn't very successful, having something of the taste of 
Hellmann's. But it has "taken," and the emulsion is all the more mysterious in 
that the cook's handiwork is not apparent, even though it ends up telling me, if 
I examine it closely enough, that the necessary and sufficient conditions of may- 
onnaise-in-general are four in number: egg yolk, oil, vinegar, and mustard. The 

grain of salt is optional. 
Or perhaps mandatory, given the preposterous allusion to Kant contained 

in my title. It was of course sprinkled over the modernist mayonnaise by 
Marchand du sel himself. The joke is not on Kant, or even on Greenberg, whose 
well-known definition of modernism as critique having begun "with the philoso- 
pher Kant" may prove useful beyond the restricted modernism which was his 
doctrine, provided we remember that on a few rare occasions he declared him- 
self ready to surrender to a generalized modernism, more mayonnaise-like than 

pictorial, for sure, of which good old Marcel gave him an inkling: "Art like 

Duchamp's has shown, as nothing before has, how wide open the category of 
even formalized aesthetic experience can be. This has been true all along, but it 
had to be demonstrated in order to be known as true. The discipline of aesthetics 
has received new light."2 However, it is not yet the discipline of aesthetics that will 
be in question here (I save this for my book Kant after Duchamp), but rather, a 
certain "archaeological" reinterpretation of Greenbergian modernism, at the 
hand of Duchamp's "critique of pure mayonnaise." Certainly Greenberg would 

agree that, in the same way that modernist mayonnaises are an exception, all 
modern art isn't modernist. To be modernist is to be a work that takes its own 
conditions of possibility for its subject matter, that tests a certain number of the 
conventions of the practice it belongs to by modifying them, by jettisoning or 

destroying them, and in so doing, rendering the conventions or conditions thus 
tested explicit, revealing them as nothing but conventions, which is to say as a 
social pact relative to a given culture or a given moment of history. At the end of 
this process there will be isolated-stripped bare-the "essential conventions," 
otherwise called the necessary and sufficient, universal conditions of the given 
practice, visible or legible in the work itself. 

finished painting." Clement Greenberg, "Review of Mondrian's New York Boogie Woogie and Other New 

Acquisitions at the Museum of Modern Art," in Clement Greenberg, The Collected Essays and Criticism, Vol. I, 
Perceptions andJudgments, 1939-1944, ed. John O'Brian (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), p. 
153. 
2. Clement Greenberg, "Counter-Avant-garde," Art International (May 1971), reprinted in Marcel 

Duchamp in Perspective, ed. Joseph Masheck (Englewood Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice-Hall, 1975), p. 129. 
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Restricted Modernism and General Modernism 

It was during the sixties, in the American context that gave rise to Pop art, 
Minimal art, and then most pertinently Conceptual art, that there came about, 
but at the price of a considerable misinterpretation, the awareness of something 
unprecedented in the whole history of art: it had become legitimate to be an artist 
without being either a painter, or a poet, or a musician, or a sculptor, novelist, 
architect, photographer, choreographer, or filmmaker. A new "category" of art 

appeared-art in general, or art at large-that was no longer absorbed in the 
traditional disciplines. Now, it is to this "category" that, clearly, Marcel Duchamp's 
unassisted readymades belong, the earliest of which-the bottle rack-dates from 
1914. A bottle rack is neither a painting, a poem, nor a piece of music; it's art, or 
else it's nothing. If it is not impossible to see it as a sculpture, that's on condition 
that one initially view it as art. 

The postwar New York context (and the concept of context), the friendship 
between Duchamp and John Cage (and the concept of interpersonal relations), 
the influence of Duchamp on Robert Morris (and the concept of influence), the 
renewed reception of Duchamp's work made possible by the publication of his 
notes in the Green Box and the White Box and of Robert Lebel's book Marcel 

Duchamp (and the concept of an aesthetic of reception), the sudden repercussion 
of his work due to the 1963 Pasadena retrospective (and the concept of success), 
are not sufficient to explain the sudden pertinence of the readymades for the 
advent of American Conceptual art, any more than Duchamp's long retreat from 
the art world explains the delay of fifty years that separates the first readymades 
from the awareness of the phenomenon of art in general. (The counterproof is 

provided by the European cases of Yves Klein and Piero Manzoni, who owe practi- 
cally nothing to Duchamp's influence and participate only very indirectly in the 

history of the readymades' reception.) But the fact is that it is precisely with the 
most theoretical version of American Conceptual art, that of Joseph Kosuth, 
published in 1969 in his essay "Art after Philosophy," that the possibility of making 
art in general came to be interpreted (and I would add: misinterpreted) as a new 
artistic "category," and that the paternity for this was attributed (and I add again: 
wrongly) to Duchamp. Kosuth says this plainly: "In fact it is Marcel Duchamp 
whom we can credit with giving art its own identity.... All art (after Duchamp) is 
conceptual (in nature) because art only exists conceptually."3 

As I have shown elsewhere, it is against the background of the Greenbergian 
doctrine of modernism that this misinterpretation at the root of a large part of 
Conceptual art is played out.4 If Kosuth takes the expression "Conceptual art" 

3. Joseph Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy I and II," Studio International (October and November 
1969), reprinted in Idea Art, ed. Gregory Battcock (New York: Dutton, 1973), p. 80. 
4. "The Monochrome and the Blank Canvas," in Reconstructing Modernism, ed. Serge Guilbaut 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), pp. 244-310. 
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from Sol LeWitt, it is from Donald Judd that he borrows his argument in favor of 
an art that pushes the "logic" of modernism beyond the limits that the doctrine of 
their mutual adversary, Clement Greenberg, seemed to impose on it. But while 

Judd uses the term specific objects for the Minimalist hybrids of painting and 

sculpture that he interprets as being neither the one nor the other, Kosuth envis- 

ages under the name of Conceptual art a practice that would not be painting or 

sculpture, or anything else related to a specific tradition or medium, and which 
would isolate, as such, the nature of art in general: "Being an artist now means to 

question the nature of art. If one is questioning the nature of painting, one 
cannot be questioning the nature of art.... That's because the word art is general 
and the word painting is specific. Painting is a kind of art."5 

To question the nature of art through the means of art is, of course, a strat- 

egy that corresponds perfectly to the definition of modernism given by Greenberg 
in "Modernist Painting," and cited above in epigraph. However, while Greenberg 
could not conceive of any areas of artistic competence that weren't specific, 
discipline by discipline, medium by medium, Kosuth means to submit modernist 
art pure and simple-art in general-to analysis. He harnesses Conceptual art to 
the program of accomplishing the passage from a restricted modernism to a general 
one. In this he seizes on something very sound, but since he doesn't admit that 

according to Greenberg modernism was never a program but an involuntary 
tendency that one can only attest to retrospectively, neither does he understand 
that the minute he sets up the goal of widening the modernist procedure to art at 

large, it's too late. Tongue in cheek, Marcel Duchamp lies in wait for him. 
A snow shovel is neither a painting nor a sculpture. Either it's art or it's 

nothing. In other words, the readymade has already achieved the reduction of art 
in general to its necessary and sufficient conditions, which clearly doesn't mean, 
as we'll see, that it has revealed art's "nature," or that it has extracted its "essential 
convention." It is the work through which general modernism is achieved. With a 

gesture of exemplary economy, Duchamp went straight to the most primary 
convention, the most elementary (I don't say "essential") of all modernist artistic 

practice, namely that works of art are shown in order to be judged as such. He has 
taken this convention as subject matter, and he has submitted it to a radical test. 
Behold a snow shovel. Either you judge that it's nothing, or that it's art. But once 

you judge it to be the latter, it carries, implicitly at least, a label saying: "This is 
art." It is a historical fact that what Duchamp baptized In Advance of the Broken Arm 
was judged a work of art. And it is a historical fact that Duchamp was recognized, 
until further notice, not only as one of the greatest artists of the century, but also, 
since the sixties, as an artist who outstrips Picasso's importance, because of having 
transgressed the limits of painting and having submitted art in general to the 

linguistic turn that Conceptual art's task would be, precisely, to register. 

5. Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy," p. 79. 
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Linguistic Paradigm and Enunciative Paradigm 

This linguistic turn is very real, but it was itself considerably misinterpreted, 
most frequently as an "awareness of the fact that art is a (visual) language system, 
determined ... in a manner very analogous to the Saussurian model," or as a 

way "to replace the object of spatial and perceptual experience by linguistic 
definition alone."6 Kosuth's theory according to which "works of art are analytic 
propositions" that "express definitions of art," which leads him to conclude that 
"art operates on a logic," pushes the confusion to its limits.7 If one wants to 
understand something about this, one must radically break with the structuralist 
paradigm (signifier/signified, language/speech, synchrony/diachrony, etc.), the 
logical paradigm (analytical or synthetic propositions, etc.), and even the prag- 
matic paradigm (which stresses the performativity of language), in order to enter 
the enunciative paradigm, such as it was theorized by Michel Foucault in The 
Archaeology of Knowledge.8 

A word about this paradigm of enunciative function, which has not had, at 
least in America, the critical success it deserves, and which other aspects of 
Foucault's work, elaborated in Discipline and Punish or in The History of Sexuality, 
have had. Under the term enonce (statement), Foucault postulates a discursive unit 
to be distinguished from the sign, from the sentence, and from the proposition. 
If by "unit" one would have to understand a basic, atomic element that some 
methodological reduction would reveal, Foucault does not find such a unit. But 
what he brings to light, having pursued this inquiry, is a mode of existence of 
signs insofar as they are stated and not insofar as they signify, of sentences insofar 
as they are stated and not insofar as they are grammatical, of propositions insofar 
as they are stated and not insofar as they are logical. It is this pure function of 
existence of the statements, recognized by the simple fact of having been uttered, 
that he calls enunciative function. It operates in the discursive field. 

Now, even if it is informed and crossed through and through by discursive 
practices, the field of the plastic arts, in which the readymades have attained their 
existence as works of art, is not discursive but ostensive, even for that art which 
calls itself Conceptual. It is thus not legitimate to treat objects and images as state- 
ments, in Foucault's sense. However, the same reduction to which Foucault 
submitted signs, propositions, or discursive acts in general, anchoring them solely 
to the conditions of emergence that makes them exist as statements, also allows 
one to attach images or objects to those conditions as long as we transpose them 

6. Claude Gintz, "'L'art conceptuel, une perspective': Notes on an Exhibition Project" and 
Benjamin Buchloh, "From the Aesthetic of Administration to Institutional Critique (Some Aspects of 
Conceptual Art 1962-1969)," both in Lart conceptuel, une perspective (Paris: Musee d'art moderne de la 
Ville de Paris, 1989), pp. 20 and 41. 
7. Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy," pp. 83-84. 
8. Michel Foucault, The Archeology of Knowledge, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Pantheon 
Books, 1972). 
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into the enunciative paradigm, i.e., as long as we translate them into a statement 
that is always ostensive and thus always of the type "here is ..." or "this is .. ." It is 
exactly this transposition that the readymade operates, once it is admitted that the 
readymades are art. A urinal that does nothing but show itself is translated by 
the ostensive statement, "Here is a urinal." Since it shows itself further so as to test 
the convention according to which works of art are shown in order to be judged as 
such, and since it has successfully passed the test, it is also translated by the state- 
ment, "This urinal is a work of art." 

Of all the so-called Conceptual artists, Marcel Broodthaers is the only one to 
have understood that the sentence "This is art," as it affixes itself to a Duchampian 
readymade, is not the sign of the passage of artistic practice from a visual regime 
to a linguistic one, but the manifestation of the enunciative function in which 
objects that show themselves are caught up (thus not escaping the visual and the 
aesthetic any more than does one of Kosuth's dictionary definitions, whatever he 

might think), and which show themselves as art and art alone. The 266 objects he 

gathered together and displayed in his role as curator for his exhibition at the 
Kunsthalle in Diisseldorf in 1972, titled The Eagle from the Oligocene to the Present, 
were all accompanied by a label stipulating "This is not a work of art."9 In the 

catalogue, Broodthaers specifies that these labels "illustrate an idea of Marcel 
Duchamp and of Ren6 Magritte," juxtaposes on two facing pages the photograph 
of Duchamp's urinal and a reproduction of Magritte's Treachery of Images, and 
advises his reader in passing to read Foucault's essay "This Is Not a Pipe," now 
famous but little known at the time.10 How could we understand that "'This is not 
a work of art' is a formula obtained by the contraction of a concept by Duchamp 
and an antithetical concept by Magritte," as Broodthaers said in his interview with 
Irmeline Lebeer in 1974, if it were not by assuming that the "concept" inherited 
from Duchamp is to have transposed the showing of the object, as candidate for 
the status of art having successfully passed the test, into a discursive statement that 

says so ("This is a work of art"), and that the "concept" inherited from Magritte is 
to have made manifest the autonomy and antecedence of the enunciative function 
in relation to other functions, particularly the iconic one.ll Indeed, in The 

Treachery of Images, the drawing showing the pipe has to be translated by the osten- 
sive statement, "This is a pipe," in order for us to understand that it is immediately 
contradicted by the explicit linguistic statement, "This is not a pipe," spelled out 
on the painting. It is obvious that without this translation from the ostensive to 

9. Museum, catalogue in two volumes of the exhibition Der Adler vom Oligoziin bis heute, subtitled 
Marcel Broodthaers zeigt eine experimentelle Ausstellung seines Musee d'Art Modemne, DEpartement des Aigles, 
Section des Figures (Dusseldorf: Stadtische Kunsthalle, 1972). 
10. Michel Foucault, This Is Not a Pipe, trans. and ed. James Harkness (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1983). 
11. "Dix mille francs de recompense" (interview with Irmeline Lebeer), in Marcel Broodthaers, 
Catalogue (Brussels: Palais des Beaux-Arts, 1974), trans. Paul Schmidt, "Ten Thousand Francs Reward," 
October42 (Fall 1987), p. 47. 
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the discursive, which everyone spontaneously performs, the work wouldn't 
"function." And it is just as obvious that if Broodthaers hadn't understood that the 
contribution of this work had been to make this translation explicit by playing on 
the convention according to which images show things ("this" designating at 
times the image, at times its referent), and that the contribution of the ready- 
made had been to make the convention explicit according to which works of art 
are shown in order to be judged as such, the idea of contracting "This is not a 

pipe" and "This is a work of art" would never have occurred to him. Or better put, 
the idea that you would have to go through Magritte to negate "This is a work of 
art" would be absurd. Contrary to Kosuth, who claims to operate the passage from 
restricted to general modernism when that was something accomplished from the 
time of the very first unassisted readymade, Broodthaers registers its conse- 
quences by contracting a convention that is restricted to iconic representation 
and a convention that is valid for art in general. Even though he sometimes seems 
to share the "conceptual" and structuralist interpretation of the linguistic turn 
taken by the art of the sixties (as in the Dusseldorf catalogue, where he joins 
Kosuth by saying that "Since Duchamp the artist is the author of a definition"), his 
contraction of Duchamp and Magritte is the best brief I know in favor of 
Foucault's enunciative paradigm, which is supported moreover by his mention of 
Foucault's essay on Magritte. 

Thus a urinal that shows itself and is translated by the statement "Here's a 
urinal," such that it tests the convention according to which works of art are 
shown in order to be judged as such, and which has successfully passed the test, is 
also translated by the statement "This urinal is a work of art." I said before that 
this translation, this transposition, not of the visual into the linguistic but, more 
specifically, of the ostensive into the enunciative, is what the readymade does, once 
it is admitted that the readymades are art. What should be understood by "the 
readymade"? The readymade is not the concept that subsumes the fifty or so 
objects that Duchamp christened with this name.12 We could designate them, one 
by one, but we could in no way collect them within a single category making up 
the concept of the readymade-in the singular-in that these fifty or so objects 
do not necessarily have characteristics in common at the level of medium, form, 
or style; in that all are not straight manufactured objects declared works of art; 
in that certain ones, called aided or assisted, imply a manipulation modifying 
the object, while still others have remained at the stage of an imaginary project, 
like the Ice Tongs or the Woolworth Building; and finally, in that in the Green Box 
the word "readymade" often has a textual existence semi-independent of its 
referents, above all when connected to a qualifier: sick, unhappy, reciprocal ready- 
made, semi-readymade, etc. But one unassisted readymade-an ordinary object that 

12. The most exhaustive list to date, which enumerates about fifty objects, is the one established by 
Andre Gervais (La raie alitee d'effets [Montreal: HMH, 1984], pp. 81-83). 
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nothing in its appearance distinguishes from its nonartistic counterpart, an object 
such as the bottle rack, the snow shovel, or, of course, the famous urinal on which, 
in reality, the test was performed-is enough to observe, in perfect concert with 
the Greenbergian description of modernism, that the convention or condition 
tested was indeed that works of art are shown in order to be judged as such. It is 
this self-referential folding of the successfully passed test over the tested condition 
that authorizes the reduction of the plurality of the readymades to the singular of 
the readymade and establishes its paradigmatic value for art in general: the ready- 
made is simultaneously the operation that reduces the work of art to its 
enunciative function and the "result" of this operation, a work of art reduced to 
the statement "This is art," exemplified by Duchamp's readymades. 

The Four Ingredients of Enunciative Mayonnaise 

As statement, the sentence "This is art," pronounced over Duchamp's bottle 
rack, snow shovel, or urinal, raises the question of its enunciative conditions: 
Since the readymade's move has succeeded, to what conditions does it owe its 
success? Since the test has shown that any ordinary object whatever could be a 
work of art, what are the conditions that made that possible? Let us generalize 
the question: To what conditions of enunciation does the readymade translate 
into the statement "This is art," given that the readymades are art? Or to put it 
another way: What are the enunciative conditions that confirm the statement 
"This is art," whatever the thing designated, but given that it has happened? For 
it is clearly the very Duchampian, retrospective point of view of the given that 
allows us to say that these conditions validate the statement well beyond the 
handful of objects through which the demonstration was made. And conse- 

quently these conditions are-at least for a certain historical framework, for a 
certain cultural formation-the enunciative conditions of all works of art, of the 
Mona Lisa as well as the Mona Lisa with a mustache, of any one object chosen by 
Duchamp as well as any other candidate for the status of art, and a fortiori of the 

picture, of the piece of sculpture, of the traditional work, whatever its style. It is 
in this that the readymade is paradigmatic. What it says for itself in its particular- 
ity, it says for the work of art in general. The enunciative conditions it locates as 
its own are not the exception but the rule, the minimal formula, stripped bare, of 
the artistic enunciation, even. 

Thus, we need to extract the enunciative conditions of "This is art" as statement. 
(We should note that as a sentence, "This is art" has pragmatic conditions that are 
almost the same and grammatical conditions that are of an entirely different 
order; and that as a proposition, "This is art" has conditions of logical verification 
that are pertinent only within logic.) As with mayonnaise, they are four in number. 
The first might be called object-bound: "this" needs a referent. This object might 
be anything whatever provided that, designated a first time, it be invariant from 
one occurrence of the statement to another (which is not required by the gram- 
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matical conditions of the sentence but, indeed, by its pragmatic conditions). The 
second and third are subject-bound: the statement requires an enunciator, who is 
free with regard to the object only for the first utterance, and who is thereby 
defined as enunciator or addressor by the fact that he or she was the first to take 
that liberty. And the statement needs a receiver who hears the sentence and 

repeats it. Whether he or she agrees with or contradicts it, this repetition is 
essential to the enunciative field (while it isn't to the pragmatic one). It is the 
formal acknowledgment of reception that assures the statement's function of 
existence and inscribes it on the surface of emergence where the regularities and 
the dispersals that compose a cultural formation are, according to Foucault, 
drawn. Finally, the fourth condition is precisely this surface of emergence and 

inscription, where the statement "This is art" is recorded and institutionalized, 
and reaches us at the level of the given. 

These four conditions hold for the readymade, in other words, for the 
statement "This is art" when it directs us to any one of Duchamp's readymades. 
The readymade satisfies these conditions, and, indeed, its enunciative function is 
validated. Translation: readymades are the referents of these instances of "this" 
that are indeed considered and valorized as works of art; the utterance of the 
word art with regard to them has made Duchamp's reputation as an artist and 
has in fact consecrated him as their author; in judging that the readymades were 
art, the public has acknowledged receipt of the statement and has repeated it on 
its own behalf; finally, the statement has been recorded and institutionalized at 
the same time that the readymades have in fact been preserved, exhibited, 
fetishized as works of art by the museological institution. These conditions are 
the conditions of enunciation; they lay out the conditions that were necessary 
and sufficient for the statement "This is art" to be pronounced in relation to the 
objects Duchamp baptized readymades. They are in no way the conditions of 
production of these objects, since they were not even produced by Duchamp. 
Neither are they their conditions of reception, which only a historical or socio- 
logical inquiry could establish. Simply, as Foucault wanted for statements in 
general, enunciative conditions are conditions of existence (and not of essence; 
they have nothing to do with Greenberg's "essential conventions"): that a work 
of art exists as art in fact means that the statement "This is art" applies to it. 
That the statement in question is "This is art" (and not, for example "This is new" 
or "This is expensive") also means that the enunciative function is deployed in a 
particular field of the cultural formation-the artistic or aesthetic domain- 
where other enunciative regularities are noticeable, ones that specify this 
field by way of specific names. Thus, author and viewer (or public) are the con- 
ventional names of the first two enunciative conditions within the aesthetic field. 
In the economic field it would be a matter of the couple producer/consumer, in 
the technical one, of the pair inventor/user, in communications, the pair 
sender/receiver, and finally, in the pragmatic field, the pair addressor/addressee. 
Thus, there are conditions for the existence of art in a given cultural formation. 
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They are: given (1) an object, (2) an author, (3) a public, and (4) an institu- 
tional place ready to record this object, to attribute an author to it, and to 
communicate it to the public, the entity this formation calls work of art is possi- 
ble, a priori. Such would be the thesis that must be demonstrated. How? One 

might do this externally, sociologically, but the survey threatens to be endless. 
Undoubtedly it would not be too difficult to show that these four conditions are 

necessary, but practically impossible to show that they are sufficient. It would be 
better then to stick to Duchamp and to the modernist character of his work. If 
it is true that it is art about art and that it uses "the characteristic methods of a 

discipline [art in general] to criticize the discipline itself-not in order to subvert 
it, but to entrench it more firmly in its area of competence," if it is true more- 
over that it reduces art to its enunciative function, then it must declare the 

necessity and sufficiency of its own conditions of enunciation, four in number. 
And if we are able to show it, the thesis will at the same time be demonstrated by 
the existence, as art, of the readymades and the work of Duchamp in general 
(from which the readymades, as things, can't be cut away), by his life and his 
artistic success, all facts established until further notice. Does the statement 
"Duchamp's oeuvre is art" declare the concomitance of its enunciative condi- 
tions, and if it does, how?-those are the two questions to pose to the 

Duchampian corpus in order that it itself, methodically quoted, will thereby be 
sufficient to interpret the paradigm and validate the thesis. 

The demonstration requires a method. For the statement "This is art" to be 
validated, four concomitant conditions are thus required, which means that in 
their isolated state, outside their encounter, they cease being conditions of any- 
thing. There is no sense in speaking of an author if one does not suppose at the 
same time that he or she is the author of something. The art world is full of 

things, but they are only objects in relation to subjects, one group of which 
could be called authors, and the other spectators. Even the institutions and the 

apparatuses of power have meaning only in relation to what they administer, 
and for a given social group. It is thus logical that the analysis bear not on condi- 
tions in a state of isolation, as though in describing the eggs, oil, vinegar, and 
mustard, one hoped to deduce the nature of mayonnaise, but on those conditions 
at the "moment" when they join and, so to speak, the mayonnaise "takes." Thus 
the combinatory of the four conditions of artistic enunciation authorizes six 
encounters two by two, four encounters three by three, and one encounter four 

by four, which, ideally, should all be examined.13 However, the essentials can be 
learned from the first three encounters two by two, and it is on those that the 

inquiry will bear. 

13. That is, two by two: object/author, object/public, object/institution, author/public, 
author/institution, public/institution; three by three: object/author/public, object/author/institu- 
tion, object/public/institution, author/public/institution; finally, four by four: object/author/pub- 
lic/institution. 

70 



Critique of Pure Modernism 

The Encounter of an Object and an Author 

Tracking the relation of object to author through Duchamp's work, we find 
in the Green Box: Specifications for "Readymades". by planning for a moment to come (on 
such a day, such a date such a minute), "to inscribe a readymade"-The readymade can 
later be looked for.-(with all kinds of delays). The important thing then is just this matter of 
timing, this snapshot effect, like a speech delivered on no matter what occasion but at such 
and such an hour It is a kind of rendezvous.-Naturally inscribe that date, hour, minute, 
on the readymade as information. Also the aspect of the readymade as exemplary instance.14 

As exemplary instance indeed: the readymade is a kind of rendezvous. It is 
born of the encounter of an object and an author. Object and author are nothing 
but the conditions of their encounter, nothing further being supposed about 
them. It is necessary and sufficient for them to exist to be able to meet. The object 
is a given; it exists somewhere, no matter where, available mentally. It doesn't even 
have to be in the artist's reach, since, once decided on, the readymade can later be 
looked for (with all kind of delays). It could even be available only mentally and 
remain inaccessible to any appropriation: find inscription for Woolworth Bldg as ready- 
made.15 The author is likewise a given. The note from the Green Box doesn't grant 
him or her any talent, any interiority, any motivation. He or she has no truth to 
declare, only a speech delivered on no matter what occasion but at such and such an hour. 
He or she is without any intention other than that of inscribing a readymade, of 
being on time for the meeting. Given an object and an author, it is thus sufficient 
that they have a rendezvous for a readymade to be able to be inscribed, in other 
words, for an ordinary object to be able to be written into the register of those 
things onto which the statement "This is art" is affixed. 

