ity’s

the Ameurunculus

letters
illipson

iIn Modern
Wake
Michael Ph

ROUTLEDGE

London and New York

L

PUBI0LA "BIPAON BURIN 'S ‘aPISA ONISOILY POOLT ay7 fo UOISSZITY 211 pup pooly ay ] “ofjacar) ojoeg




i ¢/o The Place vii

# g SR T Wa J
Dear Janet and John, 3
I am sending you the enclosed collection of letters,. which. recently
gAme into my possession, on the off-chance that you might, just, be
interested in reading them. You will see from the ‘wayin’ which
precedes them that they have been assembled by our Offsenta
Redactormatic Instalayshun over in Margin 19; apparently the
originals have been@%e;;@ by some of our out-field workers from
the sublondon peat bogOuT team at the Innstitchoot of Mikeroprim-
itoloji established that they were left out for the post-man immediately
preceding the cata-strophe that swept across The West on June 16th
2004 (Xtytime). Addressed to a disparate group of respondents by
one ‘Ethelred Ameurunculus’ their concern is the fate of something
called “art’ (and ‘artists”) in the culture we call ‘late modernity’. (i 15
The littlecAmeuran_olaims to write on behalf of ‘the arts’ from & <e™
within a foreboding of an impending “flood’ (although rain and water
are mentioned frequ the cryptographer in me suspects that
Ameurunculus uses ‘ﬁ;ﬁéas ametaphor for what we now call ‘the
cata-strophe’; there are clear indications in the letters that

Ameurunculus, &f}fﬁght up in the swirling surfeit of

representations, \anticipated Jprecisely the coming calamity). The

letters explore the condiTions of making and responding to the arts in

a culture apparently.under the permanent sway of the dynamic of
‘modernization’\Distancing_himself someéwhat from_those local

writers who had alrcady””lf/s:eems,ﬁdlagnhosed the ‘death of modermty

and promoted an emergent ‘state’ of ‘postmodernity’, Ameurunculus

offers us a vision of an ‘ante-post-modern’ culture - a culture still} .
deeply involvéd with ‘the problems of an ageing modemlty and for @@
which a post-mortem would be a little premature. He argues that in

! this culture of senescent modernity the continual appropriation of art

j for non-art uses by a range of social institutions creates quife special
problems for both making and responding to art. These problems are

compounded by modernity’s own pecuhar histories within the ts )
_ themselves; for ‘being_ modern’, a pr&ucusmg&@xmm
, institutions, has itself become imstitutionalized and is caught by the
legacy of its own histories.

In letters to a variety of individuals and institutions Ame
offers a range of diagnoses, allegories, and proposalsig
are informed by what our Innstitchoot CategorizZes as, ,_pesi- ]
phenomenological® and ‘post-structuralist’ writings (especially those
of three of his respondents — Heidegger, Barthes, and ‘Derippa’ (sic)).




.. T d"_\\
viii The Iletters insistently cohere aeratmn {with its
gathering of questlons of Language Wrmng, Bemg, mg, Desire,

Sy_bject) and offer it as g ize crucial jssue for any expkoratmn of the
relation between _art ture. Apparently in the cultural
conditions of late modernity. modern art increasingly real-ized itself
iifas a-project that had to work within the paradox of b bemg both
il against and for the culture that supported it it sou?gﬁtmtvb retain 1

of the self-alienation that defined the modern project in its heyday
whilSTTeCOERIZRE The inescapable appropriations of the culture’s
aﬂ»pervadmg institutions (especially those whose very work was that
of ‘representation’ itself). Art thus began to gather itself around
Qal_u;bstg_dmg as:glg from preceding ‘ae: aesthetlcs

A

project through its 1 unpotence its placelessness, its decomposing.and

/wﬁhlmgggjf meaning, its undoing of the self and of the culture’s

conventions of répresentation (reading-writing). Seeking to distin-

guish itself from all other practices, it wantéd to make its difference

feit_precisely through 1tof the conventions of representation

. supporting _t_t_xg_surroundm Tture. But it seems to have beerrart’s

fate tobe condemped, in a culture sustaining itself through the over-

production of meaning and information, to 3 constant retrieya,

%' meaning by a range of discourses committed to the assertion of the

power of their own 1ﬁmﬂ'@ﬁl§mc; cultural/social sciences,

histories, criticisms, linguistics, politics). It is the dilemmas, tensions,

and contradictions of making and responding to art under these
conditions that are gxplored in Ameurunculus’ letters.

Indeed, although distancing themselves from all prescriptions for

art the lctters do offer z{hﬁdemﬁ;ﬁ@fm an ‘ante-

ractice that would be sensitive to the achievements of

/> a,ga_nge of ‘limnit” textsin the arts. One such text, a certain Fipnegans

e

Wake, is taken as an exemplary limit text and acts as a_point of

reference in several of th t?m——”_/
~"Now, it may well be that if you do dip hem youll get-their
drift without any help from me, but Paf@_éﬂme; suggested that you
niight appreciate a | r scrip which af icipates some of the letters’

concerns. All I can do ere perhaps, is to bring out one or two
aspects of the collection which touch my own interests. I shall have to

?)L read carefully because I have no doubt that Ameuruncuius:'}ig;m
& L ( than_capable.of speaking up, or rather writing down, fgF himself;
=77 @ \! indeed I take that to be the principal thrust of hiS Tetfers!

Neverthcl;ﬁ%t is just posmble that my coniments may facilitate your
o t@y_ﬁ__n, o_the specificity of these texts which are 50 obviously

intended for verwlar eyes

y destimation, and the unhkehhood of being taken _ e
nevertheless@a es to So maybe 1tsth which — |

works-as-texts and as constructions of Ameurunculus perhas it is
>thesem—text-coﬂer*ﬁtowards which his Iettersé} @

satisfy the writer. And I must say th sympathy for the
writer here. It does seem to be th e for dialogue, o;,z:elanmi»—]

(specrfu%i and the general concept t7/ Indeed, isnt their

It seems clear enough to me that either Ameurunculus is a born @

loser, a real no-hoper, a dead ringer for the house of the unstable, or

else he’s an ace optimist, an gver-the-toptimist, who hopes that his

faith will move even the tra W}_@g&se@n@m v €

ontologmai coordinates of space~t1me technelogy—bmh-a""ﬁ'h I Y&’

mean, who’d keep writing letters (of 7hat length) to a bunch of la_rg_e}y O(/y

uncontactable non-correspondents? Our people over in Margin 19

assure me that their historical Ze;@;ds_aonﬁrm that several of of _

Ameurunculus’ addressees were already dead)at thq._tlmc_Qf_ms dﬁ?@]@@é

gﬁﬁg}g,ﬁ s just possible, I suppose, t up in his bunker, he” )
idn’t realize this. He certamiy seems to beheve that either they or

sponse,_Poor chap! It’s like t
Tstrung out between these incertitudes, ool does write as
if (weii almost) his very life depends on it. Agknowlédgiig both the

improbamlty of many of the letters arriving af t exr intended

is tmportant to im - putting the texts on their way in all their
specificity to just those very particular recipients; and as the desired,
very desired, respondents are available t@?o in and as their

on their way, in search of a relation to@w ritmg ‘itsel

But there does seem to be the force of another desire at work in the
letters. That they seek more than could ever be retfdrned to them is
manifest in the solicitation gfreplies in several of the letters. Perhaps
they display the writer’§{need/for_a response, a need which is
necessarily_excessive because 1t can nevWet in terms which

which sustains Ameuruncu s tﬁl"i)mject.

ow-and [ as readers decide toon this_\]g
0 bwhat might we make of Ameurunculus’ texis? After

all if, across these letters, he's engaging the work of representation in

art and culture {which he seems to be doing) then isn’t this something

which researchers and analysts across the exorbitant terrains of
cultural critique and social science have addressed with much more
rigour, with a more methodic ng:_t;:gti_on_t_o_‘_t}le relation between the

commitment to Method-as-technique (to ‘objective discourse’, to the
transformation of the self into an observer, to the x ferent—as—fact as
an occasion to constitute a theoretical explanation that advances the
‘span’ and ‘authority’ of their chosen paradigm) the very guarantee of




X their power to produce a kngwledge uperiod to an thing that could

=i g
‘ﬁ frw a_purely personal’ correspondence‘?

Oris iy
Perhaps in that space-technology-time we now refer to as ‘late
modernity’, where these very discourses of knowledge production

and return the culture to itself) were dinding (losing?themselves in
U£the wake nf ost’ discourse, it is precisely the qualities of
; !heﬂmmgg@

Could it be that in that all-absorptive culture, in which any-thing
can be re rescnted where the dominant forms of representation have
co-opted_the rhetorics of Method and Cmes
- that t (the writing) that represent the founding concerns of

§ these discourses (emancipation g_n_@iransformatxon) sirmpl et
thrgugh anymore (except on the terms alIoWegi by these dommant

orms — what Ameurunculus, in his letter to Barthes, calls the
apparatus of the W’)‘?\}f 50, perhaps it is writing
itself-(anid we are all, even in the infotecKstyoual regions of Margin
19, writers now (as Walter Benjamin reminded us so many. years
. [~ago)), how writing represents itself, how v@“ﬁﬁ'g’imn and ag>
GX [:(and thus ho ¢ written into) repi€sentation, which is still on
the line. And of course there are few cultural sites where the
circumvention of the embraces of dominant forms of representation
(and the struggle to represent their other) constitutes the practice.
You may or may not agree that art has constituted one such site, but
even here it may be that practice is given a certain license to be

our hope) is to recophize.and exploit §or all its worth(lessness) thj:a
extra £ty DWW;‘)

his quaint concern with ar’s impotence crops up again.in
T manuscr;pt- ound in the same sublondon peat bog. Entitled
the script of an actionless masque for three
he usual word scans by the Concordance Unit of our
Redactormatic did establish one local (and perhaps g)_goin of
~reference for ’chls,_t;‘L arently the manuscript’s ¥
ar nless b could be related to thecanti-oedi
/@ of two Frankish writers from that eriod - Gilles
/Deleuze and Felix Guattari - who produced a everish and eug@c
" of the ‘life’ o f_@_cgr_tgg}_‘p_(_)dy without organs’ under
N‘ca italism. However there is no evidence to connect this typed
manuscript with Ameurunculus’ letters (although its interests do

perso

seem to complement his). Its concern with (among other things) arts  xi 'E
weakness and uselessness does engage art’s relation to politics.
Perhaps there was an artists” and writers’ impotence collective !

