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mir’ror, n. [ME. mirour; OFr. mireor, mirour,
from LL. mirare, to look at; L. mirari, to
wonder at.]

1. any polished substance that forms
images by the reflection of rays of light; espe-
cially, a piece of glass coated on the reverse
side with silver, etc.; a looking glass.

In the clear mirror of thy ruling star

I saw, alas! some dread event depend.

—Pope.

2. that which gives a true representation or
description.

3. something to be imitated or emulated;
model.

DETAIL |

DETAIL 1l



COL-OR (cul’-ur) noun 1 A visual attribute of bodies or sub-
stances distinct from their spatial characteristics; specifi-
cally, any one of the hues of the rainbow or spectrum, or a
tint produced by the blending of such hues; loosely, any
hue, including black and white. 2 A paint, dyestuff, or
pigment, as used in industry and the arts. 3 In physics,
that attribute of matter which depends upon those wave-
lengths of radiant energy capable of stimuiating the retina
of the eye and its associated neural mechanisms. ACHRO:
MATIC COLORS include black and white and the entire
series of intermediate grays, varying only in lightness and
brightness. CHROMATIC COLORS may also vary in hue, as
red, green, blue, and purple; and in saturation. 4 An
appearance; semblance; pretense; disguise.

The First Investigation,  ‘Titled (A.A.LA.I)’)  COL-OR



define, definite, definition, definitive.

Definitive comes, via OF-F, from L definitiuus,
ML -ivus; definition, via OF-F, from L définitio,
acc définitionem; both the L words being formed

upon définit-, s of définitus (whence E definite), pp
of definire, to limit (dée-, from-finis, a boundary,
hence an end); définire becomes OF-MF definir
(EF-F dé-), var defenir, whence ‘to define’: f.a.e.,
FINAL.
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‘SELF—DEFINED—FIVE COLORS?  Neon, 1965

Notes on »Cathexis«

. thought proceeds in systems so far remote from the original perceptual residues that they
have no longer retained anything of the qualities of those residues, and, in order to become con-
scious, need to be re-inforced by new qualities™. — Sigmund Freud!

This work attempts to understand the conditions of content, with, finally, the process of under-
standing those conditions becoming the ‘content’ of the work. By ‘content’, of course, I refer
not to meaning as a kind of instrumentality, but rather, ‘what are those conditions which permit
the construction of meaning?’. The material of this work is relations, and to establish those rela-
tons ‘things” are used. The desire is to construct the work (the meaning it makes as art) below
the surface of the fragments of other discourses (systems of meaning). The re-making of mean-
ing with given parts (a combination of ‘found’, made, and mis-used) is meant to cancel parts of
some meanings with parts of other meanings, permitting the viewer to trap themselves on one of
various surfaces (not unlike a kind of labyrinth) and assume the meaning of the whole within an
eclipse by a part (the vulgar example will be those that see the work in relation to Dada or
Basclitz). In short, for those able to see beyond the ‘form’ of the work (how it’s made) there is to
be seen that combination of relations which is the work (what is made). Such ‘seeing’, however,
is only a momentary event, a point of understanding that structure of relations which construct
all works of art, and in this sense such works can be experienced as models of art itself.

All of the elements used within these works suggest a ‘meaning’; it is the simultaneous pres-
ence of such meaning with a juxtaposition of ‘arbitrary’ meanings which signifies through what
becomes a kind of cancellation . The painting, the text, the colored X’s all seem to signify. In the
use of the painting it is readable in a way quite specifically different than the text. The painting
scems to be denied its monologue. When viewed ‘normally’ the fictive space of the painting
permits the viewer an entrance to a credible world; it is the power of the order and rationality of
that world which forces the viewer to accept the painting (and its world) on its own terms.
Those ‘terms’ cannot be read because they are lefeunseen: the world, and the art which presents
it, is presented as ‘natural’ and unproblematic. Turning the image ‘upside-down’ stops that
monologue; one no longer has a‘window to another world’, one has an object, an arufact, com-
posed of parts and located here in this world. One experiences this as an event, and as such it is
an act which locates and includes the viewer. As an eventitis happening now (in the real time of
that viewer) because the viewer, as a reader, experiences the language of the construction of
what is seen. That cancellation of habituated experience which makes the language visible also
forces the viewer/reader to realize their own subjective role in the meaning-making process.

