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– How would you define the term Conceptual Art? What made you eliminate in the second issue of the magazine Art-Language the subtitle “The journal of conceptual art”?

Michael Baldwin and Mel Ramsden

– I would not attempt to define it. What came to be called Conceptual Art comprises a considerable variety of only superficially similar things. I would say, however, that most Conceptual Art had fairly deep (if callow and youthful) roots in a tradition (if that’s what it was) whose main characters opposed the protocol modernist tradition associated with Barr, Greenberg, Fried, et. al. But there were various possible readings of this tradition, and those who styled themselves or were styled “Conceptual Artists” were by no means univocal in this reading either jointly or severally.

I think that we thought for a moment that we were doing something to which the quasi proper name (cf. Russell and others on proper names) “Conceptual Art” might have been applicable. Like all such names they tend to signify not real events or tendencies, but commercial (or comprador) mo​ments.

What we set out to do, having got over the ultra-minimalist tendencies around 1966, was to produce work capable of suppressing not simply the voices of modernist orthodoxy insofar as they had some contingent and non-cognitive ascendency, but also the beholder from which this voice is​sued. This possibility was to be realised (and to some extent was realised) in the suppression in our work of all, or almost all unreflected content. The text, and the discursive activity to which it attests removes all but the vesti​gial memory of what used to be called the beholder’s share – a share from which issued the voice of the authoritarian critic consumer.

I must try to be brief, so I proceed to offer a contrasting example. Con​ceptual Art in the U.S.A. is characterised by its rather primitive historicism. One particular artist, for example subscribed (and for all I know, still subs​cribes) to an express train theory of avant-garde “progress”-viz: that art “mo​vements” or tendencies are arranged serially in long linear particles; sad metaphors of locomotives and cabooses ensue. The Conceptual artists as​sociated with this historicism were, I suggest, only concerned to be the me​chanical apostates of modernist orthodoxy; in effect, they were concerned to take over the instruments of power.

One other thing that is remarkable about most U.S. Conceptual Art (and because these things became noticeable rather quickly, we dropped “The Journal of Conceptual Art” from the masthead of the journal) is not that it is factitious, but rather that it is primitive – and I mean primitive in a sense adjacent to Grandma Moses. (I can defend this assertion. Much work was prosecuted and produced in the belief that concepts were somehow “on” the wall, that pieces of paper were places upon which concepts were “re​jected”, that small demonstrations of philosopher’s puzzles (cf. Magritte’s Key of Dreams) which came as revelations to the artist did inaugurate a new age of art after philosophy, that there was a race to be first to have discovered this treasury, etc., etc. It’s all rather dull, but the immediately foregoing accounts for a few things e.g., the instructive bathos in which resides the strange compelling power of Laurence Weiner’s work, and the fact that a former colleague backdates work actually produced in 1969 – 1970, 1975? – to 1965 in his hysterical haste to have been the Magellan of a (voy) age which can only exist in the brutal historicism of commercial paranoia.

There were other characteristics of the Conceptual Art moment. Among them that fascination with distribution that characterises the many postal art operations at the time. We sought to correct or to disarm these and ot​her tendencies. ln the end, I suppose, we merely found a way in the laby​rinth of discourse, to ignore them (MB).

– I suppose that by around 1968-69, long after it became apparent that Post-Minimalism was just nasty space occupying and space penetra​ting junk, it became apparent that some work (by Ian Burn and myself, by Terry Atkinson and by Michael Baldwin) had been about or had seemed to be about scrutinising the professionalisation of the category of art and the self-image of “artist” itself. Thus were introduced a series of potential discontinuities between artist, critic, beholder, institution, etc. An allegory of frustration and potential replaced or tried to replace the business-as-usual of professionalised art. lt isn’t just a matter of the difficulty of “defining” Con​ceptual Art. Some account should perhaps be given of the quite different problem of how some people were in a position to do something called Conceptual Art in the first place.