The idea offabrication falls with this encounter. It is a rule of modernism that 
a convention of art practice be tested by being tampered with, subverted, or even 
jettisoned. A readymade is an already-made object, and to admit it as an art object 
immediately leads one to eliminate the presupposition that the author has made 
the object with his or her own hands. Along with this presupposition of making 
goes the whole valorization of craft, everything that, legislating over the beauti- 
fully executed work, demands that the object be invested with technical know-how; 
all this disappears into le refrain en duree, the hackneyed formula, an ideological 
prejudice. A very peculiar administration regulates the artistic practice, one 
which, under the Regime of Coincidence and at the Department of Weights and 
Measures, drops, in the manner of the Standard Stoppages for which it serves as an 
epigram, the idea offabrication.16 However, it is another rule of modernism that a 
destroyed or jettisoned convention-which by that very fact becomes apparent as 

14. Michel Sanouillet and Elmer Peterson, eds., Salt Seller: The Writings of Marcel Duchamp (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1973), p. 32 (translation modified); hereinafter referred to as SS. From here 
on, with a few obvious exceptions, the use of italics will be restricted to quotations from Duchamp. 
15. SS, p. 75. 
16. Ibid., p. 22 (translation slightly modified). 
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having been nothing but a mere convention-step aside to allow others hidden by 
the first to appear. If it is no longer required that the author be the fabricator, if 
henceforth it is enough to have a meeting between an artist and an object for the 
word "art," art at large, to be affixed to it, this rendezvous is, in its turn, not without 
conditions. 

First condition: to specify the readymades. In other words, to choose. In an 

unpublished interview, Duchamp unequivocally puts forward the basis of a syllo- 
gism: the word "art" means to make, and almost, to make manually, he says, and a little 
further: to make is to choose and always to choose.17 He leaves us nothing to do but 
conclude: the word art means to choose. What criterion, what precision optics, will 

preside over this choice which has replaced fabrication? You have to approach 
something with an indifference, as if you had no aesthetic emotion. The choice of readymades 
is always based on visual indifference and, at the same time, on the total absence of good or 

bad taste.18 The object's election is thus a first condition of the encounter, but the 
author should not be accountable for it, if by "author" one understands an 

intentionality, a taste, or a responsibility: I object to responsibility.19 Without in any 
way renouncing the painting of precision, and beauty of indifference.20 Skill enters into 

the choice, but with neither a goal in mind nor a preference, as in playing the 
barrel game, which is a very beautiful "sculpture" of skill: "all the pieces in the frog's mouth" 

should not be preferred to "all the pieces outside" or (nor) above all to a good score.21 Such is 

the famous Duchampian impassiveness, which characterizes the author-condition. 
The formula of his free will is Buridan's ass, that donkey which the nominalist 

philosopher Buridan pictured between two buckets of oats, as tempted by the one 
as by the other, dying of starvation for not having known how to exercise its 

freedom of indifference.22 It implies a subjective principle of choice that forces us to 

say, contrary to a going interpretation, that the readymade does not belong to the 

category of found objects at all, but really to that of chosen objects. This principle 

17. Entretiens inedits avec Georges Charbonnier, RTF, 1961. (My translation.) 
18. Pierre Cabanne, Dialogues with Marcel Duchamp, trans. Ron Padgett (New York: Viking, 1971), p. 48 

(hereinafter indicated as PC). 
19. Ibid. This is said in relation to the mechanical drawing adopted in the Chocolate Grinder to 
defend himself against taste and habit. See also what he says about the Large Glass returned broken 
from the exhibition in Brooklyn in 1927, in the cracks of which he sees a curious intention that I am not 

responsible for, a ready-made intention, in other words (SS, p. 127). It was certainly in the face of the inflation 
of the author's ego that he wanted to position these objections to responsibility and intentionality: I 

flatly refuse to write an autobiography. It has always been a hobby of mine to object to the written I I I's on the part 
of the artist (letter of June 28, 1965, to Cleve Gray in reply to a request to tape his autobiography, cited 

by Alice Goldfarb Marquis, Marcel Duchamp, Eros, c'est la vie, a Biography [Troy, N. Y: Whitston, 1981], p. 
331). 
20. SS, p. 30. 
21. Ibid., p. 23. 
22. Free will=Buridan's ass. Find a formula. Marcel Duchamp, Notes, presented by Paul Matisse (Paris: 
Centre Georges Pompidou, 1980), n. 153. The Traite elementaire de philosophie by Paul Janet, in use in 
French high schools during Duchamp's youth, includes a discussion of the dilemma of Buridan's ass 
under the rubric: freedom of indifference. 
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of choice, however, is "unconscious" rather than intentional; it produces canned 
chance on its own and subverts authorship. To the question "How do you choose a 
readymade?" Duchamp replied: It chooses you, so to speak.23 One would not know 
how to put it better: outside his chance encounter with an already-made object, 
the author has no prerogative whatever. Epistemologically and psychologically, the 
subject in question is the Freudian or Lacanian subject, not the Cartesian or 
Kantian one. 

Second condition of the encounter: to inscribe a readymade. And Duchamp 
adds: Naturally inscribe that date, hour, minute, on the readymade as information. Which 
in any case he never did, except on the Comb, inscribed with the sentence 3 or 4 
drops of height [gouttes de hauteur = gouts d'auteur?] have nothing to do with savagery 
M.D. FEB. 17 1916 11 AM. It was in 1914, he told Pierre Cabanne, in choosing 
Herisson or the Bottle Rack, the first unassisted readymade, that the idea of an inscrip- 
tion came as I was doing it, replacing the idea offabrication.24 The sentence inscribed 
on the now-lost Herisson would have to enter into the choice a kind offlag or color that 
hadn't come out of a tube.25 And it was in 1915, at the time of doing other objects with 
inscriptions, like the snow shovel, that the word "readymade" thrust itself on me.26 Thus, 

just as a readymade chooses you so to speak, so its generic name, readymade, thrusts 

itself on its author apart from his intention. Just as the idea of an inscription replaces 
the idea offabrication in 1914, so a year later the singular title of the snow shovel, In 
advance (of the broken arm), adds a proper name to the common noun designating 
the object. Just as its common noun, snow shovel (pelle a neige), whose anagram 
could be read "elle a peigne," already contains the next-year's Peigne (Comb) through 
which Duchamp would register, in the subjunctive mode, his giving up of paint- 
ing, so its proper name adds to it a color that hadn't come out of a tube, a color that's 
not ready-made, a painter's color, the medium of painters who grind their own 
chocolate. The passage from the specific to the generic, from painting to art in 

general, from restricted to general modernism, is played out within Duchamp's 
enterprise through complex relations between works and their titles. Of the Nude 

Descending a Staircase, No. 2, Duchamp told Katharine Kuh that it already predicted 
the usage of words as a way of adding a color to the painting.27 It is what brought the 
wrath of his Cubist friends down on him, friends who, not judging it proper to call 
a picture anything else but a landscape, a still-life, a portrait, or number so-and-so, 
begged him at least to change the title in order that it not be a blot on the Cubist 

23. "I Propose to Strain the Laws of Physics," interview with Francis Roberts, Art News, vol. 67 
(December 1968), p. 62. 
24. PC, p. 47. 
25. Entretiens with Charbonnier. (My translation.) For the relations of titles and names of works to 
the names of colors and to paintings, see the chapter "Color and Its Name," in my Pictorial Nominalism, 
On Marcel Duchamp's Passage from Painting to the Readymade, trans. Dana Polan (Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota Press, 1991), pp. 119-42. 
26. PC, p. 48. 
27. Interview with Katherine Kuh, The Artist's Voice: Talks with Seventeen Artists (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1962), p. 83. 
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installation at the 1912 Salon des Ind6pendants.28 Instead of changing anything, I 
withdrew it.29 Withdrawal of the picture, abandonment of painting, substitution of 
the choosing for the making, and passage to pictorial nominalism.30 

Once the idea of fabrication has dropped, the act of naming the object 
becomes a relevant condition for specifying its encounter with an author who 
chooses it as much as he is chosen by it, who, so to speak, trips over the happy find 
of a three-dimensional pun, as over the Trebuchet. And who, moreover, trips in 
advance. It is in relation to Sad Young Man in a Train, contemporary with Nude No. 
2, that Duchamp explains: The young man is sad [triste] because there is a later train. 
"Tr" is very [tres] important.31 So important, even, that Buridan's ass must, for 

example, trip twice over the same stone, over the nominalist delayed-action of 
Trebuchet, according to which the painting's title gets the delayed reading, Je 
nomme tr... dans un tr... ["I call tr... in a tr... "]. Duchamp tested all the variants 
of pictorial nominalism, experimenting with all the rhetorical relations of the object 
to its name. The hat rack is called Hat Rack, but the urinal is called Fountain; the 

bicycle wheel mounted on a stool is called Bicycle Wheel, and the snow shovel 
answers to the inscription In advance of the broken arm. In this way are tested: tautol- 

ogy, metaphor, synecdoche, allegory. We could multiply the examples and see 

many other mechanisms at work: anagrams, acrostics, spoonerisms, paronyms, 
puns produced via symetrie commanditee or crossed through bilingualism, such as 
Pulled at Four Pins, the limit having been reached by the Verrou de surete a la cuiller, 
which refers to a spoonerism (du dos de la cuillere au cul de la douairiere) at a three- 
dimensional level (it's an object), at an allegorical one (it relates to the chastity 
belt), and on the bilingual and self-referential mode, since in French cuiller means 

"spoon," alluding to "spoonerism."32 The ultimate consequences of pictorial 
nominalism as authorial practice are rapidly drawn by Duchamp; in 1913 he had 

already asked himself: Can one make works which are not works of "art"?33 The ready- 
made's author will object to his responsibility in vain, and the objet-dard will 
oscillate ceaselessly from one aspect to the other of its double meaning in vain; 
one can't take back a slip of the tongue. 

Third condition of the encounter: to sign. One of the very last readymades, 
executed at the time of the first large retrospective celebrating the name and 
fame of the artist, that of Pasadena in 1963, has as its title Signed Sign.34 It is a sign 
from the Hotel Green showing the image of a hand, index finger pointing, similar 

28. Cited by Arturo Schwarz, Marcel Duchamp (Paris: Georges Fall, 1974), p. 26. 
29. Anne d'Harnoncourt and Kynaston McShine, eds., Marcel Duchamp (Philadelphia: Philadelphia 
Museum of Art, 1973), p. 258. 
30. "A kind of pictorial Nominalism," note from the White Box, dated on the back "1914," SS, p. 78. 
31. PC, p. 47. 
32. There is an extraordinary and maddening exploitation of the inter-, intra-, and infratextuality 
of Duchampian wordplay in Gervais, La raie alitee d'effets, cited above. 
33. SS, p. 74. 
34. See Cleve Gray, "The Great Spectator," Art in America, vol. 57 (July-August, 1969), p. 22. 
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in every detail to the one Duchamp had indeed commissioned from a sign painter 
for the last painting executed by his own hand, Tu m' 1918. As with so many of the 
names of the readymades and like the word readymade itself, the title is in the past 
participle, thus acknowledging, at the time of the retrospective, this perfectly 
self-referential signed sign, since the signature, a small, nearly invisible flourish in 

ballpoint pen, is to be found just on the end of the pointing finger. But at the 
time the first readymade went public, in 1917 with Fountain, the signature had to 
be truly visible, manifestly drawn by a not-too-expert hand on the lower left of the 
urinal, as though it were a page of manuscript, or perhaps a painting. For lack of 

having been modeled by the artist's hand, the manufactured object flaunts, in 

place of "touch," a name. It is spelled R Mutt, unknown to the boys. There, where 
the relation of the object to its title is reduced to a kind of pictorial nominalism and 
that of the object to its author to a kind of rendezvous, the name of the author is as 

contingent as that of the object. Duchamp never contested the recognized value 
of the signature; he never dismissed this reassuring guarantee of causality; he 
never fled responsibility. Rather, he objected to responsibility, which is not the 
same. He unbalanced the relationship between the signature and the signatory 
and undid the colles alitees of authenticity by multiplying his name through pseu- 
donyms. There were Richard Mutt and Rose Selavy, of course, but also Marcel 
Douxami, Marselavy, and Selatz, not to mention the ersatz names he was given by 
others: Victor and Totor by Henri-Pierre Roche, Marchand du sel by Robert Desnos, 
Pierre Delaire by Henri Waste, itself the penname of Henrietta Stettheimer.35 In 
1923, the list opened itself to infinity with the ready-made aliases chosen in 
Wanted. It is a handbill imitating police posters, on which, in the place reserved 
for the sought-after criminal, Duchamp set his own mugshot, front-face and in 

profile. The text goes as follows: WANTED $2,000 REWARD For information leading 
to the arrest of George W Welch, alias Bull, alias Pickens, etcetry, etcetry. Operated Bucket 
Shop in New York under name HOOKE, LYON and CINQUER. Height about 5 feet 9 
inches. Weight about 180 pounds. Complexion medium, eyes same. Known also under name 
RROSE SELAVY36 

An author is sought, but to believe one will find him under his proper name 
is to swallow the bait, "hook, line, and sinker." No mention of Marcel Duchamp on 
the poster, and no manuscript trace offered to the sagacity of the graphologist art 
historian who would commit him- or herself to going back from Rrose Selavy to 
the authentic signatory of Wanted. Indeed when it comes to authenticity, Rrose 
only looks for ready-made differences, preferring infra-thin ones: Buy or take 

35. See Gervais, La raie alitee d'effets, p. 29. According to Jacques Caumont and Jennifer Gough- 
Cooper (in Rrosopopees, 16-17 [1987], pp. 344-45), Marcel Douxami really existed, which is almost too 
wonderful to be true. The name appeared as the signature on a letter of May 5, 1917, fairly insulting to 
Picabia, addressed to the editor of the little magazine Rongwrong, who was none other than Duchamp. 
(I thank Francis Naumann for having called my attention to this information.) 
36. SS, p. 181. 
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known or unknown paintings and sign them with the name of a known or unknown 
painter. The difference between the "style" and the unexpected name for the "experts," is the 
authentic work of Rrose Selavy and defies forgeries.37 Everything that's been said about 
choice and about name as enunciative conditions at the point where an object 
and an author meet could be repeated for the signature. It is necessary to sign, 
but it is sufficient to sign a list of aliases where the absent signatory, designated in 
the text he doesn't sign, remains nonetheless sought-after, wanted, outside the 
text, as the presumed author of his crime. One will look for him all the more in 
that his crime is to have only unauthorized, borrowed names. The author of 
Wanted is still in need of authorization, and he had to wait for the moment of the 
retrospective-that of Pasadena, precisely, for which Duchamp executed Signed 
Sign-for Wanted to obtain an authorized signature. The work in fact reappeared 
as a quotation on the poster Duchamp projected for this retrospective, 
significantly called A Poster within a Poster. Appended to a space which is both that 
of the poster and that of the mat around Wanted, there finally appears, this time 
in cursive script and thus happily lending itself to the graphologist's test, the 

signature that removes all equivocation and grants authorship: by or of Marcel 

Duchamp or Rrose Selavy.38 This authorship is not a natural right; it is an acquired 
right, and it remains to be acquired with all kinds of delays. The name of the 
author, threaded through the string of pseudonyms, will only be validated by an 
authorization that will redound upon him through his fame: in the mise-en- 

abyme of A Poster within a Poster, one shouldn't underestimate the poster-ity that is 

implied. 

Encounter of an Object and a Public 

Let us consider two important factors, the two poles of the creation of art: the artist on 
one hand, and on the other the spectator who later becomes the posterity.39 It is with these 
words that Duchamp began one of the rare academic lectures, titled "The 
Creative Act," that he agreed to give. The creative process is thus not stopped at 
the chance relations that cause the word art to arise from the meeting of an object 
and an author. After all, the public represents half of the matter; art is also made through 
the admiration one has for it; the masterpiece is declared in the final analysis by the 

37. Notes, n. 169. 
38. The work this signature authenticates is, however, nothing but a printed poster, and the traces 
of the artist's hand there are only mechanically reproduced. It answers as though by symitrie comman- 
ditee, to the very first work by or of Rose Selavy, Fresh Widow, who as we remember signs it by means of the 

typeset notation: COPYRIGHT ROSE SELAVY. Dropping the idea offabrication, the author is no longer 
someone his signature authorizes but someone who has the copyrights to his work. On this subject, see 
Molly Nesbit, "Ready-Made Originals: The Duchamp Model," October 37 (Summer 1986). 
39. Marcel Duchamp, "The Creative Act" (lecture given at the meetings of the American Federation 
of Art, in Houston, Tex., April 1957), in SS, p. 138. 
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spectator.40 In short, it's the viewers who make the pictures.41 Duchamp is very clear in 
the evaluation of their responsibility: art is a product of two poles; there's the pole of the 
one who makes the work and the pole of the one who looks at it. I give the latter as much 
importance as the one who makes it.42 

A modernist work is always, even if it denies this, an allegory of the practice 
to which it belongs. Contrary to an abstract painting, for example, which com- 
ments via painting on the conditions of painting, the Large Glass is not a real 
allegory, such as Courbet's Studio of the Artist, one of the first modernist paintings, 
had already been. But it is clearly an allegory in the most traditional sense. And it 
is an allegory that comments via painting (since it is a painted object) on the fate 
of the painter once industrialization has transformed him into a chocolate grinder, 
and on the fate of the viewers once painting disappears into transparency (it is a 
glass object, contrary to the modernism of flatness) and moves into the fourth 
dimension, that of art in general. In the lower half of the Large Glass stand the 
oculist witnesses, who paradigmatically exemplify the viewers. They are simultane- 
ously metaphors of the bachelors and the physician of their gaze. On the trajectory 
of their desire to look symbolized by the successive states-gaseous, frozen, span- 
gled, then liquid-of the illuminating gas (in Lacanian terms we would say: on the 
circuit of their scopic drive), the oculist witnesses focus the gaze of the bachelors and 
dazzle it into a sculpture of drops that will be projected via mirrorical return in the 
region of the nine shots where it will rejoin, in a necessarily missed encounter, the 
bride's desire. Duchamp imagines the encounter of the object and the public in the 
manner of this missed encounter, missed at least for the bachelors chained in 
the three dimensions of space, but one that would succeed if the leap into the 
fourth dimension were possible. The manner in which the oculist witnesses are 
depicted thus illustrates the manner in which the real encounter of work and 
viewers is represented according to Duchamp. It is, moreover, what is clearly 
indicated by the Kodak magnifing glass, whose image hangs over the oculist witnesses 
and which ends up being the only element in the lower half of the Glass not to 
have been represented in perspective, the only one, then, not to be in the space of 
the depicted witnesses but in that of the real witnesses. 

Now this scenario of the object-public encounter is already to be found in 
the Small Glass of 1918, which is the sketch for the oculist witnesses and which itself 
includes, embedded in its glass surface, a real Kodak lens. Its title is at once its 
instruction sheet: To Be Looked at (from the Other Side of the Glass) with One Eye, Close 
to, for Almost an Hour. I did this (not for an hour; patience has its limits), and the 
experience is very instructive. My eye riveted to the magnifying glass, I see-or 
rather I don't see-the work vanish from my visual field only for there to appear 

40. Entretiens with Charbonnier, and PC, p. 39. 
41. Michel Sanouillet, ed., Duchamp du signe (Paris: Flammarion, 1975), p. 247. 
42. PC, p. 70. 
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To Be Looked at (from the Other 
>ffi*rf :;:::::: Side of the Glass) with One Eye, 

Close to, for Almost an Hour. 1918. 

i ,i; Opposite: Etant donn6s. 1946-66. 
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an inverted and reduced image of the gallery in the Museum of Modern Art where 
the object is exhibited. A waiting period, uncomfortable and boring, begins. The 
revelation takes place when by chance another visitor passes who appears to me 
like a homunculus, upside down and in my former place, since I was initially on 
that side of the glass where the title/instruction sheet was to be read. A missed 
encounter has just taken place-the glass serving as obstacle-between two 

spectators, him and me, two members of the public.43 Between the two of us the 
work was nothing but the instrument of this encounter. But since he occupies the 

place where I was, it is also with myself that I had this missed rendezvous to which 
I arrived late, and it is with himself that he will have or that he already has a ren- 

dezvous, with all kinds of delays. 
With a delay of more than fifty years from the Small Glass of 1918, Duchamp 

prepared himself to reveal to his posterity the "naturalist" and posthumous version 
of The Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even. Its title, Etant donnes, also serves 
as the Preface and the Notice for the first version, and it is no longer those things 
one must read (but perhaps one must have read them) for instruction on how to 
use the work. No more need either for a Kodak magnifying glass to symbolize 
the position of the oculist witnesses. This time the illuminating gas is furnished by 
the bride, who shamelessly displays herself. The most banal desire is enough to tell 

43. Commenting on the same experience, Georges Roque makes similar remarks in a text called 
"Incompetence et performance," in Performance, Textes & documents (Montreal: Editions Parachute, 
1980), pp. 149-56. 
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the most ordinary voyeur how to use the work and to attract him to the double 
peepholes drilled at eye level in the Spanish door that both gives and obstructs 
access to this peep show. I also experienced it at the Philadelphia Museum, led by 
my desire to see art, not pornography. However, it is as voyeur that I "ogle" and 
treat myself to the spectacle of this spread-eagled bride who offers herself to me 
and to me alone. Everything's there to see: in the gaping hole of the wall, the 
bride, the cunt of the bride (Duchamp's words: le con), focuses my whole visual field. 
And I am caught in the trap of denial that Freud showed to be the essence of 
fetishism: there is nothing to see, all the more so since the bride turns her head 
away, and the wall masks her face from my view. She doesn't look at me; I don't see 
her looking at me. No view is taken: in vain am I the one who plays the photographer; 
she with her hairless vulva is not celle qui a de l'haleine [de la laine?] en dessous. The 
"con" is not the one you think, and the one seen is the one who thought he saw. 
Behind me in the museum's gallery someone has just entered, whom I do not see 
catching me in the act but whose gaze I feel prickling the nape of my neck, while, 
glued to the door and framed by its gaping hole of bricks, I form a figure or a blot 
in the picture, rather pathetic moreover. 

It's the viewers who make the pictures, indeed. They are inside. If one folds onto 
the Large Glass the specifications of the instruction sheet formed by the work just 
preceding it, To Be Looked at, and its aftermath, Etant donnes, one realizes that the 
oculist witnesses do not stand in an outside space from which they look at the work 
but rather figure within it, in the transparent interworld of an encounter that is, 
moreover, necessarily missed. Of the salacious gaze of the bachelors it is only the 
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image that meets up with the nine shots by mirrorical return. It is thus useless to imag- 
ine the encounter from any point of view other than the encounter itself, in other 
words anywhere but from the horizon, which is also the garment of the bride, where 
the gaze loses itself but where the stripping occurs. Understood as enunciative con- 
ditions of art (of the blossoming of the Mariee, where "m'art y est," as Ulf Linde 

says),44 the object and the public are given. But before or outside their meeting 
they are just any object and any public. A chocolate grinder, a urinal, would make no 
less good objets-dard than a fruit bowl. And the normally equipped man on the 
street is no less a voyeur than the art lover. Nothing is prejudged about the 
nature of the object and the makeup of the public. On the other hand, the 
encounter itself conditions them. The title and the lens of the Small Glass, the 

peepholes in the door of Etant donnes, give the instructions that prescribe an 
individual encounter. Art does not address itelf to the masses but to an individual, 
and the work of art, whatever it is, chooses its viewers one at a time. However, 
once the spectator falls into this viewing trap, it is another viewer that he sees 

looking at him or whom he sees looking. There the viewers are always double; 
following Lacan, we might say that the individual viewer gets split there. It is to an 
Other that his gaze is addressed and from an Other that it comes back to him. 
With that proviso does the illuminating gas flare up, the splash dazzle, and the 

poetic sparkle flash. Art takes place in the fourth dimension where the voluntary, 
horizontal blossoming of the bride goes to meet the vertical blossoming of the stripping-bare 
by her bachelors and produces the blossoming through reconciliation.45 

However, it is in the lower part of the Glass, where the illuminating gas 
manages to lower the toboggan, that there are three splashes or three crashes, and in 
the upper part, where the milky way blooms, that there are three draft pistons to 

convey the bride's commandments. In the Duchampian numerology, three is the 
number of the crowd. When you've come to the word three, you have three million-it's the 
same thing as three.46 One might already wonder if a viewer who splits himself into 
two is able to understand himself. Of the two viewers who face each other on the 
two sides of the Kodak lens of the Small Glass or who succeed one another at the 

peepholes of Etant donnes, we admit that they can look at (each other) seeing, but 
since they can't hear hearing it is out of the question that they hear one another.47 
The blossoming by reconciliation takes place, if it does at all, between the individual 
viewer and the work, but not between the viewers. In other words, consensus 
about art is not in the least a necessary condition in order to transform the crowd 

44. Ulf Linde, "L'esoterique," in Abecedaire (catalogue of the Duchamp retrospective; Paris: Centre 

Georges Pompidou, 1977), p. 74. 
45. Notes, n. 152. 
46. PC, p. 47. 
47. N. 252 of the Notes sets up an echo of the aphorism One can look at seeing; one can't hear hearing, 
published in the Box of 1914, which gives an idea of the resulting misunderstanding: Thinking he heard 
me listening, he asked me to ask you if you knew that he knew that I had seen him looking at the one to whom I 

responded that I was responsible for nothing. 
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into a public. And since the work disappears into the transparency or behind the 
horizon, and since it basically shows nothing but the fetish where all gazes are 
trapped, the number of the crowd is raised to the power of the number that 
defines the encounter of the viewer with himself or with the Other: 32 = 9. 

