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Aemaries

Everv scenaria and every muse-en-scene have alwais
been constructed by or on memories. One must
chanpe that - start from affection and new sounds
— lean-Luc Godard

I am thinking of the terms ““post-Minimalism™ and
*‘dematerialization’’ — of how they have become en-
trenched within the lexicon of contempaorary criticism.
I am thinking of the extreme disjunction between the
strategic_value of those terms and their capacity to
signify. For, while t understand the politics of their
usage, their meaning eludes me insolfar as it attaches
itself to the art they label.

Operationally, “post-Minimalism™ acts 10 drive a
historical wedge hetween the Minimalist art of Donald
Judd, Robert Morris, Dan Flavin, Frank Stella. and
Carl Andre, and the work of a younger generation
which began to achies e prominence by the end of the
1960s." *Post-Minimalism,” by inusting upon the
temporal divide between these two gencrations of
artists, signals that it is acting as a conceplual marker
as well: asserting a separation of meaning between the
wo groups. a separation in which the gears or sensi-
bility mesh with the supposed shift in historical tnme.
~Dematerialization®” functions similarly as a chrono-

* logical counter, by scripting as a new act in the his-




torical drama the flight oi certain work from the
material, concrete arena of the object. The assump-
tion behind_the use of both these terms seemstor be
AT The demarcations of historical_time _carry avithin
themiseTves the profife of méaning — thatin themselves
1Rev are aaenuate 10 Tharactenze or define the deep
ka‘s‘oi art. The same assumplion operates
when, n answer to a guestion like, "What does this
painting by Stella mean?” the reply comes, "It's about
his relationship to fohns and Newman.”" The question
asked was about meaning: the answer that i inev ably
given is about historical context. The assumption is
that they are synonymous. But they are not.

The special irony of thal ingrained use of history as
meaning, is that it is applied to a tradition which prides
itsell on an originating act of historical demolition.
For sooner or later every account of modern art feels
compelled to turn to Manet and tell of his attack on
History Painting. With a certain relish those lales
relive that moment of subversion, when the very
models of academic value — history, classicism —
were turned upside-down to become the empty vessels
into which could be poured the perceptions of a
modern consciousness. Using a strategy of historical
reference, the Olympia and the Déjeuncr were erected
on Old Master groundplans, structures completely
given over 10 the forms and meanings of the present.

And the force ol this construction swas ils power 10
topple Histon as the oundation itself of v alae.

It is a recounting ot singular empiness. Forat points
10 a moment when histors swas revoked, as the pro-
logue of a story in which histors hves on with a par-
ticutar tenacity. It history hae been rejected as a source
of value, it has certainlv been retained within the
annals of modern ant as a source of meaning. and there-

fore, of explanation. €ach art act in s turm is ac-’

counted for inspiar ax it deepens the logic of a par-
ticular formal convention, or as it supplants one con-
vention with another, or as it attempts to transgress
the notion of convention altogether. No matter what
the stance of a given art toward the acts that preceded
it, the description of its meaning is generally en-
irenched within the hermetic logi¢ of paternity — of
the sets of esthetic lineage that make up the history of
modlern arl. Meaning in the present hecomes a coef-
ficient of the past: explanation is circumscribed by
the profile of a historicist model.

By continuing 1o _operate within_this_model. the

terms “post-Minimalism” and “’dematerialization’ are

“constructions that trap meaning itself within an infinite

= 0of negation. Neither fabel really conceives in
positive terms the contenl of the works thev charac-
terize. Neither really describes the particular modality
of consciousness, or of reality, which is generaled by

the works they designate. Yet the interesting thing s
that cagnizance of that modality begins to tear apan
the neatness of the historical packaging. For. i one
considers the paradigm of_meaning out of wiich the
AT hat 1s catted “post-Minimalist” operates, one dis-
Tovers e teep Tevel al which i 1 antithetical to the
CONTEnt of o dematenahized torm of Conceptualisn

= turiher, one begins 1o see the absolule continuities.
A meaning that__connedt“post:Aluyimalim’™ 1
Nunimal Art?