I cannot stand those who see Conceptual Art (“theirs” or usually some clients) as a triumph of the will. The artist as originator of all causal chains is offensive and produces a form of conceptual art as genetic property that can only have paranoia as its defense. It’s also a belligerent view of human beings as self-contained entities with “wills of their own”. Aside from this, as far as I’m concerned we reached something which was or which beca​me known as Conceptual Art by doing quite awkward and often humble work. We worked our way through art magazines, Johns, Stella, Reinhardt with a bit of help from reading Wittgenstein and P. W. Bridgman. And we worked our way through a lot of unsanitizable shit as well. The fact that by 1967 we had stumbled our way to using so-called written material as ontologically privileged objects was due in part to a failure to successfully deal with the kind of work produced by artists mentioned above. Concept Art (or whatever) began from a kind of failure perhaps; or was a failure to signify – to use the more expensive terminology – or it began in failure and continued in an abyss.

Around about late 1965 there was an awareness of Minimalism and its problems. Judd, Morris, LeWitt, Smithson, wrote. We were in London at the time and read all about it in Artforum. This work and the writings were instructive for the development of the work we made and clarified Con​cept Art’s relation to not just Minimalism but in particular to Cold War US. art and its distributive networks. Between 1965 and 1968 (spent both in London and New York) this was a big issue for us. Michael Fried missed the point in an interesting way in Art and Objecthood written in 1967. Mi​nimalism produced works that were not so much studio based works but installations. It took some time to figure out the implications. Remember, no one had heard of “installations” up till then. In removing “the relations” within works (relatively speaking) the relations shifted from within the work to between the work and its surroundings. There seemed to be a challen​ge to the European modernist ideal of alienated, marginal, artist producer in favour of a new kind of museum service artist, to the artist as a new kind of public, institutional figure. Some kinds of Conceptual Art continued to make Minimalist-type installations (with ultra-minimalist “words” and grap​hics, etc.). The work we were doing and would do refused this opportunity not in favour of alienated marginality but in favour of another place of pro​duction outside of the new managements distributive demands. The place was not to be a “space” but a discursive circumstance. I say we didn’t want alienated marginality but there is in Conceptual Art a kind of Marshall Plan European character, a kind of parodistic manifestation of the meanings of the dominated, the refusal of the opportunities of Cold War “spaces”. It wasn’t a more extreme artistic stance, it was playing it again before the abyss. Post-minimalism, on the other hand, took the Cold War opportuni​ties: why bother with sweaty, dusty old art when you can just design an exhibition, stuff a gallery, be your own curator. The producer was trans​formed into the curator and this work is still prevalent and fueled by a small calculation: the wilder and wackier the work the more it needs the institu​tion (MR).

– Why did you work together in a group? What advantages and di​sadvantages are there in working under the same structure and scheme? What prerequisites were needed in order to join Art and Language?
– We did not work as a group. This is complex and hard to describe. There was never a moment at which you could deduce the cardinality of Art & Language from its ordinality. We sought (or perhaps I sought) to blur the edges such that it would not be possible or necessary to decide who or what constituted the “membership” of Art & Language. If there were any differentiae they were associated with virtual or real presence in the discur​sive index. We sought not to be the authors of our work so much as agents in a practice that produced it (MB).

– We work with each other and sometimes with other people. This has the potential of being a place of production which does not exclude some sort of (perhaps negligible) social life. The work was critical and skeptical not biologically urgent so there seemed to be some room for talking to each other. Writing and producing journals is quite often a collaborative activity. Exhibition making and art object making are social activities also. There was never much of a structure or scheme in Art & Language apart from attempts, usually ludicrous, to formalise incomes. There was rather a sprawling vola​tile mess, hardly discrete or manageable. The prerequisites of “joining” Art & Language were like this: friends, students (etc.) had skills and made con​tributions. Mayo Thompson, for example, is a musician. Art & Language have made some records. This was not a stylistic matter. It was produced out of a kind of social contingency. Eliminating contingency is a require​ment of securing the grounds of artistic professionalism. Art & Language is not and was never a group, it is and was a socially contingent way of making art sometimes (MR).