The episode of the nine shots in the Large Glass produces the allegory of this. 
It is indeed a matter of an encounter, one that is certainly on the order of 
voyeurism since the story of the Large Glass is that of a stripping-bare. And it is 
truly a matter of intentionality, of aim, since the place of the shots on the Glass has 
been determined by means of a toy cannon, by shooting three salvos of three 
paint-dipped matches at the target from three different positions. In admitting 
that the target represents the object before or outside the encounter, and the 
three firing positions the public's expectations, the dispersion of the nine shots- 
each position multiplying itself into three experiences of voyeurism-then 
represents the impossibility of the members of the public understanding one 
another about what they see and claim to call a work of art. The encounter took 
place; Duchamp even took the trouble to lay out its space-time: it is the sculptural 
space formed by the trajectories of the nine shots, also called trajectory of observation 
out of the corner of the eye.48 As for the encounter itself, it is the figure obtained, i.e., 
the visible flattening of the demultiplied body.49 But the target-the goal of the scopic 
drive or the object of the desire-is lost. Nothing, either in the Large Glass or in 
the sketches and the notes, indicates where the target was placed when Duchamp 
fired the shots. If the shots still refer to it, it is through a coefficient of displacement 
that is nothing but a souvenir. The firing positions are not indicated either. The 
public has no collective strategy, and its cohesion is only a demultiplied body whose 
unity is likewise nothing but a souvenir. The only law that unifies it is nothing but 
a regulation of regrets from one "deferee" to another.50 

The relations between object and public as Duchamp imagines them, produces 
and declares them, give rise neither to a community of viewers nor to a collection 
of objects. The work's only public status is a dispersion of privacies. At the point of 
the object-public encounter, the object vanishes, and the public disperses, 
heterogeneous and divided. However, art is enunciated by such a failed meeting, 
far from the nuptials with the retinaljoys of color, far even from the solitary 
pleasures of olfactory masturbation. No communication by means of the smell of tur- 
pentine, no transmission of the "little sensation" (Cezanne), no taste. Paul Klee's 
"visible" is not Duchamp's viewable. Thus there collapses the primary condition of 
the aesthetic experience, its phenomenological support, the gaze. Which goes 
pretty far-when we remember that nothing propels the bachelors' odyssey but 
their desire to see the bride stripped bare at last. But the desire to see or the rage 
to look is not the gaze, even less so the gaze replete with aesthetic pleasure. Were 

48. SS, p. 84. 
49. Ibid., p. 35. 
50. Riglementation des regrets d'eloigne [des lois niees?] a eloigne. Ibid., p. 23. 
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it necessary, Etant donnes is there to convince us that in having fulfilled the viewer's 

expectations, the work has in no way satisfied his or her desire. In any case, it is 
not thanks to having been seen that Etant donnes is a work of art. Even the Large 
Glass, which is very beautiful, has garnered its artistic reputation from people who 
have never seen it and elicited from some of them, such as Jean Suquet, among 
the most sensitive of commentaries.51 As for the readymade, it is something one 
doesn't even look at, or something one looks at while turning one's head.52 Let's conclude 
with Duchamp: this angle will express the necessary and sufficient corner of the eye. 

The idea offabrication collapses with the three Standard Stoppages, a work apt at 

establishing the thematic and methodological connection between the ready- 
mades and the Large Glass. With Tu m' the last canvas the painter executed by 
hand, but also a commentary encoded by the illuminatistic Scribism on the relations 
between painting and the readymades, the gaze collapses. Too bad for the voyeur 
who confuses Tu m's instruction sheet with that of the almost contemporary Small 
Glass. The former work is to be read; it is not to be looked at, and above all not close 
to. Whoever would get too close would get his or her eye poked by the ready-made 
bottle brush that projects from it along the visual axis and would have his or her 

51. Jean Suquet, Miroir de la mariee (Paris: Flammarion, 1974); Le gueridon et la virgule (Paris: 
Christian Bourgeois, 1976); Ie Grand verre reve (Paris: Aubier, 1991). See also (in English) his contribu- 
tion to the Duchamp conference held in Halifax in 1987, "Possible," in The Definitively Unfinished Marcel 
Duchamp, ed. Thierry de Duve (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1991). 
52. "Conversations avec Marcel Duchamp," in Alain Jouffroy, Une revolution du regard (Paris: 
Gallimard, 1964), p. 119, reprinted in Opus International 49 (March 1974), p. 89. 
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eye rinsed for good. A plastic for plastic retaliation. Over the act of gazing, over this 
gaze caught at the horizon of a completed, aesthetic perception, Duchamp 
prefers the timid power of the possible: the possible is only a physical "caustic" (vitriol 
type) burning up all aesthetics or callistics.53 Vengeance has some potential, some 
"burning power" in reserve. If the viewer wants to avoid feeling regret as soon as 
possession is consummated, he or she must suspend the desire to see, slow down the 
inevitable response to shop windows, and defer aesthetic pleasure: the fruit still has to 
avoid being eaten.54 Which is to say that for the gaze [regard] Duchamp substitutes 
the delay [retard]. Thus, after the equation art = making = choosing, here is a sec- 
ond syllogism: use "delay" instead of picture, says a note from the Green Box.55 Now, 
the viewers make the picture. Thus the viewers make the delay. 

If the gaze is no longer a necessary condition of the encounter of the work 
with its public, delay is, to the contrary, one of them. In the last analysis, the artist 
may shout from all the rooftops that he is a genius; he will have to wait for the verdict of the 
spectator in order that his declarations take a social value and that, finally, posterity includes 
him in the primers of Art History.56 The role of the author of a readymade was to trip 
over the object of a choice that chose him. The role of the spectator is to determine the 
weight of the work on the aesthetic scale.57 In planning for a moment to come to inscribe a 
readymade and then to look for it with all kinds of delays, the author placed the 
object in advance on the aesthetic scale, and the viewer, who arrives late, will have to 
determine its weight. The author has named the object Herisson, Peigne, or 
Trebuchet; he has also given it the generic name readymade, but he has carefully 
abstained from calling it art. However, once the object is placed on the scale 
where it is a candidate for judgment, can one make works which are not works of "art"? 
Could one avoid the statement "This is art" being pinned to Trebuchet once it has 
given its viewers the same bump on the shin it gave its author? The word 
trebuchet has three meanings that the public of viewers, taken one by one, will 
refract according to the Wilson-Lincoln system in at least nine trajectories from the 
corner of the eye: it means a double-trayed scale for weighing gold, a bird trap, and a 
chess player's ruse consisting of sacrificing a pawn to the opponent in order for 
him to stumble over it. The birds caught in the trap are the viewers who make the 
picture in the manner of Pliny's birds from the fable: they take this coatrack nailed 
to the floor for a real object when it is merely, thanks to its title, something placed 
on the aesthetic scale for their attention, on the "art weigher"'s scale. As for the 
chess game of painting, Duchamp, in this case, is not so much Zeuxis as 
Parrhasios: the best ruse is the most transparent one, the one that catches the 
viewers in the trap of a delay in glass. There is hardly more to see behind the bride's 

53. SS, p. 73. 
54. Ibid., pp. 74, 70. 
55. Ibid., p. 26. 
56. Ibid., p. 138. 
57. Ibid., p. 140. 
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veil than behind the curtain painted by Parrhasios, neither any jacket, nor any vest, 
nor any uniform, nor any livery to take down from this coatrack called Trebuchet, to 
realize that the trajectories from the corner of the eye are strained and lose the nearly of the 

"always possible"-with moreover the irony to have chosen the body or original object which 

inevitably becomes according to this perspective 58 an objet-dard. 

Encounter of an Object and an Institution 

The sole encounter of object and author maintained the objet-dard in the 
metastable state of a slip of the tongue. Repeated, if only once but massively, by 
the public, re-viewed, if only from the necessary and sufficient corner of the eye, causing 
it to lose the vitriol and the nearly of the "always possible," the slip congeals and 
becomes fixed there where metaphors, allegories, and other figures of speech all 
freeze into catachreses: in art as an institution. Again we must first know what "art 
as an institution" means, or more concretely, if all artistic institutions, that is, 
places where the statement "This is art" is recorded and receives social sanction, 
institutionalize the same thing under the name "art." Even this last question is too 

big. No more than for author and public, should we unglue ourselves from 

Duchamp's work to find out what it has to say of the relation between an ordinary 
object-not made but chosen, named, and signed by its author, not viewed but 
evaluated by its delayed public-and the institution through which its recording 
of a claim to art is achieved. Or yet again: given that the readymades have received 
social sanction, what do they have to say of the institutions where that social 
sanction took effect? 

The public life of the readymade begins at the same time as its institutional 
life. Two readymades (we don't know which) were exhibited in April 1916 at the 

Bourgeois Galleries in New York, and at the same time, Pharmacy was shown at the 
Montross Gallery. But as we might have expected they went unnoticed: the ready- 
made is something one doesn't even look at. Exactly a year later, the Richard Mutt 
affair blew up. "Affair" is, after all, a big word for an event that had no public 
impact at the time but only found its reverberations much later, in the art of 
artists who would get their own authority from the readymade's move and would 

give Duchamp his posterity. In December 1916, the Society of Independent 
Artists, Inc. was founded, modeled on the Societe des Artistes Independants of 

Paris, and programmed to hold an annual salon after the fashion of its French 
model. The same slogan "No jury, no prizes" (in Paris: "Ni recompense ni jury") 
was adopted and the first salon scheduled for April 1917. That's when the hanging 
committee received from a certain R. Mutt of Philadelphia a more than embar- 

rassing package: a urinal posed flat on its back, flagrantly signed and dated, and 

baptized Fountain. The urinal was conjured away; in any case it didn't figure in the 

58. Ibid., p. 36. 
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catalogue. There was no public scandal. The show was a big success and it wasn't 
until May, at the time of the closing, that an unsigned editorial, called "The 
Richard Mutt Case," appeared in the second issue of the little satirical review The 
Blind Man, that took up the cause for Mr. Mutt's selection. The editorial was 

accompanied by a photographic reproduction of the urinal titled Fountain by R 
Mutt, captioned The exhibit refused by the Independents, and duly credited to its 
author: Photograph by Alfred Stieglitz.59 

The Richard Mutt Case is exemplary in showing how the conditions of artistic 
enunciation gather together and go into effect at the meeting point of an object 
and an institution. The object is given, made available to the artist by its manufac- 
turer, TheJ. L. Mott Iron Works. It is ordinary, just anything whatever, and 
unforeseen by the institution, to say the very least. But it has been chosen, named 
Fountain, and signed R. Mutt, in a transparent parody of the name of its manufac- 
turer; it was therefore authorized, even if it was by a perfect unknown. And it will 
be rechosen, renamed art, and re-signed by or of Marcel Duchamp by the viewers 
who, even if they have never seen it, will "have made the pictures" with all kinds of 
delay. As for the institution, Society of Independent Artists, Inc., it too is given, 
and its access is open to everyone. Even though its own no-rule-rule-"No jury, no 

prizes"-means that it is willing to recognize anyone as an artist, it can't swallow 
the urinal and doesn't agree to Mr. Mutt's being the author of anything artistic 
whatever. It is only as an epilogue and thus too late for the exhibition, that The 
Richard Mutt Case will credit, in the most paradoxical way, an institution that 
wanted nothing to do with the existence of the famous and infamous urinal. 
Duchamp's most celebrated readymade-perhaps his most celebrated work-is an 
object that has disappeared, that practically no one has seen, that never stirred up 
a public scandal, about which the press at the time never spoke, which never 
figured in the catalogue of the Independents' Show but made it into a discreet 
Salon des refus6s, and whose very existence could be doubted were it not for 
Stieglitz's photograph. This readymade is only known through its reproduction. 

The double-page spread of The Blind Man where the Richard Mutt case was 
presented has been reproduced again and again in monographs on Duchamp and 
elsewhere.60 In the last analysis, the artist may shout from all the rooftops that he is a 

genius; he will have to wait for the verdict of the spectator in order that his declarations take 
a social value and that, finally, posterity includes him in the primers of Art History. This is 
what happened, and widely. Given that it's happened, it is possible for me to say 
here and now, that with the Richard Mutt case, general modernism is attained and 
the reduction of art at large to its necessary and sufficient conditions is accom- 

59. See my "Given the Richard Mutt Case," which is devoted to the detailed analysis of this episode, 
to its ethical implications, to its aesthetic consequences, and to its historical reinterpretation, in The 
Definitively Unfinished Marcel Duchamp, pp. 187-230. 
60. Thanks to Arturo Schwarz, the two issues of the journal are available today in facsimile (Archivi 
d'arte del XX secolo [Rome and Milan: Gabriele Mazzotta Editore, 1970]). 
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plished. No reduction to essence, however. Neither a kind of Greenbergian flatness, 
which has leapt from painting to art at large, from the specific to the generic, nor 
a kind of Kosuthian "nature of art," which has been discovered at the end of an 
inquiry carried out by means of "analytic propositions." The conditions in ques- 
tion are those of enunciation, no more and no less. And they only concern the 
statement "This is art," as it affixes itself to whatever object, as it also leads art back 
to its most elementary function of existence, the one Foucault calls the enuncia- 
tive function, which is that of statements validated by the sole fact of having 
been uttered. Let's return to the Richard Mutt case, then. (1) To validate the 
statement there must be a case, a referential "this" whose existence is desig- 
nated by an ostensive act. The urinal as such disappeared, yet here it is, in the 

position of referent in the photo, which plays, as does every photo (contrary to 

painting or drawing), the role of reality's index and proof. Ecce the object; it's a 
urinal. It no longer exists; it existed. (2) To validate the statement there must be 
an enunciator, an "I" who chooses, names, and signs the object. This is Fountain by 
R Mutt. On the facing page the editorial's argument underscores that "by" has to 
read "chosen by" and not "made by." (3) To validate the statement there must be a 
viewer who doesn't look, or who looks while turning one's head, a photographer for 

example, who lets his camera look in his stead, but who repeats the statement as if 
it were his, a "you" who says "I" in turn: Photograph by Alfred Stieglitz. (4) To validate 
the statement there must be an institution which, if need be, refuses to validate 
the object but nonetheless effectuates, with all kinds of delays, the concomitance 
of the first three conditions, and registers it. This is The exhibit refused by the 
Independents. QED. The four enunciative conditions of the readymade are spelled 
out in the presentation of this readymade, which is nowhere present. 

Modernism "Without Walls" 

The readymade, I said before, is a work of art reduced to the statement "This 
is art." After the idea of fabrication, after the gaze, what drops away at the point 
where an object and an institution meet is the work itself, what tradition, includ- 

ing the entire tradition of restricted modernism, calls the work: the work as 
material object, the work as an author's opus, the work as visual phenomenon 
offered to a viewer, the work as institutionalized value. Tradition made that 

quadruple implication of the word work into a causal theory: something is a work 
because is is made by human hand, because the hand that made it is unique and 
left its traces on it, because it shows itself and is beautiful, sublime, meaningful, 
or simply good, because its value is recognized. Then came Conceptual art, and 
this set out programmatically to deconstruct and to negate this quadruple under- 

standing. (1) To negate the work as material object: this is the theme of the 
dematerialization of the art object and of the two paths leading toward this-that of 
the artist-as-conceiver who has work fabricated by others and that of energy-as- 
matter-a theme promoted by Lucy Lippard beginning in 1968 and published in 
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a well-known book of the same name.61 (2) To negate the work as being the opus 
of an author: this is the whole notion of the death of the author, the title of Barthes's 
famous essay, whose first appearance was in English in Aspen Magazine, for an issue 
edited by the Conceptual artist Brian O'Doherty.62 (3) To negate the work as 
visual phenomenon offered to a viewer: this is the theme of the end of aesthetics, 
of the refusal of the judgment of taste, of the rejection of formalism, of the exclu- 
sion from art of every practice grounded in a "morphological basis," a theme of 
which Kosuth was the main defender.63 (4) To negate the work as institutionalized 
value: this is the whole theme of the denunciation of the museum, of the contest- 

ing of the art market, of the invention of alternative spaces, of the critique of 
institutions, a theme that sustained purely "conceptual" pieces (these are no 

longer called "works"), like Robert Barry's Closed Gallery Piece of 1969, as well as 
"contextual" interventions, like those of Michael Asher on the walls of the Toselli 

Gallery in Milan (1973). 
There is no doubt that the strong period of Conceptual art, American espe- 

cially (Lippard's "six years"-1966 to 1972-are a good indication), represented 
a moment of great creative elan, of intense reflective activity, of active debate and 
awareness. Everyone began to taste the modernist mayonnaise concocted by 
Duchamp, not for the pleasure of exercising his or her judgment of taste, but 
for the sharpening of intellectual discernment. Tastebuds aroused (which, it 
seems, are individually sensitive to sweetness, saltiness, acidity, and bitterness), 
each tucked into the analytic, deconstructive, or-why not?-critical (in the 
Greenbergo-Kantian sense) task of extracting the individual ingredients that 
made up the ready-made emulsion spooned out onto his or her plate. In good 
modernist form, each took it into his or her head to pursue the critique of mayon- 
naise via the means of mayonnaise and to experiment with the recipe by varying 
the proportions and seasoning, some overdoing the pepper, others the salt. The 
results have various flavors, but as it is with mayonnaises, so it is with works of art; 
you have to taste each one individually, something it is not my intention to 
undertake here. Happily, art has no need of correct theory to be appreciated. All 
the same-irony of ironies-it is at the conceptual level that Conceptual art gets it 
wrong. I used "recipe" metaphorically, but I could have said "program" just as well 
and that wouldn't have been a metaphor. Conceptual art (at the very point at least 
where it laid claims to concepts) conducted its program of deconstructing or 
critiquing the four ingredients of the mayonnaise as if they were causes when they 
were nothing but conditions. It rightly laid the blame on the tradition that made 
the quadruple understanding of the word work a causal theory, but in attacking 

61. Lucy Lippard and John Chandler, "The Dematerialization of Art," Art International (February 
1968); Lucy Lippard, Six Years: The Dematerialization of the Art Object, 1966-1972 (New York: Praeger, 
1973). 
62. Roland Barthes, "The Death of the Author," Aspen Magazine, 5-6 (1966), n.p. 
63. Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy," p. 78. 
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what it believed the four causes of traditional art to be, it left causality itself 
entirely intact. John Cage, by contrast, was a lot more on target. Conceptual art 
thus committed two cardinal errors. It wanted to fight for a good cause, yet it didn't 
recognize the degree to which Duchamp had already undone the causalities- 
colles alitees, as he put it-of authorship, of spectatorship, and of institutionality. 
In other words, Conceptual art identified enunciation with production at the 
same time that it projected into the future what already belonged to the past. 
The most flagrant aspect of this misunderstanding was to have interpreted the 
linguistic turn that Duchamp gave to art in general within the structuralist- 

semiological paradigm and not to have seen that the relevant paradigm was the 
enunciative one. 

For the enunciative paradigm, these four senses of the word work- 
handmade object, trace of its author, visual phenomenon, institutionalized 
value-are superfluous conditions ("expendable" is Greenberg's word). Not 

necessary, contingent. It might be that they remain indispensable or inevitable 
within the field of production, as the obvious failure of Conceptual art to have 

gotten rid of them would seem to confirm. But the enunciative paradigm has 

nothing to say about the field of production; it only addresses the field of enun- 
ciation. And in this field, it is necessary and sufficient that a "this" designated by 
an "I" be shown to a "you" by means of an ostensive statement, and that this state- 
ment be repeated and registered under the rubric "art," for an "archaeologist" like 
Foucault, or Broodthaers, or myself for that matter, to gather it, to attest to its 

regularity and dispersion, and to relate it to its enunciative conditions. These 
conditions are those of art, and even, if we please, of the work, of the work of art 
in general, and thus of no matter what work, but only insofar as it states itself or is 
stated, only insofar as it is the referent of the statement "This is a work of art." 

Everything that is named art, even and above all what tradition-modernist or 
not-is capable of accounting for, implicitly bears this statement. The readymades 
bear it explicitly, which is why they are modernist. Given that a readymade is art, it 
carries a label that says this. It is a truism, but it is not a tautology, as Kosuth 
thinks. The readymade is certainly art about art, but the power of the statement 
"This is art" to lead back to its own conditions of enunciation and to strip them of 

everything that would allow a confusion of conditions and causes, is not sui generis. 
It passes through this readymade; it requires the designation of a referent that 
has nothing self-referential about it. Which is why it was essential, in order for the 
enunciative paradigm to be validated, that this readymade, Fountain in this case, 
disappear in its condition as work so that it is no longer manifested except in the 

guise of the referent. This is indeed the way things transpired: as object, opus, 
spectacle, and value, and even as support of the statement "This is art," Fountain 
has disappeared. 

This statement has another support, then, namely the photograph that 
testifies to the existence, in the sole guise of referent, of this urinal. It tacitly 
declares, "This (the urinal) is art," and even more tacitly, "This (the photo) is its 
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proof." Nothing is proved, however, because the "proof" must still be submitted to 
the test of the delay that takes charge of it as a new object giving rise to new state- 
ments, around which the enunciative conditions permute. In the place of "This is 
Fountain by R. Mutt" we find "This is Photograph by Alfred Stieglitz." In the position 
of the object we thus encounter a photograph, i.e., a ready-made painting. In 
place of the author we find a photographer, i.e., strictly speaking, someone who 
replaces making by choosing and the hand by the eye, and to whom the acknowl- 
edgment that it's the viewers who make the pictures applies better than to anyone. 
Finally, instead of viewers-of the photo and of its referent, in place of this 
spectator who later becomes the posterity, there is The Blind Man and his progeny: the 
crowd of visitors who hurried to the Independents' Show in 1917 without even a 
hint of Fountain's existence, and the mass of readers of Duchamp monographs 
who will harvest, with all kinds of delays, the statement "This (the work reproduced 
by means of its reproduction by Stieglitz) is art." Today the waiting period is over, 
the delay is fulfilled, and it is as though the photographic print reproduced in 
1917 in a little avant-garde journal with a tiny circulation had been sufficient to 
propel its referent into the museum, so that at the present time that's where it is 
to be found, exemplary, paradigmatic of its own enunciative conditions. 

That should now be clear: the museum to which the readymade has been 
propelled is what Malraux called le musee imaginaire, the museum-without-walls. 
Fountain is nowhere else even: the Moderna Museet in Stockholm, the National 
Gallery in Ottawa, the Mus6e national d'art moderne in Paris, and a few others 
possess replicas of it, but replicas are reproductions. Other replicas of Fountain 
exist, moreover, miniature replicas, in as many copies as there are Boites-en-valise. 
But the Boite-en-valise, little portable museum of images, does nothing but 
instantiate the museum-without-walls as a gathering together of the enunciative 
conditions of everything it contains. Basically it is a monograph on Duchamp's 
oeuvre in its totality, presented as if it were a museum object or a collector's 
item.64 Fountain only exists as the lost referent of a series of ostensive statements 
(photograph in the Stieglitz case, miniatures in that of the Boite-en-valise) that 
swear to the fact that it existed but that it no longer exists at the moment one 
learns of its existence, and that's why its whole public belongs to the progeny of 
The Blind Man. This is the ever-expanding public whose artistic culture is almost 
entirely formed by the museum-without-walls and which, rather than visually check- 
ing with original works, takes reproductions in books and art magazines for what 
they are in fact: nothing more than an institutional statement that presents all 
sorts of things in the position of referent as if their artistic quality were merely a 
matter of status, or, to use Walter Benjamin's terms, as if their aura, their cult 

64. Obviously, one could emphasize the "as if" and treat the Boite-en-valise as a work in the tradition- 
al sense. In this case, singularity will assert itself sooner or later, and one will be led to remark the dif- 
ferences between one Boite and another. This is what Ecke Bonk has done in his excellent Marcel 
Duchamp, The Box in a Valise (New York: Rizzoli, 1989). 
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value, had been entirely reabsorbed into their exhibition value. And the paradigm 
of the readymade, up to now formal, begins to reveal its historical purport and its 
ethical content. It states the enunciative conditions of art "in the age of mechani- 
cal reproduction," once the copy precedes the original, once the 
museum-without-walls is first and the real museum second. Indeed, a reproduc- 
tion of art is an object the artist hasn't made, from which its viewer does not draw 
a completed aesthetic experience, and which the museological institution neither 
valorizes nor legitimates as a work. A reproduction of art does nothing beyond 
declaring the existence, as art, of the work that is its referent. 

