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Introduction 

Unlike trees or their roots, the rhizome connects any point to any other point and its traits are not necessarily linked to traits of the same nature; it brings into play very different regimes of signs, and even non-sign states […]. It is composed not of units but of dimensions, or rather directions in motion. It has neither beginning nor end, but is always a middle from which it overspills. (Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus. Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 1999: xix)

Figuratively pointed out by Deleuze and Guattari in their conception of the rhizome, contemporary culture is dominated by a worldview in which cultural meaning making becomes a relative and processual matter, constantly taking place within some sort of webstructure. This type of variable meaning making is the premise for the existing worldview and thus in part it embodies the visual reality that surrounds us, as well as it characterises the theoretical contemplations that are deployed in order to grasp it.


Conceptual art is part significant part of this fluctuating visual reality. As an introductory note for the art exhibition Konzeption/Conception in Leverkusen in 1969 Rolf Wedewer explains how conceptual art should not be seen as a closed artistic form, but on the contrary as presentations of a never-ending artistic course: “In the case of conceptual art the creative process does not end with a final product, but stays within the field of open forms, representing an ongoing process” (Rolf Wedewer, 1969 in Alberro and Stimson, 1999:143). Although Wedewer’s reasoning is more or less directed at conceptual art in general, and perhaps even more so at the formalistic aspects, he still, some way, hits the nail on the head in relation to thematic axis of this thesis. 


 Conceptual art is one of the most significant and controversial enterprises within twentieth-century artistic representation. Its provocative appearance emanates from a reconsideration of the modernist dogma of the artwork as an autonomous aesthetic entity and of the artist as a particularly skilled creative force. Conceptual art is characterised by following no aesthetic parameters or artistically methodological procedures. In conceptual art the underlying idea or concept weighs heavier than does the artwork’s physical appearance and is thus leaning towards a dematerialization of the art object per se. At the same time it is an interestingly eclectic field of many divergent practices, one of which is almost explicitly linguistic. This thesis investigates this linguistic practice of conceptual art. Alexander Alberro refers to this particular practice as “linguistic conceptualism” (1999:xvii), and I will apply this label henceforth. My objects of analysis are 9 linguistic artworks from five decades spanning from the years of inception in 1960s to contemporary works from 2000s. The artworks are: Joseph Kosuth’s One and Eight – A Description (1965), Lawrence Weiner’s  Fermented (1969), John Baldessari’s I Will Not Make Any More Boring Art (1971), Jenny Holzer’s ‘MONEY CREATES TASTE’ from Truisms (1977-1979), Jo Spence and Terry Dennett’s Property of Jo Spence? (1982), Barbara Kruger’s Your Body Is A Battleground (1989), Adrian Piper My Calling (Cards) (1986-1990), Banksy’s This Is Not A Photo Opportunity (2000) and Sharon Hayes’ In The Near Future (2005).

This thesis is an examination of the linguistic and semiotic resources in these above artworks. It studies how they by being constituted by written language, are positioned in socio-cultural spaces as multimodal discourses. Through a predominantly pragmatic optic, I investigate how the artworks perform their context and thereby contribute to our socio-cultural meaning making. It is my assertion that the use of language in conceptual art has changed over time, and, thus, I also investigate how language use broadens our perception of the concept of art. 


The notion of performativity was introduced in the posthumous collection of the British philosopher J.L. Austin’s lectures at Harvard University in 1955 How to Do Things With Words
 is among the most influential works of linguistic philosophy. Here, Austin argues that when writing or speaking we conduct certain behaviours or activities. Accordingly, words or sentences “do not have lives of their own” but are always embedded in a context of activity from which they gain meaning and, to utter something is therefore “to do something” (Lycan, 1999:90). When following Austin’s line of thought, meaning of language is to be found in the way we use words, and not in collocation of words or in the words themselves. However, much water has run under the bridge since Austin formulated the performative quality of language, so he will only be used peripherally, but I will, in turn, apply the concept of performativity in a more broadened version. 


Methodologically the thesis will present a theoretical chapter that includes the French philosopher Jacques Derrida’s evaluation the concept of performativity. Derrida’s approach involves defence of writing as well the notion the performative aspect of language is self-manufacturing and constituent of meaning through endless citation or iterability. Context is thus not something fixed prior to the performative action but something that is constantly re-produced by language itself by means the citational practice. However, language is not independent of its context, on the contrary, the performative action is constantly creating its own temporary context from which it is, in turn, comprehensible. Derrida’s performative approach will be followed by a pragmatic social semiotic and pragmatic theory that investigates discourse, intertextuality and indexicality. Lastly, the theoretical section includes performative observations introduced by the American philosopher Judith Butler. Her  performative approach is very close to that of Derrida, in that she sees linguistic performance as a citational practice, however, she  broadens the notion to point out how language is capable of performing social identities. The analytical section includes analyses of the mentioned artwork on based of the outlines provided in the theoretical section.  My overall claim is, however, already formulated by Kress and Van Leeuwen: “The boundaries between the criteria prevailing in art and those prevailing in writing are no longer as sharply drawn as the once were” (Kress and Van Leeuwen, 1996:231)  
Theory 
Despite the different appearances of the 9 artworks, there is a 100% consistency in the artists’ deployment of visual texts. Thus, in order to study how linguistic performativity is generated in these conceptual artworks, it is essential to operate with a theoretical framework that includes written text as a general and vital part of communication
. My point is that linguistic conceptualism is a special type of written media, and must be studied accordingly. All 8 artworks namely include language that is either taken directly from existing literary sources with the exact same written words, such as it is the case with Sharon Hayes’ work In the Near Future (fig.9) or they include language which is mimicking the structure or appearance of common literature, advertisements, urban signposting, letters and the like. These well-known types of literacy are particularly evident in these different artworks: John Baldessari’s I Will not Make any More Boring Art (fig. 3), Jenny Holzer’s Truisms (fig. 4), Barbara Kruger’s Your Body Is Your Battleground (fig.6), Adrian Piper’s My Calling (fig. 7) and Banksy’s ongoing project This Is not a Photo Opportunity (fig. 8). 

The employment of writing in the remaining three artworks, Joseph Kosuth’s One and Eight (fig.1), Lawrence Weiner’s Fermented (fig. 2) and Jo Spence and Terry Dennett’s Property of Jo Spence? (fig. 5), I  also find comparable, one way or the other, with common written media, albeit their modes of expression seem more original. 

In relation to the study of linguistic performativity in these artworks it becomes evident, thus, that the notion of communication instituted by Austin in his expounding of linguistic performativity is somewhat limited as it was constructed on basis of speech only and thereby problematises the study of linguistic performativity in conceptual art. In the speech act theory Austin claims, namely, that communication is to do something and that saying something, i.e. issuing a performative utterance, automatically generates meaning by the force of the locution. Since meaning is always generated in the locution, Austin does not distinguish between meaningful and meaningless utterances. Nevertheless, he holds that for the performative utterance (which equals communication) to be felicitous it must abide by some general stipulations instituted in his felicity conditions. First of all, he demands that it must be spoken in the absolute presence of both speaker and hearer, and this presence must be constituted by a simultaneous physical and psychological contact, i.e. that the communicative parties must be within audible reach of each other and that there must a mutual understanding of the intention of the speech act, presupposing of course that the speaker is sincere about what he is uttering. This means that Austin explicitly defies writing as a natural means of communication: 
[…] a performative utterance will, for example, be in a peculiar way hollow or void if said by an actor on the stage, or if introduced in a poem, or spoken in soliloquy. This applies in a similar manner to all and every utterance – a seachange- in special circumstances. Language in such circumstances is in special ways – intelligibly - used not seriously, but in ways parasitic upon its normal use […] (Austin, 1975:22). 

As the matter is, the viewer’s experience of none of these 9 linguistic artworks is conditioned upon the communicative demands stipulated in the above, but this does not mean that they are to be considered as non-serious or parasitic communication. For one thing, we can immediately eliminate the very idea of the speaker and hearer since the artworks are written and instead apply the terms addresser and addressee to the communicative parties. Such a replacement is, nevertheless, problematic because there is no simultaneous presence of any of these two communicative parties. In fact, it goes for each artwork that the viewer is absent at the time in which the artist produces the text (which, to a certain extent is the artwork) and that the artist is likewise far from being reachable at the time in which the viewer experiences the artwork. It is, accordingly, not possible to talk of a psychological contact prompted by the simultaneous presence of the communicative participants either – there can be no mutual understanding of the artist’s intention since neither the addresser nor addressee is present at same time. These apparent dimensions of absence presuppose that the sincerity of the addresser has no significant relevance in relation to the success of the communication that takes place.


Hayes’ In the Near Future, however, deviates from this rule to some extent, because the artist is actually present at the time in which the viewer experiences the artwork. However, it is nowhere evident in the artwork that she is the actual addresser – she remains infinitely silent and the centre of rotation of this artwork is still the written linguistic message.

In order to demonstrate that linguistic conceptualism is in fact communication and is equally performative despite its discrepancy with the notion of communication instituted by Austin, it is pertinent to turn the attention towards Derrida. Derrida’s theoretical strategy is mainly used for the study of literature, but as I have pointed out earlier, there is a certain affinity between literature and linguistic conceptualism. Moreover, Derrida’s thinking is not directed at the type of literature commonly referred to as fiction
, but at writing in general, which therefore also would make Derrida useful for the study of linguistic conceptualism.
1.1 Performative Writing

In his essay ‘Signature, Event, Context’ from Margins of Philosophy (1982) Derrida argues that communication in broad terms is “the vehicle, transport, or site of passage of a meaning, and of a meaning that is one” (Derrida, 1982:305) but not, as contemplated by Austin, an original movement, through which meaning is generated. Insofar as the some special rules are complied with (which also includes the rules of grammar), it is does not matter to Austin what is said: meaning has “no referent in form of a prior or exterior thing or state of things” (Derrida, 1982:322), but is the very force or effect caused by the operation of using language. But within this contention lies a fundamental problem, because as Derrida observes, it seems as if Austin has forgotten to take into account the “graphematic” aspect that lies within each and every performative (thus always the locution), which allows for them to be legible at all (1982:322). The graphematic system of writing contains a gap, a spacing if you will, between each sign (sign as in word) that separates it from other signs in the same system. Spacing is not to be perceived negatively as a lack, but rather as the precondition that renders the beginning of all signs possible (1982:315). This is what makes language legible to us. Derrida takes the importance of the gap to an external level as well, so that between all signs and their signifieds is the gap – we need the gap in order to distinguish the sign from the signified in order to prevent “unity of self-identity” between the two (Derrida, 1982:318). However, the gap is not only important for writing, it goes for all forms of communication including speech. 


Performing a speech act is not simply, not even in Austinian sense, about voicing a random flow of phonemes but to articulate these phonemes by means of a grammatical and coherent system. This system is enabled by the gap between each word. The linguistic system thus becomes intelligible and recognisable to the hearer. If this system is not recognisable to the hearer, there can be no mutual understanding between the interlocutors, which is what Austin finds so important. 


I find that Derrida’s observation of the graphematic oversight in Austin’s work proves that performativity can equally be applied to writing, because speech and writing is fundamentally built on the same principles. Surely, Austin would have refuted this kind of thinking immediately. However, as Derrida points out about the written sign: it is “a mark that remains and is not exhausted in the present of its inscription”, and this fundamental nature of the written sign, I believe, can be applied to the orally uttered words embedded in Austin’s speech acts, because these words are not words that are original and invented just for a one time usage. These words are recognisable and understandable to the hearer, which indicates that they must have been repeated somehow from somewhere else, albeit not visually but ideationally as invisible written signs. When following Derrida, thus, this means that for every communicative sign, written or spoken, to be in fact considered as communication at all it is obligatory that it is repeatable or in his terms iterable (it simply does not appear intelligible to us if it is not), and since writing in the traditional sense is iterable by its very nature it is also the primary and only natural means of communication, whereas speech is a special non-visual type of writing (James Loxley, 2007:77). 


Iterability, that the linguistic mark is apt to be repeated constantly and therefore function as a sign, denotes a consequential departure from the metaphysical trajectory and logocentric sensitivity that Derrida traces within Austin’s philosophy. The anti-metaphysical temperament of writing is already manifested in the artworks: There is no identifiable communicative party (except maybe from in Hayes’ work, but this only vaguely as she does not speak or in any other way reveal herself as the addresser), which means that the idea of a pre-existing and, therefore, performing subject (either illocutionary or perlocutionary) is completely rejected by the artworks. They are instead accessible to an infinite amount of different spectators and, as their quality of being written vindicates, they are accessible in temporal and spatial shiftings as well. This means that the attempt to grasp meaning on basis of “being as presence” (Stormhøj, 2006:51) in relation to these artworks is impossible, because the transcendental concepts of time and space are also constantly unstable. Insofar as we apply Derrida’s understanding of context, which is “a set of presences which organize the moment of its inscription” (1982:317) in relation to the writing of the artworks, it becomes evident that the presences referred to are only temporary. Thus, it is fundamentally and inevitably impossible to even think of a context that is absolutely determinable and therefore present – it cannot be present as the “set presences” that constitute it are alternately absent. 