~ working the region in those days. Anyway, I'm including it for your
possible interest as a)@o the letters. =
And Ameurunculus scem fo_have been drawn inexorably

within art’s sway, - te-inscribed) by its texts, in spite of
everything the cuiture through a range-ofart-co-optiip institutions,
seems to.have done to and with it in representing it as some-thing t
0. LAV

be donsumed. His letters insistently €eturiy to the mart
helpless rapresentatmns of otherness, and of the necessity sity of allowing
his T} to be fragmented, broken up, in order to_allow this
helplEginess to have its way with him. '

Perhaps sosfie 01 the moronic significance of his reading of
art’s paradoxical half-life in the embracing culture could flow from
our attempts to follow Ameurunculus into. the regions of art’s
helplessness inly he seems to pro ose that we must be prepared ; 27

for aqadica giving -uprif we are t rselves opéito art’s abject

sol e
then, Ameurunculus seems to
ide’ from the discourses the | - (y

¢ institutions of suggos dly securedkrmwledge)

succumbing to his own representation by a S
Frthe ‘one’ writer claims to represent, to be writingon ¥

behalf of, the many — through a master narrative whose virtue is &Y\

secured by Method’s authority to pull everything back toward its f/"y P

centre, And let’s not forgct thie last thiitg master narratives seek from” “,Jﬁ

their subjugated readers is dl\h)ﬁse; dialectic tic, subversion, violence @

(or even response). No, in order to be seen to be as strong as possible :

they strive to ensure a n seeking to anticipate critique. ﬁ
Feari n by the one ‘thing’ they have faith in (the power |

critical negation itself), all that is left to them is to continually H

if sophisticate and over-develop theiz.own_powers of negation as éL

i *—""'T—E""‘ . W N
defense: to resist the anticipated negating influence of the other hy Jﬁg\y
displaying one’s own mastery of the means of violence. &
~ Bt art, to judge from Ameuruncuius’ letters, wants none of this, v

for its..only_y,iglence is_directed inwards, aiways against itself (and

§‘ especially so within modernity}. Nor does it want to write on behalf
x ,yf of to represent, aniy one else. On each and every occasion of its offer

“of itself the work of art see ‘be’ nothing but itself and.to (’o«,{f B

epresent, to stand for, onl ART, aybe this 1s one of the things P <
Ameuruncufus has learnt from trying to come to terms with art’s ( L _
i

representations within modernity. Perhaps this is one reason for



riting ‘one’ to ‘one’ on behalf of the ‘one’ (the concrete work of art
in all its specificity). Maybe this 15 his way of trying to ensure (not

R e —_—— )
that ofic c@n ever make sure) that at least some of his letters get

lea&m@%ee@e_g despaiched in the name of the Fathers amﬂ[

3the1r master narratives of knowTeage Inthese clrcumstances wntmg

+ 35 —4 them off through a Writing that is on behalf of t er takes on a
QQ\_"\V/ cert ;_.m

their master narrative the latter’s attentions and in so
doing invites &t’thuatt&ek—(erﬂique) and(zb@_ffm\n\ But even this
may be setting in train a self-reconstitution by the narratives within
which the ‘post’ itself may be at _work. Being i - Writingy) in

entation, they are destined at the least to. ass the
@aﬁter whseh.they can never guite be the same again (just as the
racing culture is obliged to work through the ‘real” consequences

of wh(__thewpggg’_games) For any self-transformation undertaken by
the discourses of appiied constructive negation in their pas SA%E

through the EOS * must efigage>their own space wzthl_n represent—
ation F or it ig precisely representation which i3 at stake in the new

/\/ At the very least the emergence of this © Lt a%@?@f

course I can only guess that these are some of the prime
Q { concerns of Ameurunculus in writing these letters; 1 can @hls
' \ﬁf\ ‘real’ intentions. It may well be that there are other interests at work.
) For instance we may surmise that the letters were handwritten, for
the@ makes reference to the iette/ma to the fact
that they werd “riften’S{and nd(;;};%@ this hypothesis may be

strengthened by thé comments on writing, typing, and printing

- of th@of the haggs work in writing works to enhance the
quality of the one—towone ‘reiatmn the, spemﬁm@ that he seeks.
Perhaps we do hi tvice here in transforming his handwriting
into print in the name of ‘accessibility”. Although he never quite says
as much we may suspect that, for him, the high point of The Book
was the illuminated manuscngt (a position I have some sympathy
g for). And thi :
points 100 to the
1ettialiows us to write thmgs that are intended oniy for the'eyes of a

-

-

&
specific recipient. The withholding and banng of ourselvés varies
7 radically “according to the Ietiers’ desited destination. Here,

unavoidably, you and I have to becomemrm,s ina

writing that secks to pi ye the spirit MS of

/mthrough to their destinati He hopes, it seems, that, in coﬂgp_s_mg .
A7 |b/itimes; thepost” will be on his side. He senses too that the*post is at
' ;lasi beginfing to holddp, block off, re-route an r at

in Ameurunculus’ letter to ‘Derlgg_g It seers that the preservation.”

@' macy that handwriting bears within 1tse1f
confessional qualities: of letters; the privacyp

wmm of handwriting. Let’s not forget too ti?lnsa_ﬁ_p%emiy a xii
Tacteristic ot Ietters that they are written €0 those you either

or d(@h&@o speak to face to face; they offer their /f ¢,
mtlmacy fro; ithin a necessarily preserved distance (either f /
an_tlc_gpatmg Erevemg ing, or dlspiacmg speech).

As the ‘wayin’ points out, all this may leave us somewhat non-
plussed@;t;lﬁ/ed,as we are here by our all-absorbing general =,

infoteckstyomalifi. Under these conditions Ameurunculus’ letters -
IMS a plea for an at least temporary resuscitation for
thd%}ulg Body of The Letiéry(and theﬁgglgi,Aﬁ. too if @

the lette répresentative). Nevertheless it r s your
responsibility t6 decide whether these @@% allow

for more open disruptive readings than those suggested by their
intended destimations. Perhaps you will find that they are also ,
responsive to interests other than those of their hoped-for recipients. 5~
Maybe, too, in offering themselves a@r@r@ @

(rather’ than representatives of a master narrative, a conceply
system} they seek, as does the work of art apparentiy, a certa .@

might Jjust sensitize us to some of the extraordinary difficulties

mvolvec‘( in moving fromythe absolutely specific guality of each work . ::{)ﬁ?
of art’to/the generalizing terms of critical and analytical disc discourses. W

Certamly our ruling general mfoteckstyoualiti has long since ruled
art out of play here througk@gpS1stegc¢omm power of the tvpical,
the general, to deal with anything €% @:ggg_cg)an throw at it!

Buf enough of these specula;c_xgns

Perhaps if T summarize my interpretations of the main themes and

concerns of the principal letters you may see how you could draw
then@ your own interests:

Letter to Paolo Uccello: Through a reading of Uccello’s painting,
The Flood, the letter broaches the allegory of an impending cata-
strophe and art’s preservation of a certain hope in the face of the
threat. Ameurunculus proposes that in late-modern experience the
‘flood threat’is both external and internal. The question of the ‘unity’
of The Flood provokes him into ralsmg the issue of the Joss of the

‘wiold}, the ‘one ¢ ‘one’ (of both self and soc;ety) within modermty, and the
possible impact of this loss on art’s hopes and g practzces ces. To remind
you of Uccellos mural a reproductz&f ' included as a
Sronfispigte to these letters, an ossig post-Flood engraving is

inserfed 1n the letter to USSETo.
T

Letter to Drf"f}'{opf)birector of the Multi-National Museum of the
M




xiv  Art of The Now: In this letter Ameurunculus seems to be responding
to a request by Dr. Kopf to offer his thoughts on the long-term
strategy of the Museum of the Art of The Now in terms of its relation
to modern art practice and the surrounding culture. Kopf can hardly
have been reassured for Ameurunculus’ representation of the
Museum is not a happy one. The process of ‘museumization’ in the
visual arts is offered as an example of the consequences of the

msﬁtutu@mgﬂmafmﬁhe arts in the modernizing culture.

.The ‘ob Weem to be pecuhar ly prone to

f’/’th 5 apprep;@tlon and Ameurtficulus explores theirrelation to the

sntut;on as may,of_cenmdenn the guestion of the limits of art

practice across the arts.

Condemm appropnation by museum/ publishing house/
| Undomestic-
atable, its practices and production_are-oigaiized according to the
%eeds of the institution, and ye@esu"e 13 always for an-other
rhome, Thus a recurring g ptieth.century art has been to

wU tm\ 1ndo to he i 1 ttutmnal Frame within which it is
PN alway esentod. Finnegans Wake (4 text by a noted
Q)JN /;,r representative of the Middle High Literary Modernity Collective, a
certain ‘James Joyce’) exemplifies this liminal work. The metaphor

/ %, of (the) “wake™is also considered as an alternative. to thE10o easy
; \}y [N acmmanm;/‘de"fﬁ'marked by diagnoses of the
oy

_ ‘postmodern’ (in—botl art and culture) Ameurunculus represents

W& visual art works in late modernity as permeated by both profotnd
5 b g; 3

&S m choly, and subtie” deviousness, as they try to ive on In

> \)y“g intolerable conditjons.

A Letter to Martin Heidegger. Ameurunculus offers art as epgaging
con estions that Heidegger, a philosopher whose
are more or less coterminous with the period of modermty,
m the realm for post- ,p_h]lasophma]&nl‘g_gg Ar
thesc qilestions, cofcretizes them, in a culture whose dominant
R —e e T
discourses_apd practices have abohshed or_absolutely repressed
them. The Book is offered as the model for culture and #s the form in
SN which ‘r representation’ apgears {‘representation” here embraces both
& ‘meaning’ generally and theé mowve within_modernity towards the
"Q‘Q\ cultural domination of information and calculative thought). To be
' true to the potential of their radical modernity and their-celebration
of their Tradition requires the arts to continually engage.these “first’- .~
but abolished/ repressed questions, Confronting these flost’ questions
(of WSWS%ing, of Being, of Language,\oi/(?rigin, of
ending, of ‘presence’, of technology) takes the arts to the limits of
culture (of representation) and perhaps, beyond, to the very edge of

St

their own languages/ writings. The resuscitation of thcse questions by XV
art’_calls, indeed cries out, for a radical shif the d Pails,
d practices of iticism {themselves products /

of and responses to modernity) are unable to come to terms with art's
work because their own very languages are framed by methods
(reprcsentatlons) which are_markers of the precise crisis art
confronts. In their need for the critical mastery of every-thing they

gather the infinitely small texts of art to this need, thlf%fﬂ)_@gg }
!
?

art’s representation of that which is other to their owi dominance.
We are_left {0 ponder the ways that art might Comfront this
: in its obsessive attempts to wrest ifself out of the
apparetitly all-embracing systems of modern representation on
behalf of their other. ¥

Letter to Wolfgang Amadeus Mozarr: Through an interpretation of
a short passage in Mozart’s K. 550 (Symphony no. 40 in G Minor)
Ameurunculus returns to a question haunting late-modern artistic
practice and hinted at in his Ietter to Uccello - that of*fragmentation™
(of the culture, of the self, of the work of art). The ‘spatial’ dimension
of music (how it ‘takes place’ - its textuality) is eipﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁﬁi?gh
considering some remarkablE breakss . K. 550; the _terms. ,
‘hyphenation’ and ‘fragmentation’ are brought into_play_in_this 4
exploration and used to diagnose dimensions of late-modern
experience and artistic practice. In passmg, a short poem by a
modern poet, “William Carlos Williams’, is opened up to display art’s
self fragmentmg work.(Art 35 offered as that practice which work‘ ) ""5"5"“”‘*~;5
, in thefin-betweeny fhetween culture and its absolute other ~
i fng, but not domesticating, the gap, it contmually
confronts its€lf with the guestion of its.own and the culturm
tHE questior ame. Ameurunculus ventures a paradoxical
sense of art’s excessive impotence in which he repreesents it as its
greatest strength. In short, for Ameurunculus, it} o’ “iggelf” (and
art’s relation to ‘it’) which is at stake here. R

Fs

S0

Letter to the Chairman of the National Board of Garden
Guardians: Declining to enter the annual ‘Glory of the Garden® Art
Competition, Ameurunculus encloses instead his submission to a
rival competition. His hudibrastic takes off from a report, “The Glory
of the Garden’, produced by an organization apparently called the
‘Arts Council’ (one of the ‘modern state’s’ aﬂ—appropriating |
institutions according to our archives); the verses ironize the
metaphor 6f the | ‘garden™as a description of the state of the arts in f
one pocket {Modern Little Bntam) of the Western Lands, He scems {
peculiarly drawn to and in the grip of a poem established by searches ' i ‘

:

i

!