There was a historical necessity for the enunciative paradigm, then; it didn't 
fall from the sky. Duchamp didn't reduce the work of art to its enunciative func- 
tion on a whim, and I haven't interpreted his action in these terms out of 

methodological artifice. The readymade's enunciative conditions, as I said before, 
are valid for the work of art in general, for the Mona Lisa as well as for the Mona 
Lisa with a mustache. But I added: at least for a particular historical framework, a 
particular cultural formation. Malraux called this cultural formation the museum- 
without-walls and Benjamin art's "age of mechanical reproduction," an age for 
which the condition is precisely to see the conditions of reception, of circulation, 
and of enjoyment of art reduced to enunciative conditions. Everything the regime 
of the museum-without-walls considers as being "art," whether this be a 
Rembrandt, an African fetish, a palm print on the cave walls of Pech Merle, or a 

readymade, everything that it calls art, carries at least implicitly a label on which 
"This is a work of art" is written. A readymade is nothing but a work of art reduced 
to this label. If it makes us acknowledge that insofar as they are "art," the 
Rembrandt and the African fetish allow themselves to be equally reduced, it must 
make us reflect on the converse as well: it is insofar as the Rembrandt and the 
fetish support this reduction that they authorize a readymade to be found in their 

company. It wouldn't be there-or its presence would be inexplicable and illegiti- 
mate-if the enunciative conditions it reveals as its own were not valid for every 
work of art. It would not be there, moreover, if it hadn't transferred to the plane 
of production the conditions that regulate its reception, its circulation, and its 

enjoyment. To produce a readymade is to show it; to transmit a readymade is to 
make it change context; to enjoy a readymade is to wonder what it is doing in the 
museum, in the institution. But the real museum no longer comes first. If Manet 

inaugurates modernism by the fact that he paints for the museum, then Duchamp 
ends it because he understands that the real museum comes second in relation to 
the museum-without-walls, for which it is nothing any longer but the referent, the 

way the gold lying in the vaults of central banks is nothing but the symbolic guar- 
antee for the money in circulation. The artistic patrimony of the world has 

nothing in common but the statement "This is a work of art." It is shown in 
museums of objects, which is where one can see it with one's own eyes and take 

pleasure in it. But it is only in the museum of images that the patrimony is a 

patrimony, that it is worldwide and that it circulates in the "sequence [of repro- 
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ductions]-which brings a style to life, much as an accelerated film makes a plant 
live before our eyes," as Malraux said. And Malraux, again: "For all alike- 
miniatures, frescoes, stained glass, tapestries, Scythian plaques, pictures, Greek 
vase paintings, 'details' and even statuary-have become 'colorplates.' In the 
process they have lost their properties as objects; but, by the same token they have 
gained something: the utmost significance as to style that they can possibly 
acquire."65 It is only in reproduction that Scythian plaques and Greek vase 
paintings, that a Rembrandt and an African fetish assemble without resembling 
each other; elsewhere the fetish returns to its sacred function or its ethnological 
meaning, and Rembrandt becomes once again a Dutch seventeenth-century 
painter, one who made the author an introspective psychologist rather than a 
technician of paint-application, who allowed viewers to make the pictures by 
projecting themselves into a foggy chiaroscuro, and who had trouble with his 
institutional patrons, Captain Cocq's Company or the drapers' guilds. 

We still have to wonder whether an elsewhere besides the museum-without- 
walls still exists; if Malraux hasn't written the first and last of the great aesthetic 
tracts on style founded on the precedence of the reproduction over the original; if 
the history of art, become fiction about itself through Malraux, isn't in the process 
of becoming, as it is more and more perceived, a simulacrum of itself; and if the 
antidote for the museum-without-walls that Georges Duthuit had called, in a violent 
attack on Malraux, The Off-the-Wall Museum (Le musee inimaginable), hasn't become, 
indeed, unimaginable. It has if, as for Duthuit, what one means by "art" must 
recede back beyond modernism, and if one dreamed that the work as object, opus, 
visual phenomenon, and institutionalized value should seek refuge in "the neutral 
warehouse of the heteroclite," as way back then, before the museum, in the 
Wunderkammer.66 It hasn't at all if, as with Duchamp, one makes the practice of 
art-its meaning, its ambition, its quality-depend on the most explicit recogni- 
tion of its actual conditions of operation. Once something, no matter what, has 
been cited by the museum-without-walls, it's art. To Duchamp's question "Can one 
make works which are not works of 'art'?" the enunciative regime of the museum- 
without-walls replies: no, art is inevitable. There's no need for a King Midas to 
explain this transsubstantiation. Malraux called it metamorphosis, and he wasn't 
mistaken in giving the photograph as its author and time-the delay of the 
viewers-as its agent.67 But understood this way, the name "art" is only a status, 
and has nothing honorific about it. And that of "artist" will only sanction the 
success of an opportunistic strategy with nothing honorable about it. These days it 
is enough to be reproduced in Flash Art to be an artist, but the test isn't there. 

65. Andre Malraux, The Voices of Silence, trans. Stuart Gilbert (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1978), pp. 46 and 44. 
66. Georges Duthuit, Le musie inimaginable, vol. 2 (Paris:Jose Corti, 1956), p. 258. 
67. In an earlier text I tried to show that we should agree with Malraux on Duchamp's grounds 
rather than disagree with him on his own grounds. We would then see that the readymade is synchron- 
ic with the museum without walls ("Le temps du readymade," in Abecedaire, pp. 166-84). 
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Every object that's a candidate for art status-and God knows there have been 

enough of them on the heels of Duchamp-should be submitted to the test of the 

Reciprocal Readymade = Use a Rembrandt as an ironing-board.68 

A rebours 

Before hastening to say that in 1972, in Diusseldorf, Marcel Broodthaers 
submitted 266 objects depicting eagles to the test of the reciprocal readymade, we 
should wonder why, in order to contract Duchamp and Magritte, he preferred 
the imagery of the eagle to that of the pipe or the male-gendered fountain, and 
remember that in the second volume of the catalogue (published when the 
exhibition was well under way), he revealed that "the concept of the exhibition 
is based on the identity of the eagle as idea and of art as idea."69 Each of the 266 

objects on display is too obviously accompanied by a placard specifying "This is 
not a work of art" for there not to be something more there than meets the eye. 
The warning does not affix itself in the same manner to the exhibited objects that 
are recognized works of art as it does to those that are not. And the placards are 
not discreet the way those in museums are: they are black, too large, and their 
material and graphic quality are out of place. They give neither the title, nor 
the artist's name, nor the provenance, but instead a number that refers to the 

catalogue where this information can be found. They have two holes so that 

they can be screwed onto something, but they are not mounted onto the objects 
they accompany, looking rather as if they had been dismounted in order to be 

displayed for their own sake. Finally, their obsessional repetitiveness, in three 

languages in alternation, succeeds in making it clear that something's up. So many 
signs that one should read them self-referentially, and that it is they that are 
submitted to the test of the "Rembrandt as ironing board," rather than the objects 
to which they affix themselves. Broodthaers's reciprocal readymade is the ready- 
made-i.e., the work of art reduced to the statement "This is art." It is the eagle 
from the Oligocene to the present-i.e., art from Pech Merle to Conceptual art. It is the 
whole content of Malraux's Voices of Silence, in other words. It uses the museum- 
without-walls as a museum, and the museum as a work of art. 

The only one among the Conceptual artists, who confuse Duchamp's lesson 
with the dematerialization of the work of art or with the substitution of visuality 
by language, to have seen that the enunciative paradigm was the apposite one, 
Broodthaers acknowledges reception of the enunciative paradigm and draws 
the consequences, taking it up in his own turn as the subject matter of his work. 
In the subtitle of his Dusseldorf exhibition-"Marcel Broodthaers Shows an 

Experimental Exhibition of His Mus6e d'Art Moderne, D6partement des Aigles, 
Section des Figures"-each word counts. Marcel Broodthaers shows: if Duchamp tests 

68. SS, p. 32. 
69. Museum, Der Adler vom Oligozin bis heute, vol. 2, p. 19. 
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the convention according to which works of art are shown in order to be judged as 
such, Broodthaers tests the convention according to which works of art are shown, 
already judged as such. In order to test this convention, he had to undo this 

previous judgment, this prejudice-whence its implacably repeated negation- 
and to make the ostensive gesture explicit: the artist is no longer the one who 
makes, and if he is still, like Duchamp, the one who chooses, he is above all, like 

Magritte, the one who shows. And what does he choose to show? The test itself: an 

experimental exhibition. And what does this exhibition show? Two hundred sixty-six 
objects coming from a good sixty museums or public collections and fifteen private 
ones. And what do these objects, all of which belong to the imagery of the eagle, 
show? Always the same image blinding the public, which wants to see nothing there 
but a theme and its variations: "the eagle in art, in history, in ethnology, in folk- 
lore;" "Publikum, wie bist Du blind!" Broodthaers writes in the catalogue.70 But 
also, for those for whom "information on so-called modern art had an effective 
role": 266 images exemplifying 266 times "art as idea," art as concept. And as well: 
266 times the same statement, "This is not a work of art," for which the objects are 

nothing but the referents. And finally, 266 numbers that, conforming to the theorie 
des figures-"image of theory" and perfect contraction of the Duchampian object 
and the Magrittian image-each manifest a "theory of the image."71 So that 
Section des figures can be translated as "section of ostensive statements," and 

Departement des Aigles as "Department of Conceptual art." All that in understand- 

ing, of course, that in place of the artist as author we find the artist as director of 
his Museum of Modern Art; that in place of the traditional, which is to say modern, 
museological institution, we find the museum-without-walls, that is, the actual 
enunciative regime of all that modernity calls art; and finally, that in place of the 
viewers we find, as always, those who arrive late. 

It is rather indifferent to me to decide if Broodthears is still modernist in the 

Greenbergian sense. Does Broodthaers really use "the characteristic methods" of 
art-of art in general, of art after Duchamp-"to criticize the discipline itself," 
and does he do that "not in order to subvert it, but to entrench it more firmly in 
its area of competence"? One is at first tempted to say no, and then yes. In support 
of the no is the fact that Broodthaers's "characteristic methods" are deliberately 
literary, even if they often have painting as their subject, and thus are not drawn 
from the criticized discipline itself. In support of the yes is the fact that art at large 
acknowledges no boundaries between the disciplines of literature and painting: 
every method is fair game. Broodthaers's mayonnaise is impure and its self-ref- 
erence-this typically modernist way of taking its own conditions of possibility 

70. Ibid., vol. 1, p. 16: "Public, how blind you are!" 
71. "A theory of the figures would serve only to give the image of a theory. But the Fig. as a theory 
of the image?" writes Broodthaers on the reverse side of a work consisting of two cut-out numbers, the 
0 and the 1 of the binary code, which he had so often parodied. See Dirk Snauwaert, "The Figures," 
October42 (Fall 1987), p. 134. 
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for subject matter-systematically calls for a mysterious praise of the subject. In 

support of the no is the fact that the method he clearly proclaims in the Dusseldorf 

catalogue-to contract Duchamp and Magritte-announces unambiguously that 
if the institution of contemporary art, "supported by collectors and dealers," is 

critiqued, this is certainly not to entrench it more firmly in its area of compe- 
tence.72 In playing museum director, Broodthaers seeks to delegitimize the 
museum's institutional authority. But in support of the yes, there is the fact that it 
is unfair to confuse "area of competence" and "institution." It is unfair to ascribe 
this confusion to Broodthaers, once we want to apply the word "art" to his own 
work, and it is unfair to ascribe it to Greenberg, once we've read him closely. 

We should never forget that Greenberg was not content to identify mod- 
ernism with "the intensification, almost the exacerbation, of this self-critical 

tendency that began with the philosopher Kant," but that he was also convinced 
that "modernism defines itself in the long run, not as a 'movement,' much less a 

program, but rather as a kind of bias or tropism: toward aesthetic value, aesthetic 
value as such and as an ultimate."73 All mayonnaises are not modernist, of course, 
but the best ones are. Now, it seems to me that if I say (and I do say it) that 
Broodthaers is an infinitely better artist than Joseph Kosuth, better by far than 

Douglas Huebler, much better than Robert Barry, and even better than Lawrence 
Weiner, I say that what places him in my personal hierarchy is just this "tropism 
toward aesthetic value as such." The sentence by which I judge that Broodthaers is 
a great artist doesn't invest the word artist with the same meaning as when I state 
that it suffices nowadays to be reproduced in Flash Art to be an artist. In the for- 
mer case I am speaking of a quality, in the latter of a status. It is this issue of 
difference between quality and status that the very particular modernism of 
Broodthaers's work opens-or reopens-a modernism clothed in nineteenth- 

century garb, a modernism made of a reflexiveness that rubs history against the 

grain (a rebours, the reference to Huysmans is deliberate) all the better to go 
forward. So let me recapitulate. The Eagle from the Oligocene to the Present tests the 
convention according to which works of art are shown, already judged as such. 
How's that a "convention"? Like all conventions, this one is a tacit, unreflected 

upon, semiunconscious social pact. But contrary to the conventions that painters 
have tested over the course of modernist painting, as Greenberg describes it, this 
one is not a convention of artistic practice. It is proper to the enunciative regime 
of the museum-without-walls; it is the pact linking the editors of Skira-or of Flash 

Art, for that matter-to their readers, and not that which links artists to their 

public. Broodthaers takes it as given that every object from a museum or private 
collection comes to him-via the museum-without-walls-already awarded the 
status of work of art. But, in submitting this status to the test of its negation- 

72. Museum, DerAdler vom Oligozdn bis heute, vol. 1, p. 13. 
73. Clement Greenberg, "Necessity of Formalism," New Literary History, vol. 3 (1971), reprinted in 

Contemporary Esthetics, ed. Richard Kostelanetz (Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1978), p. 207. 
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"This is not a work of art"-he acts as if this pact linked artists and their public. 
He's right. 

He's right because it is not only from the cultural formation that Malraux 
called the museum-without-walls and Benjamin art's "age of mechanical reproduc- 
tion" that he's inherited his own fictional museum, but from Duchamp and Magritte 
"contracted." From Duchamp he's inherited the readymade, i.e., the work of art 
reduced to the statement "This is art," and from Magritte he's inherited The 
Treachery of Images, i.e., the understanding of ostensive statements (Foucault may 
have provided assistance here). This is how he could translate the Duchampian 
making (= to choose) by the Magrittian showing (= to state). Thus one must go 
back up the trail and repeat that if Broodthaers tests the convention according 
to which works of art are shown, already judged as such, Duchamp tested the 
convention according to which works of art are shown in order to be judged as 
such. Again, how's that a "convention"? Like all conventions, this one is also a 
tacit, unreflected upon, semiunconscious social pact, and this time it is a pact 
that ties artists to their public. I said at the outset that it was the most elementary 
convention of all modernist artistic practice, and a little further on, that it sufficed 
for a single, unassisted readymade to have passed the test successfully for it to be 
revealed that such was indeed the tested convention. But since when does an 
implicit pact exist between artists and their public according to which a work of 
art is a thing that asks to be judged "art," and nothing else? Since when does 
artistic practice have at stake the public's judging of the object presented to it by 
means of the formula "This is art" or "This is not art"? The question is extremely 
complex, so I am taking a shortcut: since the Salon des refuses, which Duchamp 
revisited with the Richard Mutt case. 

With the onset of modernism, artists began to challenge the technical- 
aesthetic conventions deemed necessary and sufficient to identify a given thing as 
a painting (or a sculpture), by putting them through an aesthetic test. From then 
on, the appreciation of art, instead of bearing on qualities contained within those 
conventions, began to bear on those conventions themselves, and whether or not 
the artist was allowed to transgress them. The Salon des refuses brought the conse- 
quences into full daylight, involuntarily instituting the fact that henceforth the 
appreciation of modernist art, instead of expressing itself by formulas such as 
"This painting (or sculpture) is beautiful," could not avoid taking the binary form 
of a yes or no specific to painting (or to sculpture) as such: "This is a painting" or 
"This is not a painting." Duchamp takes this state of affairs for a "convention." He 
goes right to the tacit, semiunconscious pact that, since 1863, binds artists to the 
salon public. He perceives that, without really wanting it and without really knowing 
it, artists and public have since then played a game whose sole rule was that the 
former propose to the latter things destined to test its willingness to allow these 
things to enter the "category" of painting (or of sculpture), despite the occasion- 
ally crude way they manhandled the technical-aesthetic conventions of their craft. 
While modernist painters took these conventions as the subject matter of their 
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studio practice, manhandling them, deconstructing them, and abandoning them 
one by one until there only remained the pure and simple flatness of the picture, 
Duchamp adopts this single rule of the game as the subject matter of his own 
practice, which is no longer a studio practice but, so to speak, a salon practice. He 
makes this rule explict and treats it as if it were understood by convention that the 
status of the work of art were to be a thing to which the public had conceded the 
quality of painting or sculpture, and nothing else. The test, of course, took place at 
the Independents' Show of 1917. Withdrawing from the thing he exhibits- 
Fountain-all trace of craft and every conventional alibi allowing one to identify it 
as painting or as sculpture, he insists that it be appreciated for its quality as work of 
art, period. Art in general. In other words, he makes the judgment (of quality) 
bear on the very fact of having to judge whether status equals quality. 

Since the sixties, the American art world seems to have been cut in two, and 
even if the split isn't as dogmatic as it was fifteen years ago, the misinterpretation 
that this split betrays doesn't seem to have been removed satisfactorily, even today. 
On the one hand there are (to simplify) the formalist painters and critics, 
Greenbergian in persuasion, and on the other all the artists and critics who don't 
see themselves as exclusive defenders of painting but make room for text, 
photography, installation work, the readymade, and Conceptual art. The former 
have made Duchamp into their bite noire and the latter into their master. The 
former worry about and the latter take pride in the fact that it is now fully 
legitimate to be an artist-an artist in general-without being a painter or sculptor 
(or musician, or poet, or photographer, etc.). Yet both sides have registered the 

injunction transmitted to them by the Richard Mutt case. The former have judged 
that status doesn't equal quality, and the latter that quality equals status. The 
formalists find that if the readymade's success has legitimated a mass of things 
that they judge mediocre-the status of art to be gotten on the cheap-the test of 

quality wasn't to be found there. They often camp, but not always, on the specific 
boundaries of painting or sculpture, and hold fast to the obligation of appreciat- 
ing art by means of a judgment they call one of taste. The Conceptualists find that 
the formalists' taste-that of Greenberg at the head of the line-and their often 

aggressive defense of Olitski or Caro against all the innovations of the sixties have 

mortgaged the idea of taste up to the hilt, and they have abandoned it to them. 

They accuse the former of using the word quality to justify the fact that the tradi- 
tional status of painter or sculptor is more legitimate in their view than that of 
artist in general. They reserve this last status for themselves, of course trying to 
endow it with as much quality as possible. The difference between quality and status 
is one of the things that the most theoretically inclined among the Conceptual 
artists-Kosuth in first place-and many art critics following them have tried to 

deny in their practice and in their theory, not without finding themselves very 
embarrassed at having to recognize that they, too, can't prevent themselves from 

making value judgments and having their personal little hierarchies. Even today 
we haven't moved much from that dilemma. 
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Imagine, then, a modernist mayonnaise offering itself to the judgment of 
taste of a formalist art critic and to the logical analysis of a Conceptual artist. It 
doesn't come from Hellmann's but it does come from the factory, and its brand is 
Fountain. The formalist art critic judges it awful, because he tastes theory in it; the 
Conceptual artist hasn't tasted it, because theories are not made to be tasted, he 
thinks. But the one as well as the other has understood that this mayonnaise is out 
of the ordinary and that its composition-an egg yolk, some oil, some vinegar, 
and some mustard-is its subject matter. The art critic might be masochistic, since 
he takes some more and discovers that this theory-tasting mayonnaise gives him a 
taste for theory. Even though he's the one who's read Kant, however, he ends up 
almost forgetting that there is no theory of mayonnaise but only a critique. He 
concludes, in bitter triumph: "Art and the aesthetic don't just overlap, they 
coincide."74 The artist must also be masochistic, for he secretly loves mayonnaise, 
but, stoically, he wants to cure himself of this bad habit, and forbidding himself 
from opening the jar of this mayonnaise, he says: "Out of this 'habit' grew the 
notion that there was a conceptual connection between art and aesthetics, which 
is not true."75 Which of the two, in your opinion, forgot the salt? And which the 
pepper? 

74. Greenberg, "Counter-Avant-Garde," p. 129. 
75. Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy," p. 76. 
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Louise Lawler, and Fred Wilson 

MARTHA BUSKIRK 

Sherrie Levine 

Buskirk: Duchamp is relevant to your recent work that makes specific references, 
and to your work in general. But let's start a bit earlier, with the shoe sale 
that you did in 1976, and the strategy of taking a found object into the 
gallery and selling it there. 

Levine: After I got out of school in the early seventies, I was teaching in California 
and I bought the shoes at a secondhand store in San Jose. When I moved to 
New York I brought one suitcase of my clothes with me and seventy-five pairs 
of little black shoes. I brought them to Stephen Eins, who had a storefront at 
3 Mercer Street and was interested in showing work that was specifically 
about commerce. We held a sale, as opposed to an exhibition-a shoe sale. 
The announcement was a postcard with a picture of a pair of shoes on it. It 
read "two shoes for two dollars." We held the sale two Saturdays and sold all 
the shoes. 

Buskirk: Do you still have any of the shoes? 
Levine: I have one pair left. When Parkett invited me to make a multiple for them, 

I asked if they would be interested in remaking the shoes. In the beginning I 
was trying to find a readymade shoe. But I couldn't find anything I liked, so 
I suggested that we remake the original shoe. 

Buskirk: It's very Duchampian, this idea of taking the original readymade and 
making it into a fabricated readymade. 

Levine: Yes. I wasn't sure about it at first, but I was really pleased in the end with 
the little brown shoes that we had fabricated. 

Buskirk: In the interim they were known mainly through the one photograph 
that's usually reproduced. So they were first a readymade, then existed 
mainly in the form of a document, and then reappeared as a fabricated 
readymade. 

Levine: I had photographed every one of the original pairs, but unfortunately I 
didn't keep any of the photographs. 

OCTOBER 70, Fall 1994, pp. 99-112. ? 1994 Martha Buskirk. 
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Buskirk: But you did keep the one pair of shoes? 
Levine: I kept them because I didn't think of them as art. They were in a box with 

a bunch of odds and ends. I was lucky to recover them. 
Buskirk: It's interesting that the shoes were in this very tenuous state between 

being art and not being art. 
Levine: That was the reason Stephen wanted to show them. And a shoe is the ulti- 

mate fetish object. 
Buskirk: A fetish object that's also a commodity. 
Levine: I'm very curious about that area where the commodity meets the sublime. 
Buskirk: Let's come back to your work in the late 1970s ... 
Levine: I began to make collages with silhouettes cut from fashion magazines. I 

wanted to make work that was very economical in its formal means, yet 
layered and complex in meaning. I realized that what I had been doing with 
the collages was putting one picture on top of the other. 

Buskirk: Certainly the collage works are about the representation of the work of 
art in a printed context, and that determines their scale as well. I'm inter- 
ested by the move from the play with the image-whether the collage works, 
where you've taken a plate from a book, or the works where you've repho- 
tographed plates from books-to the other works that you've done, like the 
gold knots, the checkerboards, the chevrons. These have been referred to as 
generic paintings, but ones that also move more toward the status of objects 
because of their emphasis on texture and materiality. 

Levine: I see the collages and the photographs as very formal and material works 
too. I love the physical qualities of paper. I'm very concerned about the 
texture of the paper and the edges. I pay close attention to the print quality 
of the images. For me, the collages and photographs are very materialized 

objects. 
Buskirk: In her essay on the Bachelors, Rosalind Krauss picks up on your statement 

that Duchamp provided you with a way to make sculpture, and she talks 
about the implications of having to look for a way to make a sculpture. Your 

sculptural work also plays off both two-dimensional and three-dimensional 
works. Do you make a distinction between these two approaches? 

Levine: I always make things that I want to look at. Objects that help me under- 
stand something or experience something that I didn't before. I choose 

things that I want to see-which I think is what most artists do. That's my 
motivation. I think: What would it be like to cast a Brancusi head in glass? 
What would that look like? How would I feel if there were six or twelve of 
them in a room together? What would that mean to me? What I'm interested 
in is the almost-same. 

Buskirk: With respect to the almost-same, you seem to insist on the "almost" part 
with materials-going from porcelain to bronze, or going from bronze to 

glass, in the Fountain and in the Newborn. With the shift of materials you 
made the urinal into a sensuous, precious object. 
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Left: Sherrie Levine. Chimera: After 
a Broken Leg. 1994. :: 
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(Photo: Kevin Noble.) 