Due to the above arguments, it is necessary, therefore, to disregard the attempts made by Austin to define context, if the speech act theory is to be viable in terms of linguistic conceptualism. He demands, namely, throughout his work, a value of context, such as the appropriate or conventional context, which means that some utterances are suitable in some contexts and some other utterances are suitable for other contexts, dependent on whatever codes govern the everyday rituals and ceremonies of the given culture within which the utterance is issued. The fact that Austin finds it possible to refer to context as conventional, presupposes that he also finds it possible to actually identify the absolute presence of such a context. A stake like this would inevitably fall under the Derridean conception of the “metaphysics of presence”, although Austin strives to avoid logocentrism by employing a non-referential pragmatic approach that was supposed to negate all true/false considerations (cf. constatives vs. performatives). 

Consequently, it is necessary to bear in mind that the Derridean announcement of absence of context refers to the absence of one original and settled context, which means that there is no such thing as a non-context, but simply multiple “contexts without any center of absolute anchoring”
 (1982:320) and surely the same goes for the constituents of context. On iterability and the context Derrida writes further: 

 […] one can always lift a written syntagma from the interlocking chain in which it is caught or given without making it lose every possibility of functioning, if not every possibility of “communicating”, precisely. Eventually, one may recognize other such possibilities in it by inscribing or grafting it into other chains. No context can enclose it. Nor can any code, the code being here both the possibility and impossibility of writing, of its essential iterability. (1982:317) 

Returning to linguistic conceptualism, thus, this means that the different absences that are already identified earlier signal that whichever context we might be tempted to locate each one of these 9 artworks within is only one context of many possible contexts, and as James Loxley observes any particular context “carries the trace of other contexts in which it features” (Loxley, 2007:789). Again I use Hayes as an example. Her artwork clearly reveals how writing is always apt to break with its context: The text in the artwork “Actions Speak Louder than Words” is a famous proverb, most commonly connected with Mark Twain
. This substantiates, first of all, that Hayes has come across it somewhere in some context, she might have read in a book or heard it on the street, either way she breaks open the “interlocking chain” in which she found it, by taken the syntagm actions speak louder than words out, and placing it within another textual internal context; the syntagm becomes its own textual context because there is no longer a chain which the syntagm is part of – the syntagm becomes the sentence, the chain itself, within in which other syntagma appear . These internal syntagma can equally be taken out of this textual context and reapplied in other contexts. Secondly, Hayes also takes the sentence out of its external context so that the “set presences” that constitute the context in which it appeared when Hayes came across it are no longer present e.g. the subject who issued this proverb, the time in which it was issued, the space in it which it was issued etc. However, the words uttered never lose meaning or functionality, because the iterability prescribes that the written sign is apt to be repeated across time and space for all eternity. In fact iterability is manifested by the very fact that I have also taken the sentence “Actions Speak Louder than Words” out of one context and into another, which is this paragraph or this thesis. Iterability of all written words or signs, which also includes the other 14 artworks, instigates that all form of presence is absent and metaphysical and does no therefore count as the infinite possibility of definition. 

 
Derrida’s argumentation against the “metaphysics of presence”, which is evident in Austin, also brings into play the notion of différance. Différance is the arrangement or activity that, because of the iterability, mobilises the difference between the written signs not only in relation to the other signs within the same structure (cf. structuralism) but also in relation to the same signs within a different structure (Pil Dahlerup, 1991:34), such as it seen in the above example. This also entails that if looking into Hayes’ work or each of the other 8 artworks for that matter, in terms of their “art context”, it initially becomes a vague claim that there is in fact such a thing a an “art context”. Because to make such a claim would be the same as substantiating that art, since it can have its very own context, is one thing and that thing only. As the iterability and its inherent process of différance states the word art has always already been uttered and will always be uttered after the time of its inscription here or anywhere else, and can therefore not be the definitive context of these 9 artworks. 


If returning to the earlier quoted passage from How to Do Things with Words in which Austin claims that citations (of speech) are to be considered unserious, this is in fact a self-contradictory claim, because Austin also states in the felicity conditions that the performative utterance must be in a total speech situation which is both conventional and appropriate (Austin, 1975:15), which indicates some sort of recognisability and therefore also iterability. Therefore, what makes a successful performative according to Austin, i.e. its conventionality in relation to the ceremonies or rituals of everyday life, is in fact the same thing as what makes it unserious (cf. the above outline of the graphematic aspect of speech) (Derrida, 1982:326) Moreover, as Derrida remarks, both iterability and its embedded différance is more directly at play in Austin than he would himself admit to. He writes that “as very commonly the same sentence is used on different occasions of utterance in both ways, performative and constative” (1975:67). This little contradiction proves that meaning cannot possibly be generated by an original movement of utterance, but only through différance, as well as it serves as an underpinning of the earlier claim that speech just like writing is in fact graphematic in general and the speech act theory is therefore just as applicable when it comes to studying the 9 linguistic artworks 
1.2 Multimodal Discourses 

Until now I have focused on language in the written form, i.e. as iterable linguistic signs, whose meanings are constantly unstable and I have in that connection pointed out that linguistic conceptualism, exemplified by the 9 artworks in question, is a special type of writing. I still find this a substantial claim.  However, what in fact makes these artworks so special as written media is that they all exist within an eclectic field that entangles ordinary verbal linguistic signs and non-verbal signs from popular visual culture – in other words these artworks are extremely multimodal and, hence, not only meant to be read, but to be viewed and experienced in their total layout. This means that language, here, is not merely verbal words and sentences but also non-verbal visual appearances. This conception of language coheres with the Derridean contention that all iterable signs whether “pictographic, hieroglyphic, ideographic, phonetic [or] alphabetic” to name but a few, fall under the domain of writing, and are thus communicative vehicles (Derrida, 1982:315). The perception of these verbal and non-verbal elements of language as communicative vehicles presupposes that the language-in-use in these artworks is some form of practice that mobilises the transportation of meaning. Consequently, we arrive at the linguistics that sees language-in-use as discourse.

The term discourse has, broadly speaking, become a household word within studies of humanities and social sciences. As a research area discourse is considerably broad, as it covers the more “formal” linguistic angle, such as a connected series of utterances (a type of text) (Blommaert, 2005:2), as well as it covers the most frequently applied perspective that is traditionally ascribed to the French philosopher Michel Foucault’s investigations in his Archaeology of Knowledge (1977). Foucault primarily investigates the more institutional discourses, such as medicine, grammar and political economy (Foucault, 1977:35), but his the overall notion of discourse is based on the production of knowledge that makes us understand our world and ourselves in the world through language as a social practice. Discourse is always regulated by power, which is not to be understood negatively but as something that controls “not only what can be said under determinate social and cultural conditions but who can speak, when and where” (Barker and Galasinski, 2001:12). Discourse is a social practice, and since all social practices, as Hall explains further, “entail meaning, and meanings shape and influence what we do – our conduct – all practices have a discursive aspect” (Hall, 1997:44). All social relations within these discourses can, thus, also be seen as relations of power. 

In order to grasp linguistic conceptualism as a discursive movement that encompasses examples of different discourses I find it pertinent to adopt a conception of discourse, which is inspired by Foucault, but made even more explicit by Jan Blommaert. He defines discourse as: “all forms of meaningful semiotic human activity seen in connection with social, cultural, and historical patterns and developments of use” (Blommaert, 2005:3). This outline of discourse is based not only on verbal language but on an entire semiotic system, within which it is made clear that no sign is meaningful in itself, but must always be considered in relation to the other signs present in the same given context - meaning lies in the total set of visual features, as Blommaert points out (2005:3).

I find Blommaert’s notion of discourse relevant in terms of linguistic conceptualism, primarily because of the multimodal quality of the artworks, but also because I detect a significant difference in the weighting of verbal language in the artworks. Two artworks consist of coherent pieces of text and six artworks consist of only one but yet grammatically correct sentence. The two artworks Kosuth’s One and Eight and Weiner’s Fermented, stand out from the rest, as the former consist of eight words that are not syntactically coherent and the latter is not even a sentence at all, but a word merely. This means that all other visual signs present have great impact on how the verbal language is to be taken, and how the entire artwork is to be understood as a form of action - we are, thus, no longer dealing with pure speech acts, but with something that the social semiotician Theo Van Leeuwen proposes to call “communicative acts” (2005:121). The communicative acts function principally in the same way as Austinian speech acts, although they also include the visual aspect instead of the mere oral and auditory aspects. 

This means that images are also capable performing actions. Gunther Kress and van Leeuwen identify two types of image acts: the “demand” and the “offer”. The two image acts are configured when images contains represented human or quasi-human participants (anthropomorphised physical objects) and are determined on basis of how the participants confront the viewer (Kress and van Leeuwen, 1996:124). When images constitute the “demand” the represented participant is looking directly at the viewer, which means that contact is established via vectors “formed by the participants’ eyelines” (Ibid.:122). This configuration of contact can be seen as a visual form of direct address, as Kress and van Leeuwen write: “It acknowledges the viewers explicitly, addressing them with a visual ‘you’” (Ibid.:122). In other words, the viewer is captured by the gaze of represented participant, which then demands that the viewer “enter[s] into some kind of imaginary relation with him or her” and according to facial expression and gesture of that participant, this relation might be affirmative, disdaining or something else (Ibid.:122). Conversely, the “offer” entails that no contact is made between viewer and represented participant. The represented participant is looking away and is thus only addressing the viewer indirectly by offering him- or herself as an object of the viewer’s scrutiny (Ibid.:124). 
In both cases, however, the image can serve the purpose of supporting or underlining a linguistic act, or vice versa so that the text “becomes a caption for the picture” (Van Leeuwen, 2005:121). This is of course only the case when communicative act combines imaged personae and text, such as in Kruger’s Your Body is A Battleground or Jo Spence and Terry Dennett’s Property of Jo Spence? Otherwise the text is perfectly capable of acting without the image. What I find most noticeable with multimodal communicative acts is that a substantial part of the performative aspect consists in the text’s ability to subjectify the reader, which means that a subject position does not exist until it has been “drawn in” by the text. This is already insinuated by Derrida and will be dealt with more thoroughly in the subsequent chapters
. 

1.3 Communicative achievement

I have already stated that this thesis deals with multimodal discourses that are special because they resemble, reuse or combine already existing modes of expression. This entails, when following linguistic Norman Fairclough, that these multimodal discourses become interdiscursive i.e. they become hybrid discourses that constantly relates to other discourses by mixing genres or styles, for example (Fairclough, 2003:35, 218). However, this way of relating to other discourses is actually is not unique to linguistic conceptualism, because most of our performances, i.e. “meaning-attributing practices”, are actually always bits and pieces of earlier uttered texts taken from other discourses in other contexts. This particular feature of language-in-use is, of course, embedded in Derrida, but it is also commonly referred to as intertextuality and is commonly ascribed to the Russian philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin (Blommaert, 2005:46). Blommaert explains that intertextuality indicates that:
[…] whenever we speak [or write] we produce the words of others, we constantly recite expressions, and recycle meanings that are already available. Thus every utterance has a history of (ab)use, interpretation, and evaluation, and this history sticks to the utterance. (Blommaert, 2005:46)

I argue that intertextuality is particularly pronounced in terms of linguistic conceptualism, both in relation to the words or utterances used, such as in the example of Hayes’ Actions Speak Louder Than Words (cf. previous chapter), but also in relation to the different discursive genres (cf. above on interdiscusivity). 

The concept of genre refers to the ways in which we (inter)act discoursally (Fairclough, 2003:26). The difference between the discursive genre and the cultural genre is thus that whereas the cultural definition of genre refers to groupings of more or less homogenous forms of artistic expression the discursive genre is defined on basis of its “structure as communication” in order to reach a communicative goal”
 (van Leeuwen, 2005:279). Discursive genres are then not necessarily homogenous or defined by an established terminology but “figures within and contributes to social action and interaction in social events” as Fairclough explains. In relation to my analytical objects thus, the artworks fit within the cultural genre of linguistic conceptualism, which is a sub-genre of conceptual art as well as some them also combine other sub-genres such as performance art in Hayes’ In the Near Future and Piper’s My Calling (Cards) or graffiti in Banksy’s This is Not a Photo Opportunity (there are several other subgenres with my catalogue such as installation and photography). In term of their discursive genres they are not as easily categorised because their ways of acting discoursally varies regardless of their cultural genre. Piper’s artwork is structured like a personal letter for example and Hayes’ like an aphorism – evidently these types of genres say something about what is going on in the communicative event and which types of social relations they are taking in part in.  

Besides the intertextual genres, linguistic conceptualism also recycles different style. Van Leeuwen defines style as “the manner in which a semiotic artefact is produced, or a semiotic event performed, as contrasted with the discourse and genre it realises” (Van Leeuwen, 2005:287). According to Fairclough, thus, styles express “ways of being” (Fairclough, 2003:223) and are therefore closely connected with the construction of social and personal identities or as van Leeuwen suggests, values which are connected with a certain type of social identity (Van Leeuwen, 2005:287). 