With normal usage either the text or the image are subservient to the other. Here, both have
equal weight. The text does not ‘explain’ the image, nor does the image ‘illustrate’ the text. The
text is read ‘inside-out’ and the image is viewed ‘upside-down’. The internal meaning of both is
contingent - brought together and made whole - on its function as apart of something else (that
work of art). It defines and re-constructs the significance of its internal order in relation to its ex-



ternal function. The tension within the construction of both, and that which articulates the dif-
ference between them, also articulates as @ whole that sameness which joins them.

The following, a close reading of one of the texts, is used here as a device through which to con-
sider the work as a whole:

An order and location is provided, here, which presents (1) a construction of itself (a meaning, a
‘picture’) (2) through that cancellation (3) which its own limits finds unrecognizable (4).

(1) This refers both to a literal order (the colored X's indexed to the images and presented as an
‘order’ within the text — thereby directing an order simultancously to cach other) as well as the
order nec

ssitated by language - the text’s syntax and the painting’s composition, first, inter-
nally and independant of each other and, secondly, in relation to each other. The location is the
*formal choice’, which in terms of order is arbitrary yet which provides meaning through its re-
lations with other elements which make the whole. Location is the ‘stuff® of construction when
context becomes a function. Provided is a reference to that cultural context out of which and for
whichiit, as a*whole’, is made and can be seen to exist. Here is a telescoping location beginning
with a function - a word - within language’s sliding/shifting to include those larger function(s)
and location(s) of the text/sentence, the image, the construction of image and text as a text and as
“an image’, the work of artas a context in relation o various histories (specific to the artist, gen-
eral to this century) and, finally, that moment which finds us here looking at that (this).

(2) Meaning made through the use of other ‘meanings’ (‘pictures’), forms used/constructed to
signify through history and practice - such use being the material of both language and art. The
understanding is of an object which constructs itself through a self-reflexivity in relation to its
own ‘meaning(s)’ and their implicitly contingent nature.

(3) Refers to the making of meaning through rupturing that horizon of meaning provided by
tradition. We have an image of a painting - distanced, removed from its own location, scale
changed, color eliminated - which has a different history and a world-view which accompanies
that history. Itis a ‘picture of the world’ which has been turned upside-down (nota trick of style
within a bankrupt expressionist genre). The reverse image of a painting at once ‘quotes’ itself as a
cultural artifact (located and readable within a history) yet simultaneously denies itself as an in-
strumental reference (via photography) to, simply, that painting; its reversal - as an act - locates
it here and now and ‘congeals’ it with the text into one object-function.

(4) In contrast to the thinking of the recent past which concerned itself with the limits of a
medium (Modernism) the suggestion here is that tradition is an institutionalized network of
meaning relations experienced as a form of authority; thus we need to see that the patterns of
meanings and forms are arbitrarily related, and finally, an understanding of the mechanism(s) of
art— how meaning is ‘made’ - suggests both a liberating act as well as a description of the infinite
possibilities of human meaning.

The meaning of the whole, finally, is not a ‘picture’, but the knowledge acquired from the path
of that process which makes any picture visible. In perception the eyes are no more important
than what they see, because itis the mind which organizes the function of both, and the kind of
meaning of what is seen has been established long before one looks. Making ‘something new to
look at’ is a futile and empty act if its only audience is the eyes. Itis within those structures of the
process of the making of meaning where any ‘creative’ work is done, for while there is endless
repetition in our visual world, productive work comes from that which has been made meaning-
ful from all sources, and it is the structures of relation between these sources which give mean-
ing, not just to the forms of art, but to the whole of our perceptual world. Itis through the kind
of meaning we make of that world we define ourselves, as our actions shape what is there to be
perceived. Asarti