From the outside, of course, a claim tor the con-
tinuity between Minimalism and post-Minmialisny will
seem 1alher obvious. For to the uninitiated obseryver
the strategies of the one have an obdurate similarity 10
the strategies of the other. \¥hich i 10 say that trom the
outside, Mel Bochner's use of the series of cardinal
numbers in order to achieve extension, or Richard
Serra’s method of building a formy by splashing lead
into a corner, pulling the hardened remains awav.
splashing again, pulling away again . . ., might not
appear all that difierent irom Judd’s construction of a
row of boxes, or Andre’s placement of bricks in a line.
or for that matter, Stella’s repetition of stripes across a
canvas surface. Thev all partake of a similar kind of
relentlessness; just as thev all share in vouching Tor
ffie_Uller_seriousness of this_pulling, 1o use Judd’s

words, "one thing after another.”” Given this sameness
PAbLI AL KL LS
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|n the made of construction, it may look from
the ™ftvde like something of a ine point o say that
Stella's stripes are on a canvas support while Bochner
or Dorothea Rockburne mark chirectly on the watl; and
il may seem like an oversubile distinction that Judd's
and Marris’ and Andre’s constructions involve ra-
nonal geometrie Jorms while Serra's are generated
through the process of making. The naive observer,
fecling this continuty, may not quite see why one
graup is set atf from the other by this prefix “post™ on
the historical label. And the naive observer has com-
mon sense on his side. He is pointing 1o something
that in fact exists — only what he points to is a pro-
cedural similarity, rather than to the more crucial one
which is also present: a shared notion aboat the pre-
requisites for a maodel of meaning.

It is only a kind ol criticism addicted 1o the pendular
logic of a history of alternations that turns away from
the objections of the naive observer. Insisting upon the
importance of the fact that nambers or pencil marks
on the wall invoive a rejection of the concrete object,
that crincism finds itseli embracing the notion of ““de-
materialization” as the operatne tool of distinction.
And then it is taced with the problem that the cutting
edge, rather than appearing 100 fine, seems 100 blunt.
Because “dematerialization” is a category incapable
of distinguishing the work of, say. Sol LeWitt, Bochner,
Rockburne, and Richard Juttle Trom other types ol
b"hjmTr: Bob _Barnv's tor example. or Joseph
Kosuth’s, or Douglas Huebler's, It thereiore “en-
courapesome o overloak the was in which the mean;
ing of the work inThe Tirst group is deeplv_opposed (Q

e modély eaning

the kind of content — 10 the models of how n
itselis Tarmulated — proposed by

group grows from the seeds of a
deeply planted traditionalism w ith respect to meaning.
C— e —

In connection with the exhibition *‘Prospect '69,”"
Robert Barry was interviewed. “\Vhal is your piece for
Prospect ‘692" he was ashed. “The piece.” he replied,
“consists of the ideas that people will have irom read-
ing this interview. . . . The piece in ils entirety is un-
knowable hecause it exists in the minds of so many
people. E.y) person can really know that pant which

is in his own mind.

BTy S answer stands as a verbal equivalent for the

* Inert Gas Series which he did in the same year. The
photographs of sites over which released amounts of
invisible gas are presumably expanding demand the
same kind of residence within the minds of each of
their separate viewers. For the work must be com-
pleted by the addition oi a mental image of the (in-
visible) gas to the concrete image of the landscape.
Since each of these mental images is private, “each
person can really know that part which is in his own
mind.”"

This notion_of privacy. and ot meaning tied to the
private confines ol a mental _space. _permeales
Huebler’s thinking as well. Deepening Barry’s view
ol The separateness of espep Huebler proceeds

tg.deny to time and space their status as the grounds of,

a_transpersonal reality. I think.”” Huchler declares.
T —

A e e iy

Richard serta, Cosing 1969, lead.



“it's perfectly fair 1o say that time is what each of us
says il is at any given moment.” Or take, for another
example, On Kawara’s ““| got up” postcards and *“1 am
alive” telegrams, about which Lucy Lippard writes,

The fascination exerted by Kawara's obsessive and pre-
cise notations of his place in the world (lime and loca-
tion) imply a kind of self-reassurance that the artist, does,
in fact, exist. At the same time, they are tolally without
pathos, their objectivity establishing the self-imposed
isolation which marks his way of life as well as his art.