Style is always socially or culturally oriented, in that it points to common “public” or “private” discourses within specific sociocultural areas, such as advertising, scientific publications, newspaper articles, activist banners. It is, on the one hand, manifested linguistically, for example, through the mode in which the reader is addressed, choices of words or structure of sentences and, on the other hand, visually through different forms of typography or handwriting (Van Leeuwen, 2005:140-159 and Fairclough, 2003:162). I also claim, in this relation that we have to take into account the use of colours and visual framing, especially in relation to the two mentioned deviants One and Eight and Fermented.  

 As I see it linguistic and visual style is one of the methods with which the genre is upheld and the communicative act within which the genre is performed. Kruger’s Your Body is A Battleground, for example, is a clear case of what Van Leeuwen would call “advertising style” (2005:149) as it realises its style through the direct address  (according to Van Leeuwen advertisements commonly use the direct address for both ideological and personal purposes), its easily readable linguistic structure and its eye-catching image composition. Since the purpose of advertisements is to persuade people to buy things or believe in certain things it is not surprising that the eponymous text realises a genre that is aphoristic i.e. it is pithy and resembling a general truth. However, the genre is made even more powerful by means of the style in which the whole artwork is constructed. Thus, styles are linguistic and visual combinations that tell us something important about the sociocultural spaces from which we communicate. In the following chapter I will deal more in depth with these spaces. (rewrite if necessary)

1.4 Indexicality and context

What is often overlooked in the investigation of discourse is according to Blommaert that language is not only representative of symbolic and connotative meanings but also productive of indexical meanings, i.e. “social meaning, interpretive leads between what is said and the social occasion in which it is being produced” (Blommaert, 2005:11), or as Duranti points out, all communicative forms are:

vehicles for cultural [and social] practices to the extent to which they either presuppose or establish some contextual features […] that are not necessarily “described” by the message (or its denotational meaning), but are nevertheless understood. (Duranti, 1997:38)

Indexical meaning is, thus, on equal footing with an unsaid social meaning and it has become an established claim within post-Austinian pragmatics that all signs or structures of signs in discourses index their context. This means they function, metaphorically speaking, as arrow that points to “who and what we are in the world as we use it” (Scollon and Scollon, 2003:ix), or as Scollon and Scollon also explain “indexicality
 is the property of the context-dependency of signs, especially language” (2003:3). Indexicality can be seen as the process or act of language that brings into being the temporary surrounding presences, i.e. its “here-and-now” socio-cultural context. It is thus possible to talk of context as being non-existent until it has been indexed by language. But since context is a very diffuse concept the indexical process is only temporary and not definitive (Michael Silverstein, 1992 in Duranti, 1997:18). But how is it then that we take up and understand these indexical meanings? 

Blommaert asserts that language use has normative values and functions. However, since discourses are mobile, they always travel across time and space, especially now in the name of globalisation, the idea of a fixed meaning in language on basis of these values and functions becomes blurred. It goes, needless to say, for my 9 objects of analysis that they are the quintessentially mobile discourses due to their quality of being both verbal texts and, in the majority of the cases, concrete movable art works. 

But as Blommaert continues, the spaces through which discourse travel are never empty, but always belong to someone and are therefore loaded with “codes, costumes, rules, expectations and so forth” (2005:73). All sociocultural spaces are, thus, characterised by certain ‘norms’. This means that when communicating, we always rely on conventional or normative patterns of indexicality, so that specific signs within any given sociocultural space “come to ‘mean’ certain things” (2005:74). 

Scollon and Scollon point out that these spaces through which discourse travels are somewhere in the physical world. The norms and convention that exist within the physical spaces are much dependent on the surrounding built environment and what purposes they are supposed to fulfil, as well as the social interactions taking place there. One particular space that is pivotal when investigating artworks, besides the broadly defined public space, is the exhibit-display space designed for a certain type of social interaction connected with inspecting displayed objects. 

However, as Scollon and Scollon claim, although built environments are designed for one or few specific purposes, they are never “discursively pure” spaces. Thus we cannot assume that spaces are restricted only to one type of social interaction. The public space for example is loaded with a variety of semiotic and discursive practices that all appear as “separate realizations of different semiotic actions but which together form a composite meaning” that tells us what sorts of actions might be done in a specific place. This composition of semiotic actions is called the semiotic aggregate (Scollon and Scollon, 2003:175). The semiotic aggregate proves a useful guideline for those artworks placed in the urban space. 

The fundamental process of indexicality that allows participants in interaction to “fit” any given text to a particular context or sets of contexts is called contextualisation (Duranti, 1997:222 and Blommaert, 2005:43). Contextualisation is a significant asset of the study of discourse and the notion was developed by the American linguistic John Gumperz as a means for explicating the ways in which all social activities (discourses) construe context “which, in turn, is responsible for the interpretation of an utterance in its particular locus of occurrence” (Auer, 1992 in Blommaert, 2005:41). However, due to the eternal recycling of semiotic signs’ (cf. earlier chapter on intertextuality) we automatically, when contextualising, recontextualise something already contextualised. Discourses are therefore always infiltrated with historical language uses and it is, thus, by means of intertextuality that we come to grasp those norms and rules of the socio-cultural space that instigate the understanding of the indexicals meanings of text. This triggers, therefore, also the possibility that the artworks in question might not to be grasped as works of art at first, but rather understood in relation to the different modes of expression that they recycle or “borrow” from.

The indexical signs are never arbitrary, but ordered in relation to social grouping or categorisation. The so-called “orders of indexicality” are the different stratified meanings that we orient to when communicating, i.e. by using some particular language forms or different jargons, we index the social group to which we belong, while at the same time excluding ourselves from other groups (Blommaert exemplifies by pointing to differences of indexicality in Hip Hop communities versus older Bourgeois communities) (2005:73-75). Indexicality is, thus, also the semiotic resource that produces social inequality. As Scollon and Scollon contemplates: 

All semiotic systems operate as social positioning and power relationship both at level of interpersonal relationships and at level of struggles for hegemony among social groups in any society precisely because they are systems of choices and no choices are neutral in the social world. (Scollon and Scollon, 2003:7)

It is implied in the quote from Scollon and Scollon that since indexicality is also a matter of exchanges of power in order to obtain hegemony, it also presumes a form of ideological dialogical work
. 

Bakhtin is considered the primary architect of the area of dialogism. For Bakhtin meaning-making is always dialogical, but the dialogue is not to be understood as the archetypal face-to-face conversation and exchange of intentionalities. Rather, dialogue is based, on the one hand side, on the text’s eternal demand for the reader’s  “responsive understanding”, which means that the “reader, in the process of understanding an alien utterance, assumes an answering attitude(s), he attempts to participate in another ‘active and responsive context’” (Renate Lachmann in Bostad (ed.) et al. 2005:47). The reader’s “answering attitude” does not indicate that the reader answers a question specifically laid out in any given utterance, but that he or she evaluates the given utterance in relation to a particular point of view, a particular voice, and, hence, contextualise it within the orders of indexicality. Dialogue is, thus, basically a matter of power and inequality, because as Blommaert asserts, “all participants in communication do not have equal access and control over contextualisation universes” (2005:45), but all societies contain authoritarian and powerful groups (often institutional) that, in contrast to non-members of these groups, have access to particular contextualisation spaces and can, thus, impose “contextualisation on somebody else’s words” (2005:45). Consequently, it is not an entirely valid claim the writer (or in this case the artist) produces meaning unambiguously because meaning must always be “granted by someone else” (2005:45). This assertion underpins the general poststructuralist assertion that meaning is unstable and changeable. This also means that the determination of voice becomes complex; since the writer loses its significance as the producer of meaning, whereto can we then attribute the point of view? 

The fundamental problem in relation to voice is that we do not take into account that any text includes many different “linguistically constructed personae” (Duranti, 1997:75).  Sigmund Ongstad explains:

Bakhtin’s notion of dialogue encompasses much more than the process of interlocutors’ taking sequential turns in conversation. It applies to any phenomenon in which two or more ’voices’ come into contact. The voices may be those of two individuals engaged in overt dialogue [...] those of an author and a character in ’novelistic’ discourse [...] or those of two conflicting positions intrapsychological, internal functioning. (Sigmund Ongstad in Bostad (ed.) et al. 2005:68)

Bakhtin’s claim is that text has different points of view that generate meaning according to context in which the reader fits the text. 

This dynamics is particularly evident within the literary discourses because the different literary texts contain several different voices that are expressed via characters and Bakhtin assembles all these different voices under the generic term “heteroglossia” (Selden, Widdowson and Brooker, 1997:42). Even though my objects of analysis are not explicitly “novelistic”, they are yet intertextual and thus recycle some of the fundamental principles of novels or other literary works, which means that we can in many cases identify characters or “represented participants” (Kress and Van Leeuwen, 1999:46) with different voices. This is for example particularly evident in Holzer’s Lustmord in which the same story is told twice from different points of view. 

However, Bakhtin advances the concept of heteroglossia to the extent that texts within discourses are heteroglot regardless of their type (which includes artworks) (Selden, Widdowson and Brooker, 1997:42). This owes to the fact that discourses are iterable, itinerant and intertextual; since everything is already written before the voice always carries the trace of other voices (Lachmann in Bostad (ed.) et al. 2005:49). At this point, Bakhtin seems to compare well with Derrida, for as Lachmann writes: “The infinite interpretation of the absolute scripture […] never reaches its goal”, which is also the case with Derrida’s différance.
 Hence the dialogical meaning making is always only temporary in relation to the reader’s contextual positioning.

It is Bakhtin’s perception that every time we utter something (or as I deduce also read something) we automatically establish particular ways of looking at the world (Ongstad in Bostad (ed.) et al. 2005:74), which means that discursive practices are always ideological. This is also partly pointed out in Blommaert’s account of the orders of indexicality, that we orient to stratified meanings when communicating. Accordingly, dialogue can be a clash of different “contextualisation universes”, which all people occupy but are not necessarily share (2005:45) and it is, consequently, possible to detect the “co-existence of socio-ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between different epochs of the past, between different socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies schools, circles and so forth” (Bakhtin, 1981 in Duranti, 1997:293). The stratified meanings we orient to when communicating are, thus, also ideological. 

In relation to the co-existence of the socio-ideological contradictions within texts I point, especially, to Holzer’s Money Creates Taste and Kruger’s Your Body Is a Battleground as illustrative of this point made by Bakhtin. Both artworks are schismatically structured so that the words used refer back to historically contradictory ideologies. The texts in the two mentioned artworks are heteroglot because they are based on the encounter between words with divergent ideologically charged words. 

1.5 Performativity and the construction social categories

Blommaert asserts that identities are “particular forms of semiotic potential, organised within a repertoire” (2005:207), which means that we inhabit a variety of identities and that identities are articulated in various ways. The repertoires are, thus, the different semiotic means that people have at their disposal when communicating (Blommaert, 2005:210). That different stereotype identities, such as identities related to groups of gender, race and class, are yet apt for uptake is due to the fact that the discourses, in which they are indexed, are always socially circumscribed and, thus, assume stratified meanings on basis of the orders of indexicality. I have already pointed out that indexicality is, inter alia, the semiotic resource that points to “who and what we are in the world as we use it”. But who and what we are in the world is never a stable ascertainment, but an ongoing and varying construction within practices that “produce, enact, or perform identity – identity is identification, an outcome of socially constructed semiotic work” (Blommaert, 2005:205). As cultural theorist Stuart Hall further elaborates:
Identity becomes a ‘movable feast’: formed and transformed continuously in relation to the ways we are represented or addressed in the cultural systems, which surround us (Hall, 1987). It is historically, not biologically defined. The subject assumes different identities at different times, identities which are not unified around a coherent self. Within us are contradictory identities, pulling in different directions, so that our identifications are continuously being shifted about. (Stuart Hall, 1992:277)

Hall’s account of identity and identification obviously draws on Derrida’s process of différance. He makes it clear, namely, that the notion of identity has no fundamental origin, but insinuates its becoming by means of its resemblance with and distinction from other identities in the same cultural or social structure, but since any cultural and social system is apt to be broken, identity gets transformed endlessly and identification, thus, becomes unstable (Barker and Galsinski, 2001:30). Hence, it not possible to talk of individuals as “occupying particular
 social identities throughout their lives by virtue of their position in the social structure” (Bucholtz, 1999 In Judith Dyer, 2007:104), which was once the claim in essentialist thinking (Barker and Galasinski, 2001:30). The anti-essentialist view, such as the one formulated by Hall, points to identity as a “production” through différance, and from here, accordingly, it can be deduced that language performs identity. 

Much research on identity as a product of linguistic performance is also inspired by Foucault’s claim that subjects are regulated within discourses that produce and define knowledge (Barker and Galasinski, 2001:12). Although identities are seen as instabilities they are always temporarily stabilised by discourse, because it provides subject positions from which we can grasp the world while at the same time subjecting us to the regulating power of discourse. For Foucault, thus, to speak (which I put on the same footing as using language in general) is to occupy an already existing subject position and to be subjected to the governing power of the given discourse (Barker and Galasinski, 2001:31).