§

7

at our Innstitchoot ArkHives as “The Waste Land’ by one “T. S. Eliot’

V_, R TRpa




xvi (apparently a leading figure in the earlier period of Middle High
Literary Modernity). Our Innstitchoot’s sub-surface analysis reveals
that the hudibrastic proceeds through inf€rleaving fragments of the
Arts Council Report, transformed and appropriated chunks of “The
Waste Land’, and other unidentifiable poetic shards. It takes us on an
idiosyncratic tour of a self-destructing culture in which the ‘glorious
garden’ is represented as eternally and radically Other — empirically
absent and finally unrepresentable on the culture’s own terms.

Letter to Roland Barthes: This is the longest and most complex
letter in the collection, After introducing some of the questions that

Pl

Barthes” (a Frankisi de- osel) own writings raise for him (about
pleasure), the place o the kind of writing art calls for as
response), Ameurunculus’® Ietter takes the form of Ksandwich? The
top and bottom halves of the text address, through a response to
Barthes’ own writings, the ways in which modern culture has
,,) apgtﬁﬁ_*@?@"é’é’é"fﬁﬁf&s’ for its own ends_(pleasure, comfort); the

text takes a tour through the main diggnsions of this appropriation
and focuses on the representation of comfort, pleasure, performance,

2) nergy, style, fashion, taste inmtire—cutturedomunant THEtoTics
(especially within the ‘mass media’). For Ameurunculus the ubiquity”

L of Flesigy (and its mecessity in mechanical production and
reproduction) is intripsic to this ‘aestheticization of everyday life’.

The relation of this aestheticization to ‘meaning’ generally and the
continual reduction of the latter to information via the aesthetic

f\{ naturalism of the media and the dominance of entertainment are
explored. Art’s hope and pofential in the face of this dominance is to

hold onto its intrinsic_‘doubling’ qualities; it is forced to lead a

‘dauble life’. Once pleasure is appropriated by the culture, art has to

gather itself around other criteria such as the provocation of
_discomfort, of self-splitting, of the slide out of the culture’s securities.
andwich’s unappetizing filling seems to take the form of an
Conversation Whose themes appear to b¢ 4 dubiows parody of
those adummbrated in the main body of the letter: an apologist for the
‘organization’ seeks t0 demonstrate the ways ihat the rhetoric of

| publicity has appropriated aesthetics;, occasionally interrupted by a
despairing listener, his speech staggers back and forfh between
clusters of sense and apparent non-sense. Yel perhzps there is a

certal ing in play here; for in the surface connections of the
. . schizoid clusters 1 began €5 discern dj,wmcﬁf’/ﬂhm—@?ther
& %S‘L’WM questions (such as the relation between an ‘infirm asian®and
: 4 “nformation’). And then again, when they are read quickly, with the

L s T
\/ phrases running into each other(phdnetically;>another order of
W

Gmf ‘meaning’ begins tg emerge and a kind of sequential sense 1s restored.

g/

gy es k- % e Cfuv;\'\f—l\j

(et
But nowhere I_decide thetween the_two, the written or the
phenetic meaning, I'was lef] gin the gap between writi
spm_i’ g Perhaps this is one ‘ropresentation’ of that very
unbridgeable ‘space’ which becomes a topic in the later letter to
Derrida.

Letter to Ma: In the face of what our Innstitchoot documents as the
_Death of the Modern Family, Ameurunculus keeps up his relation
with his mother. In this letter to her he suggests, through his
reminiscences of boyhood and qualities of subsuburban life, that
art’s inability to ‘take place’ to its own satisfaction is reinforced by
the conditions of life in the subsuburbia inhabited by most Little
Westerners in the after-culture of a declining modernity. In the
memories and reveries of his letter to his mother, Ameurunculus
notes some effects of the scattering of the extended family and the

Xvit

j

imm@gg{ ‘community’ (a concept singularly lacking in Margin

19) in the living conditions of Subsuburborough (for us now,
perhaps, the name of this apparently endless modern district may
jmetaphorize that place with neither a history nor the possibility of a
Desire for art), Indeed, he proposes that the conditions of life in

" Subsuburborough are anathema to the making of and response to
art, His mother’s care and concern for others keeps open a spark of
hope for community but, for Ameurunculus, provides no basis for
relating to or provoking/sustaining a radical modern art.

Letter to Jack Der@pa(@%@: QOur Innstitchoot establishes the

intended recipient as one“Fdcques Derrida’ ~ a notori e-
medern, playfully serious teXt-violator, few of whose own fexts M
of I '

survived the great catastrophe of June 16th 2004, Ameurunculus,
having consulted @he Sibyl about his encounters with Jack’s and

Jim’s (Joyce) writings, séeks Jack’s response to his meeting with her.
Finding himself lost in .%he_ region in between mark and voice he
wonders what the“Bthensj are for writing, for culture, for art, 1n
recounting his constltation he¢ explores several aspects of Jack’s

writing, particular]y the relation between the writing and the reading

i

of the linear phonocentric text which, in its being read, has to be

soupded. If, for Jack, spage (writing) is ea

Ameurunculus considers the * ’, the ways sound (time

(the voice) must also be ‘in’ the writing in its being read. Some of the
implicationis of this for analysis (Ameurunculus clearly considers
Jack’s work - however playful - as analysis) are drawn out. Analysis
is contrasted with art through a consideration of one of Jack’s papers

on a doubled phrase from Jim's Finnegans Wake. In the course of
this Ameurunculus opens up some of the tensions arising from the

of Jack’s écriture into the English ‘writing’. Throughout,




xvili  the insistent doubleness of Language (the impossibility of arriving at
a singular reading ‘in the last analysis’, for the last @%{S
infinitely deferred) is the basic concern. Disillusioned with the Sibyl’s
enigmatic response he encloses (GeF gnomic utt erances~(a text of
seemingly randomly bricollaged Jursery-thyme scraps) in the hope
that if his letter gets through (we, of course, know that it didn’t and

] never could have done) Jack will find ways of throug
margins of the Sibyl’s text and disintegrating its apparent nt hermetic

0 Certainly when the Redactormatic, using the Deep

Krl'é" zorical Message Programme, di osed_the Sibyls text, a

range of possible hidden narrative structures were revealed; whz_r‘i_oi ~

Wtry a little cryptography on them yourself!

§ we Jeave Ameurunculus signing off as increasingly minatory
o’meny of the impending cata-strophe begin to mass around his

er.

So! There we are, f know these remaindered texts are somewhat to
one side of your current infoteckstyoually grounded needs, but, as
ever (maybe I'm something of a throwback Ameurunculus clone) I'li

be interested in your responses. -

You know where to find me,
Yours

M.P.

P.S. When our people at the Innstitchoot scanned the letters using
the Redactormatic’s Buried Authorial Sources Search Programme, a
seemingly endless list of materials was beamed out in addition to
those texts cited in the letters by Ameurunculus himself. All these are
available (either as Imagens or Rheopsyches) at our Cem

ArkHive. For your information I append below those from the list

that 1 found particularly useful in filling out the infoteckstyoual
>context of Ameurunculus’ fej_eﬂglimw
The following texts (amongst many others) kept appearing across
all the letters:

T.W. Adorno, Aesthetic T?teory, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1984

G. Bachelard, The Philosophy of No, Orion Press, New York, 1968

J.-Barth, The Sot-Weed Factor, Panther, London, 1965

R. Barthes, Wrifing Degree Zero, Hill & Wang, New York, 1968

J. Baudrillard, For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign,
Telos Press, St. Louis, 1981

J. Baudrillard, In the Shadow of the Silent Majorities, Semiotext(e)
Inc., New York, 1983

S. Bellow, More Die Of Heartbreak, Secker & Warburg, London,
1987

W. Benjamin, Understanding Brecht, New Left Books, London, xix
1973 (especially “The Author As Producer , Pp. 85-104)

E. Bloch, A Philosophy of the Future, Herder & Herder, New York,
1970

C. Brooke-Rose, The Christine Brooke-Rose Omnibus: Four
Novels, Carcanet Press Ltd., Manchester, 1986

J. Cage, X: Writings 79-82, Marion Boyars, London, 1987

H. Cixous, “The Laugh of the Medusa’, in The Signs Reader, eds. A.
and E. Abel, University of Chicago, Chicago, 1983

J. Derrida, “White Mythology’, in Margins of Philosophy, Harvester
Press, Brighton, 1982

M. Heldegger On the Way to Language, Harper & Row, New York,
1971

F. Kafka, Parables and Paradoxes, Schocken, New York, 1971

N. Koide et al., The Masters’ Book of Bonsai, Kodansha Int., New
York, 1983

J. Kristeva, Powers of Horror, Columbia University, New York,
1982

J. Kristeva, Revolution in Poetic Language, Columbia University,
New York, 1984

P. Levi, If This Is a Man, Abacus, London, 1987

H. Marcuse, The Aesthetic Dimension, Macmillan, London, 1979

O. Paz, The Bow and the Lyre, University of Texas, Austin, 1973

P. Sollers, Writing and the Experience of Limits, Columbia
University, New York, 1983

G. Ulmer, Applied Grammatology, Johns Hopkins University,
Baltimore, 1985

The scan also revealed a range of texts specific to each letter. They
seem to point towards a reader much too involved with the
probEems of writing for his own good ..