s our task is clear although not simple: truly ‘creative’ work is dependent on
changing the meaning of what we see, a process which is impossible without an understanding
of those structures which construct meaning. Formal regurgitations within a recent history of
taste which presumes old and familiar meanings are ultimately consumed and forgotten? That
which becomes part of the shared history and culture of a community are those ruptures of given
meaning which intersubjectively locate a people. That connection which gives one a sense of self
and community results from a process which sces no distinction between the cultural and the
political: sharing a history means taking responsibility for the meaning of the life thatis shared.
The power of authentic work of any period receives its strength from such integration; it is a
power which will be lost to the making process if artists fail to recognize the fragmented texture
of our social context and continue to avoid the risks of reconceptualizing the nature of our activ-
ity — an act necessary for the preservation of all that is human in the idea of ‘tradition’.?

New York and Rome, 1981

Notes:

! Sigmund Freud, Papers on Metapsychology: The Unconscious in The Standard Edition of the Works of Sigmund Freud
(London: Hogarth Press & The Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 1953), 14: 201-2

2 That ‘bundle of relations’ which makes meaning possible includes history, just as it must - for example - include mad-
ness. The quality of ‘History’ produced by the art history of Modernism, however, has ended up as a kind of market
formalism, and Modernism is being perpetuated, now, through the form chosen for its self-denial. Modernism's de-
mise has, of course, been apparent for some time and the market’s role in the * ing-making’ mech has per-
mitted it to depict that demise in a fashion favorable to its own ends. Much of the work one sees in gallerics now as
‘new” reflects this, but that doesn’t permit one to dismiss it. It's already part of the discourse, but I suspect what it all

means isn't what many people are banking on. The paradox of much recentart is thatin proclaiming freedom from the
historicism of Modernism they may have succeeded in the ultimate Modernist triumph: a ‘significant’ movement
without any important works.

Finally, of course, in a realm where “finally” is contigent, the question must present itself as to whether this text, not
unlike the work and texts which precede it and become part of it, is notin its own way another surface, a trap, an ap-
parent exit within a labyrinth which makes visible not the ‘outside’ but defines, and re-defines, the perimeter of that
HE
inside’.
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Ten Partial Descriptions

1980

something else. stolen from another context:

1s. June. 1979

Code A (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
“A picture represents its subject from a position outside it. (Ils
\l(m(/p()lnt is its r('prm(‘n!anonul form.) That is why a picture represents its subject correctly or incorrectly.’
What we have (here) is a suggestion of elements, qualities, assumpnons, limitations—all of which, when
together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The part which is visible blocks from sight the whole it
presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above, must cancel some of what they say in order to speak
here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it

Coddv A (Partial Deseription): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else. stolen from another context: "4 picture represents its subject from a position outside it. (I
standpoint is it 'rrpn sentational form.) That is why a pmun represents its .wh/m correctly or incorrectly.’
What we have (here) is a suggestion of el i 1l of which, when
together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The parl which is visible blocks from sight the whole it
presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above, must cancel some of what they say in order 1o speak
here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it
is. June. 1970

Code F (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) intludes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: "/t's wrong to think that the unconscious exists because of the
existence of unconscious desire, of some obluse, heavy, caliban, indeed animalic unconscious desire that rises up
from the depths, that is primitive, and has to lift itself to the higher level of consciousness. Quite on the contrary,
desire exists because there is unconsciousness, that is to say, language which escapes the subject in its structure
udefjcdx nadbecauxlll«tualmys,Mlhebwloflnnguag.mdhmgwﬁuﬁubtyoudmwsum.ud
it u Lhar that lhf/nawn o[deurc is to be located.” What we have (here) is a suggestion of elements,

i Il of which, when together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The
parl which is vmbk blocks from sight the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above,
must cancel some of what they say in order to speak here: Yet, what they become part of alters what is—
beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it is. June, 1979

Code B (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (bemg framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else. stolen from another context: “And | compared myself to palimpsests; | knew the scholar’s
Jov. who discovers an older and infinitely more precious text beneath more recent lines upon the same paper.