"Objectivity’ is a strange predicate to_attach to_the
UIMM?L\_\F@MMy know
someone_is alive (or awaké) because he Télls us so.
Jommg Conceptual hands with~ Barry and Hueble er,
Kawara places art within the confines of what Logical-
Positivism has called the protocol language — the

language of sense-impression, mental_images,—and
\anguage ol sense-1m on, eIk
private sensations. Mt is a Tanguage |mp ing-thal no

outside verification_is_possible of The meanings of.-
words we use 1o point to our private experlence = that
nfeaning itself is hostage 1o Thal separate video of
impressions registered across the screen of each in-
dividual’'s monitor. in the terms of the protocol
language, my ‘green’ and my *headache’ point to what
| see and feel, just as your ‘green’ and your ‘headache’
point to something you possess. The separateness of
our ‘greens’ arises from the separateness of our retinas,
and thus neither of us has any way of verifying the
separate data to which our words point. In the grip
of this argument we may feel that we therefore have
no way of verifying the meaning of those words —
and that time* or ‘green’ do indeed mean ""what each
of us says it is at any given moment.”

Because it is over the notion of privacy or private
lang_agmm?gx?ﬁslsand
MmunallposLanma] arl_arises, it is important 1o
explare the various forms privale language lakes (and
has taken); just as it is important 1o understand the im-
“plications of those forms. One of the Torms involves
he noti tion.

If sense-impressions are thought of as necessarily
private, intention must be thought of that way also.
Thus, it is no surprise that artists who immerse them-
szmW
lipm_ww_l‘?}én_ﬁgﬂ; One thinks of
XKaguth in this connection, of his saying that,

Works of ant are analytic propositions. That is, if viewed
within their context — as art — they provide no infor-
mation what-so-ever about any matier of fact. A work of
art is a tautology in that it is a presentation of the artist’s
intention, that is, he is saying that thai particular work
of artis arl, which means, is a definition of arl. Thus, that
it is art is true a priori.

The construction of the work of an purely around the
notion of inlention
vacy of a mental space. “This is a porlrait of Iris Clert,”
Rauschenberg telegraphed, “if 1 say it is.”” And this
idea of the art act as circumscribed and defined by
intention generally claims its paternity in a particular
reading of — of The Fountain for example,
the urinal he placed on a pedestal and signed *’R.
Mutt/1917.” This reading, addressing itself 10 Lhe ques-

tion of intention, goes roughly like this.

The finished work of art is the result of a process of
forming, or making, or creating. It is in a sense the
proof that such a process has gone on, just as the foot-
print in soft ground is proof that someone has passed
by. The work of art is thus the index of an act of crea-
tion which has at its roots the intention to make the
work. Intention here is understood as some kind of
prior mental event which we cannot see but ior which
the work now serves as testimony that it occurred. It is
a common enough reading of thgTeadym?% thai
lmm_iypostauzeﬂre intention: that~
since the objects in question were not fabricated by
the artist but merely chosen by him, the arthood of the
object is seen as residing solely in its capacity 10
register that decision, to render it up as it were into the
physical world. Through this reading, the Fountain
operates as an expression of Duchamp’s intention to
make a work.

It seems very logical to say “Art is an expression of
something,’” and if asked, "“An expression of what?"”
to answer, “An expression of the artist, of what he had
in mind — or an expression of the way he saw some-
thing.” In the case of Abstract Expressionism this
answer seemed particularly compelling; and it largely
constituted the initial interpretations of Pollock’s
painting as well as de Kooning's, although it was sub-
sequently withdrawn from formulations about Pol-
lock’s art. The early views of their work proceeded

from the very logic of ‘expression,’ seeing every mark
on their Fsking 16 be rea TERt

ol a private self from which the mlenhon to make that

“mark has been directed. In that sense, the public sur-
Of The work seem

a ich cou

CTOSECuTrents of persor

Selt.

the artist’s inviolable

Frank Stela, thel) 1o sight) Ouray, 1960-61; Union Pacific, 1960;
Die Fahne Hoch, 1959,

And this is where that sense of traditionaiism which
| imputed to certain forms of Conceptual art begins to
appear. For a connection might begin to be made at
intention/

this point Between the way _in _which
~roccion T

KiAd of things for whuch' usionism in painting serves
5 3 spatal model.