Iez:er to Paolo Uccello
J. Pope-Hennessey, Paolo Uccello, Phaidon, London, 1969

Letter to Dr. Kopf

W. Benjamin, The Origin of German Tragic Drama, New Left
Books, London, 1977 (esp. pp. 159-235 on allegory)

A. Burgess, Here Comes Everybody, Hamiyn, London, 1982 (esp.
Pi. 1)

J. Fineman, ‘The Structure of Allegorical Desire’, October, MIT
Press (Spring 1980), pp. 47-66

M. Fried, Absorption and Theatricality, University of Caiifomia,-l X
Berkeley, 1980 '

J. Joyce, Finnegans Wake, Faber & Faber, London, 1975

S. Melville, ‘Notes on the Reemergence of Allegory’, October, MIT
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Press (Winter 1981), pp. 55-92
C. Owens, ‘The Allegorical Impulse’, October, MIT Press (Spring
1980}, pp. 67-86

Letter to Martin Heidegger

M. Amis, Einstein’s Monsters, Penguin, London, 1988

S. Beckett, Texts for Nothing, Calder & Boyars, London, 1974

M. Blanchot, Death Sentence, Station Hill, New York, 1978

M. Blanchot, The Space of Literature, University of Lincoln, 1982
(esp. Pt. IV, “The Work and Death’s Space’, pp. 85-160)

M. Blanchot, The Writing of the Disaster, University of Nebraska,
Lincoln, 1986

J. Derrida, ‘No Apocalypse, Not Now’, Diacritics (Summer 1984),
esp. pp. 20-31

M. Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought, Harper & Row, New
York, 1971 {(esp. chs. 11-V)

M. Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology, Harper &
Row, New York, 1977

M. Heidegger, Nietzsche, vol. I: The Will to Power as Art, Routledge
& Kegan Paul, London, 1981

H. Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man, Beacon Press, Boston, 1966

G. Steiner, Jn Bluebeard’s Castle, Faber & Faber, London, 1974

G. Steiner, Heidegger, Fontana, Glasgow, 1978

P. Virilio and S. Lotringer, Pure War, Semiotext(e), New York, [983

P. Virilio, Speed and Politics, Semiotext(e), New York, 1986

E. Wyschogrod, Spirit in Ashes: Hegel, Heidegger, and Man-Made
Mass Death, Yale University, New Haven, 1985 (esp. ch. 6,
“Technology and Poetry)

Letter to Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart

T. Adorno, Philosophy of Modern Music, Sheed & Ward, London,
1973

E. Bloch, Essays on the Philosophy of Music, Cambridge University,
Cambridge, 1985

P. Beitchman, “The Fragmentary Word®, SubStance, University of
Wisconsin, no. 39 (1983), pp. 58-74

J. Derxida, The Truth in Painting, University of Chicago, Chicago,
1987 (esp. ‘Passe-Partout’, pp. 1-14, and ch. 1, ‘Parergon’, pp.
15-148) ,

M. Foucault, “What is an Author?’, in Textual Strategies, ed. J, V.
Harari, Methuen, London, 1980, pp. 141-160

M. Foucault, This Is Not a Pipe, University of California, Berkeley,
1982

M. Foucault, Death and the Labyrinth: The World of Raymond
Roussel, Doubleday, New York, 1986

W. A. Mozart, Symphony no. 40 in G. Minor, K. 550, Academy of
St. Martin in the Fields, Philips 7310 022

W. A. Mozart, Violin Concertos no. 3 in G Major and no. 5 in A
Major, Anne-Sophie Mutter with Berliner Philharmoniker,
Deutsche Grammophon, 3301 049

W. A. Mozart, Die 2 Duos fiir Violine und Viola, A, Grumiaux and
A. Pelliccia, Philips 412 0594

Memo to Chairman of National Board of Garden Guardians

Arts Council of Great Britain, The Glory of the Garden: The
Development of the Arts in England. A Strategy Jor a Decade,
ACGB, London, 1984

J. Ashbery, Self- Portrait in a Convex Mirror, Carcanet, Manchester,
1981

T. 8. Eliot, Collected Poems: 1909-1962, Faber & Faber, London,
1963

M. Holborn, The Ocean in the Sand: Japan — From Landscape to
Garden, Gordon Fraser, London, 1978

W. Stevens, The Collected Poems, Vintage, New York, 1954 (esp.
“The Man on the Dump’, pp. 201-203)

Letter to Roland Barthes

M. Amis, Money, Penguin, London, 1986

R. Barthes, Camera Lucida, Hill & Wang, New York, 1982

R. Barthes, The Grain of the Voice: Interviews 1962-1980, Hill &
Wang, New York, 1985 (a seminal introduction to Barthes’
work)

J. Baudrillard, Simulations, Semiotext{e), New York, 1983

J. Baudrillard, Forget Foucault, Semiotext(e), New York, 1987 4

J. Baudrillard, The Ecstasy of Communication, Semiotext(e), New
York, 1987 _ : :

R. Bowlby, Jusr Looking, Methuen, London, 1985

M. Horkheimer and T. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, Allen
Lane, London, 1973

A. Kroker and D. Cook, The Postmodern Scene: Excremental
Culture and Hyper-Aesthetics, St. Martin’s, New York, 1986 (esp.
chs. 1, 6, and 11)

R. D. Laing, The Politics of Experience, Penguin, London, 1967

H. Lefebvre, Everyday Life in the Modern World, Harper & Row,
New York, 1971 (esp. ch. 2, ‘The Bureaucratic Society of
Controlled Consumption?)

C. Lasch, The Minimal Self: Psychic Survival in Troubled Times,
Picador, London, 1985

P. Smith, “We Always Fail - Barthes’ Last Writings®, SubStance,
University of Wisconsin, no. 36 (1982), pp. 34-40

XXi




£ £ £ s, (1 £ .I"l O ] 2
0 a dy o & eto of an ae g ed po
etter to Ma
H 0 0 ire ou Rathe oung 10 Be N
eIo 0O ondo 9
etter (o Derippa
Derrida Dee and Phenomena O este
3 O
Perrida, O a atolog 0 Op
Ba ore, 19
Derrida g and Differe Routledge & eg
ondo 078 D 8 e eater o : and the
of Representatio
Derrida D 5 0 4600 G978
Derrida, Disse atio 5 0 ago
Derrida gneponge/ Signsponge 0 D14 €
0 084
A 3 g the Te 0 Op 2 Ba
08
eva, Desire anguage, Bla ell, Oxford, 1980 (e
ow Does One Spes 0 era e’ a e
I. (1 o
D 2d Displacemne Derrida and Afte
e Bloo gton 1983 (esp. papers b er, ‘Op
Derrida O ation o coria’, and DIVA Disp
and the D e 0 oma
R 0 4rnno s, O ega are, Routledge &
P 5 ondo 980
o Decentered orse o opre] ke
an C Ba O1C Q76
P ood and R. Bernasco ed Derrida and Differerice. P
Pre 985 (esp ervie Derrida’, pp. 10 3
4ppena
de aure 2 ologies o eride diana
Bloo gt 987 (esp and
clenze and atty 4 Oedlip apita
ODRrenia ¢ 0 £SOt AP0 OF
Deleuze and atta 4 ousand Plateq A 0
do G588
ea e a 3 A ondo 93
20 9 €0 of Parod e lea g5 o
¢ : 0 c e ondo 08

A ardine % ORfiguratio O oman and ode
arne g aca, 1985 (esp ¢ erte pp
G 6
A ardine Of Bodies and s ologie D 0
ORECINDOrg e, ed 2 oster, Bay Pre cattle, 198
DD 8
B. Rose, ed. A4 4s A e Selected o8 of Ad Re ara
g [ £ O ) -
VA Othe OFid a al Po s e
ondo 08
ope enough to meet vo - O need
418, e Redacto 3 @utomatica pewed o a de 0
atte ere 0f, O 0 3 2 0 b
appended alic C ADpenda as a po DIC aid {0 vO D1'C

o




O Paolo elo 0 D 0 orence
o b Op e Directo e oNa F
0 e Art o P IO

O eicleqge 0 Lip ere

0 Qifgang Amade OZd O ¥ e {0 (e
e Beyond

0 e a a ational Board o ardle ardia
= A YO A ol oIy O e {3arde a
ompetitio

O Roiand 83 3 O Le amp oe

c D & o a A otherap

O Vid d Ame orflebe
4 & [J psUDUrbdoroug

0 .13 Lernpp 0 ADroad

Anpend i =00 A Large Faenta asqaue 10

~ao P OnNae

0




imow goa
i witch Eskaeps thukhikruns

lettaz sgﬁ;:wig—bee tu fors this art erwae frum

lief spot FSF WS ERuh hete witch this géﬁ?“més iz

3nhomprclens not leeest beekoz orl thuh ;ng thuh
0 1ete.& about az arkb.hav_bin murJd hear intu

otecKst\oualxtl spot but the Figter 7
semed tu want it maek this art stuff absol vousless
eevn thoa menni ov hiz peepull didernt liek this
icdeer too mutch harfspot aparuntli thay wontid art
to bee big valyoubul an yvousful spot agenst this
h letiaz ar orlwaes argyuin for artz nede tu

hgﬁE“TEEETT"ﬁﬁﬁFTT—T?EE"Er1 thoaz convenshunf

less mengxnless blkoz orl thoaz thins he seprates

ff az art formo veri—fickshinl BAVESHEE BV owr
ﬁzToréggiétiz spot unliek him an hiz peepull wee
tha hear at rgin 19 thair kan bee nuthin
intu inYfo)spot owr —=
proassessin masheeng insch an. . reahaek reealltl az
,nuthln__i'_m_;_nthu 3 p‘ve\l,j' of @bpot - e

anutha ishoo that hornts thuh lettaz iz sumthin
corld moderniti an wetha oF not it Woz orl woshd up
spot agen 1tz difikult for uss tu judj wot thiz cud
mene but praps sub31ckwent ev1denz will help

it is kleea tha thuh rieter woz rietin with sum
urjensi half spot sumtiems he aks kKwestchuns
sumtiems he harrangs an sumtiems he rgyouz with hiz

risepondents spot but he offun riets as if he wozn

reeliwexggghﬁln en1 r{E;igﬂggpt praps sensin thuh

lettaz off blfor ivents ovatuk him spot surtinli he
semes fU antissipait sum sorta dlzasLQ“QEEiggzgs
shorli canute hav noan jus how kloaz it rée [+3- 20
wen he sent ERGR Téttaz thHa fatefull mornin spot
wot a piti it iz tha wea hav so litl_utha evidenz.
tu_bild up a betta pikcha ov thuh rieter an wol WOz
goein on at tha tiem half spot maebee utha bits an
peaces Wil IVEREHIATT be foun witch wil help us tu

provied sum sorta_cofitecks for theaz letiaz Spot
eniwal we offa thux lettaz heear Jus az_thse wur

ridji karakta mai Help tu
corius peeriud spot 4uR ov

N giv a
AT thuh le ‘hav a{daet/oh an we prigent them heear
in thuh da) thae wiF foun in thuh _poast man ale
plel : th_poast manz m
i bag spot
{.",}N\ﬂa )

@dﬂ \ Uz\'; \/W\a\}g‘ /}f
\N\WJ

To the Post-man

I'll be sleeping when you call so don’t knock. Please leave any mail
you may have for me in the hole by the door of.the bun

I'm leaving this bundle of letters for you in the hope that you'll try
to make sure that they reach their destinations. 1 know delivery is
mcreasmgly difficult these days and I can’t imagine how you're
managing to keep your service going. All public transport seems to
have broken down around here and my receiver-transmitter has been
dead for several weeks. Apart from your irregular visits bringing me
the usual brown envelopes nobody else calls any more; I'm having to
live off my steadily dwindling stores. Since IM}L@E and voice in
the accident writing letters has been my only chance of keepmg in
touch with things out there. However, I have received so few replies
that 1 am sure that many of my letters are not getting through (or if
they get through they are not being read (or if they are being read
no-one is interested epough to take time to reply)). Perhaps some-
thing’s going wrong at the other end but I’'m sure no blame whatsoever
attaches to you. Indeed you've always provided me with a most
proficient and caring service. And, most importantly, you do manage
to keep on moving. Of course, you have the virtue of youth on vour
side! What a pity I was already too old when they introduced that
re-training course for post-men,; it seems to have provided you with an
excellént grounding in the handling of all post problems. Anyway,
enough of my troubles!