The Foucauldian approach is followed, partly, by the American philosopher Judith Butler who sees identities as “discursive-performative”
, which Barker and Galasinski explains as: identities “constructed through discursive practice which enacts and produces that which it names through citation and reiteration of norms or conventions” (Barker and Galsinski on Butler, 2001:28). Butler’s assertion is, thus, that identities are not natural or merely expressed in language but are discursive social and cultural constructs. (Loxley, 2007:118-119). 

The cornerstone in Butler’s theory is that no identity exists outside its social or cultural inscription, which means that gender identity is not a matter of being but of doing (Butler, 1999:25) and in this way Butler implements the Austinian notion of performativity, albeit in a slightly altered version because as already indicated, there is no pre-existing subject identity. Thus, Butler imports a Nietzschean perspective on the notion of performativity; he states that “there is no ‘being’ behind doing, effecting, becoming; the ‘doer’ is merely a fiction added to the deed – the deed is everything” (Nietzsche, 1887
 in Butler, 1999:33). 

It is this Nietzschean perspective that causes Butler, in Excitable Speech, to state that the performative constitution is an illocutionary act in, although it can also have a certain perlocutionary force, such as inflicting pain producing some other consequences (Loxley, 2007:129). When explaining the illocution Butler draws the French philosopher Louis Althusser’s post-marxist notion of  “Interpellation” 
. Interpellation is the process that “animates the subject into existence” (Butler, 1997:25) by name-calling or some other direct address, such as in the famous Althusserian example of a police officer hailing “Hey, you there!” at a person on the street. Here, the act of hailing effectuates the process of constitution the subject on basis of some sort of recognition – the person hailed at might respond to the address, for example by turning around (or running away). I hold, therefore, that interpellation takes place in those artworks that are based on the direct address indexically marked by the pronoun “you”; for example, Piper’s My Calling, Kruger’s Your Body Is a Battleground and Hunt’s Undeliverable Address.

Butler operates primarily from feminist angle and in her work Gender Trouble she concentrates, therefore, mostly on gender identity. I find, however, that her work proves to be fertile soil for understanding how other identities are constituted through discourses. Her overall purpose, here, is to confront the biologically determined binary oppositions between sexes as an orientation towards what essentially characterises and defines femininity and masculinity, respectively. Such a division does not only assume that the biological sex is the prerequisite for gender, but it also points to a hierarchical order that typically sees women and femininity as the “opposite sex” subordinated to men and masculinity (Loxley, 2007:114-115). Insofar as we take the “sexed body”, i.e. the body ascribed to either a male or female, to assume the cultural meaning of gender, then these two phenomena are also separable; sex is stable and universal to all subjects, whereas gender is the subsequent cultural meaning that is attributed sexes. Butler finds this assumption considerably paradoxical, because gender then “becomes a free-floating artifice” open to eternal transformation “with the consequence that man and masculine might just as easily signify a female body as a male one, and woman and feminine a male body as easily as a female one” (Butler, 1999:10) or as Loxley points out “there might be a proliferation of genders rather than two” (Loxley, 2007:116). 

Accordingly, Butler declares that we ought not concede that the bodily sex is naturally given and thus pre-existing any cultural attribution, because we our knowledge of sex is always discursively constructed and, therefore, as Loxley asserts, “dissimulated as ‘nature’ in accounts of identity” (Loxley, 2007:116), i.e. we cannot talk of the bodily sex without attributing it to either male or female identities and “gendering” is, therefore, always at play. 


 Thus, we arrive at the point where gender is “largely a matter of how femininity and masculinity are spoken about, rather than manifestations of universal biological essences (which is not to say that biology does not matter as regards gender difference)” (2001:87), because the way in which we tend to speak of femininity and masculinity, respectively, is highly conventional or as Butler contemplates always restricted within ontological political parameters in phenomenological terms. Insofar as language is considered the signifying practice/discourse that constructs gender identity, it is only so because language has no fundamental origin (cf. chapter on Derrida) but is eternally iterable. This is manifest in Butler because performativity, here, is construed as a citational and reiterational practice (Stormhøj, 2006:85) of the norms of a symbolic law  that automatically constitutes gender every time the body is materialised in words. 

There are therefore no humans that are not gendered, as Butler writes: “The mark of gender appears to “qualify” bodies as human bodies; the moment which in an infant becomes humanized is when the question “is it a boy or girl?” is answered” (1999:142). Thus we can also claim that the process of interpellation is not only restricted to the direct address, but actually takes place every time we use words or phrases that are normative for identity (Sara Salih and Butler (ed.), 2004:7). 

If returning to the symbolic law mentioned in the above, Butler refers to what she calls the “heterosexual matrix”, a term coined by Butler in order to designate how genders and bodies are perceived as normal. Butler writes: 

a hegemonic discursive/epistemic model of gender intelligibility that assumes that for bodies to cohere and make sense there must be a stable sex expressed through a stable gender (masculine expresses male, feminine expresses female) that is oppositionally and hierarchically defined through the compulsory practice of heterosexuality. (Butler, 1999:194) 
There is, thus, also a politics at play in relation to gender identity, which Butler finds much debatable, because what do we with the gender identities that are not assimilated into the regulatory powers of the heterosexual matrix? Are they then non-gendered and therefore not identities? The problem with the heterosexual enactment is that the discourses that perform gender are never absolute, but ongoing practices that are “open to intervention and resignification” (Butler, 1999:43) and the heterosexual matrix is therefore self-contradictory (cf. above on binary divisions). Gender is thus never an a priori, but variable as it is performed at different times and in different spaces. 


 I introduce the main tenets of Butler’s Gender Trouble because I find the problematics of gender explicitly central to at least 2 of the artworks: Jo Spence and Terry Dennett’s Property of Jo Spence? and Kruger’s Your Body is A Battleground, However, these artworks are not just about gender, nothing really is because, as Butler infers, “gender is not always constituted coherently or consistently in different historical contexts, and because gender intersects with racial, class, ethnic and regional modalities of discursively constituted identities” (1999:6) and therefore it becomes an unfeasible attempt to deal with gender separately from political and cultural intersections.


Butler writes that we cannot automatically take gender and race (as well as any other identity categories, I deduce) as simple analogies, but that these categories always work “as background for one another” (1999:xvi). This motivates me nonetheless, to claim that we can apply some arguments of gender theory to other identities. It must necessarily be so that subjects within the categories of race or class (or micro-identities) are performed from a normative politics that is based on hierarchical binary oppositions, such as black as opposed to white or rich as opposed poor. Thus, I also claim that within the broader historical genealogy of identity constitution the materialisation of the body (or some aspects of it) equally plays a role, i.e. in terms of race for example we cannot talk of colour of skin without attributing it to either blacks or whites (or other racial categories), and, thus, the racial bodies do not exist without its cultural inscription. I do not claim that the process through which all identities are performed are in the exact the same, but rather that some essentials can be drawn from Butler’s theory. In relation to the artworks, it is My Calling that operates within the race-oriented discourse. 

By returning to Blommaert’s earlier claim that identification is identity and Butler’s assertion of the performative gender, we can also establish that identity in most cases is “recognised by others” in order to be established (Blommaert, 2005:205). Identification is, thus, always interactive through relations of power and a major bearer of the before mentioned social inequality. This puts to work the philosophical perspective that language is capable of performing the social categorisation of “othering” through discourses (Blommaert, 2005:205); nothing or no one can be something or someone without a distinction from and exclusion of the Other
. Othering is, therefore, also a key concept in Gender Trouble, and closely tied to Derridean différance.  

Othering also plays an important part in relation to interpellation and resignification. Interpellation builds on the address or constitution of the Other. However, when being interpellated one is equally given the opportunity to interpellate others and thus the subject cannot be seen neither as “sovereign agent with a purely instrumental relation to language, nor a mere effect whose agency is pure complicity with prior operations of power” (Butler, 1997:26). This means one is given the opportunity of “talking back” and thereby resignify the value of the interpellation that takes place (Butler, 1997:14-15). My Calling is illustrative of this type of talking back. 

Resignification, the altering of the signifying practice taking place in discourses thus, point to the fact that speech acts are only temporal. The paradox is that certain words with certain values (e.g. negative) can have many different connotations according to which context they are used in, and therefore it is impossible to claim that perlocution of any utterance is always conclusive. If referring to the word “black” within a racist discourse, such as the one we might expect to precede the example of My Calling, the word is obviously used degradingly. When Piper then reapplies the word in the artwork, it is still re-circulating the degrading value, but is separated from the prior injurious act that triggers the response – it is no longer used in the same context. Butler’s notion of resignification is therefore based on Derridean iterability, “that all langauge necessarily depends on citationality that allows the repetition of the same only on the condition of necessary difference” (Loxley, 2007:133). But this assertion is yet contested through the investigation of the force of the performative, which is to say that in the Derridean sense (cf. earlier chapter on Derrida), the ““force” performative is always […] a structural feature of any sign that must break with prior contexts in order to sustain it iterability as a sign” (Butler, 1997:148) and, thus, performatives always have the same force.  Butler finds this assertion essentially paralysing according to the social force of the performative and she believes to have refuted this perspective by means of resignification, which I have exemplified through the work of Piper (1997:150) 

Ultimately, this underpins the perspective that nothing, not even the performative, is stable, and thus we cannot say that we perform certain acts, by means of certain words or that the constitution of identity through linguistic performance is utterly straightforward (cf. Hall in the above). 

The above account on especially Butler’s notion of identity also takes aim at the objective that the performative identity is must be perceived from the specific spaces in which communication happens. The space from which we communicate is also a place, “a particular space on which senses of belonging, property rights, and authority can projected” (Blommaert, 2005:222). (cf. earlier on spaces)

1.6 Geosemiotics and discursive emplacement

Within art historical terms the majority of the 15 artworks would, be classified as site-specific, i.e. they partake in a special relation with the physical sites in which they are placed. However, since I am dealing with artworks within a rather large time span these site-relations come about differently. Art historian Miwon Kwon traces the site-specific genealogy back to the 1960s, and she writes: Site-specific art was initially based in a phenomenological or experiental understanding of the site, defined primarily as an agglomeration of the actual physical attributes of a particular location […] (Miwon Kwon, 2002:3) and she further explains that in more recent artworks the site-specificity expands to “site-oriented more project-based art […] the site of art is again redefined often extending beyond familiar art contexts to more “public” realms” (Ibid.:3). 

Broadly speaking, Kwon’s genealogy can be transferred to my analytical objects, but as I observe, the development that brings art into “public” sphere is already implemented with Holzer’ Money Creates Taste in 1977. Likewise, Kwon’s genealogical development is not to be seen as a definitive rupture within the artistic enterprise in which one specific site-related focus is replaced categorically by another specific site-related focus. The earlier works, such as Kosuth’s One and Eight, and Weiner’s Fermented (all from the 1960s) are placed within the confined space of the “white cube” and accordingly relate to the phenomenology and experience of the traditional site for art exhibition (i.e. museums and galleries). However, it is my assertion that the phenomenological and experiental understanding of site does not evaporate entirely when artworks are taken out into the open public sphere – Holzer’s Money Creates Taste is good example of this, as well as Banksy’s This is not a Photo Opportunity, which is more recent work. These works are yet what Kwon would call “project-based”, in that they are not permanently displayed in the same place. 

Within my frame of linguistic conceptualism, however, artworks still exist that are not phenomenologically and experientally relative to their designated sites, such as Weiner’s Fermented which is a “museum piece” and Piper’s My Calling, which is seemingly placeless. I claim therefore that not all artworks are to be understood explicitly through their emplacement, but, nonetheless, that neither of them is completely independent of the physical context. 


I have already explicated that the artworks can be seen from a semiotic and linguistic angle as multimodal discourses that have inherent social meanings. But in order to grasp how these social meanings are locationally manifested, we must necessarily see them, not as social practices floating randomly through spaces, but as “discourses in place”. Scollon and Scollon’s theoretical framework of geosemiotics proves useful in this relation because it investigates, among other things, “the social meaning of the material placement signs and discourses and of our actions in the material world” (2003:2). Scollon and Scollon assert that all semiotic signs, embodied or disembodied, have meaning first and foremost because of their emplacement (2003:23).

They consider the concept of emplacement to the most fundamental issue of geosemiotics and it, thus, the area of emplacement that will function as the pivot for my study of how linguistic conceptual artworks relate to the sites in which they are placed. Scollon and Scollon identifies three different geosemiotics practices; “decontextualised”, “transgressive” and “situated”. 

Decontextualised semiotics comprises all signs that may appear in multiple contexts without changes of form. It is signs that exist within their own independent semiotic systems and therefore make no reference to their physical surroundings. The decontextualised sings are therefore also signs that “travel well” without losing their meaning. Scollon and Scollon exemplifies by pointing to signs of corporate slogans and symbols such as the famous golden of arches of the fast-food chain McDonald’s. (2003:145-146). This semiotic practice considerably authorised because we expect these signs to surround us in almost public place. 

