[35a-2] Facsimile transmission by Art & Language, February, 2001.
Dear…

We have examined the catalogues Volumes 1 and 2 of […] collection.

We are sorry to say that a great deal of the autograph work supplied to you by […] and signed and dated by him that appears in the catalogue (and in particular Volume 2) is, to say the least, extremely suspicious.

The works supplied (etc.) by […] are of two types:

a) So-called […] dated from 1974

b) Items signed and dated as produced between 1965 and 1974 and included as part of the archive of Art & Language.

Works of type a), the […] are dated from 1974 and are palpably not Art & Language material. (The term […] was not used, so far as we are aware, until 1992.) Insofar as this is not Art & Language work we are not concerned in the matter of its authenticity.

As to the work of type b) the least amount of doubt falls upon items reproduced in Volume 1 of the catalogue with the exception of the […] shown in this volume (see below). The remainder of this type b) work (signed and dated by […] alone) is at best highly suspect and at worst consists of clear fabrications produced much later than the date indicated. We suggest that this work dates from the 1990s – in any event much later than […] departure from Art & Language. None of it has ever been seen by Michael Baldwin, Mel Ramsden, Charles Harrison, Phillip Pilkington or Harold Hurrell, nor has it ever appeared in the form of illustration or citation in any exhibition or publication by […].

These autograph “works” have the form of Conceptual Art or “idea art” set out on the page. It is almost certain that they are late 1990s fabrications. It is possible that some of them are re-workings of extracts from existing texts. Indeed, the “best” of them may be simply careful extracts. There are others of this type which were more extensively re-worked and amended in the 1990s. None of them reflects Art & Language practice in that they are abstracted from larger and messier real texts. The dates of many of them, even allowing that they are “real” extracts from 1960s and 1970s texts, are highly dubious. They are produced, re-worked, extracted, etc., so as to give evidence for a narrative in which […] is the alpha and omega of Art & Language practice – in short, the author of Art & Language work from the Maps to the Index and the Going-on project. This is an entirely false and deluded narrative. These “documents” are often carefully placed and “dated” so as to establish […] priority with regard to all significant Art & Language work. The worst offenders – if there can be worst among such material – are the large “maps” on “good quality” paper. These are 1990s fabrications. The smaller items are designed to reinforce the idea that many such items existed.  

It is possible that they are based on some sort of delusion of “memory”. It is possible that […] thinks he would have thought of them – or some such absurdity.

We list below some critical instances:

1) Evident anachronism: e.g., a John Chandler/Lucy Lippard text of 1968 (“The Dematerialisation of Art”) is cited in a manuscript dated by […] 1967. The Isle of Shuna is cited as a “work” dated 1966. The “Isle of Shuna” was in our consciousness after Chris Baldwin’s geological survey. This was undertaken in 1967.

2) Absurdly premature retrospect: in a manuscript dated “June 1968” […] describes the “maps” as “conceptual art hits” and “predicts” that they will be “glib messengers of iconic conceptualism”. The maps were not distributed until 1968-69. The words “iconic conceptualism” were not available at the time. ([…] tries to establish that there were other maps by him other than those printed by […]

3) Implausibly clear prescience: e.g., one manuscript “predicts” the Art-Language magazine, another of 1971 “anticipates the Going-on project of 1974.

4) Graphics and layout form: in authentic 1960s manuscripts of […], paragraphs are invariably indented. In the Volume 2 works they never are. Quotations in the works reproduced in Volume 2 are always capitalised with double quotation marks. This occurs rarely in authentic manuscripts. The graphic consistency of the Volume 2 works is very noticeable. No such consistency is exhibited by genuine manuscripts.  

5) These items are made, as it were, “to be seen”.  No relevant circumstances existed for this to be necessary or appropriate in 1966-67.

6) These items would have been highly saleable in the early 1970s. Indeed they are in many ways more seductive than the work that was sold at that time. This is easy. We can all think of the work that we ought to have done.

7) We repeat: Neither Michael Baldwin, Mel Ramsden, Charles Harrison, Philip Pilkington nor Harold Hurrell ever saw this “work”.
These are not ordinary “fakes”.  They are indeed by […]. They are indeed analogous to items of false evidence designed to pervert historical understanding and, as important to […], to make money.

We are prepared to discuss all the items reproduced in both catalogues one by one at an appropriate time.

We confront an extremely unfortunate situation for all concerned. The existence of this “work” and the possibility of its distribution or publication is damaging to us all. It attempts a gross falsification of the account of early Art & Language work and of  […] role in it. One of the worst consequences of these fabrications is that […] risks being denied his genuine importance in the development of Art & Language.