You'd be doing me a favour if you could give these letters some
priority - I fear their and my time is fast running out. I’'m sure you’ve
heard the recent global forecasts — what do they say about these at
the Post Office? Perhaps there’s been a change of heart since they
abolished the position of post master-general. Do they still send you
out in all weathers? If so, take care! You may need more than your
usua] proteciive text-isles if some of the forecasters are to be
believed.

I'm afraid theres mot much I can do to show my thanks in
anticipation of your help, but please accept this vegan bar from my

o Y
dwindling supplies as a token.

In the mean-time - good posting!

Yours

P.S. Perhaps you should try to get the telex to Noah through first.
,M




Telexto Noah

Telex to Noah got address from old_book with (Fadink
: request nrgent advice. local wWhether
céntres making dire predictions re imminent
flogoding. no-one here believes whether-men anvmore
anyway a&ll too busy with things. plus no lacal .
experience of cosmic disasters. need plans/notes
for ark-construciion plus any old charts you still
have. apart from living things anvthing else you
advise savipe? what about humans? all help -
gratefully received. do hurry. thanks in
anticipation. ’

E AMEURUNCULUS

FOR: NOAH.
"The Cedars"”,
Arkville,
Lebanon.

To Paclo Uccello,
¢/o 5.5. Spirit of Florence

Dear Paolo Uccello,

Please excuse me writing to you out of the blue. I need your help.
Reports have been coming in recently about the possibility of a
deluge of cosmic proportions. Everybody here dismisses these as the
product of faulty machine programming but I’'m not so sure. 1 don’t
get much light down bere in the bunker, but once a day sufficient
filters through to enable me to-pick out the details of your Flood. 1
have a small reproduction of it on my wall (it’s there before me now
as | write to you) which I picked up at Santa Marla Novella in the
days when it was safe for a Little Ameuran 10 travel abroad.

Tn the cloisters of Santa Maria, having survived the very thing it
depicts and faded though it now is, we can still find that remarkable
double representation of terror and hope in your painting. In these
times the terror is everywhere present just below the surface of even
the most trivial of daily activities: apparently no problems in locating
that! But what is increasingly hard to locate is the kind of hope that
seems to vivify your practice and that still shimmers across the
surface of The Flood. As a Florentine all too familiar with the
seasonal vagaries of the Arno, you must have had to work under a
perennial flood threat; was it just the gathering of your art under the
biblical text with its vision of a transcendental after-life that
preserved and animated the hope in. your painting? Or was there
sopcrhaps, something that belonged, and which maybe

stil| Could belong, to painting and to all the arts themselves in their
representing work?

The dominant figure in The Flood is a man to the right of centre
standing on a tiny island of land where the flood is receding. His
head and shoulders, framed above, to the side, and below by the
dove bearing an olive branch, the drapery hanging from Noah’s
shoulder and the angle of his own wrist, catch a suffused light that

_ comes from nowhere inside the painting. Indeed the figure himself

stares fixedly out of the painting past the Ark and away from the
devastation of the flood. We are held within the tension of this gave,
for it both keeps us within the painting at the same time as drawing
us out of it towards the ineffable source of this unearthly light. Your
painting textualizes hope in the still visible brush marks through

which Vou stitched this absent ight source mnto the very texture of the
painting. The hope is in the buughed ight, whose representation In

thepainting pulls us beyond to its always absent source.
This textured light brings into the painting that which is other to
the images of terror and violence (the crow about to peck theeyeina
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G. Rossi: Engraving/aftep Uccello’s Flood

severed head, the bloated cadaver of a drowned baby) which
surround the calm standing figure. And this unrepresentable other
can only-‘be there’ in and as the paint itseif. So in spite of being
embedded inand a resp%@ﬁ@mﬁw {which is.already
on behalf of a transcendental after-life) the paint itself works to draw
and hold us within the painting, to keep us within this work-as-art.

But can art tGday; 1 Thess [ate-modern threatened and threatening
times, generate and represent, from withi OWN_resources, a
comparable hope? Such a hope would be essential to preserve at Jeast
a relative separation from those interests that would appropriate art
for their own ends. Perhaps The Flood can help us,

1 think it’s the double character of your representation of the flood
which preserves its timeliness for us moderns. For you use your
hard-won control of perspective to serve your aim of giving us two
perspectival images within the ‘one’ pictorial space. The two images

of the Ark, the Ark in the flood to the left and the Ark in the recession

to the right, indiabit differend perspectival spaces, yet we read tk
lunette as ‘one’ pictorial space, Perhaps a key to this @ gzmg unity
is the standing foreground figure, the figure which, in gatheTing
pictorial forces and concentrating the painting’s light within itself,
bears the metaphor of hope. Seeming to stand within>the flood’s
recession (and yet inhabiting both perspectival spaces ‘at once’) this
fig'ﬁ?é—ﬁ?aws us into the other pictorial evenis Withim whicH it is
embedded.
You left no clues as to the identity of this figure. Is it fanciful of me
to read this as or at least as a representation of the
Naturally our art historians would deride such a conceit, but
as there is no agreement about the only other supposed portrait of

- psychic processes than in a work’s play of representation and

you (in that gréup of The Founders of Florentine Art inthe Louvre), 7
I'shall cling to my fancy! After all, why should you not represent the
artist as the gatherer of light in dark times? In any case, whether or

not this is an ‘empirical’ representation of yourself-as-artist, is finally
irrelevant to the metaphorical possibilities that the figure offers in the
context of your representation of the Flood,

There is another aspect of the painting too which centres it in the
very dispersed midst of our late-modern concerns. For if_Noah’s
flood is the painting’s explicit referent there is a sense also in which it
opens ontg a different tflood>

The multitude of different events and figures you portray within
the two divergent perspectives have a fragmentary character; each, in %
its detailed treatment, gains a certain separation within the larger

e
‘whole’, Clearly the dominant explicit theme across these events is t
violence calling forth and provoked by an elemental catastrophe; yet, s

implicitly, the fragmented quality of these events, reinforced by the  pariven
hidden ‘fanlt’ of two clashing perspectival schemes, works to scatter *&uL}
the surface coherence. We are held within this paradoxical tension N l/

when we try to see your painting as a whole, for you. confound
wheleness—continuallv_with splitting and separation. And_this s TTToo
ere the other flood comes in.
F

or does not your achievement of this trembling sense of a whole,

of the painting as ‘one’, mark vour passage through and out of the

‘deepest_levels of oceanic undifferentiation? I have in mind
Ebrenzweig’s analysis of the infra-psychic conditions of artistic

creativity and response fo it. The artist’s reflexive turn back onto and

mto the self leads, mexorably, tgﬂm_ds ;he non-space, the space of an
- Sifferent] >

table spatial and
t al reference points are collapsed! (Ehrenzwelg suggests that
pictorial spac_é. worﬁ * when the artist and yiewer are held sgsgendeg
between the events of the surface and engulfment by the_oceanic
state. For Ehrenzweig this oceanic experience of fusion represents
‘the minimum content of all art™(The Hidden Order of Art, Paladin,
St. Albans, 1973, p. 135). The very possibility of a self-transforming
relation to a work of art seems bound to the thythm of our reading,

of ur shift from one ‘state’ to another; we move metonymically [ies,
across the surface Tiom ‘eventi.fo ‘event’. but this movement is f‘&?

continually disrupted by what the work makes available as we sfop
and seek to ‘take in’ (and to be taken in by) the work ] Ie
SearchingformetaphorsTor the whole we &r
a space-time that canpot be named even though 1t seems to be what
provides for our grasp sp of the work’s “oneness”. Of course Ehrenzweig,
framed by his psychoanalytic concerns, is more interested in intra-




textuality, yet he dogs open us in the most radical way to questions of
the relation between ‘inside’ and “outside’, of the oceanic flooding
that dissolves the séll's mternal boundaries.

And to move through the spaces of your Flood is to be drawn
down again into this other flood in which the boundaries of beings,
of things, themselves become ambiguous. It seems that you recovered
your double representation through just such a plunge into your own
inner flood.

-Of course in such fragmented times as ours it may be that art’s
attempts to represent, however tentatively, unities, wholes, are
doomed to failure. And that is perhaps one of the problems of
making works of art which in some way seek to celebrate art itself, to
hold on to the hope that the otherness of art’s representing work
stands for. Foran’s celebration of itself, of its own making, of js
carrymg over_of the Tradition into the “present’, works towards the
experience of ‘oneness’, of offering an at-one-ness (at-one-ment) with
thm_or.ﬂLmWork But if the analytics of the times have
abolished the unitary human subject and the boundaries between the
work of art as text and the texts of the world, then we are left
wondering whether our Desire for at=one-pess (which vour paintings
may_temporarly seel to satisfy) is_not after all an jllusory

apachronism. If the critics and theoreticians are right, to live by the
hope such Desire fuels is e out an ﬂlus;on for there 1s only
multiplicity, only scattering, and neve £ IE

the work of art{even throughout the experience of modermty itself)
soughi..tn_pmmise.and—x:ep;:esent.

In such times the outer and the inner floods seem intimately
intertwined. And that’s why your painting, cloistered though it may
be, m s itseif now the problematics of late-modermn
thoughi—and. practice. For the work invites us to consider the
possibility that the artist must continually court both these floods,
must plunge, must risk being sucked down, into the impleding non-
centre of the maelstrom, if art practice and our response to it are to
test their own delimiting possibilities. '

Well, I mustn’t take up any more of your precious time. If you'd

like to borrow a copy of Ehrenzweig’s book, just let me know. Im,

afraid it’s long been unavailable, thanks to the dilettante vacillations
of art discorsE AT HUBIShing interests.
Good huck with the Rout,

Yours sincerely,

_Ethelr_ed Amenrunculus

To Dr. Kopf, The Director,
The Multi-National Museuir: of the Art of the Now

Dear Dr. Kopf,

I am writing to thank you for making available your institution’s
considerable resources during my recent visit. Your staff could not
have been more helpful and courteous; they made me feel quite ‘at
ho ,me.I—I particulariy valued the tour round yourextensive and over-
cr hat a treasure house for future scholars! It made
me appremate the enormous problems that you face of conservation,
of keeping the Tradition in a ‘steady state’ It did occur to me in
passing, however, just how vulnerable those deeply sunken cellars are
to flooding; no chance of moving their contents to higher ground, I
suppose? No doubt I'm worrying needlessly; you've probably got
extensive insurance policies to cover any loss you might sustain
through accident. It may be worth remembering though that most
policies don’t cover ‘Acts of Gogd’. Perhaps you should check your
policies on this one, One never knows!

P’m sorry your pressing discussions with the Museum’s sponsors

Cpievenmdour meetiny. Incidentally, I was interested to see from
your subsequent press release that you've managed to renew your
arrangements with Sugprise Attack Technologies (Educational
Division) on what you seem to regard as favourable terms, Certainly
the"PR man from SATED was very pleased with that innovative
clause allowing them to display their newest products in-between the
art_work in alternate months. Personally 1 thought that their ‘quid
pro quo’ agreeing to use reproductions of works exclusively from

~your reserve collection mng fheir new space shutild
seemed a trifle out of balance. But only time will show us the benefits

‘of that one!