Scollon and Scollon assert the transgressive semiotics to consist of signs that are somehow in the “wrong” place either by mistake, such as “the price tag which has fallen of garment and lies on the sidewalk of a busy street” (2003:146) or by going  “against the expectation or in violation of public expectation” (2003:146), which is for example the case with graffiti. Transgressive signs are some way unauthorised because they are not meant for the place in which they appear. 

 The last geosemiotic practice observed by Scollon and Scollon is the situated semiotics. In contrast to the transgressive signs this semiotic practice is highly authorised because it refers specifically to the place in which it appears. The situated semiotic practice is “any aspect of the meaning that is predicated on the placement of the sign in the material world” (2003:146). Situated signs can come about as directive or regulatory messages explaining something about the place in which they appear, such as in a sign saying “exit” or “this is X store” (Scollon and Scollon’s exemplification). In terms of the artworks all three types of emplacement are deployed. 

Analysis

1960s

1.7 Fig. 1: One and Eight – A Description (1965)

Fig. 1 is a wall installation consisting of pink fluorescent tubes that spell out the words “NEON ELECTRICAL LIGHT ENGLISH GLASS LETTERS PINK EIGHT”. The artwork obviously challenges the viewer by resisting the conventional linear reading and points instead to itself as endlessly open structure consisting of eight independent, yet neighboring, words. But these words are not random; they are words describing the artwork in its most basic form as “EIGHT” words formed out of “PINK GLASS LETTERS” in “ELECTRICAL NEON LIGHT”.  Consequently, there is within the artwork a conflation between object and subject (matter), both of which are explicitly linguistic and which leaves the artwork bare without any aesthetic narratives but, in turn, confuses the viewer to assume that the artwork is simply not there at all. 

According to Kosuth’s theoretical strategy in ‘Art After Philosophy’ the type of self-definition provided in fig. 1 fig 2 is best understood on basis of the British philosopher A.J. Ayer’s exploitation of Kant’s distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions
: “A proposition is analytic when its validity depends solely on the definitions of the symbols it contains, and synthetic when its validity is determined by the facts of experience” (Ayer, reference). The distinction analytic/synthetic is based on the provision that language is only literally meaningful insofar as it can be verified as a “true” proposition (Ayer, 1976:10-15) and that the two types of proposition, respectively, denote the only two ways in which a proposition can be meaningful; the former is a tautology and therefore a priori, whereas the latter is only a probable hypothesis (Ayer, 1976:105). Kosuth claims that artworks are analogous to analytic propositions because they “don’t appear believable as anything else” and “provide no information what-so-ever about any matter of fact” except from the fact that they are artworks - hence they are tautologies and can be understood a priori (857). 

In relation to fig. 1, I agree with Kosuth that the artwork can be considered a tautology to the extent that its symbolic contents are equivalent to its form and that the artwork is therefore self-confirming. However, the logic presented by Ayer and accordingly followed by Kosuth would imply that meaning is firmly guaranteed within the artwork because all eight words are semantically true in relation only to what they refer to within the structure of which they are part.  However, this logic leaves us with the notion that meaning is self-sustaining and permanently fixed by means of the viewer’s direct observation and my contention is contrarily to Kosuth that, although object and subject conflates with each other, the artwork might appear believable as “something else” for example the information sign (cf. above) because it does not follow the traditional aesthetic morphology but instead incorporates a language that has been hitherto considered non-artistic – therefore the artwork’s meaning as art is not self-sustaining and a priori but completely depended on the context in which it appears.  

Another important objection to why the artwork cannot be an analytic proposition is that Kosuth seems to have neglected the fact that propositions, whether analytic or synthetic, are not, by definition, individual words but whole language structures (i.e. grammatically correct sentences) and since the discourse in fig. 1 cannot be read as a meaningful linear structure Ayer would have found it neither true nor false but literally senseless or simply nonsense (Ayer reference). 

Consequently, I also find that the open linguistic structure in fig. 1 points to the limitations of the structuralist consideration that meaning is deducible only through signs’ differential relation to each other within the same closed structure and instead seems to embody the poststructuralist notion of communication instituted by Derrida: Despite its problematic structure the artwork is not devoid of meaning or nonsense, as Ayer would have said, on the contrary it appears intelligible because it incorporates linguistic signs that are iterated from somewhere else and for that reason they are recognisable to the viewer as words. This means that the artwork’s meaning is not a priori but a processual construction through which the viewer not only distinguishes the signs “NEON ELECTRICAL LIGHT ENGLISH GLASS LETTERS PINK EIGHT” from each other but also distinguishes each of these signs from their previous usages in other structures – in other words the artwork comprehensible through the sign’s mobilisation of différance (cf. Derrida). 

The process of différance is of course, when following Derrida, not something that is unique to this artwork - it goes for all types of linguistic communication and therefore also for all the discourses that will be analysed in the following. Nonetheless, I deal with the notion more explicitly here than I will henceforth because fig. 1 is the oldest artwork in my “catalogue” of linguistic conceptualism and therefore holds a landmark position in relation to the linguistic challenges the art-spectator has been faced with so far. 

At the same time the artwork is also a particularly good example of what Derrida means when he claims that the semantic meaning of words is never stable but due to différance always deferred. Since the artwork is made only of visual linguistic signs, there is a constant interplay between signifier and signified, i.e. the words function as signifiers for the signified artwork, which is, in turn, signifier for signified words as well as the signs also refer to something outside this structure, because they are as mentioned iterable signs, thus signification never reaches its end. This inevitably means that there can be no fixed context in which signification takes place. Derrida writes that “one can always lift a written syntagma from the interlocking chain in which it is caught without making it lose every possibility of functioning” (Derrida, 1982:317), which means that not only that can we rearrange the words within the chain they are part of in fig. 1 without invalidating the signification process (although grammatically incorrect the words will still point to the artwork and vice versa), we can also take the words out and graft them into other chains as well as the entire discourse can be grafted into other chains in other contexts because “no context can enclose it” (1982:317), as Derrida puts it, because every discourse “multiple contexts without any center of absolute anchoring” (1982:320). 
What is remarkable is that the verbal discourses is spelled out in neon - a material that is heavily coded because its durable luminous quality has proven to be an excellent eye-catching means for outdoor advertising and is therefore associated with economic life world in the urban space. By recycling this commercialised means of communication Kosuth is not only contributing to a redefinition of the art object, but at the same time bringing the public economic world into the closely defined exhibition space and thereby challenging the perspective that the values of the white cube are “disinterested” and “objective” (cf. Kwon in the above).

1.8 Fig. 2: Fermented (1969)

 American artist Lawrence Weiner’s Fermented from 1969 (Fig. 3) is especially apt for misinterpretation because it obviously alludes to the anticipation that the walls of the museum are adorned with painting. But instead of comprising a painting, there artwork is made of a black self-adhesive acrylic frame within which the word “FERMENTED” appears in the same self-adhesive material. The material used indicates temporality i.e. that the frame and word can be removed again easily without damaging the wall and the style in which it appears indicates formality and authority - there are no embellishments just a simple short message. On basis of these characteristics I find that the artwork could initially be mistaken for an authoritative message provided by the museum revealing that the painting, which was supposed to hang on that particular spot, was for some reason not on display. This way the dimensions of the acrylic frame would symbolise the dimensions of “real” wooden frame in order to give the viewer an impression of how much space the actual artwork takes up. It is in fact a common practice in some of the larger art museums with immensely famous collections to do so if one of the artworks is not on display. However, the linguistic message would normally be a bit more informative like “Vincent van Gogh’s Starry Night is not on display due to conservation” or  “Pablo Picasso’s Les Demoiselles d’Avignon is presently on loan to another museum” or something along these lines. 

Weiner’s work contains a clear intertextual reference to this common semiotic practice. However, when reading the one-worded message the viewer becomes aware that it was not provided by the museum authorities due to the semantic meaning of the word “fermented”. Artworks are not normally created out of substances capable of undergoing the biochemical process of fermentation and it would, thus, be unlikely that the museum would suggest so. Although the semantic meaning of the word fermented seems absolutely incompatible with art it is fact this word that together with the frame constitutes the artwork, which one might have thought was not there at all. Thus, there is a grain of truth in Alberro’s point that the linguistic pivot of conceptual art pushes “the conventional objectness of the artwork toward the threshold of complete dematerialisation” (Alberro, xvii: 1999).

As regards the peculiar choice word Weiner obviously points to the idea any form whether visual or verbal can be art. It does not necessarily have to be a tangible object of symbolic meaning. In his essay ‘Statements’ from 1969 he writes:

I do not mind objects, but I do not care to make them. The object – by virtue of being a unique commodity – becomes something that might make it impossible for people to see the art from the forest. People buying my stuff, can take it wherever they go and can rebuild it if they choose. If they it in their head that’s fine too. They don’t have to buy it in order to have it – they can have just by knowing it. (Weiner (1969) in Harrison and Wood, 2006:893) 

In line with this quote it seems as if Weiner clearly alludes to the idea of art as a commodity. His own work is remarkably far from being a commodity, its self-adhesive acrylic material entails that the artworks is only temporary – and even less than Kosuth’s work an object. It cannot be removed within breaking it, but it can be endless reinstalled but it exists merely as a concept. 

1970s 

1.9 Fig.3:  I Will Not Make Any More Boring Art  (1971)

John Baldessari’s I Will Not Make Any More Boring Art from 1971 like the works of Kosuth and Weiner visually sparse - it consists only of text. Thematically, it moves in a somewhat similar direction as the artworks dealt with thus far as art about art but stylistically it is very different; it consists of one handwritten sentence repeated several times on a piece of paper. Moreover, the artwork has a very distinct conceptual origin. 


According to Deborah Wye, Chief Curator at MoMA, New York the artwork originated in 1971 as an on-site performance piece in connection with an unconventional exhibition at Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, Canada. Baldessari did not conduct the original performance himself but instead instructed students to write repeatedly on the walls of the gallery: “I will not make any more boring art”. Although Baldessari was not present when the performance was conducted or at the following exhibition, he contributed to the event by sending in a piece of paper on which he writes the same repeated sentence and a videotape of himself writing it. Afterwards that particular piece of paper has been frequently printed and accordingly displayed as a lithograph. (Wye, Deborah (2004))

Fig. 4 is shows one such lithograph. As already indicated in the above the lithograph contains the sentence “I will not make anymore boring art” written by hand in what seems to be a very haphazard manner. In this particular example the sentence is repeated sixteen and half times. More precisely the last sentence is cropped by the edge of the paper so that it looks as if the artist has not stopped writing but is continuing his repetition process for a very long time. The video of Baldessari’s performance documents that is in fact also the case.
 


The sentence is an indicative active sentence, which according to the Austinian speech act theory would make out an illocutionary act through which the grammatical subject (construed as the artist himself) makes a promise about never making boring art again. However, there is a fundamental problem with this performative view because the almost eternal repetition of the same sentence contradicts the promise enacted in within it. The artwork cannot escape the fact that is becomes “boring” to look at.



We are dealing with an artwork that just as the works of Kosuth and Weiner resists the traditional art object and the visual aesthetics connected with it. Although the artwork relates to the concept of art, I argue however, that Baldessari goes even further than the meta-discursive pivot initiated by Kosuth. 

This discursive artwork does not only take hold of language as a means of discussing art within the artwork but also as a means of producing a certain effect on the viewer (that is besides the somewhat confusing effect linguistic conceptualism already has on the viewer). To put it in another way, whereas Kosuth and Weiner, especially the former two, vaguely suggested that there was actually not so much to be said about art that was not already said in the artwork itself, it is my belief that Baldessari alludes to another kind of interactive viewer involvement. 


I propose to grasp the artwork from Butler’s Nietzschean perpective that there is no “doer” behind the deed but that the deed is everything (cf. theory) – in other words, its is the discourse itself, albeit composed by the artist, that produces the effect it has on the viewer and I even broaden that viewpoint to say that it is not the only discourse but the way that the discourse is used. Thus, if returning to the earlier claim that the sentence “I will not make any more boring art” is a promise performed by the artist, it turns out that we only take it to be a promise because the words have been said before, only in another context. Therefore, it cannot be the Baldessari who performs the action of promising but the words themselves. Furthermore, as I have already touched upon, what then happens is that the discourse itself actually negates the promise made by repeating it continuously so that the artwork becomes contrarily monotonous. Since the discourse within which the ostensible promise is made negates that same promise, we cannot say that there has ever been any promise and it can therefore not be grasped as an illocutionary enactment. 


Instead I find that the discourse seem to point to the fundamental problematics that is implied when construing language solely on basis of it morphological semantic meaning as opposed to its pragmatic meaning, which affects how the viewer experiences the artwork. When the viewer reads the text he or she is presumably being tricked by a false promise, on basis of sentence’s semantic meaning, perhaps even encouraged to assume that something enjoyable is about to happen, when in fact the artwork (the lithograph as well as the original performance) has the exact contrary effect – the viewer ends up bored. This way of using language in what seems to be a deliberate attempt to bore people reveals an even more anti-aesthetic temperament than what is the case with the artworks previously dealt with. They seem primarily to confront the solemnity surrounding art’s objectness in the established exhibition space, but in this case the artwork grabs hold of its viewer and affects him or her in considerably negative way.  