– By working together under the same banner did you try to do away with different categories like critic-artist, theorist-exhibition organiser...? If so how did you do it?

– Certainly we meant to still the maniputative voice of the critic in ta​king his work away. And obviously we were theorists. lndeed, it was our aim to disrupt, ultimately perhaps to eliminate, the standard distributions of function (cf. above again).

The exhibition organiser bit is a little more problematic and touches on a later question.

I think we probably did want to take over some bits of the administra​tion. We were young, etc., etc. What we discovered was that more than anything the ideological rôle of management beckoned. (This was the mo​ment before the artist, and a fortiori the conceptual artist had sought to trans​form him or herself into a pale client of the utterly unregenerate consumer). What was clear was that the power of management or administration was not to be resisted or transformed by mere substitution or duplication. (Cf. answers to your question 11 below) (MB).

– From what I said in answer to your question 1 we did not have to try to eliminate the distinctions between artist/critic, participant/beholder, theorist/practitioner. Such distinctions go to make up the shape of culture. But for a time these distinctions collapsed. To work on paintings was to work on theory, to write essays was to make objects, my authorship was your authorship – or else. This wasn’t the activity of a Students for Democratic Society study group, it was a deliberate allegory of discontinuities only in part directed against the simulacra of cohesion known as the art world (M R).

– What was the cultural, social, economic context in England (and in the rest of the world) like which made Art-Language necessary? Do you think English Conceptual Art was any different from other countries’?

– I am not all sure that Art-Language was necessary. However, the conditions in England and the rest of the world which made Art-Language possible, and perhaps retrodictively or retrospectively explicable were what might be called Sixties orthodoxy. I mean by this that the affirmations of radical “beauty” associated with the soft left in hippie opposition, as part of its oppositional stance, always seemed to be client to a status quo of permission. We sought, as it were, to deny the sentimental cultural politics (and sentimental it was notwithstanding the substance and seriousness of the opposition to the Vietnam War, for example) which left intact the various forms of self-image of the age (MB).

– The answer to what the social and economic context in England and the rest of the world was like when Art-Language was first published can only be not a lot different than it is right now. I really can’t trust myself not to just recover a lot of nostalgia. I am sure, however, that since this time the art world has gone from a fiction to a parody. This must in some sense be good: we are getting nearer to reality. I don’t think of myself as an En​glish Conceptual Artist. Remember, in the mid to late Sixties a lot of people had dreams that small-is-beautiful type art could be made anywhere.

lt was never really about American or English or Dutch or etc. art. This was the spirit of solidarity (or love) of soft oppositional forms. The fact that we now have something known as “classic” American conceptual art is me​rely an inevitable commercial episode. lntellectual backwardness was and is the strength of Cold War art. The moment of Conceptual Art produced an anomaly: the work could not be prosecuted by Cold War methods: the metropolis became province (MR).

– Why did you give up painting or making objects? Why did you choose language as an adequate tool of your artistic practice?

– l am not so sure that we gave up painting in an identity securing sen​se – we did not give it up as somehow inferior to media or anachronistic. It was rather that we sought to point out that the discourse upon which pain​ting was supported was in some way constitutive of it. We sought to ren​der that relation problematic or “unliveable” thereby paralysing both the manipulative consumer protocols and the idealisations which propped them up. Later this transformation was itself transformed into a kind of pragmatic implosion – a search for the margins of our own discourse conceived as per​manently unstable or resonant blips or interventions in a multiply labyrinthi​ne culture. We did not “choose” language as a tool in any sense that is normally recognised. Tool it was (and is) perhaps. We were not fetishists of words or written texts as avant-gard-ist badges. We recognised, I think, that language, or words were artificially or conventionally sundered from iconic (or?) images and so forth, that this division corresponded to an aut​horitarian division of labour (division of theory and practice, etc.). We sought to render this division unworkable and live, as it were, with the consequen​ces (MB).