We can think of various kinds of illusionistic spaces:
the orthogonal grid of classical perspective; the more
nebulous continuum of atmospheric landscape; the
undesignated, infinite depth of geometric abstraction.
And in each of these pictures of the world, space itself
operates as a precondition for the visibility of the pic-
torial events — the figures, the depicled objects —
which appear within it. We consider that the ground
tor background) in a painting exists somehow before
the figures, and even after the figures are placed on the
ground, we understand that the ground ‘‘continues’’
behind them, serving as. their support. In illusionistic
painting, ‘space’ functions as a category which exists
prior to the knowledge of things within it. It is in th
sense a model of a consciousness which is the ground
against which objects are_constituted. On ils most
avstract Tevel, traditional picture-making is an argu-
ment about the nature of appearance — suggesting
that its very possibility depends on a consciousness
that is the ground for all relatedness, for all differen-
tiation, for the constitution of perceptual wholes —
and that that consciousness operates within the
priorness of a mental space. The ground of Western
illusionism is an entrenched Cartesianism.

Thus, just_as intentign can be understood as a

necessarily private, internal mental_event, which
&fernalizes itself through the selectio j e

e read the privalely held_ ‘GBjects which appear within p:clonal space can be

seen as issuing from an internalized, prearranged set
oftoordinates. As one moves within the history of
Tpainting 16 postwar American art — that is, to Abstract
Expressionism — these two aspects of priorness fuse
and become more nakedly the subject of the pictures
themselves.
And clearly, the meaning of an_attempt to_under-
mine illusionism cannat be dissociated from the bag-
gage that Weslern picture-making carried along with
4T 1 is a rejection thal inherently implies the disavowal
"of the notion of a_constituting .consciousness and the
groTocol Tanguage of a private Self. 1L is a rejection of
a space thal extsts prior 10 experience, passively wait-
~mgTo b et and o T psychological mot del in which
~~aSell exisis replefe with ifs meanings, prior to contact
WY world, 50 1T we wish 10 speak of the anti-
“ffisionism of the art of the '60s, we cannol limit our
discourse to an ideology of form.

* s .

It is common enough lo say of Stella’s painting that
it is structured deductively — that all internal differen-
tiations of its surfaces derive from the literal aspects of
the canvas edge.? Thus in the early black paintings,
like Die Fahne Hoch, we point to the way Stella begins
with the midpoints of the vertical and horizontal sides
and forces the stripes into a repelitive, unbroken
declaration of the expanse of the painting's four
quadrants in a double set of mirror reversals. Or, in the
later aluminum paintings where the canvases begin 10