I have already written that we recognise the repeated sentence as a promises because we have seen it before, but it is not only the words that are recycled. The manner in which the artwork is written draws on a very well known form of writing. The handwritten repetition of the sentence “I will not make any more boring art” is a clear intertextual reference to the type of practice schoolchildren was once forced to do as punishment for misbehaviour. In school the practice thus reflects an unequal power balance between teacher and child and points to the stratified meanings we orient to when communicating; the child is forced due its position in a certain age group and educational level to obey the instructions given by the teacher. Due to the intertextual reference the viewer’s understanding of fig. 4 will undeniably be influenced heavily by the discourse’s historical heritage.  

Thus, I the discourse bears in it a voice of subjugation that is, just like a schoolchild, dutifully obeying the instructions given by a higher authority and that it thereby reveals a similar unequal power balance. Given the fact that is discourse is an artwork and not something written by a schoolchild, this discursive inequality indexes a socio-cultural context of eternal assessment, not assessment from a teacher, but from critics and viewers. In other words, the discourse points to the ways in which artists will always be subjected to the discursive power the established art world. 

However, the artwork also marks out that the artist has a certain responsibility of renewing him- or herself and not merely copying already prescribed forms, because eventually it will become a bore – as Baldessari clearly indicates. In relation to the emplacement of the first performance conducted by the students it is possible draw a parallel to the before mentioned teacher-schoolchild situation, because the students are in an educational milieu in which this authoritative hierarchy exists. Since the authorities governing the discourses of art are predominantly connected with the institutions of art it is not surprising that the that the lithograph is placed at MoMA, New York, because its message will then be surely distributed to those it wishes to address i.e. the critics and the viewers. Thus, in geosemiotic terms the artwork is very close to being a situated semiotic practice – because its meaning is, if not entirely dependent on, then at least underpinned by its physical context. 
Fig. 4: Truisms – ‘MONEY CREATES TASTE’ (1977-1978)

From 1977 to 1979 the American artist Jenny Holzer composed a series of several hundred sentences, all of which she collected under the common title Truism. As this title suggests each of them consists of short pithy statement expressing - a so-called truism. Although Truisms is to be perceived as one artwork and is also publicised in its full scale.
 However, most typically the artwork is displayed only in fragments, commonly as temporary installations in the public space. In this particular work the truism “MONEY CREATES TASTE” (fig. 5) is displayed on LED sign located at the famous Las Vegas Strip just outside the equally famous casino Caesar’s Palace. Evidently, this artwork is somewhat revolutionary in relation to previous artworks because its the earliest artwork to appear outside the confinements of white cube. Consequently, emplacement is crucial to this particular work. 

In terms of its visual features the artwork displays the truism “MONEY CREATES TASTE” spelled out in bold white letters on a black background. The truism is encircled by a thin blue rim. Initially, these visual features entail that the text is considerably easy to catch sight of: the blue rim functions a frame for the text and the white letters clearly protrude from the black background, which makes it easy to read the linguistic message. This is especially clear in fig. 5, which is a photograph taken at night. 


The electronic screen on which the truim is displayed is not installed by Holzer but is permanent installation on site mainly used for advertising entertainment and musical events. Thus, Holzer’s reapplication of the sign for an art project seems rather unconventional in relation to what one normally expects to be displayed in such a sign. However, the artwork does appear confusing at first because it appears on an electronic on which text is normally expected to appear. 


When inspecting the public space in which the artwork is installed from a geosemiotic perspective it is characteristic of “a full range of discourses” (Scollon and Scollon, 2003:175) in which variety of social interactions take place, all of which form a very complex semiotic aggregate. In fig. 5 vaguely indicates all these semiotic practices: the situated sign for parking marked with arrow underneath the installation,  the equally situated sign indexing Caesar’s Palace above the installation and in the background a spectacle of colours within which it is possible to make out the decontextualised, but very well known, sign for the petrol station Texaco. 


The myriad of signs within the semiotic aggregate allows the artwork to melt into almost without being noticed, because it simply borrows the styles of the other signs. Evidently, the artwork was not created for the conventional art spectator voluntarily searching for art, but for the random pedestrian unaware that he or she is in fact encountering an artwork. This also entails that the artwork is experienced on the same premise as the other signs within the semiotic aggregate, which is contrarily to museums pieces, through a quick glance. The visual amalgamation into the semiotic aggregate entails that artwork initially appears situated according to Scollon and Scollon’s emplacement theory. However, it also entails that the actual meaning of the artwork becomes masked or at least only perceptible for the very observant pedestrian.

In terms of the genre, Van Leeuwen explains that a genre is structured in order to reach a communicative goal such as “persuading people to do or believe certain things” (cf. theory). This perspective seems to fit like a glove with Holzer’s text because it is based on the genre of the truism, which implies a certain value of truth and thus a very high degree of linguistic modality. This means that the artwork appears highly authoritative and its indefinable voice (there is no represented personae) further contributes to the level of truth implied by the truism. As David Joselit writes: “The ‘author’ projected by Holzer’s texts is nowhere and everywhere – both uncannily personal and rigidly ideological. There is that shock: what is this, who’s saying this, where is it coming from, what does it mean to me? (Joselit in Joselit et al., 1998:45). Thus, when following Joselit the voice is almost “superhuman” and accordingly attributed with certain power control the communicative event and making the viewer believe that the text he or she is reading is actually both authoritative and believable as a general truth. 

However, Holzer has made up the truism herself, so it cannot possibly be a general truth. The truism “MONEY CREATES TASTE” is a peculiar word construction, because is contains two very semantically contrasting words – money and taste. From a Bakhtinian perspective this means that the text is heteroglot and contains two conflicting voices establishing two “particular ways of looking at the world” (cf. theory). The truism can, namely, be understood in two ideologically opposing ways. Whereas word “MONEY” connotes wealth and everything connected with economic commercial world the word “TASTE” is inherent human ability connoting liking and disliking, but not something that can be bought with or created out of money. However, the concept of money is yet very characteristic of the place in which the artwork is situated, and because Holzer equally applies the codes of the capitalist society in the artwork’s visual features, the could be tricked into construing it as an encouragement to participate in the whole gambling scene the city Las Vegas notorious for, which would imply that the artwork functioned as a sort of advertisement and was then a municipally authorised sign. Nonetheless, the artwork can also be grasped as deictic political comment on the negative aspects of capitalism, so the commercial mantra that everything can be bought with money is overturned by the semantically and ideologically contrast between “MONEY” and “TASTE”, because one knows that taste cannot be created by money – it is simply something one already has. 

Either way this artwork is construed it indexes its own context very well because it applies the normative codes of Las Vegas and easily blends into the semiotic aggregate. However, my contention is nonetheless that the artwork is not an entirely situated semiotic practice but a practice that mediates between being situated and transgressive, be cause it are “in place” in relation to visual appearance but is in “violation of the public expectation” in relation to meaning contents. It will then always trigger some kind some puzzlement for the viewer’s par

1980s

1.10 Fig. 5: Property of Jo Spence? (1982) 

Property of Jo Spence? from 1982 (fig. 7) is one out of several photographic collaborations between the British photographers Jo Spence and Terry Dennett. It comprises a photograph of Spence taken by Dennett shortly after she was diagnosed with breast cancer. Fig. 7 is photograph in its own right and not a photographic illustration of non-photographic artwork, as it is the case with the artworks dealt with thus far, and thus all visual elements are contained within the artwork. This entails, that the photograph, given the circumstances under which it is taken, can be understood and studied in visual semiotic terms as a “picture”, i.e. a composed visual representation (Scollon and Scollon, 2003:85) 

The photograph is black and white and shows the upper the upper part of Spence’s body in the foreground: she is completely naked from the waist up so that her exposed breasts obtain a dominant eye catching position. The photograph’s background is so blurred, that it almost impossible to get an impression of the physical setting in which Spence is positioned. At first sight, however, the photograph appears spontaneous and thus seemingly unarranged just as if it were a random photographic snapshot of a naked woman. This initial perspective is undermined, however, by the verbal text contained within the photograph, “PROPERTY OF JO SPENCE?” which is written across Spence’s left breast. Contrarily to signs and marks typically encountered on the human body, such as tattoos and other bodily ornamentations, this text is written recklessly by hand with a black felt-tip pen. The handwritten inscription conveys an intimate personal aspect (cf. van Leeuwen, Fairclough) and, thus, reveals that the photograph’s visual elements are more carefully organised than it first appears: 

Before I went to hospital in 1982 I decided that I wanted a talisman to remind me that I had rights over my own body. Terry Dennett and I set up a series of different tableaux, each with a different caption on the breast. This is the one I took with me. I felt I was entering an unknown territory and wanted to create my own magic fetish to take with me. (Jo Spence, 198?: Source?) 

Because Spence appears in the photograph she the artwork’s represented participant and because she is in addition the producer behind the artwork she is also participating interactively in the communicative event implemented by the photograph. 

To cite Kress and van Leeuwen there is “a fundamental difference between pictures from which represented participants look directly at the viewer’s eyes, and pictures in which this is not the case” (Kress and van Leeuwen, 2000:122). However, in fig. 7 this distinction is rendered impractical, because Spence is wearing dark sunglasses that conceal her eyes entirely. Due to the her almost static posture and the way in which she holds her head, it seems plausible that she is, behind her dark sunglasses, confronting the viewer by gazing directly at him or her. Alternatively, since her eye vector cannot be determined she could in principle be gazing in sorts of directions or she could even have her eyes closed. Thus, it is also plausible that she is confronting the viewer indirectly, by not looking at him or her. Thus it seems not possible to determine the image act taking place. 

The text inscribed on Spence’s breast is also highly ambiguous. Grammatically, the text comprises a phrase that unfolds as a declarative question. This means that the phrase has concurrent declarative and interrogative functions. If leaving aside the question mark the phrase is a reutilisation of a familiar linguistic construction used for declaring ownership, and thus displays a clear intertextual aspect. Due to the intertextuality (our knowledge of the phrase’s previous usage (cf. Blommaert)) we automatically assume that Spence is also declaring ownership. Nevertheless, the impending high modality of the declaration of ownership is challenged by the question mark. This duality reveals two voices that opposing each other (I will get back to that) 


When contemplating the emplacement of the phrase within the frames of the picture it appears that we are dealing with a rather controversial semiotic practice, because the phrase is inscribed directly on Spence’s body. Although bodily inscription is deeply rooted in the history of civilisation and to some extent has become integrated of our visual reality, the body comes close, if rethinking it in geosemiotic terms, to what Scollon and Scollon identifies as a “non-semiotic space”, i.e. a space in which semiotic overlays are not exactly prohibited (although in some cultures and cultural communities they are) but a space, which is considered relatively provoking to inscribe. This owes much to the fact that the body is a physiological apparatus that is not naturally inscribed and is therefore ascribed a certain dignified aesthetic purity. Since the emplacement of the phrase “PROPERTY JO SPENCE?” goes against the expectation of this aesthetic “uncontaminated” body it proves to be transgressive.
However, the emplacement’s transgressive quality does not mean that the phrase is “out of place”, quite the contrary. Given the artwork’s autobiographical pivot it is not surprising that the phrase is inscribed on Spence’s left breast, because this is the one infected with breast cancer. When considering “PROPERTY OF JO SPENCE?” in terms of its emplacement it becomes clear that the phrase alludes to the cancer patient’s awaiting mastectomy; Spence was, at the time of the artwork’s production, facing the terrifying surgical procedure of having her breast removed completely
. Thus, I claim that the phrase has an evident indexical function, i.e. it points to the breast as tentatively belonging to Spence and the phrase thus becomes a caption for the breast. 


However, a breast (or any other body part for that matter) is not normally considered something that can be owned, but rather something that it is naturally given that one has. Thus, the word “PROPERTY” has a material semantic undertone that proclaims another more “extrovert” socio-cultural indexicality. The phrase and its emplacement also points to the female body, the breasts in particular, as having a social objectified meaning. Consequently, the phrase can be equally be read ideologically conflicting voices that pose the question of whether or not women are in fact in control of their own bodies. 


 This performative aspect also alludes to a more gender-oriented problematics. According to Butler’s theoretical construction of the “heterosexual matrix” gender identities are normatively required to enact stabile sexed bodies (masculinity expresses male and femininity expresses female) that are, in turn, hierarchically defined through an oppositional attraction, i.e. the practice of heterosexuality. This means that this symbolic law, as Butler calls it, constitutes femininity on basis on phenomenological parameters that subject the “natural” female body to the regulatory powers of the masculinity - in other words the social feminine gender is constructed on basis of the female body as an object of male desire. In line with Butler, it is thus also confronting this phenomenological politics of gender on which our linguistic materialisation of the body is based. 