When we communicated through you asked me to

* let you have my impressions of the visirHmow that the following

. remarks wili be a fittle to one side of your way of approaching things

: .-and will certainly be nugatory as far as your formulation of day-to-

- day Museum policy is concerned. However, I prefer to think in the

- ldqget term,“and it may be that, when you are trying to anticipate

- -some of the unavoidable questions of Muscum stewardship over the

_ next two or three centuries, my comments will b assing

.. Let me begin by asking you to share one .W with

“-me (and what better place for the fantastic than your own ‘hot seat’
‘surrounded by yourco}___ﬁt_eg_w_ggksf)
“TLet’s try firstly to imagine a-culture without any art museums or

. galleries, where all works of art are made for and find other sites -
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factory, office. home, shuttle station_rdilwav station. computer park,
airport lounge, hvper-market cafe. and so forth. Or i imagine a city
with many tiny museums each containing only one painting or
sgmwmss day and night. Or, again, imagine a
culture in which the museum has become the equivalent of the
lending library with plenty of works available (provided, perhaps by
state-funded artists) and free circulation of the works among those
who want to borrow. Imagine a town in which each street has its own
little display space, a shop-front perhaps, a garage, someonc’s Lving
room, where the continual display of art works acts as afocus for the
neighbourhogd.

ow let me put it to you that as soon as we enter into one of these
little fantasies we also begin to realize that the kinds of works
produced and shown under the various utopic conditions would look
nothing like the work that is produced as art now and which fills
your Museum. Each fantasy is nnderpinned by another politics,

partakes of another economy, in which the relation of the artist to
the woik, to the culture, to the audience, an T Hersell would
necessarily be radically different to that experienced within the after-

culture of late industrial society.

And yet perhaps such fantasies allow us to see that .present,
conditions of making and resgondmg are entlrelz conventitnal) what
we sec gs art, and Aow we see It, are bound up with, are the possibility
of absolutely specific processes of representation and the
interpretations they call forth. 'm sure you would be the first to
acknowledge that the institutions through which the arts are

represented and made available in our culture, whether we recognize
it or not, permeate the very tissue and texture of the works

themselves. For there, right there where you are now, stxaddhngt‘he__

body of the representation of modernity, we are given a
collective Tepresentation, a constant reminder of what it is to be
modern, of whatanodernity has been taken to be by you and your

go-curators. There, no doubt, we should als d representations of
the paradoxes of the texts, the works, thaf framle)modernity for us.
It’s wirat this Museum (and perhaps we should remember too that

your Museum is the umbrella for the galleries-that surround it and
that its funch ntemporary museumship) also include
activities such as publishing, conserving. educaing, feeding, and so
’?E) represents, the Museum as representation, that is the theme and
rame of my comments. That you have to consider this theme right
there where you are, in the bowels of the Museum and under its

auspices, InSEWISﬂf into_the question; you and I are both

part of the guestion of
Your Museum is 41l around and@s we are

. ver ult to preserye

antipodean colleagues calls it) of m}isglg Especially as the meditative
- gaze characterizing musing has in the violent on-rushing of our

always implicated in angl’ﬁy the Mtzseum 1 advance for _we only
know art through it. As you know onl ; i

the visual arts in our culture, just as@ gis theframe of the the
hterary arts. Indeed, even before I entered your masswely impressive
nen-ciassa 1 had already been drawn into, had put myself,
my neces';sary and inevitable collusion with the Museum, into the
guestion. But whether we go further and yge this entr® as an occasion
to put ourselves and the Museunt in7g) questionsomething surely
that at least some of the works in your colIecaon solicit us to do) is

quite another questmn And it may we further question that the
Museum, in its ve presentation 0 nd has already

answered on our beha}f

But if we are alread M by the Musewn can we move beyond
its walls and copsiderit{rom outside? Neyer perhaps completely,

But with a little passing heluom another medium (literature} we
may loosen its Hold over us temporarily (I'll come to this shortly)
This is difficult because our culture has been busy for many years
incorporating the Museum into the interrelated entertainment and
tourist industries, The consequence is that art becomes part of the
geqeral spectacle of entertainment.

You have thus had the peculiar strategic problem in your Museum
of the Now of trying to find ways of reconciling the general cultural
expectation of and need for amusement, for diversion arising from
this alliance with entertainment, with the bemusement that
‘naturally’ befalls an audience with such ¢
the art you represent. Caught betwee amus:n and m it’s
ice’ as one of m

culture lost much of its Old French sense of time-wasting. I wonder if

" time-wasting is central to the curniculum of your extensive

educational programme‘? I wonder, too, if you have ever considered

T . putting on serinars in dislocation, self-scattering, or scandal? But

perhaps these would be somewhat to one side of your intesestin
c, in establishing and preservmg a metonymic association

between all the Works in your care. ]
- - Indeed, 1 sometimes think tha.s the real subject of

your Museum, the value we are meani to fcad behind the surfaces

tions in the face of

and in_the gaps between the works. And if discontinuity has been a
- continuing issue for practice within modernity, then you have
managed to suture its possible wounmectweiy Where the
provocations of the works themselves may require musing as an
absolute minimum necessary beginning condition for their
engagement by a respondent, your institution, by allying itself with

Mcm\rvﬁ o b/ C.W\W “ \3
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14 we had not yet reached or attained. Modernity would be the
permeation of every-thing by that irresistible force (Desire
modernized and manifest in the energy of the performance of
representation) which catches us and pulls us along, perhaps in spite

of o hile remaining all the time(just_ahea}l,Gut of opr
@@ ceessibie. Perhaps, then, modernity names the Desite to be
€ad of ocurselves, to be on the move to somewhere else, to give

ourselves ove iving half in the futuredand this Desire inscribes,
quite concretely, a motive and gives us a sense of time, OF our own
being-in-time, which is so fundamental to the energy, to the
harnessing of our libidinal forces that are needed and consumed in
the on-rushing of our economy and culture.

At this Ievel it begins to seem as if the modern tradition ¢f art
which is committed to the production of individual differences, of
change, of innovation, of ‘“truth™ o the ‘present’, the
movement of the culture within which it'1s embedded, and which is
exemplified in its gravest and its most trivial senses perhaps in the

inter-twining of technology and fashio @?, inevitably caught up
witmmSWWczumes critically, sometimes
in celebration, sometimes in irony, the insciption>of this wider
modernity in its own texts.

But 1f modernity names them for change, it

also proposes that the means of movement, the work of movement,
must bédr&ésed Yo the ‘present’, the ‘now’. The w’ can
only be op rough making works that are absolitely of their

time, which don’t look back, which, i ake_their
relation to their past (Tradition) a problem, rhe problem. The goal of

modern practice has been to capture the ‘present’ as the necessary
means of movement to the desired future; and thus the artist’s
problem. in the modern tradition has been both to forget the past

(distant and immediate) and to do this through an attempt to make
t rk_of art present the present immediately (i.e. without

mediation, directly), to make the work mark the difference between
th?@gmmﬁnm&.ﬂmmof its making and all preceding
mbdments: to capture presence. The question for practice has been:
How can I find the ways of making, the marks, the images, the
writing, that are true to my experience of my relation to the present?

And yet, if representation is the condition of our being, if we are
abways already within representation, within Language, if there is no
absolute presence or present that TCan capture or ‘express’ in itself,
then the attempt to gain or nold the present in the work of art is
necessarily compromised in the ways every work represents 1iself Hrrst

of all as art, that isii}iljgwthat it places itself in and in relation to
Tradition.
e

(M/)w.\* & pest

By associating itself with, by commemorating gr¢ (rather than

something else) each work of art fatally compromises its Desire to be

only of the present, to be absolutely modern. And every work.in your
bursting vaults displays this compromise simpl being there) i
the Museum - but I'll return to this. Indeed, one of the Teatures of

much so-called ‘post-modern’ art has been precisely the making
explicit of this realization of the inter-textuality of the work - that
each work in making its own différence also flows back into the texts
to Which 1t _is.3 ted. It thus agknowledges and perhdps even
celebrates its own belatedness. Modern practice comes to see itself as
this suspension, this driiting within the wake of that which is at once
both ahead of and behind it. And knowing this necessarily produces
o the” artistas something of an iromist - someone for whom,
- increasingly, the earlier modernist or vanguardist dream of the
possibility of forgetting Tradition and of absolutely capturing a
moment, an experience, a vision, of expressing purely and without
. taint, an emotion, a feeling, some-thing-in-its¢lf, has always been
.- impossible. The possibilities of making here might come to turn on
- the ways each artist moves through and acros phicity o
- languages that constitute the ever-open expanamgg;comractmg_bgdy

- of Tradition.”
. Now, I hope you're not getting too impatient; please bear with me!
¥ bach

T working my way steadil to your Museum through this
’ necessary scene-settipe detour. You see, 1 think that this sense of
“7 remembrance, of commemoration and celebration of Tradition, the
7 ironizing of the self’ i , the logg of immediacy, does
' begin to put us bac to the Museum and to other senses
“ - of being in modernity’s wake. If ‘post-discourse” in the visual arts is
“belated, if the possibility, the necessity of a ‘post-modern’ practice
“-has haunted the other arts and especially literature for considerably
- longer than it has the visual arts, this, in no small way, is due to
*~ another wake —Fmngganshin the very title of James Joyce’s last

: endininand ReginningYers gPare already msciibed
- indhe ‘fin’ and the ‘egan’. And this wake takes us back not to the

sixties or even the fifties, but to 1939, when Jackson Pollock was still
- 'working on the Federal Arts Project and had not yet painted his first

" non-figurative painting. If Joyce’s tex¢a watershed, marks the end
of high modernism in literature, so everything following it has to be

seen as writing after the ‘Wake'. And if there is a ‘post-modernity’
then all paths to it point back to the “Wake”, it may even be that
Finnegans Wake stillis the Wake that lies ahead, that has still Aot

been reached. So what might we (ves, even you as representative of
the paradigm modern art ipstitutren) learn still now about modernity
and itmt rom this extraordinary book?,
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Unreadablc
substity
prepared to hvggermanentlv suspended w1th1n the folds of double,
treble, multiple, and finally undecidable meanings, Finnegans Wake
marks the end of wntmg—readmg as 1t was known, and makes the.
reader into a re-writer, It marks, too, the death of the artist as.a
unified self, as centre, as the origin of a singular narrative. It is a (the)
limit text that unavozdabiy confronts us with what writing ‘is’. All
subsequent writing is unavoidably in Finnegans’ wake: a dream of
writing and the writing of dream. Standing aside from all norms of
‘professionalism’, of professional production (one novel/exhibition
every two years, plus mixed shows/reviews/commissions/teaching
and so on) Joyce, almost blind, takes seventeen years to write it,
allowing only the briefest extracts to be pubhshed during that

period. And here 1tsns to emerge.