Right: Max Ernst. Young Chimera. 
Circa 1921. 

Levine: I thought it would be challenging to work in a traditional sculpture 
material-something with an immediate aesthetic credibility. I was very 
surprised when I saw my first Fountain. When I made the decision to cast the 
urinal, I was thinking primarily about Duchamp, but the finished high polish 
bronze sculpture more readily evoked Brancusi and Arp. 

Buskirk: It's striking how the material itself could create those associations. 
Levine: I think the anthropomorphic form of the urinal also recalled those artists. 
Buskirk: You also thought in another way about Duchamp in that the catalogue 

for the presentation of your Fountain was modeled after the catalogue for 
the exhibition at the Menil Foundation in Houston that was devoted to 

Duchamp's Fountain. 
Levine: I thought that it would be amusing to make the catalogue an appropriation. 
Buskirk: But those are two different trajectories. The Brancusi association is more 

in the experience of the work itself, whereas the catalogue is focused on the 

Duchamp connection. 
The Melt Down pieces were also included in that catalogue. They seem 

particularly interesting for the way in which they seem to play off Conceptual 
art-in the sense of taking an arbitrary screen or set of criteria, there the 

computer reading of great works of art-and then using that as a basis for 
further work. 

Levine: I had made some woodcuts based on a grid created by a computer reading 
of some modern masterpieces. In addition to the grids of twelve, I also 
received a printout of a grid of one-in other words, a monochrome. I had 
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been thinking about how I could generate a monochrome painting for quite 
a while. 

Buskirk: You say "thinking about how I could generate a monochrome painting"- 
this is similar to what you said about looking to find a way to make a 
sculpture. The search for a conceptual grid or a rationale for your work 
seems to be a unifying theme. 

Levine: Yes, I am always trying to find a way to fit these things into a larger frame- 
work so that the work creates an environment where each reading informs 
all the other readings, and the latest work informs the earliest work. 

Buskirk: Duchamp, too, did not create a body of work based on stylistic unities; the 
unities of his work have a more conceptual basis. 

Levine: Gerhard Richter's work has this same aspect-I can't look at any of his 
paintings without rethinking all the others. It's that Borgesian notion of the 
present enriching the past. 

Buskirk: In both your early statements and early writings about your work, Borges 
is a reference. Indeed, there is a sense of very specific shared references in 
your critical bibliography. It seems now like the bibliography has been 
expanded outward. And you have also referred to a number of different 

types of art. 
Levine: I like to read, and I generally experience a healthy symbiotic relationship 

to the critical attention I receive. 
Buskirk: It does give high modernism a particular twist, though, when you take it 

through the readymade-the idea that the urinal came out looking like a 
Brancusi is funny in that regard. There are certainly people who would make 
a division between Duchamp and modernism's trajectory, whereas making a 
urinal into a Brancusi collapses those two. 

Levine: I was trying to collapse the utopian and the dystopian aspects of high 
modernism. It's something of an ongoing obsession of mine. 

Buskirk: To turn to the piece you are working on now-the piece that will use the 
Eames leg splints. You're returning to a found object, a very specific one. 
The leg splint is a practical object, but one made by a recognized artist, so it 

already has the quality of existing in an in-between state. 
Levine: In the early 1940s Charles Eames figured out a way to mold plywood, and 

he used it to fabricate a chair. Shortly after this discovery, the United States 

Navy commissioned him to design plywood splints and gurneys for them. 
Buskirk: You found some of them for sale? 
Levine: Yes, at a modern furniture store. I bought thirteen of them. 
Buskirk: In addition to your attraction to the readymade, you seem to have a 

strong interest in seriality and repetition. Your interest in high modernism 
seems to have been shaped or filtered through the art of the 1960s- 

particularly Minimalism and Conceptual art. 
Levine: Repetition is implicit in the notion of the readymade. I think that's one of 

the reasons that I'm drawn to this tradition. 
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Buskirk: With the leg splint, you're also using a found object that-like the shoes 
in the 1970s-has a very specific relation to the body. 

Levine: It does have a wonderful mask-like quality, and I thought it would be 

amusing to make a work of art titled Chimera: After a Broken Leg, referring 
both to Duchamp and Max Ernst. 

Buskirk: Choosing the splint as a readymade has a very different meaning now than 
it would have had ten or fifteen years ago. 

Levine: The splints have the same formal qualities as the modern sculpture that 
interests me-that commingling of the anthropomorphic and the geometric. 
Finding the splints when I did was serendipitous in the sense that finding the 
shoes was serendipitous. But, of course, we find what we seek. 

May 13, 1994 
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Louise Lawler 

Martha Buskirk: In thinking about the relevance of Duchamp for more recent 

practices, one particularly important issue is the degree to which he thought 
very carefully about the nature of the work of art and how its meaning is 
shaped by the context in which it is presented. How did your own interest in 
these issues develop? 

Louise Lawler: My own relation to Duchamp is after the fact. I guess I wasn't aware 
of the complexity of his relationship to context; to me, Duchamp signaled a 
"bottle rack" (who uses that?), a weird looking urinal, and a lot of pictures of 
him smoking and enjoying the sun with other people. 

In college my class spent a term in New York City, sharing a floor with 
fourth-year architecture students overlooking Union Square. As a part of the 
curriculum we visited artists' studios. One sculptor was constantly trying 
to convince us to ask to visit Duchamp. She was actually wild-eyed with 
enthusiasm. The rest of us sat there mildly intrigued that he was in fact (we 
thought) somewhere near Twenty-third Street. I'm telling this to collapse a 
historical distance as well as to acknowledge it. 

Buskirk: Who were you looking at when you were first thinking about context and 
the way a work of art is understood? 

Lawler: When I came to New York to live I was skeptical about what you do as an 
artist and didn't expect to actually be one, but I diligently went to the gal- 
leries on Saturdays. Uptown, on the East Side, I wasn't sure you were 
supposed to go in. It wasn't so much whose work it was that interested me 
but looking at how it was working, what was expected of it in these situations. 
There were also a lot of shows about being outside of those contexts-on a 
pier, under the Brooklyn Bridge, on a roof. 112 Greene and 98 Greene 
(Holly and Horace Solomon) were other sites for performance and dance. 
Not a salon by invitation but a loose community; I would recognize at least a 
quarter of the audience at each Grand Union performance. Being outside, 
these events have remained somewhat outside which has made me feel some- 
what responsible for reinserting information about them. By "outside," I 
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mean not being placed in the habitual position and format of art, retained 
and referenced in some places but rarely in written histories. 

Before that I assisted some of the artists in an Earth art show. It was 

presented by the Cornell University Art Museum, but somehow seemed 

"impressarioed" by Willoughby Sharp (founder with Liza Baer of Avalanche). 
The German video producer Gerry Schum was there. The gallerist John 
Gibson came. This was of course an inside/outside situation, but it already 
was a time when being outside the institution certainly made sense. Work 
could be clandestine or part of a "Be In." 

In response to your question of who I was looking at, I liked Pop art, 
meaning Warhol, Lichtenstein. But the list is much longer: Artschwager, 
Ruscha, Buren, Weiner, LeWitt, Barry, Graham, Baldessari, Neil Jenney, 
Chris D'Arcangelo, Peter Nadin, Sherrie Levine, Barbara Kruger, Craig 
Owens, Douglas Crimp, Benjamin Buchloh, Michael Asher, Allan McCollum, 
Andrea Fraser. This list in no way acknowledges the differences between 

looking and talking, or involvement with other work that may mean less to 
others and more to me. I think art is part and parcel of a cumulative and 
collective enterprise, viewed as seen fit by the prevailing culture. Other 
work, outside work, makes up a part of this. 

I'm trying to point out that there are many issues concerning context 
that can be referenced before and since Duchamp. Some attempt to elimi- 
nate it as a codified situation and others to exacerbate and make more 
evident its conventions. Sherrie Levine and I tried the latter in our collabo- 
rative work, A Picture Is No Substitute for Anything. We were the presenters, 
taking on the position of the gallery, not being subsumed by it. A consistent, 
conservative invitation was sent out, announcing an exhibition that was a 
matter of agreement between the two of us-sometimes her work, some- 
times my work, in different locations, for one night only. 

Buskirk: It seems that your work, even when situated within a gallery space, contin- 

ually pushes at the edges. How has the terrain shifted since you started out? 
Lawler: It is no longer a matter of trying to subvert or intrude. Those strategies are 

now recognized and invited. Now it is a matter of finessing, which is certainly 
not enough. 

Buskirk: Another thing that's central to your work is collaboration. Some are very 
explicit collaborations, like with Sherrie Levine or Allan McCollum, while 
others are implicit. 

Lawler: Collaborations can produce a shift in focus and concerns. For example, 
Ideal Settings for Presentation and Display was a collaborative work with Allan 
McCollum where we totally played up the fact that the gallery is a kind of 

backdrop or stage-incorporating stage lights and painted pedestals, display- 
ing the objects in a sort of walk-in advertisement. 

Buskirk: Along with the idea of the work as a collaboration, you've also emphasized 
the author name as a label that individuates a work. 
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Lawler: It makes more sense to me to describe a work that deals with this issue, 
rather than talk about it. There was a show at the uptown Castelli gallery 
entitled "Amalgam" in the 1980s. It was a show of works on paper by a lot of 
the main gallery artists. Their names were being put in press type that was 
about an inch high next to their works around the room-Johns, Warhol, 
etc. I approached Marvin Heiferman, who worked at the gallery at the time, 
and said I would like to put a work in the show, but the wall label would say 
"Anonymous." It was a photograph of an open book of short stories by 
Alberto Moravia, edited by being printed in a circle. 

Buskirk: You also did a piece at Castelli that was a gift certificate. I was wondering 
how that worked-and whether you were thinking specifically about 
Duchamp's works in the form of checks. 

Lawler: I don't want to play the dumb artist. I suppose I knew something about 
Duchamp and Yves Klein having done something with checks. To be honest, 
I'm still not exactly sure how theirs worked. I think I looked at Brooks 
Brothers and Barneys to figure out the terms and layout, and then designed 
it to look like Castelli typography. It was another big works-on-paper show, 
this time downtown. Most of the works were quite large. Around the corner 
from a Rauschenberg, and before you got to the Longo, I installed one gift 
certificate under a piece of plexi, and in press type above wrote "Gift 
Certificates Are Available," and they still are. 

Buskirk: You have done some works that were specifically related to political 
events-as in the work that focused on the Helms amendment, or the glasses 
that you inscribed with a statement about the cost of operating an aircraft 
carrier-but those pieces are not as didactic as some of the political art that 
we're seeing now. How do you view the idea of political content in art? 

Lawler: With the Helms amendment piece, I knew what I was doing in a different 
way than I often do. There were reasons that determined my choices. It was 
produced for an exhibition at the Photographic Resource Center in Boston 
at a time when there was much controversy over the content of photographs 
by Mapplethorpe and Serrano in exhibitions funded by the NEA. I made 
ninety-four prints of a black-and-white photo of a plastic cup-sort of arche- 
typal Weston peppers, with bright whites and dense blacks. They were 
matted with the name of each senator in press type on the mats-red for 
Democrats, blue for Republicans. They were installed in pairs, one above the 
other, alphabetically by state around the room. The frames were dark wood, 
and the wall was painted gray. In the six spaces where there was no photo 
there was an excerpt of the Helms amendment which stated that no federal 
funds could be used to support AIDS educational material that condoned 
a homosexual lifestyle. The text stood in place of the four senators who 
abstained from the vote and the two who voted no. The cup to me had a 
certain feeling of a medicalized environment, and it also had a classical 
element to it. You don't know how people are going to perceive or read it- 
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they wouldn't necessarily think about anonymity, and what gets taken away 
when you're always drinking from a plastic cup in a hospital. But the work in 
general was very much a product of its times. The codes which produced its 
conventions of display-pictures, text, paint, quantity-embraced the issues 
wholeheartedly with a fervor that is hopefully recognized and felt. 

Buskirk: You once mentioned to me rephotographing Duchamp's Air of Paris at the 
Philadelphia Museum of Art. 

Lawler: It seemed like a particularly poignant one to do about repackaging 
because that glass vial looks so strange to us. In fact, all the readymades are 
interesting-looking things now, and their normalcy is gone. 

It seemed like something that I liked, but could have done a bit better. 
With the shadows from the case, what I was photographing wasn't so visible 
to me-which is an interesting thing with black-and-white film. You see 
things so differently, and the shadows become so prominent. 

The other picture I'd taken of the Air of Paris was in Sweden, where 
they had it hung on a string. All I took was the shadow. 

Buskirk: In playing with shadows, of course, you're also doing something 
Duchampian ... 

Lawler: Yes. You can make suppositions about that, but you can't necessarily 
ascribe them to the artist. You see connections, but that doesn't necessarily 
mean that's where the artist got them. But that also doesn't mean that 

they're not there. This discussion of Duchamp seems a good opportunity to 

express my discomfort with too much referencing of authority that is restric- 
tive, rather than acknowledging the work's "kindling" effect and use. 

And this points to one reason why I resist interviews: they foreground 
the artist-tell too much about what wouldn't be known when confronting 
the work. In rereading and trying to rework my responses, I find I am always 
backing up, wondering why I responded as I did, and filling in. It becomes a 
matter of selection. 

May 20, 1994 
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Martha Buskirk: The intersection of the work of art and the museum is an issue of 

increasing importance for twentieth-century artists-both for Duchamp and 
for contemporary work. You have focused very specifically on how the 
museum is assembled and how meaning is constructed in that context. I'm 
also interested in the conjunction between being an artist and being a 
curator, and the degree to which the two overlap. 

Fred Wilson: I've been asked if my work came from various theoretical discussions, 
but actually it didn't; it came from my experience in museums. Having 
worked as both a curator and an artist, there is a big difference between the 
two. With curating, the whole notion of irony is not involved, often for good 
reason-because the public in the museum space often expects some form 
of universal truth or knowledge, a notion I hold suspect. The fact that I'm 
an artist in an institution gives the viewer a certain leeway in how to 

respond to this work. All my work is extremely personal. In curating, that is 
forced more to the background because of the emphasis on so-called objec- 
tive scholarship, which tends to make the viewers passive in their experience 
of the exhibition. I'm always trying to push the exhibitions farther than I 
would expect a museum curator to go. 

Buskirk: Though of course some of what could be understood as personal vision in 
Mining the Museum was really based on scholarship, on a close examination of 
the details of the collection and its archive, which allowed you to come up 
with identifications and other information that had not been found, or 
perhaps sought, before. 

Wilson: I have nothing against scholarship. It's important that, in my work, I'm not 
making grandiose claims from nowhere. But I do like the audience to think 
about scholarship in a more open way. In Mining the Museum I'm not trying 
to say that this is the history that you should be paying attention to. I'm just 
pointing out that, in an environment that supposedly has the history of 
Maryland, it's possible that there's another history that's not being talked 
about. It would be possible to do an exhibition about women's history, about 
Jewish history, about immigrant history based on looking at things in the 
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Fred Wilson. Installation at Seattle 

collection. I chose African American and Native American information 
because that was impossible for me to overlook. But it was never to say that 
this was the history you had to be looking at. And certainly that exhibition 
was not about a straight black history. If I'd wanted to, I could have borrowed 
things from other museums around Maryland and around the country and 
made a more cohesive black history in the linear fashion, the way museums 
do. But that's not what I was trying to do. 

Buskirk: There seems to be a foregone conclusion in your work that you are 
working from within the institutional space-that you are not trying to 
make a gesture that exists entirely in another space, but that you're working 
with histories that have to some degree already been constructed. Did that 
always seem self-evident to you as a direction? 

Wilson: After Mining the Museum and the work in Seattle, it seemed to make the 
most sense. I'm really interested in surprise and how one reacts on an 
emotional and intuitive level before the intellectual self kicks in. That 
synapse seems to happen best when you feel that you understand the 
situation that you're involved in, and the museum setting is one where 
people feel that they know what to expect and how they're supposed to act. 
It's a way, once I have people disarmed, to get them to push past their comfort 
zone. Otherwise, if they walk into a space that's already an environment 
where they're on their guard, you can lose a lot. 

Buskirk: What you've done in working with the rhetoric of already established 
spaces has been related by critics to Conceptual art. I was wondering how 
self-consciously you were positioning yourself in relation to Conceptual art 
of the 1960s and '70s, or to art of earlier periods. 

Wilson: Being schooled in college in the mid-1970s, Conceptual art was in the 
dialogue of the art school, and I had an interest in it. But more recently I've 
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seen a lot that I was not familiar with then. So I guess I could say that I was 

generally familiar with it, but not immersed in it. 
Buskirk: Yet, whether or not you were referring explicitly to Conceptual art, one 

could say that Conceptual art created a space in which people could under- 
stand the issues that you have dealt with in your work. 

Wilson: In being a curator for a number of years, I honed this particular craft. 
Certain people like Broodthaers were doing work based on the museum, but 
I wasn't aware of it until later, so I really came to this from my experience. 

Even though I do consider myself a Conceptual artist, I also work 

totally from the visual-how the things relate to me, and how the environ- 
ment that I'm in works with me. Every environment that I do is for me very 
much a visual relationship of objects, and how they are placed in the space. 

Buskirk: There's been a great deal written about your installation in Baltimore, 
and less about the one in Seattle. Obviously these were different types of 
museums, a differentiation that is the product of a historical process that 

separated the fine arts from natural history, ethnography, historical docu- 
mentation, and so on. I'm interested in how you have put into question, in 
Baltimore, the idea of the artifact and its interpretation. But I'm also curious 
about your expectations in Seattle, where you were working not in a historical 

society but in an art museum. 
Wilson: What I loved about Seattle was that it was the exact opposite of what I had 

been working with in Baltimore. It was a totally new museum, which hadn't 
been open a year, as opposed to the historical society, which had been there 
since the mid-nineteenth century. It was not the emotional experience of 

Mining the Museum, because they didn't have that kind of visceral American 

history that so closely relates to my personal history. 
This museum, like the Metropolitan, and all museums that have general 
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collections of art from around the world, have all jumped into saying that 
they're multicultural. And to me, they're about as multicultural as the 
British Empire: all the cultures are there, but who decides what they have to 

say, what's next to what, and what's important? So I decided to look at it in 
terms of how history is created in the linear nature of the floor plan of the 
museum, which takes you from the ancient world, Egypt, Greece, and Rome, 
through Medieval Europe, Renaissance, and so on, until you end up in 

twentieth-century American art. Then the other collections are elsewhere in 
the museum, and not really part of that march of history. So I tried to mix 
the collections together in a way that made sense to me, and tried to point to 
the fact that these things are set up in a very specific kind of way. 

What was also different was the fact that these things were interspersed 
throughout the institution. I was a little concerned, because I'm very much 
interested in controlling the space. But what I lost in being able to arrange 
the exact space I gained in that notion of surprise, that ability to catch the 
viewers off guard so that they look at everything more closely. Another reason 
I liked Seattle was because I didn't want to be a person who only did things 
about African American history, even though it's very important to me. 

Buskirk: You've worked with the rhetoric of museums, but you've also done 
exhibitions in galleries. Even though a gallery of contemporary art does 
have a history, and does carry associations, it is in some ways a less heavily 
loaded space than the museum. 

Wilson: When I do a piece at Metro Pictures, or even the Whitney Biennial, you're 
going to that space and you know that you're expecting something unusual 
or unexpected. I can't fool you to think that it's a museum. 

Buskirk: I am interested in this idea of taking the objects that are already in the 
fine art museum and recombining them to create a sense of surprise. There 
have been so many other moments already in the twentieth century when 
artists have attempted to raise questions or to create a sense of shock by 
bringing objects or images that would not normally be considered art into 
the space of the exhibition or gallery, and later the museum. On the other 
hand, you are trying to work with what is already in the museum. 

Wilson: That's true. I am in many ways responding to the history of art and trying 
not to do what has been done before, which has a lot to do with notions of 
the exotic. If anything, I'm trying to expose that notion for what it is by 
showing things that are familiar and making people see them differently. 
What can you bring into a museum now that wouldn't belong in a museum? 
There's basically nothing. So that whole approach is out the window. To me 
it's much more rigorous to look at the museum itself and to pull out rela- 

tionships that are invisibly there and to make them visible. That, to me, is 
much more exciting. 

June 14, 1994 
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Thoroughly Modern Marcel 

MARTHA BUSKIRK 

Given the tremendous resonance that Duchamp's work has had for artistic 
and critical practices since the 1950s, it has often been asked why he received so 
much less attention in the first half of the century. Perhaps a better question 
would be: What was there to receive? To what extent was any delay in the recep- 
tion of the work, and particularly of the readymades, a function of delays in the 
construction of their meaning? And to what extent was the gesture of the ready- 
made only retroactively solidified? While the increasing importance of 

Duchamp's work can be attributed in part to changes in the artistic context since 
the 1950s, an examination of the record reveals a precariousness in the existence 
of the readymades at times, as well as the extent of Duchamp's efforts both to 
organize their presentation and to minimize his own behind-the-scenes work in 
the formation of his oeuvre. 

To a certain degree, the perception of delay is the product of the way that 
Duchamp's career has been framed. In the standard summary, we find the paradox 
of the amazing importance of an artist whose core body of work (with the excep- 
tion of certain scattered items and his secret last work) was all produced in little 
more than a decade, in the period of 1912 to 1923. According to this narrative, 
Duchamp learned the value of rejection and put his knowledge to use, first with his 
Fountain, and again a few years later when he performed the ultimate rejection by 
purportedly giving up art in favor of chess. Not only did Duchamp promote the 
idea that he was no longer making works after 1923, but that which he had pro- 
duced was largely unavailable for viewing, either because it was in the hands of 
private collectors or, in the case of a number of the readymades, because it had 
simply been lost. Yet despite this apparent cessation of activity, and despite the near 
total inaccessibility of his work to the public until the 1950s, Duchamp had created 
a delayed release of influence that-to Picasso's great irritation-began to gather 
momentum decades later.1 In this way, Duchamp, connoisseur of chance and of 

1. Rosalind Krauss discusses Picasso's anxiety around Duchamp's rising reputation in chapter 5 of 
The Optical Unconscious (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1993). Duchamp's inclusion in Robert Motherwell's 
anthology The Dada Painters and Poets, which first appeared in 1951, and the publication of Robert 
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games, played the artist game by his own rules and with great success. The Dada 
artist, having made the ultimate refusal, was ultimately embraced-leapfrogging 
over Picasso as postmodernism subverted modernism and Duchamp took over as 
the central precursor. 

Such a narrative is very seductive. But there are reasons to be wary of its 
elegance, concerning as it does this self-proclaimed master of "canned chance." It 
is important to look more closely at this delayed reception, as well as at 
Duchamp's own participation in the construction of the various Duchamp myths. 
For despite his claimed inactivity, Duchamp was hard at work remaking his earlier 
oeuvre, both conceptually and actually. Much of the work that Duchamp produced 
during this period, however, took the form of multiples-including the Rotoreliefs, 
the Green Box, and the Box in a Valise. The equivocal status Duchamp accorded to 
this work is apparent in his answer to Pierre Cabanne in the context of a discussion 
of the sculptural objects that he made in the 1950s: 

Cabanne: How long had it been since you had worked? 
Duchamp: Since 1923. I don't count the things in 1934, the optical 

experiments; but they were still work, a lot of work. 
Cabanne: The "Green Box" is something too. 
Duchamp: And the "Box in a Valise."2 

How important were these things that weren't works yet were a lot of work? 

Clearly Duchamp criticism would not be what it is were it not for the publication 
of his notes, most significantly the Green Box, produced in an edition of 300 in 
1934, with its ninety-five facsimile reproductions of notes pertaining to the Large 
Glass as well as to the readymades and other works. According to Duchamp, the 
notes "were to complement the visual experience like a guide book."3 They were 
to be "consulted when seeing the 'Glass' because, as I see it, it must not be 'looked 
at' in the aesthetic sense of the word. One must consult the book and see the two 

together. The conjunction of the two things entirely removes the retinal aspect 
that I don't like."4 Thus the notes, which only appeared later, were expected to 

perform a corrective function and to shape the experience of the Large Glass, and 
in doing so, they heightened the structure of delay that Duchamp already claimed 
for the work. The paradoxical nature of this endeavor is elegantly conveyed by 
Robert Lebel: "The notes in the Green Box on The Bride Stripped Bare by Her 

Lebel's monograph on his work in French and English in 1959 introduced Duchamp to a new genera- 
tion. And though his work was not included in major museum collections until the 1950s, the 1954 
installation of the Arensberg collection in the Philadelphia Museum allowed access to the core of his 
oeuvre. 
2. Pierre Cabanne, Dialogues with Marcel Duchamp, trans. Ron Padgett (New York: Da Capo Press, 
1979), pp. 87-88. 
3. Duchamp, "Apropos of Myself," 1964; reprinted in Anne d'Harnoncourt and Kynaston McShine, 
Marcel Duchamp (New York: The Museum of Modern Art, 1973), p. 296. 
4. Cabanne, Dialogues, pp. 42-43. 
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Bachelors, Even are explicit except that they are often at variance or even contra- 
dict each other in details. Did Duchamp hesitate between different versions? Did 
he then introduce into his work certain pentimenti which the precise execution of 
the Glass no longer required?"5 How does one go about retroactive introduction 
of underpainting into an already finished (or at least definitively unfinished) 
work-and a work on glass, no less? While he may have abandoned his work on 
the physical object in 1923, he was able, with the notes, to provide an intrinsic, 
even if retroactively introduced, part of the structure of the work. The sense of 

delay is further heightened when one remarks that the publication of the notes 
occurred at a moment when the Large Glass was itself in a highly tenuous state: 

having been broken in shipping in 1931, it was repaired by Duchamp only in 1936, 
two years after the appearance of its guidebook. 