be shaped, we note that the stripes perform a more
self-evident reverberation inward from the shape of the
support, and thereby seem even more nakedly de-
pendent upon the literal features of that support. It
seems easy enough to say this, and further to add that
the effect of this surface, flashed continuously with
the sign of its edge, has purged itself of illusionistic
space, has achieved flatness. And thal flatness, we
think, is the flatness of an object — of a nonlinguistic
thing. Yet we would be wrong, in the way that hali-
truths are wrong; for we would not have said enough.
The signs that haunt Stella’s early stripe paintings
are more than signifiers of their literal shapes. Die
Fahne Hoch is deductively structured; so is Luis Migue!
Dominguin. But both paintings arrive at a parnicular
configuration, which is the configuralion of a cross.
We could call this accidental of course. Just as we
could conceive it as accidental that the Cross itself re-
lates to that most primitive sign of an object in space:
the vertical of-the figure projected against the horizon-
line of a nascent ground. But the three-way relation-
ship that fuses along the striped surface of these pic-
tures is a kind of argument for the logical connection
between the cruciform of all pictoriality, of ali inten.
tion to locate a thing within its world, and the way in
which the conventional sign — in this case the Cross —
arises naturally from a referent in the world. In can.
vas after canvas one finds oneselfl in the presence oi a
particular emblem, drawn from the common reperton
of signs — stars, crosses, ring-interiocks, elc. — part
of a language that belongs, so to speak, to the world.
rdther than to the private, originating capacity ot Stella
to invent shapes. Bul what Stella convinces us of is an
account of the initial genesis of those signs. Because
in these paintings we see how they are given birnh
through a series of natural and logical operations.
The logic of the deductive structure is therefore
shown to be inseparable from the logic of the sign
Both seem to sponsor one another and in so doing !
ask one to grasp the natural history of pictorial lan
guage as such. wamw
is to have fully immersed themselv
To-have made meaning itself a function of mrfage -
7 the external, the public, or a space that is in n
way a signifier of the a priori_ or of the privacyc
intention.
The meaning of Stella’s expurgation of illusionisr
is unintelligible apart from a will to Todge all meaning
Wwithin_t tions of a publi
space. And to expose illusionistic space as a modt
of privacy — of the Self conceived as constitule
prior to its contact with the space of the world.*
“That conception of The Self iad By (he tate 195(
already become an aspect of the literary experience «
Beckett and of the nouveau roman. And it ha
emerged as the particularly urgent claim of the la
philosophy of Wittgenstein, in which the languas
game was a therapy aimed at severing the connectic
{the logical connection) between meaning and min
In the Blue Book, for example, Wittgenstein asks wh
it means to make the claim that we know a tune: do
it mean that before we sing it we have quickly whist!-
it to ourselves silently; or that we have a picture of t
score in our heads — a mental image of the tune
Sol LeWiti, Open Cubic Structure, 1965. baked enamel and steel, 56" x 10" x 10”. . from which we read off the notes as we sing them?

Robert Morris. Untitled. 1967, tiberglass, eight sections, 47" x 48” x 47%", tiour sections), 47%:" x 85" x 47%" touwr sections).




Mel Bochner. Avom of indderence (detad). 1973, mm

claiming to. know the tune dependent upon having it
stored up someplace inside us, like beads - already
pusitioned on a string and ready to he pulled out of
our mouths? Or is it simply singing the tune. or
pethaps hearing many tunes and saying, ““that one
just then is the right tune.” The tune, and the question
of just where it is stored when we claim to know it,
widens out in The Philosophical Investigations to
memory images and to the hases (or all claims to know.
Again and again Wittgenstein lried to sever the cer-
tainty of these claims from a piclure of a mental space
in which definitions and rules are stored, awaiting
application. His work became an attempt to coniound
our piclure OF The necessily that there be a private
mental space (a space avallable only Io the single seli)

i wWhith meanings and intentions have 1o exist before
! Buld 1ssue into the space of Thé world.® The
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propositions are set ugp in relation 10 a group f physi-
cal facts, each corroborating the other. A wall runni .-
down the center «.f the work splits the eight integers
of the work into two groups of four and makes the total
contiguration of physical shape and verbal proposition
invisible from either side. Wholeness of shape as well
as wholeness of the propositional enlity becomes a
matter of reconstruction, which is 10 say, of memory.
And memorv 1s shown 10 be a function of language.
as language is a coelicient of that which is completeh
external — a presence that is forever possible. I

mediate experience,” Bochner has written, “will not
cohere as an independent domain. Memories tend to
be remains, not of past sensations, but past verbaliza-
tions.” Further, Avjom of Indiiference, like 7 Properties
of Between, functions as a composite entity in which
verbal proposiion and physical fact appear within a

o L o meaning that Willgénsiein implores us 10 single act of perception. Verification is theretore im-
. ' A P WFLWWME@W mediate, and the work acts as a kind of model for i
[ P e a private self. public assignment of lruth-value 10 a given statemeni.
R - <The significance_of the art which emerged in this  But esthetically. these works lodge themselves within
b Lo
i

couniry n the early 1960s is thai i 5|
onThe trulh of thal model. Therefore, il we read rhe

a broader aspect of the notion of a madel, for what is
centeal 1o them 1s their insistence upon the externality,

) P . work of Stella or Morris, or fudd, or Andre, merely as  the publicness of the space in which verification and
- : ’ ' - part of atext of formal reordering, we miss the meaning  meaning reside. They are, one would say, visualiza-
: : that is most central 10 that work. Further, we may miss  tions of a linguistic space that is fully nonpsychologica
) o vl or misconceive the way in which that very notion of W

i i ol meaning persists in certain ar of the present. id€a ot a protocol language, a kind of necessary pu:

H - ot - ! , ; J}g&hnﬂ_smdg_lm_gmm;ig has been a consistent  iffg of the fantasy of prjvacy_from_his_.lm .
: ; A ; attempt to_map the linguistic fact onto the perceptyal  “With  Rockburne’s work, particularly the series
Lo L : T One — not to_show the insubstantiality of the one as  Drawving Which Makes Iiself, one finds this notion of
S oL : PRSI opposed to the materialily of the other, bul 1o demon-  publicness carried criticafly into the realm of process.
; ol I A ' & i wmhgmm For insofar as Process art can bhe understood as the
b R ! : ; l ' ion. In Measurements, Group B, 1967, the walls of a  generation of a work from a set of rufes or procedures
v " ! i ! : ‘) H { ] “=Toom ate printed with the nolation of their dimensions,  instituted prior to the implementation of the work,
L i i! b i L ! ' so that the space appears against the image of its own  process is not Togically distinet from 1he arbitrariness
v ; e ; b ! J - } L | blueprint. But one has no sense of the priorness of the  of the private language. Part of the efiort of Drawing
('1 ( i N I | v ! ! one 1o the other, of either serving as pround 10 the  Which Makes ltself is 10 generate the work f-rom
P ' l ’ l l l ll ! c | i i i i il : other as figure. lilusionism is erased in the experience  qualities mhcrvm inthe m.llcrml.\ llst‘f': the dl{ﬂﬂ\.ﬂlOns
ek St M,w”m;mk“m oo ;n.,.:|..\...|-'...|:r|-..m.-m.-: of the extended object (the wall) as the hasis for the  of the c(.lgvs of the paper and ais diagonal |0|.(!_s; fhe
Gy very notion of arithmetic extension, and of #n .ll;\lm(l double-sidedness natural to paper that makes flipping
geomelry being indistincl from those oblique direc-  or reversing it possible; ete. And the eficet of this in-
1ions through which dimension projects itsell into the  sistence is that one feels the creation of a logical dis-
M world. tinction between the grammar of this work and the

In Axiom of Indificrence, a group of Jinguistic intention-laden grammar of process.
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What t amv claiming, then, as continugus over the
lasTdTCade is the need of costain astists 10 explore the
sxternality of language™ and Thereione of meaning,
Guring the sanmie Time periad this need has a parallel
project in the work of other sculptors: the discovery
of the body as a complete cxlorm

L oxier
That aspe sell Canies 10 light in what is
termed the paradox of the alter ego ~— the way in

which the piciure of the seli as a conlained whole
ttransparent only 10 ilseli and the truths which it is
capable of constituting), crumbles beiore the act of
connecting with other selves — with other minds,
Merleau-Ponty describes this paradox as the separation
of two perspectives, as the fact that for each of us —
he and | — there are wo perspectives: | for myself
and he for himself; and each of us for the other. O
course these two perspectives, in each one of us, can-
not be simply juxtaposed, ior in that case it is not |
that the other would see, nor he that | should see. |
must be the exterior that | present to others and the
body of the other must be the other himself.’* The
revelation of this leads away from any notion of con-
sciousness as unified within itself. For the self
understood as completed only i
i & world — and the very existence and meaning
St the 1" is thus dependent upon its manifesiation 1o
The “other.””

art of the meaning of much of Minimal sculpture
issues from the way in which it becomes a meta-
phorical statement of 1he self understood only in ex-
perience. Morris’ three L-Beams from 1965, for
example, setve as a cerlain kind of cognate for fhis
fiaked dependence of intention and meaning upoo
Wgy as it surfaces into the world in every external
pamcular of its movements and gestures. For no matter

€arly we understand that the three Ls are iden-

lical, it is impossible to really perceive them — the
one upended, the second lying on iis sides, and the
third poised on its two ends — as the same. The
experienced shape of the individual sections depends,
obviously, upon the orientation of the Ls to the space
aﬁﬁﬁ?@%mm:ﬂmﬁmms
"Shills according to the object’s specific relation to the
ground, both in terms of the overall scale and in terms
of an internal comparison between the two arms of a
given L.