– “Giving up painting” and “choosing language” makes it seem as if some creatively urgent consumer moment generated an historical rationa​lity. It was more as if doing one was to do the other. All these things were more or less interesting from moment to moment though from 1968 to 1971 theoretical work was the main preoccupation. Would we become less the victims of arbitrary critical consumership if we wrote the work? Would spe​culating about “theoretical objects” remove the need to show things in ga​lleries? Would assertions about possible change in the nature of the sup​port languages change the kind of spectators for visual art? Some of this writing was pasted onto walls, some was published in journals, some was mounted and framed under glass and even looked a bit like a painting. At the time, some defense had to be made of “texts” as art objects. Today, such a defense looks a bit like the fetishization of a style (MR).

– By using language in its semantical level weren’t you emphasizing a reflection on language in itself, autonomous from anything, as something provided with its own life and sense? Weren’t you getting close to both an idealistic and formalistic view as Clement Greenberg and Michael Fried sup​ported?
– The metaphysics of semantics, or meta-languages and the like have little to do with Fried or Greenberg. Or, to put it more clearly, Greenberg’s formalism is in part justified by him in respect of the idea of “autonomy”. But the relative (or total) autonomy of painting does not entail Greenber​gian formalism. Warfare and football are relatively autonomous. This does not deny determinations “in the last instance” whatever that means. The idea that language is relatively autonomous does not deny realism vis a vis the ontological status of language. I think Donald Davidson is right, that language is just one of the ways we find our way around the world. It can be studied in a wide variety of ways none of which are thoroughly regulative. The matter of the difference between language and other signifying stuff remains the subject of open enquiry. (I should point out here that one of the mediate influences on Art & Language in the early Sixties – my youth if you like – was the work of Gombrich, and particularly Art and Illusion. The cogent arguments as to the languaged-ness of art which appear in this even then by no means trendy book were greeted with silence or worse by the functionaries of Cold War abstraction (MB).

– Language is no more or less autonomous than a lot of other things. It has connections (somehow) with other bits of the world which fit together in various queer and not so queer ways. Michael Fried wrote about the thea​tricalisation of l9th. Century French painting and comes to Greenberg’s Modernism via this route. It is complex and not uninteresting. These two at least used to look hard at pictures. Some of the accusations against them usually by those with a little bit of education are vulgar and journalistic. For​malism and autonomy (which are not the same thing) get a bad press from those who think that practices must be transparent conduits for meaning thereby neglecting the existing meanings of that practice itself. Art is (more or less) autonomous. In fact we have long been sympathetic to a position theorised about by the late Paul de Man, namely that artistic practice only comes into being when it is turned back upon itself. Paradoxically, this is just where if is least autonomous, where the world is let in but the world is let in as irony or aporia. Anyone using art (or language) as a means of communicating something falls into an idealist trap if they believe this com​munication (or?) is not bound by language and is transparent facticity. Cer​tain kinds of formalism seem to be plausible and powerful ironically (and perhaps this is its realism?) (MR).

– While the magazine was still being published, did you make any kind of difference between the notion of “exhibition” and the notion of “publica​tion”?

– Trivially, “publication” is (a bit) like “exhibition” and a (a bit) unlike if. The material circumstances of “exhibition” are distinctive. We aspired for a moment to restrict ourselves of “publication” in the sense of writing in the journal Art-Language. It became apparent, however, that the (didactic?) terror of the journal was restricted by its conforming to normal or almost normal canons of presence and distribution. An exhibition was conceived as an occupation capable of displacing the “beholder” in at least one if not both of two distinct ways: (i) the beholder-become-reader would become an agent in respect of the discourse to which exhibited texts attested and (ii) the beholder-as-consumer would go away empty handed or worse. The two alternatives are of course subject to various modalities, mutatis mu-tandis – from “anger” to a feeling of coercion, etc., etc (MB).