Duchamp was, as always, cagy in his response to Cabanne about the function 
of the Green Box: 

Duchamp: Everything I was doing demanded precision work over a 

long period; I found that it was worth the trouble to preserve it. 
I worked slowly; consequently, I attached to it an importance 
comparable to anything one takes great care with. 

Cabanne: During that period, you seem to have been more concerned 
with preserving your work than with continuing it. 

5. Robert Lebel, Marcel Duchamp, trans. George Heard Hamilton (London: Trianon Press, 1959), 
p. 65. 
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Duchamp: Yes, because I had already stopped making things. 
Cabanne: Had you stopped absolutely? 
Duchamp: Yes, but not absolutely. It had simply stopped, that's all.6 

Indeed Duchamp had not stopped absolutely; but his continued production 
did not necessarily register as work in the artistic sense. In addition to adding 
layers of underpainting to the Large Glass through the publication of the notes, 
he also extended his otherwise curtailed production with the Box in a Valise, 
which provided him with a way of continuing to make his work without making 
additional works. 

In the Box in a Valise, Duchamp brought together different kinds of repro- 
ductions in a way that allowed him not only to organize and shape his oeuvre, but 
also to secure the existence of the readymades. The means employed in the box are 
as various as in his work as a whole: it includes reproductions that function as 
stand-ins for the readymades (done in miniature 3-D) and of the works on glass 
(reproduced on celluloid); collotype prints of paintings, drawings, and commercial 
reproductions, some in black-and-white, some with color painstakingly added; and 
photographs-shots of readymades, the optical apparatus, Duchamp's studio- 
which have been manipulated to varying degrees.7 

If the works in the Box in a Valise were reproduced, however, they were 
decidedly not mass-produced. If Duchamp only needed to add two dots of paint 
to a commercial landscape print to create Pharmacie in 1914, or a beard and 

inscription to a commercial reproduction after a painting to form L.H.O.O.Q. in 
1919, the inclusion of these works in the Box in a Valise involved a much more 
elaborate, careful, and labor-intensive process. Not only were color reproductions 
generally far less common or easily managed than today, but Duchamp chose an 

especially time-consuming method. Paradoxically, given the assumption that one 
effect of mechanical reproduction is to bring the work of art to the viewer, 
Duchamp had to travel to the works, including a visit to the Arensbergs in 
California, because otherwise he would have had to rely solely on his memory for 
the color notations. He even had to repurchase one of his works-the Tzanck 
Check-in order to have it to reproduce. 

What is the effect of Duchamp's intricate reproduction efforts? Ecke Bonk 

suggests that "Duchamp's elaborate reproduction process had resulted in 'autho- 
rized' new versions of his most important paintings; and in the cases of Mariee and 

6. Cabanne, Dialogues, p. 78. 
7. As Ecke Bonk has described in great detail, the production of the sixty-nine items that were ini- 
tially included extended over five years, from 1935 through 1940. The first Box in a Valise appeared in 
1941, and the assembly occurred in stages over the next three decades, through the final completion 
of the edition of 300 shortly after Duchamp's death. The method that Duchamp chose for the better 
part of the reproductions required a very labor-intensive application of color; yet, Bonk suggests, "the 
pochoir technique was the ideal means of creating a unique ensemble of reproductions, especially as the 

precision of the technique ultimately conceals the effort required" (Ecke Bonk, Duchamp: The Box in a 
Valise, trans. David Britt [New York: Rizzoli, 1989], p. 154). 
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Photograph of Bottle Dryer. 1936. Installation at Pasadena Art Museum. 1963. 

Nu descendant un escalier No. 2 the reproductions had been signed and notarized 
like stock certificates: the ironic implication is that Duchamp's 'equity' had a new 
'market quotation."'8 And Thierry de Duve makes a similar suggestion regarding 
the Box in a Valise: "For Arensberg, the gold in the safe; for Duchamp, the fiat 
money backed up by it. He coins money on the 'Arensberg Bank,' or on the 'Mary 
Sisler Bank'-in short he runs off reproductions of the works that his most faithful 
collectors have accumulated the way others write checks on their bank accounts."9 

However, not all of the paper money that Duchamp issued was backed up by 
bullion reserves. This Box in a Valise was, in fact, a retrospective not only of extant 
works, but also of works that had ceased to exist. Two of the miniature ready- 
mades-the Traveller's Folding Item and the Fountain-had been lost sometime 
after their initial appearances in 1916 and 1917. There were also photographs 
taken in Duchamp's Sixty-seventh Street studio that showed a number of other 
readymades that had subsequently been lost, including the Bicycle Wheel and In 
Advance of the Broken Arm. And there was even a photograph of the Bottle Dryer that 
was taken in 1936, despite the fact that this readymade had been lost soon after 
its creation in 1914. The reproduction of the Bottle Dryer used in the Box in a Valise 
was initially created for a special issue of Cahiers d'Art, and it depicts a bottle dryer 
that Duchamp and Man Ray went out and bought specifically so that Man Ray 
could photograph it-a bottle dryer that was itself, appropriately enough, lost 

8. Bonk, Box in a Valise, p. 154. 
9. Thierry de Duve, "Marcel Duchamp, or The Phynancier of Modern Life," October 52 (Spring 
1990), p. 73. 
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after this event.10 The photograph from the Box in a Valise has been reproduced 
frequently since; yet this version of the readymade never really existed. This 

particular bottle dryer was only a stand-in-purchased but not found, discarded 
but not lost. Perhaps the clue to the indeterminate status of this object is to be 
found in the impossible shadow that is no shadow at all, but rather an out-of-register 
silhouette of the bottle rack itself placed lower on the page. 

Other photographs were manipulated in different ways: a number of them 

appear in bizarrely colorized forms, with various elements extensively retouched 
or pasted in, as is the case with the Trebuchet, Hat Rack, and In Advance of the Broken 

Arm, or the drawn-in graphics on the photograph of the Unfortunate Readymade. 
And the miniatures reflected varying degrees of actual existence: the Fountain was 
based on the photographic record provided by Stieglitz, whereas the Traveler's 

Folding Item reproduced a lost original that had apparently not been recorded in 

any form. 
But the ambiguous state of the readymades was due to more than the mere 

fact that the original objects had been subsequently lost. Though art historians 

generally date the inception of the readymade to 1913, when Duchamp first 
attached a bicycle wheel to a stool, the transition from object to readymade was 

subject to various delays even for Duchamp: "The Bicycle Wheel is my first Ready- 
made, so much so that at first it wasn't even called a Ready-made.... I liked the 
idea of having a bicycle wheel in my studio. I enjoyed looking at it, just as I enjoy 
looking at the flames dancing in a fireplace."11 The readymades also failed to have 
much of an effect when they were first displayed: two readymades that Duchamp 
exhibited, along with five paintings and drawings, in a 1916 exhibition at the 

Bourgeois Gallery received so little attention that even their identity is only 
tentatively established.12 Were these objects simply accepted as eccentric or play- 

10. For a detailed discussion of the production of this photograph, see Bonk, Box in a Valise, pp. 
232-34. 
11. Arturo Schwartz, The Complete Works of Marcel Duchamp (New York: Abrams, 1969), p. 442. 
According to Duchamp, "The word 'readymade' did not appear until 1915, when I went to the United 
States. It was an interesting word, but when I put a bicycle wheel on a stool, the fork down, there was no 
idea of a 'readymade,' or anything else. It was just a distraction" (Cabanne, Dialogues, p. 47). As Duchamp 
recounts to Cabanne, the original 1913 Bicycle Wheel vanished without a trace-no photographs, no mea- 
surements, nothing. Duchamp abandoned the first Bicycle Wheel in France when he left for America in 
1915, and it was discarded by his sister and sister-in-law when they cleared out his studio. He then made 
another version of it in New York in 1916, which appears in a photograph taken of his New York studio in 
1917 or '18-a photograph that reappeared in a bizarrely colorized form in the Box in a Valise. 
12. There were also no discernible ripples caused by his inclusion of Pharmacie, along with several 
paintings, in another exhibition in 1916 at the Montross Gallery. The lack of public notice generated 
by these 1916 appearances of the readymades is discussed by Thierry de Duve in his essay "Given the 
Richard Mutt Case," in The Definitively Unfinished Marcel Duchamp, ed. Thierry de Duve (Cambridge: 
MIT Press, 1991), p. 193. The two readymades shown at the Bourgeois Gallery are tentatively identified 
by Schwartz as In Advance of the Broken Arm and Traveller's Folding Item in Schwartz, The Complete Works, p. 
463. For an extensive list of the works Duchamp is known to have exhibited, see the "Chronological 
Table of Exhibitions" included in Marcel Duchamp: Work and Life, ed. Pontus Hulten (Cambridge: MIT 
Press, 1993). 
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ful gestures on the part of the artist who had come to America with his avant- 

garde reputation already secured by the notoriety of the Nude at the Armory 
Show? In any case, it seems quite plausible that his orchestration of the Fountain 

controversy was inspired not just by the lessons he learned from the Nude's 
scandalous success, but also in an attempt to counter the lack of attention that 

greeted the first displays of the readymades. Yet even the Fountain was subject to 
numerous delays. Not only was the object itself lost, but it was also not publicly 
identified as the work of Duchamp until much later. There was no apparent 
connection made between the 1917 Fountain-known through its reproduction 
in the second issue of The Blind Man-and the readymades Duchamp exhibited in 
1916.13 Nor is it even clear when this infamous readymade became known as the 
work of Duchamp. According to William Camfield, the Fountain was seldom 
mentioned during the 1920s and '30s and was not-except for its appearance in 
the Box in a Valise-reproduced again until 1945.14 

There is thus a certain instability in the readymades. They rose to the surface 
out of the sea of everyday objects as a result of Duchamp's selection. Yet the 

objects did not always retain their three-dimensional existence, for Duchamp's 
power of designation was not always strong enough to keep them from slipping 
back and resuming their earlier life as common objects to be used and then 
discarded. While it is well known that the Fountain was lost sometime after it was 

photographed by Alfred Stieglitz, what is less emphasized is the degree to which a 

significant proportion of the other readymades also had a continuous existence 

only in the form of reproductions. 

Both the Green Box and the Box in a Valise have a strangely indeterminate 
status-as reproductions, or as works in their own right; as new works, or as mere 

repetitions of earlier endeavors. But the Green Box is more easily assimilated into 

Duchamp's oeuvre, in that it can more readily be understood as an adjunct to the 
"real" work-a guidebook, even if a very elaborately produced, limited-edition 
one. The Box in a Valise does its work in a much more covert manner. The appear- 
ance of repetition was a successful ruse that has distracted attention from the way 
the Box in a Valise presents its evidence, sometimes in the absence of objects to 
back it up. 

13. Nor did the fact that Duchamp had a urinal hanging from a doorway in his studio-as recorded 
in photographs generally dated to 1917-18, which show it together with a hanging snow shovel and hat 
rack-tip people off to the connection. 
14. William Camfield, "Duchamp's Fountain: Aesthetic Object, Icon, or Anti-Art," in The Definitively 
Unfinished Marcel Duchamp, p. 155. Even Camfield, who has devoted considerable energy to researching 
this most remarkable urinal, cannot say when it became known as the work of Duchamp. See William 
Camfield, "Marcel Duchamp's Fountain: Its History and Aesthetics in the Context of 1917," in Marcel 
Duchamp: Artist of the Century, ed. Rudolf Kuenzil and Francis M. Naumann (Cambridge: MIT Press, 
1989), p. 68. 
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Yet Duchamp did not simply lay out his ideal museum in miniature in the 
Box in a Valise and then wait for the full-sized version magically to appear. Both the 
Box in a Valise and the Green Box were produced in limited editions, with limited 
distribution. They thus formed a second body of work, produced in the 1930s and 
'40s, that again encompassed Duchamp's production of 1912 to 1923, but that was 
also subject to a delayed reception. Duchamp was actively constructing his oeuvre 
in other ways as well during this period, for he worked closely with his major col- 
lectors, Walter and Louise Arensberg and Katherine Dreier, to build and secure 
their holdings of his work-serving as a middleman to facilitate their purchases 
from other collectors, working with the Arensbergs to find a museum that would 
take the collection on their terms and then helping to make the arrangements 
with the Philadelphia Museum, and functioning as the executor of both the 

Arensberg and Dreier estates.15 
Thus the ideal museum of the Box in a Valise was only an interim step in 

Duchamp's construction of his oeuvre. But its importance should not be underes- 
timated, given the degree to which it framed-sometimes quite explicitly-the 
installation of the Arensberg collection in the Philadelphia Museum, which 

opened in 1954, and subsequent exhibitions of his work, such as those in 1963 in 
Stockholm and Pasadena, where aspects of the displays paid direct homage to the 

arrangement in the box.16 
These exhibitions were, however, not the only or even the dominant reason 

for the renewed interest in Duchamp's work in the 1960s. It was Lebel's 1959 

monograph that really put Duchamp's work and ideas into circulation. There, too, 
Duchamp had a hand, for not only was he instrumental in helping to chose, 
arrange, and produce the illustrations for the monograph, but the Box in a Valise 
also had a surreptitious presence in the book.17 According to Bonk, "The use of 

many reproductions from the Boite as originals for the illustrations in the book 
went unmentioned, and the account of the Boite in the text and in the appended 
catalogue is highly cursory. It seems as if Duchamp wanted to avoid producing a 
kind of short-circuit, an impression of tautology, between the Boite as a work in 
itself and the monograph as a work about his work."18 Thus in a monograph that 

15. For a discussion of Duchamp's relationship to the Arensbergs, see Naomi Sawelson-Gorse, 
"Hollywood Conversations: Duchamp and the Arensbergs," in West Coast Duchamp, ed. Bonnie 
Clearwater (Miami Beach: Grassfield Press, 1991), pp. 25-45. 
16. The influence of the Box in a Valise on later installations is discussed in Camfield, "Duchamp's 
Fountain: Aesthetic Object, Icon, or Anti-Art," p. 165. Duchamp was even more directly involved in the 

presentation of the Arensberg collection. According to Sawelson-Gorse, Duchamp "went over every 
detail of installation with Fiske Kimball" (Sawelson-Gorse, "Hollywood Conversations," p. 38). 
17. For a discussion of Duchamp's participation in the selection of the illustrations for the mono- 

graph, see Bonk, Box in a Valise, pp. 181-82. Duchamp's central role is acknowledged within Lebel's 

monograph on the page that contains the publication information: "Design and layout by Marcel 

Duchamp and Arnold Fawcus. Colour and monochrome plates printed under Duchamp's supervision." 
18. Bonk, Box in a Valise, p. 182. 
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also concentrates on Duchamp's early work, the presentation owes more than one 
might guess to this interim construction. 

After having led a shadowy existence for many decades, the readymades 
were then reembodied in the 1950s and '60s. A glance over the chronologies of 
their replication in Schwartz's Complete Works or in the back of the d'Harnoncourt 
and McShine catalogue tells us, in a highly cryptic form, the story of this reap- 
pearance. The works sprang to life again exactly when they were needed: the 
Fountain returned in 1950, and the Bicycle Wheel in 1951, so that Sidney Janis 
could include them in exhibitions at his gallery; and subsequent versions of these 
and other readymades appeared in various places during the early 1960s when 
their presence was similarly required. In addition to authorizing most of these 
duplications, Duchamp gave them credibility with his 1961 statement that an 
important aspect of the readymade "is its lack of uniqueness ... the replica of a 
'readymade' delivering the same message."19 Yet this declaration can also be 
viewed as part of the same operation that one finds in the Box in a Valise-the 
presentation of the work as if it had arrived with its full meaning fixed and 
articulated at the time of the initial gesture, and the effacement of Duchamp's 
subsequent work to provide a structure within which it could be understood. In 
fact, these later re-creations-in many cases initiated not by Duchamp but by 
curators eager to display his work-testify to Duchamp's success in seamlessly 
incorporating the readymades into the structure of his oeuvre. 

His professed lack of concern for uniqueness also did not prevent Duchamp 
from participating with Arturo Schwartz in the series of editions of his ready- 
mades that appeared in 1964. There the intervention of the Box in a Valise is even 
more conspicuous. If, as Molly Nesbit has argued, the readymades were preceded 
by line, by the preaesthetic form of representation found in mechanical drawing, 
then many of them took a detour through the photographic-and a highly manip- 
ulated form of the photographic at that-before returning again in the form of 
objects.20 Most of the readymades in the first wave of postwar re-creations were 
themselves found objects, but for the 1964 edition Schwartz set out to fabricate 
works specially for the occasion that would, as closely as possible, duplicate the 
contours of the first, "original" readymades. For this he had to rely extensively on 
documentary evidence, much of it from photographs that had also been included 
in the Box in a Valise. But despite the fact that these were specially fabricated 

19. Marcel Duchamp, "Apropos of 'Readymades,'" reprinted in The Writings of Marcel Duchamp, ed. 
Michel Sanouillet and Elmer Peterson (1973; reprint, New York: Da Capo Press, 1989). 
20. It is this sort of contrast between the general and the specific that Nesbit links to the difference 
between patent and copyright. See Molly Nesbit, "Ready-Made Originals: The Duchamp Model," 
October 37 (Summer 1986), pp. 54, 64. 
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objects rather than actual readymades plucked from the world of the everyday, the 
language of industry did come into play in a new and paradoxical manner. For 
Schwartz had blueprints produced-blueprints based either on the original 
readymade, where it still existed, or on the best available photographic or other 
evidence that remained of the lost originals. In Schwartz's Complete Works, these 

blueprints are part of the rhetoric used to distinguish his editions from other 
contenders for the status of authorized readymade: in the listings of the 

succeeding versions of each readymade, the 1964 entry is generally accompanied 
by one or another variant on the sentence "1964, Milan: First full-scale replicas 
issued under the direct supervision of Duchamp on the basis of a blueprint 
derived from photos of the lost original." Thus the blueprint comes into play not 
as a means of showing the readymade's continuity with mass production; rather, it 
is used to differentiate these editions from other contenders by showing them to 
be more authentic. In short, the blueprint is part of the rhetoric that brings these 
limited-edition readymades into the realm of art. 

These remade readymades also draw attention to the shifting interdepen- 
dent relationship between painting and readymade in Duchamp's oeuvre. De 
Duve has argued that the readymade was "the act by which the abandonment of 

painting was recorded and without which this abandonment would have been 
no more than a cessation of activity that history would never have bothered to 

register."21 This relationship was reciprocal, both when the readymades first 

appeared, and in their later configurations. The readymades would also not 
have registered had it not been for the reputation established by Duchamp as a 

painter, particularly of the infamous Nude; but even more was required, as the 
nonevent of their 1916 appearance demonstrates. The nebulous status of a num- 
ber of the readymades before their inclusion in the Box in a Valise demonstrates 
the extent to which the designation of the readymades was still somewhat 
tenuous in the absence of further manipulations: the fundamental simpleness of 
the readymade gesture required, in turn, a much more elaborate structure of 
contextualization and interpretation. 

For the readymades, Duchamp had developed new ways of establishing 
authorship that would operate in tandem with their testing of the boundaries of 
the work of art. If Duchamp's initial gesture of choosing the readymade referred 
to mass production, the later forms of reproduction through which the ready- 
mades cycled secured their status as art. In their appearance in the Box in a Valise 
the readymades were implicitly equated with the other works in Duchamp's oeuvre; 
and they were also subtly deflected from the realm of the mass-produced in that 
more traditional forms of artistry were used in their reproduction than had been 
used in their initial manufacture. While the paintings in the Box in a Valise became 

21. Thierry de Duve, Pictorial Nominalism: On Marcel Duchamp's Passage from Painting to Readymade, 
trans. Dana Polan (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), p. 17. 
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reproductions, the readymades were turned (and not for the last time) into 
limited editions. Thus the interdependence between painting and readymade in 

Duchamp's oeuvre was presented in a configuration that was neither. Both the 

reproduction in the Box in a Valise and the later limited editions produced by 
Schwartz were involved in a doubling process that reconfigured the objects 
according to more traditional production techniques while at the same time creat- 

ing the appearance of a seamless unity, of an apparent continuity with the first 

gesture that hid the interim steps that constructed a context for that gesture. 
Peter Burger has argued that "once the signed bottle dryer has been 

accepted as an object that deserves a place in a museum, the provocation no 

longer provokes; it turns into its opposite. If an artist today signs a stove pipe and 
exhibits it, that artist certainly does not denounce the art market but adapts to 
it."22 Certainly the relationship of the readymade to its institutional context was 

very different by the 1950s and '60s, when the re-creation of the readymades was 
initiated largely by curators and dealers. But by then they had already entered the 
history of art-mainly as a result of the series of contexts that Duchamp worked to 
construct. His recognition of the degree to which a lack of context for the ready- 
mades would doom them to a different kind of oblivion led Duchamp to collude 
with the rhetoric of the limited edition-a rhetoric of rarity and authenticity- 
and thereby to secure the existence of work that, on another level, put such 
categories into question.23 

Quite clearly on, Duchamp was also doing for himself what is now generally 
accomplished by a whole network of professionals. One of the services now 
performed by a contemporary art gallery is to shape collections by judiciously 
placing the works of the artists they represent. Duchamp also set the stage, in a 
modest way, for a role that has become increasingly common: that of the artist 
who functions as a kind of organizer, bringing together the far-flung elements of 
a new, more technologically based workshop organization. In this respect, 
Duchamp anticipated a shift, prevalent particularly since the 1960s, toward an 
approach that allows authorship to be retained as a category even as artists 
increasingly utilize techniques of fabrication and appropriate mechanically 
reproduced imagery. One could argue that it is the logic of connoisseurship, 
attenuated to such a degree as to be inverted, that one finds played out early on 
by Duchamp, and later in the work of many of the artists who have been catego- 
rized as postmodernist. As the artist's name has continued to function as an 
organizing structure for works of art from which the traces of the artist's hand 
have been largely eliminated, the work's sure connection with the name of the 
artist has come to denote its authenticity. And, as a corollary, the greater the 

22. Peter Birger, Theory of the Avant-Garde, trans. Michael Shaw (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1984), p. 52. 
23. And it should be noted that he was, at the same time, exploring other ways of interrupting the 
structure of the museum with the Etant donnis. See, for example, Rosalind Krauss's essay on this work, 
"Where's Poppa?" in The Definitively Unfinished Marcel Duchamp, ed. de Duve, pp. 433-59. 
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apparent simplicity of the gesture, the more the traces of the history of its 

making are no longer materially embodied in the object itself, the more the 
work requires the elaboration of an interpretive context. 

Duchamp entered a very different setting in the early decades of the twenti- 
eth century-one in which the main action was in the annual or occasional 
exhibitions, as contemporary art had not yet entered the museum and was shown 

regularly in only a handful of pioneering commercial galleries. Thus some of 

Duchamp's later refashioning and repositioning of his work can be understood as 
a response to changes in the context for its potential reception: as museums like 
the Museum of Modern Art in New York and others began to display and collect 

contemporary art, Duchamp began to think in more and more specific ways about 
the relationship of his work to the museum.24 But Duchamp seemed to realize, at 
an early stage, the importance of mounting his rebellion against those conven- 
tions from within a context that would give structure and meaning to his gestures. 

The degree to which Duchamp succeeded in establishing such a context is 
nowhere so apparent as in his 1965 L.H.O.O.Q. Shaved. The initial joke of 
L.H.O.O.Q. responded in a particularly incisive manner to the combination of 

24. Benjamin Buchloh makes a telling connection between the portable museum comprised by the 
Box in a Valise and the installations that Duchamp created in 1938 for the "Exposition Internationale 
du Surrealisme" and in 1942 for the "First Papers of Surrealism" exhibition, suggesting that both types 
of work were examples of Duchamp's response to problems of institutionalization and reception. See 
Benjamin Buchloh, "The Museum Fictions of Marcel Broodthaers," in Museums by Artists, ed. A. A. 
Bronson and Peggy Gale (Toronto: Art Metropole, 1983), p. 46. 
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reverence and kitsch invoked by the dissemination of a work like the Mona Lisa 
in popular reproduction. For the later version, used as an invitation to a preview 
of an exhibition of the Mary Sisler Collection, Duchamp simply mounted a series 
of playing cards on paper, this time without any intervention within the image 
itself. By then, however, the playing card, even unadorned, was not simply a playing 
card; rather, it also functioned as a reference to Duchamp's earlier work, which 
was by then known through both publications and exhibitions. The cheap 
reproduction of the Mona Lisa without facial hair was, by 1965, irrevocably altered 
by the knowledge of Duchamp's earlier intervention, for that first altered repro- 
duction had already been reassimilated into the space of the museum. In 1965 
Duchamp could play off that knowledge, obviously confident that the context he 
had helped to construct for the earlier appropriation would be inscribed as well in 
this later reappropriation. 