In its ver of the structure of the
institution o eTh literature, but in the ver
system of readership that the institution o Dubm
sustains, Corifirmis, and needs, It scatters, disintegrates, the ‘common’
reader. who sustains the system. And it begins to show us that every
reader is already uncommon. Finne, Wake calls for another
reader, a reader who would (fitead %ﬁ Q@ in_and as its
re-writing; and it t does this by fore-fronting its surface as only only
writing, as nothing but fissures, cracks mfts holes, voids -
surface that pulls the would-be reader dor to Language, into the
ung__r-hf__igj_gylmmuself to find his or her own allegory in and as
this very praxis. The flow of readmg, { the ted into.a

mulnphc;tx of _gzbutaries criss- crossgg_g_a&h_o_thgnmo gver
coming together again into a ‘one’. . The apparent immediate
availability of a text for a reader, assumed within traditional and
even other modern narrative forms, is sundered forever. Expressing
nothing but its own plurality, 1@— resses, expels, the reader from
singular habits into the swirl of language-as-writing, a language from
which we can neither escape nor with which we can ever be ‘at one’.
You’re probably saying, ‘Yes, maybe, but what has all this got to
do with my of this Museum? Well, my apparent
digression into anegans Wake strengthens the questions about
your relation to modernity and the visual arts from within the
Museum. For, with Finnegans Wake as the paradigm case, the text
that marks the limits of modernism, modernity, and the literary
institutions of publishing and the hbrary, we might ask whether there
is 2 work, a body of work that has worked, or better, that-is still

working (as I'm suggesting Finnegans Wake is still working) similarly
for the visual arts. Is there a marker of the limits of the modern that

U\)\/\/\V{/T(’k V. Pv\o\/lst/\uiﬁj
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able to live only through a

~ the ready-mades certainly come well before Finnegans Wake. But

' modernity itself.
firmly within-the-tradition.is so_pervasive in the visua
- of what your Museum represents as the period of high modernism
~ (American painting post-1950) had been made. If from within your
. what came to be known as modernism, then that may be something

. that-you will just have to come to terms with. Certainly with its
- publication came the proposal, heeded or not, that subsequent work

+. within Tradition, but without the secumy of a certain site, a unitary
: piace for practice or reading. And is this not precisely ‘central’ (an
.. irony in itself) to the popular prevalent thesis of the ‘post-modern?
- Inthis way Finnegans Wake may be read , following another sense of

i , wake 45 vigl
@ as a wake for modernism, and its _relation to ingtitution and
) Languagc

- culture, already are - th
~.teminded repeatedly that” we may be after modernism (the
- traditionializing, the normalizing, of innovation, of the Desire for

. sense of vigilant commemoration and of that hole in the ice, that

‘very possibility of the modern work of art as we know it.

-our behalf, as our representative (with all its political overtones)
those works that %and for, thé}‘xt modernity as it has been

practised.”A doubl€ representation: the Museuw and
‘\—-'-_'—_"_—. -—_.___.—-—!—‘—ﬂ-——/

has a similar status to that of Finnegans Wake? Duchamp’s Large 17
Glass, the associated Green Box, and his fragmentary gestures with

they also come before what we can describe as a well-established
modern tradition (and nobody has done more to establish modernity
as a tradition than you and your Museum). Further, Duchamp s
work dissipates the possibilities of an absolute radicality in his
equwocai relation to Tradition, both his immediate precursors -
impressionism and post-impressionism (retinal art as he described it),
and the modern tradition itself within which his own work has been
recuperated as a key site for the explorations of the Hmits of

This ability to recuperate-houndary markers apd to z them

arts that we
argleft. Two inn Hakeor nothing. And let us
not forget that Finnegans Wake was published before the first works

custodianship of the visual arts it seems too far away, in its preceding

had to account for itself as both within modernity, within Language,

doad

as a watching over and a re brance of the J

exe we all, unavoidably in our M/}

0 be in the Museum is to be

Wake as vigil returns us_to

presence) but are still, inevitably, in modernity’s wake, in the double

- 2
r. In your Museum we move forward only with ouﬂ ?‘ che ¢
wure. And yet there is nowhere else 1o go, for the
Museum is1t8elf not only a modern institution, but provides for the

- The Museum’s task, your Museum’s task, is to gather for us, on
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represents modernity itself to itself and to ns. Through the ordering..
of its collection it offers us.nparratives, if not one narrative, that
necessarily give a certain coherence 16 modernity. The latter comes to
be seen as ‘one’, as a continuity, as sQme-thing that can be collected.
It enables us to rehearse, {0 repeat again and again, what Toodernity
‘has been’ and ‘is now’ (through its regular updatings). The
permanent collection in its very permanence reassures us of
. . g - .. . . g i

modernity’s solidity as ap achieved tradition with its masterpleces as

¢ and continwity; and this is reinforced in your
Museum'’s architecture and facilities, which make it above all a place
of comfort and ease, a place where your guides and educators
assemble the spectacle of modernity for us tourists. Yet the Museum
has somehow to represent itself as neutral (to be self-effacing), as
outside the s cle. For it knows, with all its sopHisticarion, that
art D’es’irras'ﬁﬁle neutral from within which to disclose itself (very
slowly perhaps). So here’s a question for you: How can your
Museum, the epitome of cultural power, represent itself as neutral?
Only through elaborate dissimulation perhaps? Self-deception?
Think about it.

Your Museum’s problem, then, as the institution that repregents
modernity to itself, to culture generally and to artistic practiee_in
particudar, is somehow to represent itSelf, Yo show its—el—&
-. independent, of the very thing (modern art) that it
constitutes and makes possible. But of course while, ostensibly,
always behind, in the wake of, art practice (where it represents itself
as the master-antiquary collecting and caring for the relics of
modernity’s pasts), it has always already turned the tables on art
practice by representing itself as the only possible home, site, for art
in our culture. It shows and knows itself as the necessary destination
of practice. The Museums-as that which is behind, in the wake of,
modern practice, nevertheless leads art practice towards jiself by
representing itself as the work’s only possible destination. With your
Museum leading from behind the work can only go ‘fgrwardby
r practice describes . And the Musetdraws
specific conditioni3of representation in izs wake that, in their
permeation of artistic practice and audience response, define the
quality of this circular relationship.

A@—\' ation;yyour Museum covertly inscribes the ground rules
for an%iee. The Tradition’s apparent absorptive and
recuperative power, its abilities to recuperate for and within art those
works and gestures whose telos has either been to ironize this very
condition or, more radically, the dissolution of the boundaries
between ‘art’ and ‘life’, is made effective, real-ized, only in the work
of the Museum. Duchamp’s ready-mades, Manzoni'’s canned artist’s

MUO—UAAM okgﬂ
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- rgpresentations“and documentations. The museum affirms and
reminds us that the Tiodern work is that which brings the past into
the present, that needs, preserves, and celebrates the past in the very
process of asserting its masterful difference from its predecessors.
The moment of mastery over tradition, difference@s a

fibing 1§ and aceebration of it TTNT
I thiS @oubling the Wwork of art, the modern work, is€fansformedd
into theg~Tonument) where a monument is that which serves to

- commemorate; the secondary reference of monument, to size, as in
the reference to the ‘gigantic’ associated with the ‘monumental’, is
also important in the practical history of making the work of art.
With the Museum as its_terminal home, and under its auspices,
modern art practice is_Intrinsically entwined with the monumental.

This project is dense with irony,

. The very practice, modernity, that Desires the Other, projecting

=  itself out of the past, and seeking to cling only to the present, finds its

- possibility absolutely _circumscribed by the conditions_of its
representation. It immediately becomes agfelic) a ead thind
marker of, a monument to, a moment in, the all-embracing narrative
- of modernity’s flow. The monumental, then, is the tacit condition of
a work’s access to the Museum’s collection; it has somehow already
©tg know itself as a si nument, because the museum, the
~gallery, 1s where the modern tradition is gathered and represented, To
‘make work that is to have possible visibility in relation to the
~Iradition (even as its negation) is inevitably to make work that,
- participates in, collaborates with, or seeks to negate the monumental.
< Ti"knows, however, secretly, that its only_life 15 to liveon as a

. fa Acconci’s seed-bed, happenings, performances, all ar i9
2 @%ﬁ% in Eiﬁ_mmpmem of their entry into the Museum’s

s vane

J)

e oration of that which ed away; if art work ‘lives’

:Within these conditions we may say that its only possible aspiration,
~which it must already have acknowledged, however inchoately, is for

" as a monument that commemorates massively its own
Rassing away, its lost presence As monument too it is absolutely

non-domesticatable; in its very making on the Museum’ terms it
refuses to contemplate a domestic future for itself. The private.
collector has to turn home into a museum to ‘accommodate’ the
EWB_E_I@ And this is only secondarily a matter of scale, of the gigantic
(although this is problem enough in the suburbia most of us inhabit).
No, the prime issue is what each wark gathers to itself in its
preparation, in its making, and wfor its representation
Within and in relation to a tradition of modernity. Quite simply - it
thers (voyr others). To become what it aspires to be, 1o

come into its ownmost, to become a monument to its own diffe%
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Subject to your gathering-linking practices, each work, iiving~on
in its difference, needs the others to affirm this very difference. With
yvour Museum as its possibility it is not so much the individual work
that gathers, that holds, that absorbs the respondent, it is rather the
relations between, the Eaps,)the absences between the works, the
PosSINLY of making A narrative, of finally feeling one’s way to some
kww%w For the Museum’s
concern,  as a rationally accountable public institution, is
undoubtedly ‘sense’ rather than ‘scandal’ or dis-ease or poetry; as
soon as a work is brought directly within the Museum’s sway, is

d, (and you will have seen that I am suggesting that it is
fromrits inceptiqn), the sceq@dalous i converted intqTheatitonly
the spectacie the spectre, of a scandal. The paranoia of the Museum
(its need to gather everything within the coherence of its narratives) is
opposed to but able to absorb the detachment, what Roland Barthes
called the “fetishistic’ character of the work of art, and it does this
precisely through its social and economic power, through its self-
confident appraisal of art as a social institution. Art’s only response
in the face of your mastery (apart from straight collusion} s a kind of
stoic irony. _

JemoWing only too well the conditions it faces and which permeate
it, and far from being grounded in a total commitment to absorb the
respondent absolutely, the work of art tacitly acknowledges from the
beginning that it will _be to Wanderlng “attent]
distraction, o tourism. Each work thus insimuates itself into the

wo’“ 5

others, .and_seeks to draw them into itself - the_play of inter-

-> Jgextuality. It begins to live.only in and as its relations with the others,

Perhaps here, in modernity’s wake, in the so~caliedim<3§@
self-consciousness, the submission to and the involvement in these
necessary cond;tmns of modernity tend to provoke two Kinds of

response.
‘ﬁ?’sﬁfthe aura pervading modern practice and its products is one
~ of pathes;a more or less dgsperate melancholy, from within which
- the possibility of preserving a trace of poetry, of irony, of the Good
of art’s utter uselessness, becomes the artist’s only and final resort in
the face of Museumization. Degperation and melancholy become
intringic to_and constitutive of the making of it. Yet these are not