1.11 Fig. 6: Your Body is a Battleground  (1989)

Barbara Kruger’s Untitled (Your Body is A Battleground) (fig. 9) originally appeared on a poster advertising a pro-choice demonstration held in Washington D.C. in April 1989
 (Jenni Drozdek, ‘Looking to the Left: Politics in the Art of Barbara Kruger and Jenny Holzer’ in Kritikos Vol. 3, 2006)
 and can, thus, accordingly be substantiated that the artwork has clear propagandist perspective. 

The artwork contains two important visual layers. The inner layer is photographic image of a young woman’s face and the outer layer is a text,  “Your Body is a battleground”. The image does not appear as in the ordinary of photographs, but is intersected vertically by an axis that divides the image into two equally large parts. From a purely formalistic perspective, the intersection causes the image to be symmetrically well balanced but reveals, at the same time, that the photograph is actually not taken of a whole female face. Rather, on left side of the vertical axis we have a photograph of a young woman’s face cropped exactly in the middle and on the right side of the vertical axis a mirror reflection of that same facial part. The image is kept only in greyscale colours but the divisional vertical axis, which is the rotating centre of the mirror reflection, is marked clearly by the two sides differential colour tonality: The left side appears as a normal black and white photograph with normal shading whereas that right side appears with inverted luminance so that the dark shades take up much more space and everything that is dark or black on the left side becomes almost white here. Within the terminology of professional photography these two sides would be referred to as positive and negative images, respectively. 

Although the outer visual layer, the text “Your body is a battleground” only covers the photographic image minimally, it is a strong visual element in the artwork as it is printed in bold white letters in red rectangular boxes. Due to the significant contrast between the red and white colours in textboxes and the underlying greyscales the text protrudes from the image and becomes the artwork’s visual eye catcher. However, the text is divided into three different units that are centred on the same vertical axis the image is intersected by and thus contributes to the artwork’s symmetric balance and renders it impossible to read the text without at the same time also scrolling the image. Thus, the connection between text and image seems to be inseparable. 


Evidently, in one’s search for meaningful linguistic coherence between the upper, middle and bottom text units the eyes inevitably enter into the “visual field” of the woman represented in the image – one’s eye automatically meets her eye. From a communicative perspective, thus, a contact is made between the visually depicted participant and the viewer. According to Kress and van Leeuwen this communicative contact can be interpreted through what they call an “image act” (cf. theory), which basically means that the producer, in this case Kruger, “uses the image to do something to the viewer” (Kress and van Leeuwen, 2000:122). The woman in the image confronts the viewer through the system of the gaze; she looks directly at the viewer almost as if it were an ordinary face-to-face communicative event. The gaze of the depicted woman can thus be grasped as a visual from of direct address, which is, in line with Kress and van Leeuwen, at the same time putting a “demand” on the viewer to “enter into some kind of imaginary relation her” (200:122). As the image functions as a visual direct address that implicates the viewer, thus, when looking at the artwork it seems impossible for the viewer to avoid this implication because the woman’s gaze appears rigid and, thus, impossible to elude. In other words, the viewer becomes subjectified by the gaze’s enforcement of the communicative contact. 

The communicative contact established through the linguistic message underpins the subjectification of the viewer because the text also addresses the viewer directly. Here, however, the direct address appears more lucid because the text has a clear indexical function. The personal pronoun “Your” has a clear indexical function as it points to a “second person” in the communicative event, i.e. the addressee. Thus it also functions an interpellation that together with image act animates the subject into existence (cf. theory).  

When looking at the words that constitute the discourse “Your Body is a Battleground” it becomes evident that just as in the case with Holzer’s truism this text can also be grasped as a schism with two opposing ideological voices. If fragmenting the text and thus treating each words separately it appears namely that they the nouns connote very different things. The word body connotes the vessel combines our consciousness with physical world, is a biological machinery and equally, as also according to Butler partaking in creation our gender identities, but as natural phenomenon it seems to be conflicting the word battle ground it combined with in this relation, this word connotes war, destruction, damage etc. in any case it negatively loaded.  The image also contains two opposing sides, indicated by the positive and negative photographic and thus seem to underpin the equally positive and negative implications of the text. 

The artwork builds on the genre of advertisement and thus seem to have a very authoritative position – however, this authority plus it interpellative character entails that the artwork illocutionary, since female face seems to indicate a female target group, it appears reasonable to suggest that the artwork not addresses its female viewer directly but also points to her role within the “heterosexual matrix”. Thus the artwork poses raises an important political question that is remarkably alike to that raised by Spence. Are women in fact in control of their own bodies? 

1990s

1.12 Fig. 7: My Calling (Cards) (1986-1990)

Adrians Piper’s work My Calling (Cards) (fig. 7) comprises a rectangular piece of flesh-coloured cardboard on which a short text is printed in black letters of what seem to be the Arial typeface. 

In terms of genre, the text is structured like a personal letter and is thus saying something about what type of communication is taking is taking place. What is special with letters is that they are structured in a way that presupposes established social relations; the personal letter is necessarily addressed to someone and necessarily signed by an addressee, both of which know each other or at least know of each other. It is my contemplation that personal letters are always purposive, albeit sometimes the purpose of the letter is occasionally considerably informal. However, we must assume that the addressee always writes a letter with the purpose of reaching some communicative goal, which is either to impart information of certain events or topics to the addressee or to acquire information about certain aspects of life from the addressee. At the same time, since personal letters presuppose established social relations the meaning contents are often esoteric – and therefore difficult to understand for people who are not part of the designated circle of communicators the letter is directed at. However, the social relations established by the letter also reveal most explicitly which social or personal identities are participating in the interaction or at least marked out to participate. This owes much to the fact that when writing letters the addresser always reveal a something about him-or herself through the impartation or acquisition of information, just as they also reveal something about addressee who is supposed to receive the letter. Thus, it is always important to investigate the manner in which a letter is written. 


 In terms of style, this particular letter is visually neatly ordered with justified margins and indented lines to mark off the beginning of new paragraphs, which give the text a tone of formality and sincerity. As regards the identity of the addressee it becomes clear already in the opening of the letter that the addresser identifies herself within a certain social category; she opens with the words  “I am black”. However, the style reveals not only the addresser is black but also that she is a noticeably polite and humble person. The words and phrases used are laden with politeness, humbleness and empathy: “Dear Friend”, “I am sure you did not realise” and  “I regret any discomfort my presence is causing you”. The letter is signed in the right lower corner with the addresser’s name (including middle names): “Sincerely yours, Adrian Margaret Smith Piper”. 


However, what happens here in this text is that Piper (her name is synonymous with the name of the addressee) is performing her own social identity from a normative politics that disclose hierarchical binary oppositions; as Piper is referring to herself as black she also announcing that she is not white. However, Piper’s identification of herself as black also disclose for the viewer of this particular artwork that the addressee is referred to as white. She writes, “In the past I have attempted to alert white people to my racial identity in advance” which indicates that she is not only addressing a white person, but she also participating in an interactive struggle for power within the process of identification. Blommaert writes that identities must in most cases be “recognised by others” in order to be established and Piper is thus hinting at the problematics of being black within a considerably white environment. After announcing her blackness Piper continues: “I am not sure you realised this when you made/laughed at/agreed with that racist remark”, this sentence could be understood as an indication that her blackness is not recognised by those around her. However, I propose that it is be understood as being ironic, i.e. that racial identities are constructed (and therefore recognised) at the moment in which a racist remark is uttered. Piper’s artwork can be grasped as what Butler refers to as resignification, which is an altering of the signifying practice of something already said. Piper reiterates some of the same words she has been confronted with prior to the manufacturing of the card/letter. However, her usage the words have different meanings because she uses them within another context in order to talk back. The artwork thus has a dialogical aspect as well because it obviously refers back a previous discourse. 


What is special with this artwork is that the card/letter is actually not an artwork in itself. The card merely functions as a remedy with which a certain performance  (a happening, if you will) is conducted. As the artwork’s title My Calling (card) #1 punningly announces the card is to be carried around by the artist and handed out to people in order to declare who and what she is at occasions in which she finds herself “confronted with the ‘embarrassment’ of racial hostility” (Mara R. Witzling, 1994:290). Thus, its possible to claim that this text, at least, is considerably placeless – it is constantly travelling through time and space. However, I would not say the artwork, the performance, is a decontextualised practice, because first of all it is dependent on a special social context in order to be realised and second of all it indexes this social context by pointing to social relations and the interactions taking place there. 

2000s

1.13 Fig. 9: This Is Not a Photo Opportunity  (2000 s) 

Banksy’s work consists of the text “This is not a photo opportunity”. It appears in several famous tourist-sites all over the world, and is thus not a one-off artwork. In this particular case the text is printed on a low wall surrounding a lookout spot in the near of the Eiffel Tower in Paris, possibly at Trocadéro.  

Evidently, the emplacement is crucial because there seems to be a clear indexical marker in the text’s beginning demonstrative pronoun; “this” is  pointing to the physical environment surrounding the text. Banksy is a graffiti-artist and this artwork, along with the artworks in the same series (placed in London, Tokyo etc.), naturally follows the traditional patterns of graffiti, i.e. it is in place but is unauthorised because it is painted illicitly on the wall and thereby violating the “public expectation that such surfaces would be kept clean and ‘unpolluted’”. Accordingly, from Scollon and Scollon’s geosemiotic angle the artwork is extremely “transgressive semiotics” (2003:146-147). However, even though the artwork’s design is transgressive according to authorised urban signposting, the contents of the text is imitating the contents of authorised “regulatory signs” normally encountered with on a tourist-site, and can therefore trick the reader (or viewer) into believing that the artwork belongs to the category of “situated semiotics”, in which “the meaning is predicated on the placement of the sign” (2003:146). It is within this discrepancy between the transgressive and situated dispositions of the artwork that performativity takes place. 


There is an obvious relation between the text’s semantic codes and the semantic codes connected with the Eiffel Tower in the background. Thus, Banksy touches upon common city experience and the behavioural patterns of tourists, which among other things is connected with the inspection of famous sites and taking photographs of them. When breaks into such a pattern and declares that photographing is no longer an opportunity, something happens. Initially, the text prompts confusion for the tourist because the text’s message is twofold: Firstly, it could be a prohibition caused by the negation “not” stating that it is not allowed to take photographs of “this”. Secondly, it could be a demand in which “not” negates the implications of free will inherent in the predicate “opportunity” and thus expressing that taking photographs is not optional - it is imperative. At the same time, there is also possibility that “this” is indexical, not of the Eiffel Tower, but of the artwork it self, and thus text gains a completely different meaning. The artwork’s different possibilities of meaning in connection with the discrepant dispositions of the its in place qualities both contribute to the confusing aura that surrounds the experience of this artwork. Thus, from a performative perspective, the artwork has a clear perlocutionary force in that it effectuates some sort of physical or mental activity based on whichever message the viewer construes from the text the text. Consequently, the text, which either hinders or prompts the action of taking photographs, causes confusion in an otherwise habitual experience.  Because the text can cause two different actions to take place, it becomes manifest that Banksy is entirely without agency once the text is planted on the wall, all agency is ascribed to the discourse itself. It is thus also my claim, namely, that the discourse is has a certain illocutionary force because it makes the passer-by, compromising the tourist primarily, aware of his or role in the urban environment and of the behavioural patterns connected with his or her activities when encountering normal signposting at tourist attractions. Thus, the artwork clearly indexing its socio-cultural context by pointing out the conventional costumes of the public space in which it is placed. 

At first, however, it seems that the English code preference contravenes its placement as we normally expect signs and “public texts” in Paris to be in French or at least in multiple codes (with French being the preferred language of course), but not as here in English solely. This means that the text does not index the French speaking community in midst of which it is placed, but instead symbolises the international discourse that is characteristic of the French capital and metropolises in general. The English code preference in the text also signifies the contemporary world of globalisation in which English is the lingua franca and thus relates specifically to its geopolitical location, which is highly connected within tourism. The Eiffel Tower in the background, which has become an icon of France and hence an imperative architectural construction in Paris is also closely connected with the globalised world. The tower is not merely an old iconic property of France, but also one of the most visited tourist attractions in the world and thus equally a symbol of global tourism itself. Given the tower’s history, it was completed in 1889 in connection with the second World’s Fair globalisation and geopolitics has always pervaded the space in which the tower is situated as well as the surrounding physical environment. 

Consequently, the preference of code equally functions as one of the semiotic resources that contribute to the understanding of the public space that surrounds the discourse and is co-constitutive of the artwork. 

In basis of the above explanation of the linkage between code preference, performativy and placement, one would think that the artwork melts in perfectly with its physical surroundings, but when looking at the visual features of the text, i.e. inscription and the material on which it is inscribed, it becomes clear that this is actually not the case. So contrarily the previous artworks it is now the visual appearance of the text and not the semantic meaning contents that does not fit properly into the physical surroundings. 