n hnl was that hidden secret text? And would it not be necessary to erase Illt more "rrnl ones in order to read
i”” What we have (here) is a suggestion of el i 1l of which.
when together. suggest a partial state of blindness. The part which is \mhlc blocks from sight the whole it
presumes. Particular parts. like the fragment above, must cancel some of what they say in order 10 speak
here. Yet, what they hecome part of alters what is—beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it
is. June, 1979

Code G (Partial Description): A constructign made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: “a momen( in which myihical thought transcends itself and
contemplates. bevond images still adhering to concrete experience, a world of concepts freed from this slarerv.
Ilmr rrlanomlup: now [rrr/\ dcfmng themselves.”” What we have (here) is a suggestion of elements,

Il of which, when together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The
parl which is vmble blocks from ushl the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above,
must cancel some of what they say in order to speak here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—
beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it is. June, 1979

Code € (Partial Deseription): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: ™. . . the allusive virtue of stvle is not a phenomenon of speed as
in speech. where what has not been said remains as a kind of linguistic interim. but rather a phenomenon of
density. for what persists in solidity and depth beneath ‘the stvle, harshly or tenderly assembled in its figures. are
the /mgmmn of a mxhl\ nbsolultl\ alien to language.” What we have (here) is a suggestion of elements,

Il of which, when together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The
parl which is visible blocks from slghi the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above,
must cancel some of what they say in order to speak here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—
bevond this frame—in a way which will alter what it is. June, 1979

Code H (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: “The process which produces a concrete object on the level of
knowledge takes place entirely within the realm of theoretical practice: it has to do, of course, with the concrete
object on the level of reality, but this concrete reality ‘subsists after as before in its independence, on the outside
of the mind’ (Marx) without every being able 1o be assimilated to that other type of " concrete ob,m uh:fh is
knowledge of it.” What we have (here) is a suggestion of el qualities, ]
of which, when together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The part which is vns:blr blocks from sight
the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above. must cancel some of what they say in
order 10 speak here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—beyond this frame—in a way which
will alter what it is. June. 1979 .

Code ) (Partial Descriptions: A construction made up of parts. some of which are included here. some ot
which are not. A part of this construction (heing framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else. stolen from another context: “These forms. there is no reason to doubt. are of a limited
number and it should be possible o list them in their entirety. Their often extreme discretion. the fact that they
are occasionally hidden and surface through what seems chance or inadvertance. should not deceive us: or rather
we must recognize in them the vers power of llusion. the possibility: for language (a unul. stringed m-lmmrnzl
1o stand upwright as a work.” W hat we have (here) is a s £ of elements

limitations—all of which. when together. suggest a partial state of blindness. Thr part which is \mhh
blocks from sight the whole it presumes. Particular parts. like the fragment above. must cancel some of
what they <ay in order 1o speak here. Yet. what they become part of alters what is—hevond this frame—

)

in o wav which will alter what it is. June, 1970

Code | (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: “Only in the highest art are idea and representation adequate 1o
each other, so that the shape of the idea is true in and for itself because the content of the idea, which that shap(
expresses, is itself the true content. Related to this is what we have already indicated, namely that the idea is
determined in and through itself as a concrete totality, and thus carries within itself the pﬂnnple and standard
o/us own individuati audofMe of its " What we have (here) is a suggestion of

li Ilof whnch when together, suggest a partial state of
blindness. The part which is visible blocks from sa‘hl the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the
fragment above, must cancel some of what they say in order to speak here. Yet, what they become part of
alters what is—beyond this frame—in a way which will alter what it is. June, 1979

Code E (Purtial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: “We should have no illusions as to the incredible force of that
prejudice. which still dominates us all. which is the very essence of contemporary historicity, and which attempis
1o make us confuse the object of knowledge with the real object, by affecting the object of knowledge with the
very “qualities” of the real nhjrrl of which it is knowledge. The know rledge of history is no more historical lllan
the knowledge of sugar is siceet.” What we have (here) is a suggestion of el liti

limitations—all of which, when together, suggest a partial state of blindness. The pnn which is visible
blocks from sight the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above, must cancel some of
what they say in order jo speak here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—beyond this frame—
in a way which will alter what it is. June. 1979