– There was a moment in 1971 when we took the decision that all “work” should be distributed through the Art-Language journal and no ex​hibitions should be undertaken. There were strategic reasons for this. One of them was to prevent the mining of theoretical work for commercial ga​llery display. It didn’t work. (Some of us didn’t reach at the time and Mi​chael Baldwin had just been sacked from teaching in Coventry), this was a bureaucratic decision which I supported at the time to prevent “guerilla” activities and it strangely became almost immediately apparent that the gue​rilla activities were the more compelling ones. Those who often take the most radical position toward medium size object manufacturing often have security elsewhere in teaching jobs or universities. This kind of “radicalism” is one among other diseases of British Art since so much of its base is in the art schools. In the end and unless you want to be a permanent neurotic you have got to realise that the world is going to distribute your work. In the end there isn’t much difference between “publication” and “exhibition” though there may at times be strategic or tactical ones (MR).

– Between 1973 and 1976 Art and Language split up into various sec​tions, Were there any substantial differences between the London group and the New York one? What about The Fox (1976) and Art-Language?

– There were indeed substantial differences. It is very difficult to ac​count for them in a brief reply. I will confine myself to saying that the real conditions of life in New York placed pressures and demands upon Art & Language adherents (or whatever they were) quite different from those ex​perienced by people in Britain. The Fox had a complex genesis ranging from sleek ambition to the need for “popular” political effectiveness (MB).

– There were a lot of aggravated differences between ALUSA and ALUK. Though The Fox was of course a New York magazine many of tho​se who did the real work on it were not Americans. Some were English, some Australian. It was the product of a transient population. Previous work had been done by ALUK on mapping and indexing to draw some possible boundaries of Art & Language conversation. One way to view The Fox is to see it as testing these limits in other ways: by setting out to expand them as quickly as possible. This generated a tremendous amount of noise (as it would in New York) to the point where eventually ALUSA had to be suppressed. This is to cut a very long story very short, but of course ALUK found this something of a spectacle. Perhaps another way to put it would be to say that in the long run it turned out to be not so much a difference between ALUK and ALUSA but between the expanded view of authorship of ALUKUSA and the conventional view of authorship held by one of the journal’s most important founding editors, Joseph Kosuth. For him, his aut​horship was no laughing matter (MR).

– Almost all integrants of Art and Language have been at some stage lecturers in different schools or colleges of Art in England (to the point of setting up new courses on Art Theory at Coventry College of Art). Art and Language was on good terms with the Art Workers Coalition (AWC) suppor​ting their campaign against Vietnam war as well as being very knowled​geable in Marxist Theories and Historical Materialism. On top of that you have clearly expressed your disagreement with Clement Greeberg theo​ries on Modernism, so to what extent some of your works like Dialectical Materialism (1974-76), Ils donnent leur sang-Donnez votre travail (1977), or Flags for organisation (1978) are dealing with political, social and cultural problems or are they rather dealing with the significance of images?

– Simply dealing, or attempting to deal, with “the significance of ima​ges” is a political and cultural matter a fortiori. We were concerned to de​mostrate among other things the absurdity of the idea that artistic interven​tion in political life might be prosecuted directly and without bathos and dis​placement. Out of Conceptual Art emerged a species of journalism, usually in the form of photographs and text (and etc.) exposes of various contin​gent evils of capitalism. If describing it as journalism is not sufficient dero​gation, let me be explicit: the facts of class society are not simply resistant to the “demystifying” interventions of artists. These interventions are neces​sarily the opaque protocols of a fragment of bourgeois life which can only enter into consideration for the propitiously quantified as hopelessly displa​ced or lost allegories. The fantasies of effectivity are (or were) functions of at least two (?) conspicuous errors: i) that the intended illumination or demy​stification of a benighted lower order ipso facto constitutes its emancipa​tion and not a small move in a game far removed from the substance of the class-struggle and ii) that culture is indeed a culture a dominant, that the target class is in need of the illumination offered. Also, iii) that those in whose interests various mystifications are perpetrated do not have vastly superior resources, ingenuity (etc.) – that is, that dreams of effectivity are the same as effectivity. The list could be extended ad nauseam. Ours, if you like was a kind of black propaganda (MB).