Conceptual Art and the 
Reception of Duchamp 

Benjamin Buchloh: Having seen the Robert Morris exhibition one more time, 
yesterday, and having seen the Cardfile piece, I was confirmed in an earlier 
assumption which I couldn't really verify before, since I didn't then have 
access to the detailed contents of the piece: namely that Morris's work is 
constitutive for the beginning of Conceptual art in the American context. 
On every level, it anticipates-in the same way incidentally, as the I-Box 
does-the three questions that are crucial for the program of Conceptual 
art, as I see it: one, the specific question of how traditional forms of mark- 
making can be displaced by an exclusively photographic or textual operation 
of recording and documentation; second, and more complicated perhaps, 
the question of how the legacy of Duchamp was transformed from its first 
level of reception in the work ofJasperJohns to the second level in Morris- 
what one might call the semiological, or the structural/linguistic axis; and 
third, and more commonly, the radical dismantling of all traditional 
definitions of objects and categories-the "dematerialization of the work of 
art," as Lucy Lippard called it-and its transfer onto the linguistic, the 
photographic, and the site-specific operations within which Conceptual art 
was defined. 

Those three issues-what we could call the structural and semiological 
shift, the transformation of categories, and the moment of the Duchamp 
reception-could function as three introductory aspects to address Con- 
ceptual art in this discussion, although a fourth might be to discuss the 
extent to which the strategies of that moment have had a lasting impact in 
the practices of the late 1980s and the early '90s. 

Rosalind Krauss: I don't know who we want to use as a spokesperson for Conceptual 
art, but insofar as Kosuth was to control the definitions circulating around 
the movement and insofar as he limits those to a very specific reading of 
Duchamp, which is to say exclusively to the readymade as the threshold 
condition of Conceptual art, and further, the interpretation of the ready- 
made as a performative act, an act that says "I intend X as a work of art," 
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then those other practices you're ascribing to Robert Morris would be 
irrelevant. They would fall outside his definition of the kind of sublation 
supposedly performed by Conceptual art, the lifting of the work of art into a 
pure philosophical realm by means of the ontological question posed by the 
readymade. 

Alexander Alberro: One of the objections I would immediately have to reading the 
reception of Duchamp into Conceptual art in the U.S. context is that it 
directly relates the question of what Conceptual art is to one particular theo- 
retical model, one conventionally associated with Kosuth, and less 
conventionally with Christine Kozlov. As I see it, there was not one unified 
theoretical model of Conceptual art in the mid-sixties but several competing 
models, only one of which is clearly mediating Duchamp. It was Kosuth, 
after all, who took the pseudonym Arthur R. Rose. Of course, of all the 
Conceptualists except perhaps for Robert Smithson, whose early magazine 
articles I think should be considered within the Conceptual art context, it 
is also Kosuth who is most interested in the work of Morris. He states as 
much in his "Art after Philosophy," corroborating Benjamin's assumption 
about the Cardfile piece by singling it out as one of the earliest works of 
Conceptual art. Seen from this perspective, it doesn't appear to be an 
accident that Kosuth and Morris show together in the exhibition that Seth 
Siegelaub organized at Bradford Junior College in early 1969. Obviously 
Kosuth put pressure on Siegelaub to get the two together because that 
constructs a nice lineage. 

Krauss: It's a lineage that Kosuth has since tried to suppress, however. 
Buchloh: But what motivates the suppression of the Morris lineage within the 

discussion of Conceptual art? Based on seeing Cardfile yesterday, I felt that 
even Dan Graham's disavowal of Morris is ultimately unacceptable to me. 
Graham has frequently asserted that Robert Morris never played a role in his 
formation; yet seeing the index card piece, I wondered how he could con- 
ceive Schema without knowing Cardfile, since they are so parallel in their 

operations. Cardfile is the epitome of self-reflexivity, and it constitutes the 
conclusive moment for abstract painting in the early 1960s since it literally 
leaves Johns and Stella behind and fuses them with Ad Reinhardt in the 

explicit reference in one of the notes. All aspects of this work then parallel 
the program that, as Alex argues, Dan Graham fulfills a few years later in his 
Schema. What has remained one of the most difficult questions about this 

period is: At what moment is the pictorial reflexivity of Stella radically dis- 

placed? Alex says it's displaced by Dan Graham's affiliation with Dan Flavin's 
work, and I say it's displaced by Morris through an affiliation with Duchamp 
through Johns. What propels Morris to make Cardfile in 1962? Stella? Johns? 
Reinhardt? Or Duchamp? Is it straight Duchamp, or is it Duchamp mediated 

through a dialogue with painting? Does Morris have a dialogue with Stella? 
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Most certainly he does, since the Green Gallery show is basically Morris's 
response to Stella; it is a Stella show. 

Thierry de Duve: Why do you say it is a Stella show? 
Buchloh: Because they are black paintings transformed into three-dimensional 

objects in a neutral tone, with all traces of pictoriality eliminated in a way 
that Stella would never even have dreamed of. 

de Duve: In terms of installation I agree: if we're speaking of the impact of a show 
with such a radical absence of variety, then Stella showed the way with his 
black paintings at MOMA in December 1959 and with the subsequent instal- 
lation at Castelli of the aluminum paintings in September 1960. He would 
do this consistently, in fact, because both his 1962 exhibition at Castelli, 
where he shows the copper shaped canvases, and his 1964 show of the purple 
metallic paintings with open centers display the same homogeneity. That 
may have given artists like Morris permission to produce such radical state- 
ments with an installation-to think of work in terms of a "show" and not of 
individual objects. That is one of the breakthrough things that happened 
then. 

Buchloh: It would also explain the discontinuity in Morris's work because suddenly 
it becomes clear that one aspect was the dialogue with Stella and the legacy 
of modernist painting, and the other aspect was the legacy of Duchamp; 
and he had to elaborate them simultaneously. That's why it is so perfectly 
inane if people accuse him of discontinuity or eclecticism when in fact he 
addressed what was at stake at that moment in 1962. He recognized that 
one would have to deal with modernist reductivism and the readymade at 
the same time, and that inevitably meant to produce a polymorphous body 
of objects. 

Alberro: But in 1965 one didn't have to deal with both at the same time. It was 
sufficient to deal with the legacy of Stella and Reinhardt and, I would argue, 
to leave the legacy of Duchamp aside. Particularly for someone like Dan 
Graham, since we were talking about him before, working through issues 
raised by DonJudd and developments in the work of people like Flavin and 
Andre. And also learning from someone like Ad Reinhardt, who had 
absolutely nothing to do with Duchamp. What an ambitious young artist 
working in 1965 had to deal with is on the one hand the legacy ultimately 
coming down from the modernists, and on the other the reintroduction of 
Constructivism into the New York context. The impact of the publication of 
Camilla Gray's The Great Experiment in 1962, and especially the translation of 
the statements by some of the artists included in this book, also should not 
be underestimated. 

Krauss: So your objection to thinking of the reception of Duchamp as crucial to 
Conceptual art's definition is that it channels the movement back to Kosuth 
and not to other Conceptual artists for whom Duchamp is not the major ref- 
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erence? But what about someone like Robert Barry, in his Inert Gas series for 
instance, which seems inconceivable without Duchamp's "transformators"? 

de Duve: That's a textbook example of a painter dematerializing painting but 
always remaining a painter in the end, and perhaps a poet of some sort also. 

Buchloh: If I may voice an objection, I think the term poetic should either be 
excluded from the discussion or else rigorously defined, before we claim that 
Robert Barry is doing "poetic" work. 

de Duve: I will of course refuse to define poetic. You may be happy or unhappy with 
the word, and you may interpret it as you wish. But I will not define words 
that are qualifiers. 

Buchloh: Discredited qualifiers. You don't use the term beautiful either. 
de Duve: Of course I do! But that's not what we're talking about, unless you want 

an assessment in this context of each of the Conceptual artists. 
Buchloh: But if we're talking about Conceptual art, the term poetic is utterly useless 

because it disfigures the precision with which Conceptual artists intervened 
with the means of language in the conventions of visuality. 

de Duve: I'm sorry, the minute you discuss aesthetics you have to deal with words 
that have no precise meaning but merely call for your own experience of 
them. That's the way it is with art, and it's so with Conceptual art as with 
other art. By the way, neither "the poetic," nor beauty-nor art, for that mat- 
ter-are concepts, and that's part of the problem surrounding "Conceptual 
art." 

Buchloh: But I'd like to ask Alex how he thinks the next generation after Morris 
could claim, as Dan Graham does, that Duchamp was no longer the issue. 
How could you argue that? 

Alberro: I think they could claim that even by looking at Morris. It's interesting that 
you chose Cardfile. I would have chosen the Statement of Aesthetic Withdrawal as 
the actual work that most intersects with Duchamp. 

Krauss: That's certainly a piece that is insistent about its direct connection to 
Duchamp, particularly since the work from which aesthetic value is with- 
drawn-called Litanies-consists of a bunch of keys, each engraved with one 
of the "Litanies of the Chariot" from the Green Box. But unlike Statement, I 
think that Cardfile has already transformed Duchamp's use of writing, his 
idea of notes, and has moved this into an auto-referential system which is not 
how Duchamp's own "notes" operate. They thematize self-reference in the 
closed circuit of the bachelor machine, but they don't themselves constitute 
such a system. So I think to use Cardfile as the reference work as Benjamin is 

doing is to show a Duchamp influence that has already been pushed to 
another level. 

Alberro: Of course, the meaning of Cardfile in 1965-in fact Dan Graham writes a 

piece on it-I think it's called "The Book as Object"-is a reading that circles 
back to Mallarme. They see Cardfile as a work that echoes the operation of 
Mallarme's "Book," which we know had captured the imagination not only of 
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Graham, but also of LeWitt, Mel Bochner, and a host of others at the time. 
And as with Mallarme's "Book," Morris's Cardfile was read as a work which can 
begin anywhere and is subject to no direction pressure. In other words, it was 
seen as a work which critiques the traditional author-viewer interaction 
models in favor of a highly participatory model. This interest in Mallarm6 
crystallizes in what could be properly called the first exhibition of Conceptual 
art, Brian O'Doherty's Aspen 5+6, which is devoted to Mallarme. 

But to address the importance of the Statement of Aesthetic Withdrawal for 
these artists, I would argue that this work is interpreted in the mid-sixties not 
so much as a mediation of Duchamp as an extension of the problem of 
reductivism. In other words, reductivism was imagined as having a certain 
objective logic which now not only makes the work of art appear to be similar 
to nonart objects but attacks the notion of aesthetic qualities itself. So that 
now not only are representation, color, and form radically reduced, but 
aesthetic pleasure itself is withdrawn. Certainly for young artists like 
Graham, Smithson, and others, this was the situation they faced in the 
mid-1960s, and they took as one of their tasks to find the next logical step in 
this process. 

Buchloh: So when does the disavowal of the Duchamp legacy become crucial for 
the constitution of a different approach to Conceptual art? In "Homes for 
America"? How do you see Schema, for example, as a distinctive departure 
from the Duchamp/Morris legacy? 

Alberro: Behind the Duchamp/Morris legacy I always see the figure of the artist; the 
artist/agent is always there. It's there in both Duchamp and Morris, even in 
the Cardfile where he's trying to remove it. In the Robbe-Grillet-like account 
of making the work, there's still the agent. This is the lineage that I'm argu- 
ing continues through to Kosuth and Kozlov, whose model of Conceptual art 
is also one in which the subject is centered. What's so fascinating about a 
piece like Schema, or the mid-sixties works of LeWitt, Bochner, and a few years 
later Lawrence Weiner, is that there's a real problematization of the agent, a 
decentering of subjectivity. In Schema you'd be hard-pressed to locate an 
agent; the work decenters it. 

Buchloh: So in that sense you'd say there's a structuralist model in terms of a radical 
reduction of agency, in which Morris does not partake? 

Martha Buskirk: In relation to the whole Duchamp issue, what's curious for me is 
the way Duchamp is presented, and that's through the book: the Notes for the 
Glass, and the 1959 Lebel monograph. I think there's an interesting angle 
there for the whole emphasis on the book in Conceptual art and the work of 
art's becoming the text. Further, there's something that's a little elided in 
speaking about just one Duchamp, because it changed at any given 
moment-the Duchamp of the late 1950s and early '60s was a construction of 
the artist that depended largely on Johns's reading on the one hand and 
Lebel's monograph on the other. 
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de Duve: Yet, to concentrate on the Lebel book is a problem because that eliminates 
the Cage connection, and through Cage to Fluxus. I don't think this can be 
eliminated from the discussion. 

Yve-Alain Bois: But Duchamp was not highly visible until the late fifties-because 
Lebel's book hadn't appeared until 1959, the Katherine Dreier collection 
hadn't come to Yale, the Arensberg Collection hadn't come to Philadelphia. 

Buskirk: The installation opened in 1954. 
Bois: It was the Pasadena show in 1963 that really put Duchamp on the map, because 

before then people could still be unaware of the Arensberg collection. 
Buchloh: Johns buys Duchamp in the late 1950s. He collects the strange bodily 

metonymies Duchamp produced in relation to the Etant donnes: the Objet- 
dard and the Female Figleaf. How can you do a painting with plaster casts, as 

Johns does in 1955, done on exactly the same principle as Duchamp's with- 
out knowing these objects? 

But to go back to Thierry's earlier point about Fluxus, I wanted to ask 
Alex how he can exclude the Fluxus legacy from the account of Conceptual 
art? With the Conceptual artists I interviewed for my own essay, all, without 

exception-Weiner, Kosuth, Barry, Graham-disavowed any relation with 
Fluxus whatsoever. In fact, just the opposite. So why is Fluxus so discredited? 

Alberro: My reading of Fluxus is that its intent was to expand the concept of art to 
the universal. Whereas I would argue that all of the models of Conceptual 
art do the opposite; that is, they are not really about the expansion of art 
to the universal, but rather the withdrawal of the experience of aesthetic 

pleasure from art. So it's the opposite. One is expanding; the other is with- 

drawing. 
de Duve: I have a bit of a problem with methodology. It seems to me that from 

this perspective the discussion has taken too much the side of traditional 
art history, that we're looking for influences; we're looking for how 
information circulates at a certain point, who has done what first, and so on 
and so forth. And my own view being that Duchamp is someone who has in 
fact not invented anything-though he's a great artist, of course-but 

pointed at the conditions of art-making that are not just the ones valid for a 
decade but valid for 150 years, makes me somewhat impatient with this 
art-historical approach. Because in a nutshell what he accomplishes is 

revealing the transformations of modernity-all of them. So in that sense 

you don't need to establish a causal link or an influence to be able to say that 
once the finger has been put on the wound lots of things begin to burgeon 
all over the place. Seen from this vantage point, it is not enough to say that 
Fluxus wanted to expand on art and that Conceptual art tried to remove the 
aesthetic. The dilemma for a good number of artists at the time was experi- 
enced as an "either art (without the aesthetic) or the aesthetic (without 
the art)," a dilemma very humorously pointed at by Ian and Elaine (or 
Ingrid) Baxter, who chose to call themselves by the very Duchampian name, 
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N.E. Thing Company, and who divided their practice into two categories: ACT 
and ART. ACT stood for Aesthetically Claimed Things, and ART for Aesthetically 
Rejected Things. Obviously, Kosuth was opting for art at the expense of the 
aesthetic, and that can be seen as a reduction, on the one hand, but as an 

expansion as well, on the other. And here is an example of a Fluxus artist 
who did a very conceptual piece-how else would you call it?-involving 
precisely the kind of removal you were talking about. It is an "instruction- 

piece" by George Brecht entitled Two Exercises (1961): "Consider an object. 
Call what is not the object 'other.' Add to the object, from the 'other,' 
another object, to form a new object and a new 'other.' Repeat until there is 
no more 'other."' Take a part from the object and add it to the 'other.' Such 
a work exists only in the mind, but it is for everyone to "perform." But when 
Robert Barry does a piece consisting of this text: "All the things I know but 
of which I am not at the moment thinking-1:36 P.M.; 15 June 1969, New 
York," he's doing a solipsistic work, because no one can enter his mind. 

Krauss: That's why I agree with you that he's fundamentally a painter. Because it's a 

very different move to say take everything in the universe, add it one by one 
to this thing and then remove it one by one. It is not part of the circuit of 

"everything in my mind." The Barry move, which is constantly invoking some 
inaccessible, private space that always establishes itself as an analogue to the 
virtual space of painting, means that he is involved with a very different thing. 

de Duve: I agree. I wouldn't count him as a strict Conceptual artist. Except for his 
1969 Art and Project piece: "During the exhibition the gallery will be closed." 
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Or his Invitation Piece, where he sends us around the world with one invita- 
tion card issued by one gallery inviting us to a show to be held the next 
month in another gallery, and so on. So you go around the world, in imagi- 
nation, only to find the gallery closed or empty in each instance. These are 
Conceptual pieces in a way. 

Buchloh: I don't agree. I don't think "All the things I know of which I'm not thinking 
at the present" is solipsistic, because the reader instantiates that piece at 
every single moment of reiterating the work. So it's totally deflected from 
the author. 

de Duve: No, I disagree. Isn't the piece signed? In that case the signature, Robert 
Barry, belongs to the piece. In any case it is precisely dated, and when the 
reader reads the piece, which is in the present tense, its date lies in the past. 
So the piece has to be ascribed to Robert Barry. It's not a piece which you 
and I can enact the way we can enact the George Brecht work, which is an 
instruction piece. 

Buchloh: That's a real question. What does the shifter I enact linguistically, then, if 
not the total instantiation of each reading subject? As you read "all the 
things I know of which I'm not presently thinking," it instantiates yourself 
and not the author. It's not about authorship at all. It's signed the way the 
urinal is signed. 

Krauss: The urinal is not a piece of language. Therefore, it's not about the issue of 
who occupies the I as it would be if you read a will in which the writer and 

signatory to the will says, "I bequeath my first edition of Un coup de des to 
Benjamin Buchloh." 

Bois: So the definition of the conceptual that Thierry is insisting on has to do with 
the public space of the language employed. I was reminded of a very early 
piece by Yoko Ono that always fascinated me, which consists of a game of 
chess in which every single piece was exactly the same. There was no differ- 
entiation among them. And the game would stop when the participants 
could not remember whether a given piece was a queen or a knight or a 
rook. So it's a kind of private space displayed in public: you have to 
remember. And of course the game always ended in a big quarrel. "That was 

your queen." "No, it was my rook." I liked this shift from private to public. 
de Duve: I think there is a broad and a narrow view of Conceptual art. If we opt for 

the narrow one, then we have to say that Kosuth is the only Conceptual 
artist, perhaps along with the Art & Language group. And I would define 
this kind by saying: this is art theory disguised as art, or art disguised as art 

theory. That is where the self-reflexive move of modernism has come to the 

point where art wants to be its own theory and sustain itself on that theory. 
Kosuth is of course the example; and I think his text "Art after Philosophy," 
although full of loopholes and wrong from a philosophical viewpoint, 
remains a very interesting text to me symptomatically. Although my admira- 
tion for Kosuth stops there, that text succeeds in pointing up that 
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symptomatic moment of late modernism when the bare theoretical question 
about what is art comes up ... at the hand of Duchamp's readymade. I know 
that Benjamin wants to resist the interpretation of Conceptual art in terms 
of the reception of the unassisted readymade, because he wants to reduce it 
to declarative aesthetics, as in Rauschenberg's example of the telegram "This 
is a portrait of Iris Clert if I say so." My understanding of the problem is not 
at all one of declarative aesthetics. However, I do believe that to a great 
extent the issue of Conceptual art revolves around the question of what 
status we are going to give to the bare sentence "this is art," by which indeed 
a readymade has been baptized. 

Krauss: And that isn't a performative? 
de Duve: Before I address that, there is a minor quibble I have with your description 

of Kosuth. He does not see a performative act in that sentence. He bypasses 
the performative, speaking instead of definitions of art (which is not the 
same thing), and secondly, he speaks of analytical propositions, which he 
gets from Ayer. He's not into pragmatics at all, but into logic. 

Years and years ago, in analyzing the readymade, I considered the 
theoretical apparatus that the performative allows you to use and finally 
decided against it because it would sidetrack the issue. And I went straight 
for what I think to be the heart of the issue, namely the status of the sentence: 
"this is art." It entails no definition or redefinition whatsoever, neither of 
"this," nor of "art." To take a shortcut, I'd say it is the modern formula for the 
aesthetic judgment. 

Krauss: For you the founding implied by that sentence-"this is art"-is a baptismal 
one. And isn't that baptismal notion performative? 

de Duve: Yes. But that's just one way of describing it theoretically. You may want to 
stress that. But then, as we all know, whenever you go into the question of 
what is a performative, the question of what authority underlies the act 
always arises. When the judge says "I sentence you to five years in jail," or the 
priest says "I declare you man and wife," the question is by what authority are 
they speaking? Of course the problem with the tautology was that it 
repressed questions of hidden power. For a brief moment, questions such as 
"if this is art because an artist proclaims it to be, then anyone who proclaims 
something to be art is thereby an artist" had a certain fascination, but there 
is a circularity occurring there, which is a theoretical problem. Not to mention 
the ethical problem related to the utopia of everyone an artist, which also 
fuels other people's practices, not only that of Conceptual art. Beuys, for 
example. Beuys is the last great proponent of that utopian brand of mod- 
ernism, as it becomes a sort of caricature of itself. 

And then there is the question of the context: something is art 
because it is in an art context. But what then qualifies the context as such? 
You can say of a huge museum that contains an extraordinary legacy that 
it's an art context, because it's a museum of art and not one of science or of 
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anthropology. But when it comes to Seth Siegelaub's apartment or the John 
Daniels Gallery, we are dealing then with very interesting borderline cases. 

Buchloh: Can we focus on that? The transition from self-reflexivity to tautology 
to contextuality as three stages of conceptual development? What I mean 
is self-reflexivity in the legacy of Reinhardt and Stella-and Morris's 

response to that. Tautology as the next phase in the most evident case of 
Kosuth. And contextuality in the historically parallel and simultaneous 

response to the tautological problem in Dan Graham's Schema, which is 
not a tautological work but a contextual one. It reflects on institutions, 
framework, distribution. 

Bois: Every time I hear the word tautology I think of Barthes's condemnation of 

tautology as a petit-bourgeois form of language. Could we say that what 

Duchamp does when he looks tautological is in fact a way of criticizing tau- 

tology by, precisely, putting his finger on a tautological form of exclusion, 
which is that there is art and not-art, the museum and the nonmuseum. 
That's the language of establishment aesthetics. So that with his R. Mutt, 
Duchamp would be pinpointing the tautological norm of exclusion on 
which the modern establishment is based. But Kosuth, without revising this 

gesture of demonstration ad absurdum by Duchamp, transformed the tautol- 

ogy into a form of validating performatives. Is it possible to say that? 
de Duve: Kosuth doesn't get to tautology immediately. He first excludes every 

definition of art based on morphological grounds. He basically says that 

Conceptual art starts with Duchamp. Or that art starts with Duchamp. He 

says that Van Gogh's paintings are not worth more than his palette-as art. 

They are both on the side of taste, that is, of decoration. That's good for Mr. 

Greenberg, he says. Art as a concept is something else. And he then says, all 
art after Duchamp exists conceptually. 

I find the framework Benjamin suggested at the outset a very interesting 
one, but I have difficulty putting myself into it. I would prefer one of art 

theory. The minute you recognize that the issue of Conceptual art is the 

emergence of the theoretical question about the nature of art, then what 
fuels the discussion is not limited to artists anymore. For example, if you 
compare Kosuth's notion that a work of art is a tautology with George 
Dickie's institutional aesthetics, you will see that both are equally circular 
and tautological. I'm speaking of Dickie's first article on the subject, which 

appears in the same year as Kosuth's, in which he condemns both "taste 
theories" (which have indeed become problematic in the 1960s) and "aesthetic 
attitude theories" (which raise other theoretical aporias), and comes up with 
his pseudosolution, which, being circular (or so he claims), cannot be 

proven either false or true. That's what Barthes's attack on tautology is: you 
cannot argue with someone who says "a chair is a chair is a chair." Now, 
Kosuth's notion that works of art are analytical propositions expressing 
definitions of art does not entail that art is tautological. He doesn't even see 
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that a tautology cannot be a definition. In any case, full of loopholes as it is, 
his text directs the discussion to a framework which is theoretical aesthetics- 
that's my point. 

Krauss: Let me then ask this. The question around which we've set up this 
conversation has to do with the reception of Duchamp. Which valorizes the 
importance of reception. The notion that thresholds of reception have their 
own problematic natures in terms of their analysis is yet to be discussed. But 
what I'm wondering is whether you are consigning reception to "art history" 
and therefore whether this whole framework of reception is something you 
would challenge? 

de Duve: Not at all. My essay "The Monochrome and the Blank Canvas" has to do 
with reception. And I would like to point out that I think my own work is 
part of the history of the reception of Duchamp. 