Code J (Partial Description): A construction made up of parts, some of which are included here, some of
which are not. A part of this construction (being framed by that which it frames) includes a fragment of
something else, stolen from another context: *“The usual notion of writing in the narrow sense does contain
the elements of the structure of writing in general: the absence of the "author’ and of the "subject-mater,’
interpretability. the deployment of a space and a time that is not ‘its own.” We ‘recognize’ all this in writing in
the narrow sense and “repress’ it; this allows us to ignorr Ihal evervthing else is also inhabited by the struture of
writing in general, that “the thing itself always escapes.” * What we have (here) is a suggestion of elements,
qualities, assumpllons. limitations—all of which, when together. suggest a partial state of blindness. The
part which is visible blocks from sight the whole it presumes. Particular parts, like the fragment above,
must cancel some of what they say in order 1o speak here. Yet, what they become part of alters what is—
bevond this frame—in a way which will alter what it is. June. 1979.




Biography  from the stuttgart Catalogue

Born: 31 January 1945 in Toledo, Ohio, U.S.A. Member of the Faculty, The School of Visual Arts, Department of Fine

Arts, New York City.

Lives and works in New York City.

1955-62 Attended the Toledo Museum School of Art, and studied privately under Line Bloom Draper; various ex-
hibitions.

1963-64 Attended the Cleveland Art Institute.

1965-67 Attended the School of Visual Arts; organized there a Visiting Artists Program.

1967 Completed studies at the School of Visual Arts; founded and directed the Museum of Normal Art (formerly the
Lannis Gallery); reviewed for Arts Magazine, New York.

1968 Member of the Faculty, The School of Visual Arts; Cassandra Foundation Grant.

1969-70 Member of the Editorial Board of the Art & Language Press; American Editor of Art-Language, Coventry
and New York, a journal; lectured at Nova Scotia College of Art, Canada; the University of New Mexico; Coventry
College of Art, Coventry and at St. Martin’s School of Art, London.

1971 Studied Anthropology (under Stanley Diamond and Bob Scholte) and Philosophy at the New School for Social
Research, New York City; travelled extensively in South America; lectured at Centro de Arte y Comunicacion,
Buenos Aires; the University of Chile, Santiago; the Cleveland Institute of Art and at Coventry College of Art,
Coventry.

1972 Continued studies in Anthropology and Philosophy; lectured at the Art Institute of Chicago and at Yale Univer-
sity, New Haven; travelled across the Soviet Union with the Trans-Siberian Express; Japan, Australia, Hawaii and
California. .

1973-74 Travelled to Germany, Switzerland, Italy and Canada; lectured at the University of Wisconsin, Yale Uni-
versity, New York University; U.C.L.A.; the University of Chicago, Washington University, St. Louis.

1975 Co-editor, The Fox magazine, New York; travelled to Italy, Belgium, Paris, California and England; lectured at
the Cleveland Art Institute, the University of North Carolina, Case-Western Reserve University.

1976  Continued as Co-editor of The Fox, New York; travelled to Belgium, Paris and Italy; lectured at Ontario Col-
lege of Art, the University of Ontario, Canada; New York University.

1977-78  Artistic editor, Marxist Perspectives, New York; travelled to Holland, England, Italy and Canada; lectured
at Cornell University; Cooper Union, Hunter College, New York.

1979 Travelled to Scotland, Germany, France, Italy; lectured at Cal Arts, Los Angeles; Simon Fraser University,
Canada; Rutgers University, New Jersey.

1980 Artistic editor, Semiotext(e), New York; travelled to Paris, Italy and Germany; lectured at the University of
Hawaii.