– The Art Workers Coalition was a Sixties protest group. They protested against the War, Nelson Rockefeller, MOMA, etc. Of course. The rank and file of the AWC were by and large frustrated and disgruntled artists for whom the institutions and the rich were at fault. The artists were always the good guys. They never once saw the nature of their own work as a function of class society as implicated in the least. Leaving intact the activi​ties of those with their hearts in the right place and on this assumption then trying to change the world is an inevitable picture of professionals leading in art and politics. It happens again and again. Those works of ours that you list ironically address this problem. The Flags for Organisations, for example, deal in part with the arbitrariness of “image” in respect to widely different and competing lists of political axioms. They have no transparent “message”. To answer your question, they are about the significance or insignificance of images as cultural political and social problems (MR).

– What made you paint in 1980 a series of paintings “in the style of great modem masters” – Picasso and his Guernica – or Pollock and Le​nin’s portraits? What did you intend to say by choosing such an expressio​nistic way of painting? Why Picasso? Why Pollock?

– We began the Portraits of V. l. Lenin in the Style of Jackson Po​llock in the Summer of 1979. Pollock’s work was an unrepeatable shibbo​leth of Western Culture in its high modernist form. These paintings repre​sented a monstrous detente. No predicates which could properly be ap​plied to a Pollock could be applied to a Portrait of V. I. Lenin and vice versa The Pollock simulacrum, however, did contain an icon of Lenin.

Guernica is the great protest, the great commemoration of atrocity. It was painted in a commodious house near the Pont Neuf in Paris, its genetic character vis a vis the actual events ar Gernica is complex to say the least. Pollocks later works (the large black and white works and sundry others) are, to put it rather too succinctly, heavily indebted to Picasso and to Guernica in particular. Our simulacrum of Pollock’s style was a displace​ment, a “dédoublement” if you want, of the genetic character of Picasso’s Guernica. It happens to be genetically (causally) connected to Pollock’s style in a far more robust way than events at Guernica are connected to Picas​so's painting. And so on (MB).

– There was no particular significance to expressionist ways of pain​ting except insofar as we chose major cultural icons. We saw them as a kind of junk. We chose to make a simulacra of certain icons in the case of the Pollock/Lenin pictures in order to make a stylistic detente. But it wasn’t a detente resolved (or not) outside of the production of the pictures. It wasn’t a consumer’s small surprise, it was a problem in producing a picture. One of the reasons we adapted another style was that we had been thinking about possible changes in the artist’s rôle from avant-gardist leader stan​ding on the stylistic centre stage, to swindler, lurking unnoticed in the belly of the monster. We were quite interested in metaphors of inauthenticity and malingering. Forgery, imitation, fraud, fakery, seemed to offer the pos​sibility of semiotic richness or of utter bullshit, or both of these simultaneously (MR).

– Comparing your early works like Map to not Indicate (1967), 100% Abstract (1968) or even your 70’s Indexes and your Ten Postcards (1977) with Incidents in a Museum or your Portrait of Lenin in the Style of J. Pollock it seems that you are now favouring a pictorial approach ins​tead of dealing with a rather more theoretical approach. Isn’t there a cer​tain retour à l’ordre in these above-mentioned series of paintings? Aren’t you privileging obsolete artistic categories like the pictorial perspective and the optical illusionism?

– Cf. my earlier reply to your questions 1), 2) etc. I would add merely that the distinction between words and pictures is intuitively secure, but re​markably resistant to theoretical elaboration or analysis. Consider Eco’s abandonment of the task, Wollheim’s problem with it, and so forth.