Buchloh: Can we just list three or four aspects of the Duchamp legacy that are 
the crucial focal points in the early sixties and led to the formation of 
Conceptual art? What is at stake in the Duchamp reception in 1962 and 
1963? Is it the indexical? Is it the photographic? Is it the readymade? Is it the 
corporeal? Is it the linguistic? Those would be my questions. 

Bois: Another could be the museographical-what can enter and what cannot. 
Buchloh: Yes. Is Duchamp the source of the institutional critique, even? These 

issues are different for Johns, for example, than they are for Morris. And 
they're different for Kosuth than they are for Dan Graham, if he would ever 
admit to a Duchamp connection. 

deDuve: I don't think Dan has much to do with Duchamp. 
Buchloh: But how does he get to language? How does he get to institutional critique? 

How does he get to the framework of distribution as a focal point if not 
through Duchamp? Who takes him to the question of how a work is sustained, 
defined, produced within the framework of distribution? 

de Duve: Ed Ruscha. 
Alberro: It could also be the personal experience of running a gallery which failed 

and realizing the reason that it failed was that the institution hadn't supported 
the gallery through reviews; the art system in the form of magazines hadn't 
supported the shows he actually sponsored. So he realized that one could 
just go right out to the art system. 

Krauss: But all the European artists who are investigating systems in the early 
1960s should be factored into this. I'm thinking about Hans Haacke's grow- 
ing grass piece. The systems connections are already developed. What is 
Haacke's relation to Duchamp? 

Buskirk: There's a surprisingly literal notion of reception that seems to be circulating 
here: that somebody absolutely had to have seen Duchamp and to be thinking 
about Duchamp very directly for certain issues to come into the work. The 
curious thing about Duchamp is the way he resituated his work over and 
over again in relation to a changing network of institutional structures. 
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Fountain was named first for a one-time show and simply disappeared. And 
then only later, as the museum itself became more of an institution to be 
reckoned with, did he start to make his work into a sort of museum. And so 
he himself was resituating his work in relation to the whole idea of exhibition 
context as other people were starting to think about those issues either 
through him or not through him. 

Krauss: But I can't think of who those other people might have been in, say, 1945 
when he started doing Etant donnes. Or in 1938 when he did the Boite en 
Valise. Who was actually analyzing the museum as an institution? 

de Duve: Nobody, it's true. 
Buchloh: Lissitsky was. 
Krauss: It's not that I don't agree with Martha's general point. I'm just having 

trouble with the specifics. Duchamp was constantly reworking his earlier 
thoughts, as when he gets the title for Etant donnes from the Preface to the 
Large Glass. It's just that I have a problem with the second part of the 
proposition, because it implies that he's doing that in relation to a change in 
the context. And the only context I can think of that would have supplied 
the new series of thoughts into which he had to work the objects for the 
Boite en Valise would have been Malraux's Museum Without Walls. 

de Duve: I couldn't agree more that it is the relevant context, theoretically. But 
historically? Duchamp's Boite en Valise is 1938 and Malraux's book appeared 
in 1951, if I remember. 

Krauss: He had already published its core argument in a series of texts in Verve in 
1938 (influenced by Walter Benjamin). 

de Duve: Duchamp anticipates the problem of the museum already in 1919, however, 
with L.H.O.O.Q. 

Buskirk: But there was an actual context that was changing. That is the establishment 
of the Museum of Modern Art, which was followed by many more museums of 
modern and increasingly contemporary art. He was resituating himself in 
relation to that. And that context is clearly a backdrop for what we're talking 
about in the 1950s and '60s. The change is marked by the fact that these 
institutions didn't exist in their current form at the turn of the century. 

de Duve: True. But Duchamp's reflection addressed this already at a very early age. 
Because he had bitter experiences about that by 1912. He developed an 
incredible intelligence about issues surrounding not so much the museums 
of his time as the Salons of his time, that is, the temporary art institutions. 
When you think that he did the urinal in the context of the Independents 
Show in New York, which he himself managed to model after the Societe des 
Artistes Independants in France, where his Nude, No. 2 had been rejected in 
1912 (and by his own brothers)! 

Buchloh: Can we go back to your earlier remark, which I thought was very impor- 
tant, about the role of John Cage? Would it be historically more accurate to 

say: It is not the Duchamp reception that one has to look at when one wants 
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to study the beginnings of proto- and Conceptual art, but it is the Cage 
reception one would have to concentrate on? Is Cage the figure that fuses 
the modernist and Duchampian traditions that laid the groundwork for 
Morris and Conceptual art? 

Alberro: The Cage connection into the visual arts is really Johns, and I suppose 
Fluxus and Happenings as well. So insofar as Morris's reception of Duchamp 
in the early sixties is one that has already been mediated byJohns, Cage has 
to be factored in as well. Of course LeWitt's two manifesto-texts of 

Conceptual art are also closer to the Cage legacy than the structuralist legacy 
that runs through Conceptual art, because of their claims of the dimension 
of the mystic. And yet if there was anybody reading structuralism seriously in 
the mid-sixties it was Morris, which points to the incredible complexity of 
the reception process at the time. But I would like to propose that we put 
someone like Donald Judd on the table in relation to Duchamp. If there is 
somebody that all of these artists are definitely in dialogue with in the mid- 
sixties, it'sJudd. 

Bois: Judd's relation to Duchamp is extremely ambiguous. At first he takes 
Duchamp into account. But then ... 

Buchloh: But Judd misreads Duchamp in "Specific Objects." He describes the 
readymade ultimately as a sculpture. 

Bois: The readymade intervenes in his text as one of the possible prototypes for 
noncompositionality, which is not a misreading. Something you just sign is 
not composed. It's produced in other ways. So this is not a misreading. 

Buchloh: That's the same type of misreading as when Greenberg reads collage. 
Bois: No. Duchamp's constant insistence about the difficulty of finding an object 

he's indifferent to has to do with this highly formal reading byJudd. But I 
don't think it's entirely stupid. He transformed Duchamp in ways that would 
be relevant to his purpose at the time. But I don't think this part of the inter- 
pretation is a misreading. It's part of the Duchamp legacy. But later Judd 
says, "I don't want to have anything to do with this portemanteau anymore." 

Noncomposition is a possible reading of the readymade. Having just 
finished a massive essay on Mondrian, I want to say that there are only two 
artists in this century who understood that it's impossible to abandon 
composition. Only two. All the other artists believed it possible. Mondrian 
realized in 1919 that you couldn't. And Duchamp the same. 

Is your critique of Judd's reading a critique of that article or ofJudd's 
work? 

Buchloh: I think it's more the latter. It's the reintegration of the Duchampian 
model into the category of sculptural production that I find profoundly 
problematical inJudd's reception. 

Bois: He doesn't really speak of "sculpture" in the "Specific Objects" text. On the 
contrary, he speaks of objects. 

Buchloh: But he never looks at the fact that the specific object by Duchamp happens 
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to be a mass-culturally produced object with highly charged connotations of 
genre. For him it's just a holistic object. It could have been a marble ball, as 
far as I'm concerned. Why else should we talk aboutJudd? 

Alberro: Judd's antitranscendental skepticism and neopositivism was not a weak 
force in the mid-sixties. His elimination of all poetic recourse, of drama, of 
transcendental investment from the work of art was an important step in the 

process toward the dismantling of subjectivity from the work itself. We can 
talk about the subjectivity that goes into his writings at the time, which were 
certainly exemplary for that generation. But it seems to me that our conver- 
sation is slipping away from the works themselves toward a focus on the texts 
that were written to support them. 

de Duve: Does anybody really believe that there is such a thing as the elimination 
of subjectivity? 

Alberro: But this is what the argument was at the time. 
Krauss: But let me ask you something about Judd's purported elimination of 

subjectivity-and I'm speaking about what goes on in the work. This is a 
man who insisted as almost none of the others did on using mirror-like 
surfaces and finishes through which, inadvertently or not, he projected 
illusionism into the work. This caused Smithson, writing in 1966, to say that 

Judd's use of materials was in the service of the "uncanny." So that for 
Smithson, Judd was producing a subjectivity that, if not conscious, was at 
least, we could say, a sculptural unconscious. Which I certainly would say is 

positioning subjectivity. So I think that creating a lineage on the part of a lot 
of Conceptual artists from Reinhardt to Stella to Judd to themselves is an 

interesting move. 
Alberro: Judd responds to that very article of Smithson's with one sentence: 

"Smithson is not my spokesman." And they never spoke to each other again. 
Krauss: But I think Smithson was right. 
de Duve: And he gave Judd the greatest compliment when he said, "There's more 

chaos in a crystal than in a liquid," and saw the whole entropic side in those 
boxes. That was a very generous reading on the part of Smithson, I think. It 
makesJudd's work look a whole lot more interesting than it actually is. 

Alberro: To get back to the issue of the elimination of agency that we were discussing 
earlier, how are we going to deal with the total eradication of the experience 
of psychic expression in the model of Conceptual art that the late 1960s 
work of Lawrence Weiner advances, if not as a radical dismantling of agency 
and subjectivity? I mean, according to his own "statement of intent" that he 
first articulates in 1968, even the decision as to whether or not to build the 

piece is now no longer posited as a responsibility of the artist but of the 

spectator. I would argue that this development does shift the question that 

Thierry put forward. 
de Duve: I took Judd's notion of specific objects very seriously. The fact that he felt 
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obliged to invent a new category that straddles the domain of painting and of 
sculpture, and yet calls it neither painting nor sculpture, is absolutely crucial. 

Buchloh: You have to be a Greenberger and a New Yorker in the early 1960s to 
think that that's what you're inventing. 

de Duve: Of course. But that was my point: it is only in the context of Greenberg's 
influence and extraordinary power over the way people thought at that 
moment that the notion of specific objects could appear and be understood. 

Bois: And the ignorance, which Judd later acknowledged, of a lot of things that 
had happened in Europe before. 

Buchloh: When he says that "Malevich's work looks a lot like ours." 
Bois: But when he actually looks at that material, he does produce some of the 

most interesting texts on Malevich ever printed. It is true that the genera- 
tion of American artists working in the late 1950s and early '60s were 
completely ignorant of many things happening in Europe. Yet we should 
keep in mind that most of the European shows of any interest were reviewed 
by Judd. I remember reading the famous Glaser interview with Stella and 
Judd and being completely shocked by that attitude of "Europe is over and 
done with." But it's true that they didn't have much access to Europe. 

de Duve: I do think that the real issue of the reception history of the readymade in 
the sixties is that all of a sudden what I call the generic-that is, art in 
general-became possible. Most people take that for granted. To me it is still 
startling that you could be an artist without being either a painter or a sculp- 
tor or a musician or a poet or an architect or a playwright or whatever. An 
artist in general. "What is your profession?" "Oh, I'm an artist." That it may 
not be defined through a medium is, of course, where the formalists began 
to be very defensive, saying that if you work outside the constraints of a given 
medium, then anything goes and the stringency of a tradition goes down the 
drain. 

Alberro: They were right of course. Doesn't Judd say, "If one calls it art, it's art." I 
think it's as interesting as it is revealing that Kosuth quotes this passage not 
once but twice in his "Art after Philosophy." 

de Duve: Kosuth even says, "If one is questioning the nature of painting, one cannot 
be questioning the nature of art. That's because the word art is general and 
the word painting is specific." As for Lawrence Weiner, he acknowledged that 
dilemma in his own way. Otherwise, why would his early work be divided into 
two categories: specific statements and general statements? 

Buchloh: How would you differentiate specific and general objects? 
de Duve: The urinal, for example, is either nothing or art in general. As you 

yourself said, it's not a sculpture. Or, let's put it this way-it can be seen as a 
sculpture only if you start looking at it as art first, or vice versa. Otherwise it's 
not eligible for the title of sculpture. It's just an object from the real world. 
And all the qualities that both Morris and Judd value in the first part of the 
sixties, those qualities of "obdurate materials" and industrial fabrication, are 
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things that push the identification of art objects further away from the 

specific conventions of painting and sculpture and more into the risk that 

they would be confused with ordinary objects of real life. 

Judd's notion of specific objects seems to me, paradoxically, a very 
Greenbergian defense against Greenberg's dictum about the separation of 
mediums. Let me draw a little schema. Here is the overlapping of painting 
and sculpture, where all the workJudd talks about in his article, including his 
own, can be located. Greenberg reads this area as being both painting and 

sculpture, and that's how he validates the work of Anne Truitt, for example. 
But Judd attempts to isolate this area, to read its content as being neither 

painting nor sculpture, and to autonomize it by giving it a new name, just as 

specific as painting and sculpture, but brand new: Specific Objects, precisely. It's 
as if he did this schema, here. And then comes Kosuth, and he says, "Away 
with the specific, and away with morphological grounds altogether, away with 

perception; take the concept and make it art in general." 
Alberro: But one of the errors of placing too much emphasis on Kosuth's "Art after 

Philosophy" is that it presents a model of Conceptual art with a very narrow 
historical genealogy-one that ultimately leads up to an identifiable product. 
Whereas, as I suggested earlier, Conceptual art in the mid-sixties was a 
contested field of diverse artistic practices. 

de Duve: I think Kosuth is a mediocre artist. He did one incredible thing, however, 
very young, and it was that attempt at understanding something, at locating 
where the issue was. But he failed in interpreting it, as a theorist, and then 
he became worse and worse as an artist. Lawrence Weiner is certainly the 
one who remains as the best artist, the most conceptual too. I don't count 
Dan Graham as a Conceptual artist. 

Krauss: I would like to put Michael Asher on the table. 
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Buchloh: He's not a Conceptual artist. 
Bois: What makes you say he's not a Conceptual artist? What is a Conceptual artist? 
de Duve: Each one of us has a different definition or description. 
Buchloh: In the way that I disagree with you saying that Dan Graham is not a 

Conceptual artist. I mean we really will not agree on anybody: "Robert Barry 
is a painter..." 

de Duve: I'm a lot more radical than that; I would say there is no such thing as 

Conceptual art. It doesn't exist. It's just a name. 
Buchloh: That doesn't help us, because that's on the level of saying there's no such 

thing as Impressionism. 
de Duve: Not quite. Because the whole theoretical issue it raises is whether art is a 

concept at all. So whether we use "concept art," which was what Henry Flynt 
coined, or "Conceptual art," it is simply a contradiction in terms as far as I'm 
concerned. 

Buchloh: But there was a formation of artists working within a limited period of 
time, within relatively well circumscribed parameters, that distinguished 
their work from the previous generation and from the subsequent genera- 
tion. And that is conveniently called "Conceptual art," just as stupidly as any 
other movement was identified by some idiotic term, and that's what we're 

trying to address as a historical moment. 
Alberro: Some of the characteristics of Conceptual art, since we might as well list 

them, would be the rapid deskilling of the procedures of artistic production, 
the emphasis on nontranscendental forms of thinking, the pursuit of larger 
audiences by the use of printed matter, and the total elimination of aesthetic 
use-value in favor, ultimately, of sign-value. 

Buskirk: But none of those are specific only to Conceptual art. 
Alberro: Yes, you're right. I suppose we could say "Duchamp" about a lot of these. 
Buskirk: You could think about the deskilling of the artist in relation to Warhol; 

the presentation of the work of art through a printed medium is something 
that became more and more an issue for all artists as art was increasingly 
presented through art magazines. 

Buchloh: But nobody explicitly and thematically articulated it in the way that Dan 
Graham collapses those parameters into one project. 

Bois: It seems that for something to be labeled Conceptual in your mind, it has to 
involve some textual apparatus. For instance, Manzoni wouldn't be a 
Conceptual artist, although the Duchamp legacy is of particular relevance in 
Manzoni. 

Buchloh: But I would say that the way that Manzoni dematerializes the definition of 
spatial experience or perceptual evidence of the spatial, in, let's say, the 
1,000-meter line, makes him a proto-Conceptual artist, in the same way that 
Rauschenberg is a proto-Conceptual artist with the Tire Track or the Erased 
DeKooning or the Iris Clert telegram. 

Bois: I object to the "proto" part. I think "protos" are an invention of the historian. 
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Another thing: Malevich's little drawings of 1913 in which he puts words, 
just words, like "struggle," or "fight on the boulevard"-would that be a 
Conceptual piece? I'm not saying that it would be. I'm just trying to understand 
why the linguistic part is the core of the definition. 

Alberro: It's not just the linguistic part. It's the mass distribution. It's the 
simplification of the procedures of production. It's the deaestheticization. 
It's the decentering of the artist. I mean, Barthes wrote "The Death of the 
Author" explicitly for the Aspen 5+6, what I'm calling the first show of 

Conceptual art. This was a box that was a magazine and into which a whole 
array of works were stuffed. Of course the death of the author also means 
the birth of the reader: the viewer now actually taking control of the con- 
ceptual and often even material production of the work. 

de Duve: I think all of these things can be applied in hindsight to the whole of 
modernity. When you speak of deskilling, I'd say, look at Manet in comparison 
to Bouguereau, and he's involved in deskilling. 

Alberro: But if the work involves throwing bleach on a carpet, as Weiner did, or com- 

piling 271 blank sheets of paper, as Kozlov did, isn't there something different 

going on there? If that is the complexity of the production of the piece? 
de Duve: To me most of Conceptual art is a failure. And a dead end. And the light 

that it throws, it throws on its prehistory more than on the subsequent 
movements. So when Benjamin says he wants to put on the agenda how the 

Conceptualist strategies are rediscovered and had an impact on the early 
1990s, I think thatjust adds to the symptom as far as I'm concerned. 

Alberro: I disagree. Perhaps the aims of Conceptual art were a failure insofar as 
artists did aim to get their art to a larger audience. But it succeeded insofar 
as it expanded the parameters of what the support is. It argued that the 

support is much larger than what's inside the frame; it's instead the broader 
institutional network, or system. One could even say that the linguistic 
Conceptualism of Kosuth or early Art & Language is leading up to that type 
of question, although perhaps it never gets there. Buren does get there, as 
do Broodthaers and others. The rigorous interrogation of what constitutes 
an art work in the society is part of the legacy of Conceptual art. You may say 
that's the legacy of Duchamp as well. But when artists today claim their 
relation to Conceptual art, I think that that's what they're referring to. 

Buchloh: I'd like to go back to the question of failure or success: in what terms does 
one define whether an artistic moment was a success? Is it not a success to 
have put on the table, with a startling relevance, the radical redefinition of 
audience, distribution form, institutional critique, to just mention three key 
issues of Conceptual art? I don't know how to define success otherwise than 
radical redefinitions of paradigmatic production. 

de Duve: That is your definition. I don't need a definition of success to call a work 
successful. Because that would be an aesthetic judgment, period. But your 
notion of success is very Adornian because, based on reading your essay on 
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Conceptual art, one has the impression that its success is due to its failure- 
that its failure to have actually transformed the world is almost the redeeming 
sign of its radicality. And that is an Adornian contradiction, and I think it's a 

very courageous position, but... 
Krauss: There seems to be a consensus developing around this table that redefining 

the conditions of the frame of the work of art is something that Conceptual 
art put into the conversation, and it seems to me that this is really not true. 
I could produce a lot of very unpopular names among this group-like 
Christo-as examples of artists doing the same thing. 

Alberro: But Christo wasn't redefining the conditions of the frame. He was escaping 
from the frame, taking his easel out to the countryside. 

de Duve: Actually he did reach a much larger audience. 
Alberro: But the Conceptual artists did it immanently, from inside. 
Bois: Yet the larger audience is really mythical in this case: it's the audience of art 

magazines for Dan Graham's piece. 
Alberro: But one would have to see a direct relation between Graham's Schema of 

the mid-sixties and more contemporary artistic practices such as that of 
the Guerrilla Girls, who widely distribute schema of statistics in a language 
that everybody can understand. I see a direct relation between the two, 
perhaps mediated by Hans Haacke's Gallery-Visitors' Profile, variants of 
which he began to produce in 1969. But you had to have one for the other 
to enter the discourse. 

One thing that Conceptual art also does from the very beginning is to 
introduce issues of urbanism into the art discourse and, more generally, 
reflect on the condition of modernity. Thus, for example, someone like 
Smithson employs the materials of the postindustrial landscape in his work: 
digging up dirt from abandoned mines and bringing it into the gallery in 
the city, knowing full well that Virginia Dwan's money comes from mining. 
So this is another early critique of the gallery as an institution. And I would 
argue that this reflection upon the catastrophic nature of the city and of 
modernity in the postwar period reaches a fever pitch in works like Dan 
Graham's Homes forAmerica. 

de Duve: Perhaps we're working our way toward a set of criteria to establish some- 
thing about practice. Like the idea of two places: inside and outside, which is 
Buren's idea of the critique of the institution, especially in those years. Or 
Smithson's site/non-site dialectic. Or Dan Graham's shopping mall video 
pieces: exactly the same thing. But on the other hand there is Oppenheim, 
who brings the whole thing into the gallery, and that's where it ends, and it's 
a lot less interesting. 

Buchloh: Or Haacke's Shapolsky piece or his subsequent work on the Kennecott 
Copper holdings of the Guggenheim Trustees-that certainly links inside 
and outside in a way that was inconceivable before. 

Alberro: And that's the shift you mentioned earlier: from the tautological to the 
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contextual. A tautology can't be both inside and outside, but a contextual 
work can. 

Krauss: Would you say this notion of inside and outside and of making the work 
circle through both has a relation to Duchamp? 

de Duve: The guy is everywhere. What is "Duchamp"? Is that the name of a great 
artist? A genius? Or is it the name for a set of conditions? What does 

"Duchamp" refer to? 
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A Centennial Book, $16.00 paper 



John Golding 
Visions of The 
Modern 
"A personable overview of Europe's early 
modern art....A caring and tender 

appreciation of the great early figures of 
Modernism summoned with scrupulous 
scholarship."-Kirkus Reviews 
$35.00 cloth, illustrated 

Joshua Gamson 

Claims to Fame 
Celebrity in Contemporary 
America 
"A graceful and cogent 
analysis of the twists and 
turns of the culture of show 
business celebrity, taking in 
everybody from Elizabeth 
Taylor to Angelyne." 

-Kenneth Turan, film critic, 
Los Angeles Times 

$35.00 cloth, $14.00 paper, 
illustrated 

Suzanna Danuta Walters 

Lives 
Together/ 
Worlds Apart 
Mothers and Daughters in 
Popular Culture 
New in paper-"A fascinating history 
of women's oppression, liberation, and 
feminist backlash told on the pages of 
Cosmo, in darkened theaters, and 
broadcast into our homes by TV." 

-LA Reader Review 
$14.00 paper, illustrated 

Craig Owens 

Beyond 
Recognition 
Representation, Power, and Culture 
Edited by Scott Bryson, Barbara Kruger, Lynne 
Tillman, and Jane Weinstock 
Introduction by Simon Watney 
New in paper-"Owens is now widely 
perceived as one of the dominant 
critical and theoretical voices of the 
1980s, and certainly this volume of 

essays will do much to cement that 
reputation."-Art in America 
$15.00 paper, illustrated 
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Anne Friedberg 
Window 
Shopping 
Cinema and the Postmodern 
New in paper-"Takes its provocative 
place among a number of recent studies 
that look at looking itself in relation to 

mechanically produced images.... 
Moves on the sometimes footsore debates 
about postmodern culture, feminism and 
cinema spectatorship in new and stimu- 

lating directions." -Sight and Sound 
$14.00 paper, illustrated 

At bookstores or order toll-free 1-800-822-6657. 
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Th E . ..l oCinema Journal prints recent scholarship by 
i+ a t- members on a wide variety of subjects from 

diverse methodological perspectives. A "Pro- 
fessional Notes" section informs SCS members 
about upcoming events, research opportuni- 
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The field of cinema and television studies is diverse, challenging, multi-disciplin- 
ary, and multi-cultural. SCS brings together those who contribute to the study 
of film and television to facilitate scholarship and represent their professional 
interests, standards, and concerns. 

Fall 1994: 
Michael Anderegg 

Home Front America and the Denial of Death in MGM's The Human Comedy 

Kevin Z. Moore 
Reincarnating the Radical: Godard's Je vous salue Marie 

Chris Holmlund 
Cruisin' for a Bruisin': Hollywood's Deadly (Lesbian) Dolls 

Subscription rates: 
(includes membership in the Society for Cinema Studies) 

Individual $25 
Institution $40 

Outside USA, add $6/volume for postage 
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University of Texas Press, Journals Department, Box 7819 

Austin, Texas 78713-7819 
Phone # 512-471-4531, Fax # 512-320-0668 
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:\1} ... Essays on Photographic History, Institutions, and Practices 
1IK ABIGAIL SOLOMON-GODEAU 

Foreword by Linda Nochlin 

"... a beautifully designed and elegant book with high 
quality black and white reproductions."-Camera 

Obscura 

"Employing postmodern and feminist critiques of 
representation as key reference points, Solomon- 

Godeau raises crucial questions about the complicity of 
photography in the reproduction of oppressive histori- 
cal formations as well as considering the possibilities 

of photographic practice intervening to disrupt this 
reproduction ."-afterimage 
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Marcel Duchamp (1887-1968), the French-American 
artist, changed the definition of art in the twentieth century. 
This anthology of articles by and about Duchamp, together 
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Cloth * ISBN: 976-8097-78-7 * $75.00 
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