Individual Exbibitions

1967 “Fifteen People Present Their Favorite Book,” Museum of Normal Art, New York
1968 “Nothing,” Gallery 669, Los Angeles
Bradford Junior College, Massachusetts (with Robert Morris)
1969 “Fifteen Locations,” Douglas Gallery, Vancouver, B.C., (October)
“Fifteen Locations,” Instituto Torquato di Tella, Buenos Aires, (October— November)
“Fifteen Locations,” Nova Scotia College of Art, Nova Scotia, (October— November)
St. Martin’s School of Art, London, (October—November)
“Fifteen Locations,” M of C porary Art, Chicago (in association with “Art by Telephone”),
(November)
“Fifteen Locations,” Galerie Sperone, Turin, (November)
“Fifteen Locations,” Art and Project, Amsterdam, (November)
“Fifteen Locations,” Coventry College of Art, Coventry (in association with “Oxford Project”), (November)
“Fifteen Locations,” A 379089, Antwerp, (October)
“Fifteen Locations,” K halle Bern, (N ber)
“Fifteen Locations,” Pinacotheca, St. Kilda, Victoria, Australia, (October-November)
“Fifteen Locations,” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (November)
“Fifteen Locations,” The Art Gallery of Ontario, Toronto, (December - January 1970)
197 “Fifteen Locations,” The Pasadena Art Museum, California, (January - March)
“The First Investigation,” Jysk Kunstgalerie, Copenhagen, (April)
“The Second Investigation, ‘Frivillig Handling'”’, Aarhus Kunstmuseum, Aarhus, Denmark, (April)
“The 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th Investigation; Information Room,” Kunstbiblioteket i Lyungby, Denmark, (April)

Function, Galerie Sperone, Turin, (Summer)
“The Seventh Investigation, Proposition 8,” Galerie Daniel Templon, Paris, (November)
1971 “The Seventh Investigation,” Protetch-Rivkin Gallery, Washington, D.C., (January)
“The Eighth Investigation, Proposition 2,” Paul Maenz, Cologne, (February-March)
Protetch-Rivkin Gallery, Convention Hall, Atlantic City, New Jersey (in association with “Boardwalk Show"),
(May)
“The Second Investigation; The Sixth Investigation, Proposition 2,” Centro de Arte y Comunicacion, Buenos Aires,
(June)
Galerie Bruno Bischofsberger, Zurich
“The Eighth Investigation, Proposition 3,” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (October)
“The Eighth Investigation, Proposition 6,” Galerie Toselli, Milan, (October)
“The Eighth Investigation, Proposition 5,” Carmen Lamanna, Toronto, (October— November)
Lia Rumma Studio d’Arte, Naples, (December)
1972 The New Gallery, Cleveland, (March)
“The Ninth Investigation, Proposition 1,” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (November)
“Protoinvestigations,” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (December)
“The Ninth Investigation, Proposition 2,” Sperone/Fischer Gallery, Rome, (December- January 1973)
1973  Galerie Ginter Sachs, Hamburg, (March)
Paul Maenz, Brussels, (March)

“Art Investigations and Probl ics since 1965,” Kunstmuseum Luzern, Lucerne; Tiibingen, Miinster, Munich,

Paris, (Retrospective)
1974 “The Tenth Investigation, Proposition 3,” Carmen Lamanna Gallery, Toronto
“The Tenth Investigation, Proposition 7,” Sperone Fischer, Rome
“The Tenth Investigation, Proposition 5,” Claire Copley, Los Angeles
Galerie La Bertesca, Diisseldorf
1975 “The Tenth Investigation, Proposition 4,” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (March)
Galleria Peccolo, Livorno, Italy
“Practice,” Galerie MTL, Brussels
“Praxis 1,” Lia Rumma Studio d’Arte, Naples
“Face/Surface,v" (with Sarah Charlesworth), Liliane & Michel Durand-Dessert, Paris
1976  The Renaissance Society at the University of Chicago, Chicago
“Practice Praktijk Pratique,” International Cultureel Centrum, Antwerp
Galerie Eric Fabre, Paris
Kunsthalle Bremen, Bremen
1977 “Within the Context: Modernism and Critical Practice,” Museum van Hedendaagse Kunst, Gent, (October)
1978 “Tekst/Kontekst,” Van Abb Eindhoven, (June-July)
“Text/Context,” Museum of Modern Art, Oxford, (October— November)
“Text/Context (Toronto), Part One,” Carmen Lamanna Gallery, Toronto, (November-December)
1979 “Text/Context,” New 57 Gallery, Edinburgh, Scotland, (February —March)
*“Texte/Contexte,” Galerie Eric Fabre, Paris, (March- April)
“Text/Context, (K6ln—Miinchen),” Paul Maenz, Cologne, (April-May)
“Text/Context, (Kéln-Miinchen),” Riidiger Schéttle, Munich, (April-May)
“Text/Context, (New York),” Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, (May-June)
“Text/Context, (Genova),” Saman Gallery, Genova, (September)
“Dix Descriptions Partielles,” Musée de Chartres, Chartres, (November)
1980 “Ten Partial Descriptions,” P.S. 1, The Institute for Art and Urban Resources, Inc., Long Island City, New
York, (February-April)
“Dieci Descrizioni Parziali,” Associazione Culturale ‘La Fabrica dell’Attore,” Venice, (September)
“Dieci Descrizioni Parziali,” Galleria Schema, Florence, (September-October)
1981 “Cathexis”, Saman Gallery, Genova, (April)
“The Making of Meaning,” Staatsgalerie Stuttgart, (September— November)
“Neon-Arbeiten”, Galerie Kubinski, Stuttgart, (September—October)