The L-Beams have been described as suggesting

a child’s manipulation of forms, as though they were
huge building blocks. The urge to alter, to see many pos-
sibilities inherent in a single shape. is lypical of a child's
syncretistic vision, whereby learning of one specific
form can be transferred lo any variations of that form ¢

But that account seems exactly to violale one’s aclual
experience of the work, to superimpose a mental con-
struct of “‘sameness” on a world of unlikes. In a sense
11 is to fall for whal Morris refers 1o as “‘the known
constant” — that ideal Cartesian unitv — which the
piece holds out as a kind of nostalgic remnant of past
forms of explanation. 1t is 10 ignore the way this
‘constant” recedes into the ground of the sculpture
as a kind of fiction, crowded out by the emergence
of absolute difference within the particularity of the

Doenthea Rockburne, Dra\\m" \\'h:(h Maked Nseli, 197) cazbon paper (34 x 40" ) and lines resulting from the cubon paper foids

Doruthea Rockburne Drasing Which Makes fiselt 1973, paper tolds and ink, 107 x 407



actual space. Situating themselves within the space of
experience, the space 1o which one's own body
appears, if it is to appear at all, the L-Beams suspend
the axiomatic coordinates of an idea) space. We explain
space in terms of these coordinates when we think
of it as an absolute grid which seems however to con-
verge in depth because we are badly placed 10 see
it. We imagine clarity to come from thinking ourselves
suspended above it in order to defray the distortions
of our perspective, in order to recapture the absolute-
ness of ils total parallelism. But the meaning of depth
is nowhere to be found in the diagrammatic assump-
tions of this suspension.®

The project of Morris’ sculplure has consistently
been to defeat the diagrammalic. In the seclional
fiberglass pieces of 1967-68, for example, the specific
configuration of the work is not allowed to become a
figure seen against the ‘ground’ of the object’s 'real’
structure. The notion of a fixed, internal armature that
could mirror the viewer's own self, fully formed prior
to experience, founders on the capacity of those
separable parts to shift or to have shifted, 10 formulate
a notion of the self which exisis only at that moment of
externality within that experience.'®

Morris has persisiently writlen aboul the conceplual
context of his own work and that of fellow-artists. In
one of the earliest of these essays, “"Notes on Sculp-

ture,” Morris speaks of his preoccupation with strong
three-dimensional  gestalls.  “Characteristic of a
gestall,”” he wrote, "is that once it is established all
the information about it, qua gestalt, is exhausted.
(One does not, for example, seek the gestalt of a
gestall.)” The body of criticism that has grown up
around Minimal art over the past fove or six years has,
strangely enough, understood the meaning of thal
statement, and indeed the meaning of the gestall itself,
to be about a latent kind of Cartesianism. The gestalt
seems to be interpreied as an immutable, ideal unit
that persists beyond 1he particularities of experience,
becoming through its very persistence the ground for
all experience. Ye! this is to ignore the most rudi-
mentary notions of gestalt theory, in which the
properties of the “‘good gestalt” are demonstrated o
be entirely context-dependent. The meaning of a
trapezoid, for example, and Werelore ils gestal-
formations, changes depending upon whether it must
~t5¢ seen as a two-dimensiongl figure or as a _square

oriented_in -— 3 meaning that can in no way >

precede_experience. Mowi’;»himself pointed 1o this
~when he said, “il is those#aspects of apprehension
that are not coexistent with the visual field but rather

the result of the experience of the visual field.”
with differemt forms and varying strategies, Judd's