/@‘oundéﬁjn nostalgia. Rather they acknowledge what is involved in

art’s absolutely resolute commitment to otherness while working
within the hole in the ice. Tt is no longer possible to shelter behind
earlier avant-garde rhetorics that represented art works as powerful
presentations of immediacy, of purity, of pure expressivity, of things-
as-they-are, of the absolute, or, concomitantly, as the rejection of the
past or the destruction of bourgeois values. The utopian programmes

and proposals of some earlier modernities (which were already 23
casualties of the Museum even as they were penned) are increasingly
avoided in favour of the acknowledgement of ﬁm
of an inert sullenness, in which your Museum 1s ai once
acknowlédged, distanced, and ironized. Under these conditions
poetic and ironic traces are likely to be well buried to avoid the
Museum’s monumentalizing power. If it is in the very ‘nature’ of the
Museum to appropriate excess, exorbitance, the scandalous, for its
own ends, we may sce, as you have seen all along, that the up-front
strategies of previous avant-gardes have long been inappropriate.
As the confirmer of monumentality, your Museum reveals itself a

.- amachine for allegorizing; it allegorizes its works by requmn% that

we read them in terms other thafiThgimselves. We can onlyrea

- in MCSpECiicity throngh-its underlying relations fo all the others,

. through what ‘goes on’ in-between them. Allegory itself thus begins
to appear as the groundless ground from which work is made and
seen. And in the wake of modernity the very art historicizing that
<. your institution inevitably represents, Ireser
-, narratives of organization and coherenge, ig subj i€,
- of allégorical play. In this play it is(style/itself (style as a certain
-~ consistency of the means of representation and as a category central
- - to the means of the Museum’s orderings) that is at stake. For you

- .works are gathered according to style: vou have to have
. representatives of all important’ styles. %@M@% I
: arie ample?) #bp
- If one response has thus entailed, paradoxically, a tension

- between on the one hand, recognition of the Museum’s defining role

“and a resignation to its appropriative powers, and on the other a
‘withholding, in the df:pth of its reserve, of certain poetic and ironic

‘traces, then the other main alternative has been to try to site the work

beyond your Museum’s reach. And this has almost inevitably

eérntailed attempts to re-define both what could stand as a work of art

“and how and where this could be experienced. The non-sites of Robert

Smithson exemplify this rejection of the Museum. The transformation

‘of the landscape into a work of art eschewing the kind of
documentation that would allow the Museum to appropriate the

‘work, opens up a very different possibility for the relation to Tradition

-while preserving and remewing the monumental. In the long-ago
nineteen-sixties ‘happenings’ also initially marked a break with the
‘Museum, but their transformation into performance art, which has
‘continued largely under the auspices of Museum sponsorship and

setting, displays the probiems attendant upon attempis to re-site art

-work in a culture where art is represented by your Museum.

“You're obviously all too familiar with other ways of working for
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“which your Museum is both the topic and site. In representing

vourself as the centre you found yourself, however uncomfortably,
having to toy with them; to have ignored them wr:auid .ha\l/e
compromised your over-arching centrality. These aEternaFives live mn
a direct relation to the Museum while ironizing its practices and its
relation to history by secking to distance themselves frorg its
incorporations. Obviously they include all temporary instai}atzons
that use and comment on the space they occupy, while rejecting the
demands of conservation and preservation; at the limit Tinguely’s
self= ing machine, sited in the fore-court of one of your major
subidiaries, was at once a happening, an installation, and the ruin of
installation. By Ina_king_wnrl(q which.in their.very.scale.cannot be

preserved according to the conventional concerns and definitions of
t useum as storehouse, as cultural reserve, the artists step agide

from yvour M ’s intrinsic historicizing. Nor can artist like Ed
Kienholz be comfortably fitted into your master narrative or your
vaults becausg a single work, occupying one or more rooms hy.itself,
in its very displacement of other works would deny the Museum’s

norm of repre iveness. Here exorbitance-of scale or conception
seems eumization.

Such strategies of irony or avel distribute themselves ar'ound
and are pulled into th eum’s orbiy through your centnp_etal
practices. They reurn us to and recall the problematic, t_he question,
iri’aé’g?rated by Finnegans Wake, of the limits of the institutions that

“make practice possible. In the period we call ‘modern’, a period in

which your Museum is a founding constitutent of that very
modernity, the artist’s problem has been how to preserve, to I:ﬁ&kﬁ
available, traces of the poetic, the excessive, the exorbitant quality of
art both through and yet in spite of your institution. Of what may
Finnegans Wake remind us in this context? Just as Finnegans Wal_ce
could not end the institution of 1i ishing, but only and st?H
today marks_its liriits by being both available and unreadable, (in
conventional senses of that practice), so we cannot expect a ,a

body of work, to undo the institution twmwng
coﬁc@gtiog of representation in the first place. But while in literature

we havelang’ work which, for decades has acted as the edge, publicl
aygilable but radically withheld, the visual arts have genera
comparable work. ] ]

As T have indicated there has been a wide range of work in Whlch
art’s reflexive quality, its necessary turning back onto and into zts:elf,
has included an ironizing of the very conditions of representation
themselves. And of course to prevent your centrality, your defining :
sway, being compromised, you've had to find ways, ’however ;
uncomfortable you may have felt, of bringing such work into your -

master representation. In many instances this has been facilitated
quite simply by the works being singular art objects. Thisgin ularity
simplifies your appropriation enormously. Remembering Benjamin’s
commenis on the avra of the unique work of art, it seerns that the
very guality of their availability as visual art texts, stands in the way
of the kind of withholding cxemplified in Finnegans Wake Their
rapid absorption and placement by both Museum and Art-world
discourse prg-empts the possibility that they can hover in a relation of
" absolute ambiguity, of continual disconcerting uncertainty, to both
Tradition_and .t the context of presentation. Just as, in spite of
Sterne, Lautréamont, Mallarmé, and Apollinaire, the book seemed
_ 1o us to be the most natural thing in the world until Finnegans Wake,
- so does your Museum, in spite of Duchamp, of Breton, of Pollock,
of Rauschenberg, of Buren, of Oldenburg, of Christo, of Haacke,
. still seem to be and to represent itself as the ‘natural’ place, the
L o
Adin for the visual Zits.
oo If the distinctive shifts of interest named in -the concept of the
- ‘post-modern’ have occurred among visual artists (belatedly, if we
. take Finnegans Wake as the mark of modernity’s limit), then this
--must surely be grounded upon the m ) realization of art’s

».-impotence to radically denaturali m. You will
b PIEGRET 15 KEAr That arts secimme . Youwl
- remotely subversive inaction of a radical impotence in which jt
- celebrates its own utter uselessness as its greatest strength, Against

e He 0 s . . . *
but caught up within the paranoia of the systematizing institutions
that represent it for our culture, art finally preserves itself by /
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continually rehearsing, re-staging, its commitment to  non-
compromise,. . w. t_for the foreseeable
+future its certain destiny is mpromised absolutely, Living ou
its half-life within the dull glow of ‘post-modernit sChalf-lght)
contemporary art holds, maintains, & %a Y for its own

Eex
(3
o
@
B
i
&
o
£,

dea s/ and the faint glimméFines We can dimly disce

jeatli Within 1ifc)

IRrGugh the Museum’s penumbra and the fogs of art-world discourse
(to which this letter is itself necessarily condemned if you let it slip
_out) which continually condemn the works to your meaning, to your
sense, display art’s continued ability to salvage, to fecycl@itself, in its
;:ff;c_yj:igl neutrality, as voidance. Only in those occasional
- €ruptignsdof absolate withholdiny, of militant reticence, do the
. Works, in their seckefion of powerless poetics, manage still, in the
face of the obliterative appropriations of art’s institutions, to surprise
us; to ingp ever so_slightly our attachment to the Gulfares
conyentions of representation. In this u}xhingeing we may also be
nvited to return again to and to review the wWhole of that modern
tradition that we felt, thanks to the collusions of your Museum and

v Qv




26 art history, we had so securely in hand.

For if our being within Finnegans’ ake, \in t of a

¥ J declining modernity, names anything 1{ hames t
feflexive retirnimg

£

- which our

renewal, of Tradition, occurs within t§

he necessity of that

pon the very tradition of modernity within
Desirefor art is animated in the first place.

And it also

raes 7

names the self-consciousness that knows ii at this g, this

. ——->Language‘ This reflexive turn creates

-arttiat iave grounded themselves upon a vision

witHIT ¥s, of
paradoxes for those theories of

of theory’s relation

to its topic as a relation of critical mastery, of an illusory dialectic of
objectivity and subjectivity, derived from stereotypes of scientific
practice and discourse (and I suspect that you yourself are in thrall to
such a vision - certainly your Museurmn acts it out). For in the wake
the reflexive recoil calls for a suspension of the assumiptions, the
terms of reference, of those critical-analytical-historical art
discourses that have permeated and sustained your relations to
modern practice itself. Such a suspension, already practised by artists
working in the wake, would necessarily call for the self-
transformation of the reading-writing that is in the wake of the work.
And necessarily involved in such a ciifical Self-transformation would
be the abandoning of t ense of the work of art as some-thing to
be-phaced-by to be represented by, to be mastered by, your Museum
and—its-associated_criticisms, in a coherent discourse absolutely
certain about itself and thus unable to be shaken to its very
foundations by art, It is no accident, of course, that your Museum
has been both absolutely complicitous with and a precondition for
the discourses of critical objectivity; and ygt without it, as I have to
acknowledge, there could be no wake for modernity, for there would
havg been no tradition of modernity no modernity as we have had it
represented-bo us.
In the short term which, after all, is all that concerns you {with
only a few years of your contract left to run), all this must only bring
you comfort. But as for the long term ~ that may be another story!
/ Your successors may just find the embracing politics that underwrites
&wi.uk their representation beginning to tremble. Until that time, no doubt,

¢3S your Museum, having nowhere else to turn excent A
V into the reassuring confipes of its own representations of itself, will

sustain itself through whatever alliances are present-to-hand,

As the epitome of represemtation you can only scek ways of
aligning art with the wider culture of representation (of which you
yourself are the representative). In this work of reconciliation art is
spectacularized. Thus art, which, in the impetus of the Desire that

\/ animates each work, in the very lack of its claims, is the undeing of

the spectacle, becomes an adjunct to the tourist trade. Always on the

T , \
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move, fourists pass things by (works of art included, as your rparkct 27
researsh staft will no doubt have told you) quickly, they pick up

things, ?Wt the message, the meaning, at a glance (aided LY ¢ iy, ly

your _guides). Somebody should try telling the_m that worff(s of art
Kave nothing-to-say, no message, are ;2_ one side of meaning, take
igne to realize their lack, are very withdrawn. .
’ Ob\?iousiy you couldn’t take on this job because every E_ast‘d'etaal of
your Museum’s organization and scif~presentatxon. sagmfles’ the
opposite - the potency of art’s meanings. In any case it wouldn’t go
down too well with your sponsors. )

I know the above comments won’t help you to 1mpiement' your
immediate programmes and policies, but you may find something to

. mull over in the years to come. Perhaps I could explore vour vaulis

agam.in a few years’ time (always assuming you’re still here - don’t

- forget to check that insurance policy!); I like Fo keepm ﬁnt:: onthe
pulse of public taste, and it’s always interesting to see what @ e

et
Yours sincerely
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- E. Ameurunculus
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