o) d Group Exbibiti

1966 *“New Talent,” Stanford Museum and Nature Center, Connecticut

1967 *“Non-Anthropomorphic Art,” The Lannis Gallery, New York
“Normal Art,” The Museum of Normal Art, New York

1968 “Xerox Book,” Seth Siegelaub and Jack Wendler, New York



1969 *“January 5-31, 1969,” Seth Siegelaub, New York
“March,” Seth Siegelaub, New York
“When Attitudes Become Form,” Kunsthalle Bern
557, 087,” Seattle Art Museum
“Prospect 69,” Stidtische Kunsthalle, Diisseldorf
“Pline und Projekte als Kunst,” Kunsthalle Bern
“Annual Exhibition: Contemporary American Painting,” The Whitney Museum of American Art, New York
1970 “Information,” Museum of Modern Art, New York
“Arte Povera/Conceptual Art,” Galleria Civica d’Arte Moderna, Turin
“Conceptual Art and Conceptual Aspects,” New York Cultural Center, New York
“Software,” The Jewish Museum, New York
1971 “The Guggenheim International,” Guggenheim Museum, NYC
“Art Systems,” Museum of Art, Buenos Aires
“7éme Biennale des Jeunes,” Paris
1972 “Das Konzept ist die Form”, Westfilischer Kunstverein, Miinster
“Konzept”-Kunst, Kunstmuseum Basel
“The Art & Language Institute,” Paul Maenz, Cologne

1973 “Einige liche Beispiele frither k ller Kunst analytischen Charakters,” Paul Maenz, Cologne.

Sperone & Fischer, Rome
1974 “Kunst — Uber Kunst,” Kélnischer Kunstverein, Cologne
“Some recent American Art,” organized by the MOMA, New York City, to be shown in: Australia and New Zea-
land
“Record as Artwork,” organized by Germano Celant to be shown in Germany and Italy
1975 ““Artists’ Rights Today,” West Broadway Gallery, New Yorl.( ;s
1976 “The Seventy-second American Exhibition,” The Art Institute of Chicago, Chicago
“Rooms P.S. 1,” P.S. 1, Long Island City, New York
“Projects/Drawings/Diagrams,” Paul Maenz, Cologne
1977 “Illusion and Reality,” Australian National Gallerv, Canberra, Australia. Exhibition travelled to various citics
in Australia
“New York-Downtown Manhattan: Soho,” Akademie der Kiinste, Berliner Festwochen, Berlin
1978 ““Incontri Internazionali d’Arte,” Rome
1979 “Concept/Narrative/Document: Recent Photographic Works from the Morton Neuman Family Collection.”
Museum of Contemporary Art, Chicago
“Words Words,” Museum Bochum, Bochum
“Eremit? Forscher? Sozialarbeiter?,” Kunstverein Hamburg
“Artemisia,” Yvon Lambert, Paris; Paula Cooper, New York; Galleria Ferranti, Rome; ICA, London
“Accrochage I11,” CNACGP, Paris
1980 Galerie Eric Fabre, Paris
Liliane & Michel Durand-Dessert, Paris
1981 “Westkunst,” Rheinhallen, Cologne
Liliane & Michel Durand-Dessert, Paris