in discrediting istence of Cartesianism and in
positing meaning itself as a function of exlé?rTaﬁﬁé?e‘.
Thal sense of coalescing in experience and of a
realization of the self as it achieves externality is
evident in the Prop Pieces that Serra began to make
in 1969. By means of a metaphor of striking abstract-
ness, these works suggested a continual coming into
coherence of the body, in the guise of a form that was
constantly seen in the act of cohering. The special
precariousness of their parts was not about imminent
collapse or dissolution. Rather it was directed at
evoking the tension belween a conceptual unity of
certain simple shapes and the actual conditions of their
physical union. The One Ton Prop (House of Cards).
for example, is a cube (therefore an ‘ideal’ shape}
perceived as perpetually dependent upon these con-
ditions. As well, House of Cards deals specifically
with internal space as something constantly available
lo exlernal vision, and as something entirely defincd
by the perpetual act of balance by which its exterior
is constiluted. 1@%&&&?
clearly macle a fonction of exteriority {the 'l for others™).
‘In-assigning to this work and 10 the rest of the Prop
Pieces the problematic of the double-perspective, |
am obviously not speaking of any specific 1ext for
which the works serve as some kind of sign. Rather

and Andre’s and Flavin’s works are simifarly Tnvolved | hope to locate a certain ground from which 10 grasp

Robert Moitis, Uniith~: 1t Beams), 1965-67, fibergiass, twnr of three units each, 96™ x 96 x 14
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the meaning of Serra’s need 1o achieve verticality
without permanently adhering separate parts of the
sculpture. And this meaning, reaching heyond the
domain of the purely formal, connects to the sensibility
{ have been trying 10 define within this essay — a
sensihiline which hridges the boundaries of historical
labels.

In the past several years Serra’s works have tended
to adopt a special form of drawing to define the
madalitv of one's experience of them. In this using of
material exer more in terms of line, linear yectors, and
types of houndares, Serra shares in the way that
recent abstract art in general has posited the impor-
tance ot hine, or of diawing per se. This was true of
Robert Smithson’s and Michael Heizer's art which re-
lated to 1he landscape as a linear aniolding. and in a
different wan it is clearly true of Bochner and Rock-
hurne.

One explanation ior the interest in line — which is
at this point quite widespread — might be the inherent
closencss between line and language: the formulation
of signs both simple and complex, and the assignment
of meaning. And line fully externalized is part of a
larger strategy. As | have argued, it tunctions within
that metaphorical expressian of the Self that has heen
the concern of a completely post-Expressionist arl.

Godard once said that he thought most films turned
outl 1o be a torm ol remembering, that almost all oi
them seemed peculiarly 1o inhabit the past tense. He
did pot, he said, want that for his own work. For thal
reason, he explamed. he did not prewrite his films,
He would wait unti} the night before shooting a given
scene to block it out. and during the shooting itself
he would tarce the actors 1o improvise then lines, He
courted the disarrav, the mistakes even, of a lived
present In descnibing this, he was authinmg a sen-
sibihiy to which history, in the form of a narrative

Oan Flavin, thett ®oghty Coof White Along and Down, 1963-0t, 3" x 8 Frank’s Pink Butore Gold Across @ Cormer. 1964-6h

Richard Setra. QOme Tun Prop tHouse of Cardy), 1969,

lead. 48 »

LT NI e



s i

Carl Andre, Equivalent, 1966, 120 sand-fime bricks, overali 5% » 38%" x 43",

past seemed simply not to apply.

This essay began with another example of history
rejected — that of Manel. | realize now that it was a
bad example. For his was a procedure that was in-
tensely historical; it was a disavowadl of the content of
a particular history, but not of history’s form. Because
in order to criticize or outmode or even outdistance
the past, Mane! had to incorporate it within a given
work. The Old-Master prototype had to serve as a
ground against which the forms of the present could
stand in reliel. Couched within thal juxtaposition was
history itself, tike an outwarn garment used 1o line the
folds of a new cloak. The meaning of the present was
aniculated against the included residue of the past.

i1 | have tried to account for anything in this essay,
it is something abou! why that very procedure has
become unacceptable to certain artists of the past ten
years. Some of these anists | have named; there are,
ol course, many others. For all of them there is no
longer any question of proceeding by holding out an
alternative 10 a past position. For to make art out of a

reply to a formulation from the Tistorical past is 10

immure oneself within the solipsistic space of memory_

el S0 (hey are not, for example, offering a new

account of intention, because to do so would feave

ThemTrapped within the privacy of a_mental space
wiich e ok

done entared. The space in which they
XTSI 5N0 Tor which they must vouch, is precisely one
in which meaning is present as it maps itself onto
realily, and in which the art they create must do the
same. W
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