In contrast to some of our colleagues we were never text fetishists nor were we concerned to play elegant designer games with bits of philosophy. As I pointed out, much conceptual art is primitive in presenting an uncom​prehended philosophical text as a glimpse of the land of cockayne. Our contribution to this moment of Conceptual Art was such as to leave as many bruises on the constructive philosopher as on the unregenerate modernist consumer critic. (Perhaps the bruises will still take some time to come out – we shall see). The consolidation of Conceptual Art as a comprador episo​de, its degeneration into administration – in short, the loss of its terror – made it neccessary for us to emphasise the material character of the pro​ject. We were forced, as it were, to wear the clothes of that which we sought (and seek) to subvert – to disown the vapid radicalism of that which we had become conveniently bracketed. As I have said, the putative distinc​tion between words and icons was never the basis of our identity. Our concern is with the mechanisms wherewith an emotivist culture is able to function (MB).

– We have never sought to establish necessary links between, as it were, a skeptical or critical consciousness and a particular presentational style. We have always seen that link as contingent and the overall narrative of the works as a kind of unstoppable prediliction for alternatives. By around 75-76 or possibly earlier the banditry of conceptual art had become a kind of legitimated farce, and we even talked at that time of doing a kind of anti-concept art. I don’t think we use, as you put it, obsolete artistic categories. Obsolescence presupposes artistic authenticity, expression theory and progressivism. Art was progressive perhaps and especially when it was repre​sentational and had to produce equivalences to perceptual experience. But since 1945 (at least) it has been entrepreneurial. This may be unfortunate in all sorts of ways but it is an actual condition of culture. Not a job well done but outdoing everybody else is a recipe for manic depressive pyscho​sis. That’s what art is like. There’s no progress and there’s no mainstream because the later is a restrictive practice. There are only entrepreneurial brand names. We have sought to understand this and its implications. What they are is hard to tell. Our work is a retour à l’ordre if something like ban​ditry is a retour à l’ordre. We don’t protect our property. We make our way about the world without denying or confirming its presence (MR).

– Aren’t you being postmodernists by stressing the aesthetical auto​nomy of a work of art as well as dealing with fragmentation, parody, mixtu​re of text and image...?

– “Post Modern” is, in general, a fatuous label. lt is by no means clear that “modern” has a workable designation; the reduplication of prefixes is, as Paul de Man suggested a bottomless pit of absurdity. Gombrich’s Art and Illusion shows that art is made from art, is dependent on language, is parodistic, fragmented and so forth. As far as I know, we have always “mixed” words or texts and images (in 1975 we presented socialist realist images and text). Are “maps” not vestigial images? Donald Davidson may be right in saying that a picture is not worth a thousand words, or any other number, because words are the wrong currency to exchange for pictures; we add the remark, “what if a picture is a thousand words (or more)?”. And so on (MB).

– We have employed fragmentation, parody and a mixture of image and text since 1965. It wasn’t post-modernist then and it isn’t now. (MR).

– Taking into account that there still are some artists that are using lan​guage as their main means (Joseph Kosuth, Lawrence Weiner), what do you think about employing language in contemporary art? does is still make any sense?

– l think my other replies answer this inter alia (MB).

– l’m not sure if “using language” ever made sense. If it did it may do so today (MR).

– Recently the emergence of the so-called Neo-conceptualism has ma​de the headlines. Artists like Richard Prince, Barbara Kruger, Jenny Holzer, Cindy Sherman, Sherrie Levine use language as well as photography as their main tools. Is there any kind of conection between these new​ conceptualists and the statements and proposals you made in the early 70’s?

– Anything is connected to anything else trivially. Otherwise, no (MB).

– I don’t know much about neo-conceptualism. If we worked in a kind of fictional art world, they work in a parody of one. They work accordingly (M R).