Texts, Statements, Interviews

1966 with Christine Koslov, **Ad Reinhardt: Evolution into Darkness — The Art of an Informal Formalist: Negativ-
ity, Purity, and the Clearness of Ambiguity,” Manuscript for the School of Visual Arts, New York, May
1967 “Non-Anthropomorphic Art,” Museum of Normal Art, New York
1969 “‘Art after Philosophy 1,” Studio International, (London), October
*“Art after Philosophy 11,” Studio International, (London), November
“Art after Philosophy 111,” Studio International, (London), December
Rose, Arthur, “Four Interviews,” Arts Magazine, (New York), February
Interview, WBAI-FM, December, excerpts in: Lippard, The Dematerialization of the Art Object, Praeger, NYC,
1973
“Statement,” Annual Exhibition Catalogue, Whitney Museum of American Art, New York
“Prospect 69,” Kunsthalle Diisseldorf
1970 “Introductory Note by the American Editor,” Art-Language, (Coventry), February
Function, Sperone, Turin
“Statement,” Information, Museum of Modern Art, New York
“Statement,” Software, The Jewish Museum, New York
“Correspondence: Kosuth replies to Claura,” Studio International, (London), February
“An Answer to Criticisms,” Studio International, (London), June
“A Short Note: Art, Education and Linguistic Change,” The Utterer, (New York), April
Interview with Jeanne Siegel, WBAI-FM, 7 April
1971 The Sixth Investigation, Proposition 2 (A.a.l.a.l.), Centro de Arte y Comunicacion, Buenos Aires
The Sixth Investigation, Proposition 14 (A.a.l.a.l.), Paul Maenz/Gerd de Vries, Cologne
1973 “Untitled Text,” Congress of Conceptual Art, Galerie MTL, Deurle, Belgium
1974 “(Notes) On an Anthropologized Art,” Kunst bleibt Kunst, Kolnischer Kunstverein, Cologne
1975 *“A Notice to the Public,” The Tenth Investigation, Proposition 4, Leo Castelli Gallery, New York, in: “The
Artist as Anthropologist,” The Fox, (New York), no. 1, Part III, note 2
“The Artist as Anthropologist,” The Fox, (New York), no. 1
*“1975,” The Fox, (New York), no. 2
1976 ““Work,” The Fox, (New York), no. 3
Teksten/Textes, Internationaal Cultureel Centrum, Antwerp
1977 Within the Context: Modernism and Cnitical Practice, Coupure, Gent
“Comments on the Second Frame,” Was erwartest Du?/What Do You Expect?, Paul Maenz, Cologne
1978 Text/Context, accompanied the series “Text/Context,” various translations according to the exhibition location
1979 “1979,” Symposium iiber Fotografie, Fotogalerie im Stadtpark Graz, Graz
“Interview: die Fotografie,” Kunstforum, (Mainz), no. 35
“A Long Night at the Movies,” Art in America, (New York), February
1980 “On Ad Reinhardt,” Ad Reinhardt, Guggenheim Museum, February
“Picasso: A Symposium,” Art in America, (New York), December
1981 *“‘On Picasso,” Interview with Edward Lucie-Smith, BBC-2, March

oD ARRHY BT

®

RIT 1982 4 A26H
RITE PHBTF

E R AEFSF

5 1F SRATEE

e miEs

PREAET-10—-8 FHELLF
TEL. 03—574—8307




On KOSUTH: *“De-Mate
Lippard and John Cha
(Lugano) February 1968;
the Object™ by Gordon Bn
York) September/October
Melinda lerbell in Arts Mc
ber 1968: “Four Interv:
Kosuth, Weiner™ by Arthi
(New York) February 196
[V: Beyond Objects™ by
(New York) April 1969:;
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