This also means that in relation the above mentioned performative aspects of the text, it appears that they are only valid insofar the viewer admits to its communicative value. The artwork is does take up much space is and it is thus easy to overlook, especially when taking into consideration that the person standing in front of it is putting all energy into the focus on the Eiffel Tower. Likewise, since the artwork is transgressively placed there is always the risk that some people find it offensive because the city in which it is situated is characteristic of a certain historical urban aesthetics, and therefore ignoring it or seeking to have it removed. This means that social interaction taking place, if any, is completely in hands of the viewer. Thus, although the artwork linguistically imitates an authoritative voice giving a somewhat ambiguous instruction its visual appearance signals another conflicting voice that reveals unreliability – graffiti is considered illegal in most places. The artwork this reveals a subversive power balance, in which the viewer is not tricked by the artwork’s discursive skin to assume that the artwork is an authorised sign, but is in completely in control of whether or not this artwork is acceptable is acceptable as communication. 

The artwork also alludes to another power relation between the city authorities and the city’s inhabitants or visitors. By writing illicitly on the wall the artist seems to assume an almost anarchistic way of looking at the world and thus hints at the unequal power balance between those who are in charge of the city and those who actually use it. Thus, the artwork has a clear political turning point.  

1.14 Fig. 10: In the Near Future (2005)

This artwork consists of a woman holding a board, on which the text “Actions Speak Louder Than Words” is printed. From an offhand consideration neither the board nor the text attracts much attention; we are simply dealing with white rectangular board (material unknown) and a textually ordinary black typography. 


However, we must take into consideration that both the text and the surface on which it is printed are to be seen as components of a larger and much more complex artwork. The woman holding the board, as well the physical surroundings are also included in the artwork. What makes this particular artwork special, thus, is on one hand, that it is constructed as a part of a larger project called In the Near Future: a series of partly homogenous actions in which the artist Sharon Hayes presents herself on various locations in New York holding a white textually imprinted board. However, the text on the board “Actions Speak Louder than Words” is also special. First of all because is a reutilisation of a famous Mark Twain quote, and subsequently, because the text’s semantic message actually opposes every reason for it to have been written at all.


In relation to the notion of performativity, it can be substantiated that the artist does something with words – she performs an action with her text. Since Hayes is conducting the action alone, it seems not probable that her work would be mistaken for “real” demonstration, because they normally contain a lot more participants. Although, Hayes is alone in the performance she is nonetheless surrounded by lots of people because as fig. 15 reveals the performance takes place in a public park. Although the passers-by might be unaware that they are about to witness a performative action they cannot avoid being involved in the artwork. This owes much to the fact Hayes is inevitably dependent upon her audience because an action or demonstration is about conveying messages and viewpoints out in to the public. In order words, the action is forcefully encouraging the audience (normally listeners but in this case only viewers) to assume what Bakhtin would call an “answering attitude” – but as Bakhtin also asserts the answering attitude is not to be understood as archetype face-to-face communication, but rather as a silent evaluation of the viewpoint being communicated. 


Hayes is action is special because it considerably difficult for the audience to construe what it she is acting for or against.  However, when returning to text, which she is standing with, it appears that the action is some kind of meta-action, i.e. an action about actions. When inspecting the artwork as an intertextualisation of “real” actions and demonstrations Hayes is clearly putting herself in the role of the protester, but she is not shouting out slogans or propogandist catch-phrases. As a protester she remains infinitely silent. 


This way of conducting herself also reveals how the linguistic message is to be taken. From a grammatical point of view, “Actions Speak Louder than Words” includes a contrasting dichotomy between the nouns ‘actions’ and ‘words’ manifested through the comparative adjective ‘louder’ and the following conjunction ‘than’. The text is thus a grammatical construction of a two clauses: a main clause, “Actions Speak Louder” and a subordinate comparative clause “than words”. Because the entire artwork is intended as a silent action by the artist, the word ‘louder’ is not necessarily to be understood only as a reference to quantity of sound and volume, but also as quality of sound and volume. Namely because actions, demonstrations and the like are often all about shouting slogans etc., and those who shout the loudest are those that are most often heard and thereby gain more impact in the broader perspective. Hence, the word ‘louder’ can be equated with ‘better’ or something similar. However, by providing this comparison between actions and words, Hayes is implicitly pointing out that words not always have enough force – it is what is done when using words that counts. Thus, the discourse within the performance seems to point out the pragmatic outlook that the semantics are not decicive in terms of meaning, but rather how they are used and how they are able fit within their contexts.  


As I have already established the action performed by Hayes is action about actions and it seems, therefore, deducible that she is pointing to the ways in which public opinion is constructed in the public space and equally how it is received. The “real” action or demonstration traditionally point expresses societal stratifications; the protester is commonly deprived of political rights due to his or her position within the societal strata. The ideological voice conveyed in this particular discourse does not belong to Hayes herself but to the social groupings that are subjected to the enforcements of the political dominant. The artwork is thus considerably illocutionary as it making these unequal social stratifications exist by pointing to them. 

3. Conclusion 

“The boundaries between the criteria prevailing in art and those prevailing in writing no longer as sharply drawn as they once where” (Kress and Van Leeuwen, 1996:231).

The focal point of this thesis has been to examine the linguistic and semiotic resources in 10 different conceptual artworks within a time span of 5 decades (from 1960s-2000s) with the purpose of finding out how these artworks are positioned within and point to their contexts through inherent performative forces and thereby contribute to our socio-cultural meaning making. 


 The examination is based on a pragmatic extension of the concept of performativity introduced by the British philosopher J.L. Austin in How To Do Things With Words. The springboard is Derrida’s deconstructionist defence of writing and his viewpoint that the performative aspect of language is self-manufacturing and constituent of meaning through endless citation or iterability. Context is thus not something fixed prior to the performative action but something that is constantly re-produced by language itself by means the citational practice. However, language is not independent of its context, on the contrary, the performative action is constantly creating its own temporary context from which it is comprehensible. The Derridean perspective on performativity discharges into a broader pragmatic trajectory, which sees indexicality as the property of language that enables it point to its own “here-and-now” context. 


In Kosuth’s landmark essay ‘Art After philosophy’ (1969) he writes that “[…] any physical thing can become objet d’art, that is to say, can be considered tasteful, aesthetically pleasing, etc. But this has no bearing on the object’s application to an art context; that is, its functioning in an art context” and thus he encapsulates the premises that come to control linguistic conceptualism in henceforth – that is, prior to the consideration of aesthetics, art must have a function as art. However, what Kosuth had not taken into consideration when he wrote his famous essay in 1969 is that the concept of “art context” would become endlessly big and indefinable. Insofar as we take the context to be the physical space in which art is displayed there is no longer a fixed pattern of exhibition – these 10 artworks appear in all sorts of contexts. However, this does not mean that these artworks exist independently of their contexts, quite the contrary. Their functions as communication are based their linguistic indexical properties that allows them to bring into being their contexts. At the same time is my argumentation that in most cases it in fact difficult to separate socio-cultural and physical contexts because many of our meaning attributing practices are structured around the material world - in other words, these artworks move through different physical spaces that are characteristic of specific social relations and interactions. 


Primarily, the tendency in the artworks from the 1960s is to focus on reception and perception of the entire concept of art and to slightly change the experience of the institutional white cube. This is where the site-specificity becomes relevant.  Obviously, the main focus of the artworks is the concept of art as such, but it my belief that the placement also plays a role in our understanding of the artworks in terms of Kosuth and Weiner’s works. The site-specificity is only indirect, however, as the artworks are movable (they can be exhibited in different institutionalised exhibition spaces) and therefore only relate to their surroundings in a conceptual way. The semantic references in texts in these artworks refer among other things to traditions and techniques within the art world, but obviously also to the general sight-conditioned experience of art. Therefore the placement of these artworks in institutionalised exhibition spaces is not unimportant, as it seems to confront our expectations about art in institutionalised spaces. Though this tendency seems most prevalent in the 1960s, an artist such as Baldessari continues the investigation of institutionalised exhibition space in 1971 as well as a verbal investigation into artist’s responsibility of making aesthetic and interesting art. What is characteristic of the 1960s’ and early 1970s’linguistic conceptualism is that the artists, especially Kosuth, consider physical objects beside the point when talking about art. The meta-reflections come about when considering art as a language itself that deals with and comments on art. At this point, then, art performs only art. 


From the 1970s and 1980s the tendency to focus directly on the place in which the artwork is present increases in the conceptual art world. To a larger extent the artists embark on a broadening of exhibition space by rejecting the white cube and placing the artworks in public space. At this point the site-specificity really comes into play, as many artworks, both in relation to medium and discourse mimic or melt into their surroundings as normal constituents. Most frequently, the site-specificity of the artworks from 1970s and onwards plays on the human patterns of behaviour and perception in urban surroundings, artworks are often temporary constructions. 


In reference to medium, Holzer and Kruger, in particular borrow from already existing visual phenomena including electronic signs, posters and the like. The common thread is that the language they operate with, their motif so to speak, also is structured in such a way that it mimics the others linguistic messages present in the given locations of the artworks. The specific emplacement of the artworks is of great importance because the artworks cannot be understood fully without the physical context in which they appear. Because of the obvious resemblance with the surroundings (both textually and in reference to medium) these artworks are normally encountered with the random glance, and therefore most viewers are not even aware that they have encountered a work of art. The site-specificity also varies to the extent that many of the artworks are only displayed temporarily, and can thus occasionally shift location. 

It is not until the 1970s that the conceptual linguistic artists begin to touch on other subjects than the problematics concerning the concept of art. Especially in the 1980s the artists work with problematic topics concerning gender identities, Kruger and Spence, and racial identities, Piper and Scott. The contemporary artworks from the 2000s apply more aggressive, or in the case of Banksy transgressive, methods. In Hayes’ work, which is a performative paraphrase over a typical action or demonstration, she is by means of a short linguistic text looking into the role of the protester and examining how free speech is constructed in the public space. By placing herself in the public space she is involving the passers-by as involuntary audience.  

In relation to the languages used in the artworks there is dominant preference for aphorisms and short one-sentenced texts. These texts obviously communicate their messages clearly and forcefully and thus the viewer’s find no trouble in reading them (except from in Kosuth’s work) or the artists use linguistic variations when presenting audience with political issues, and this results in a line of artworks, which are based on linguistic utterances with semantically contrasting words in order to create suspense, or to challenge our personal belief-system. 

Summary (Dansk) 

Dette speciale undersøger brugen af sprog i britisk og amerikansk konceptkunst i 9 forskellige kunstværker produceret i perioden 1960 til 2005. Denne kunstform betegnes ”linguistic conceptualism”, i en fordansket version altså lingvistisk konceptualisme. De sproglige konceptuelle værker har ligesom den oprindelige konceptkunst et anti-æstetisk omdrejningspunkt, hvor det fysiske kunstobjekt tilsidesættes til fordel for værkets ide. Det vil sige, at disse værker ofte slet ikke består af noget ud over blot en sproglig tekst. 

Det er min opfattelse at brugen af sprog har udviklet sig væsentligt gennem den overstående tidsramme. De forskellige tematiske aspekter spænder fra den tidlige konceptkunsts undersøgelse af og sproglige definering af sig selv som kunst, til sproglige konceptuelle undersøgelser af de diskurser og autoritære ”stemmer” der kontrollerer det offentlige rum og undersøgelser af der kommercielle distributive kommunikationsformer så reklamer. 

Specialets teoretiske grundlag er videreudvikling af J.L. talehandlingsteori fra 1955 på baggrund af blandt Jacques Derrida og Judith Butler. Det poststrukturalistiske performativitetsbegreb som er en del af talehandlingsteorien præsenterer sproget som et selvfremstillende og virkelighedskonstituerende størrelse. Derfor tages der altså udgangspunkt hvorledes den sproglige konceptkunst selv ”performer” sin egen kontekst. 

Jeg anvender en diskursiv tilgang til konceptkunsten, således at de ikke læses og analyseres ud fra en gængs kunsthistorisk vinkel, men ud fra lingvistiske pragmatiske vinkler. Det vil sige som multimodale diskurser. En væsentlig del af konceptkunstens sproglige performativitet er afhængig hvor i den materielle verden diskurserne er placeret. I den forbindelse anvender jeg en geosemiotisk optik, der undersøger forholdet mellem det udsagte i værket og det fysiske rum hvori de befinder sig. 
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Joseph Kosuth, 1965

One and Eight – A Description 

National Gallery of Australia, Canberra 
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Lawrence Weiner 

Fermented (1969)

Self-adhesive acrylic 

Museum of Modern Art, Los Angeles 
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John Baldessari 

I Will Not Make Any More Boring Art (1971) 

Lithograph 

Museum of Modern Art, New York 
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Jenny Holzer 

Money Creates Taste from Truisms (1977-1979)

Electronic sign 

Las Vegas Strip, Las Vegas
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Jo Spence and Terry Dennett

Property of Jo Spence? (1982)

Photograph 
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Barbara Kruger

(untitled) Your Body is a Battleground

Photographic poster
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| am black.

| am sure you did not realize this when you made/laughed
atlagreed with that racist remark. In the past, | have attempted to
alert white people to my racial identity in advance. Unfortunate-
ly, this invariably causes them to react to me as pushy,
manipulative, or socially inappropriate. Therefore, my policy is to
assume that white people do not make these remarks, even when
they believe there are no black people present, and to distribute
this card when they do.

| regret any discomfort my presence is causing you, just as |
am sure you regret the discomfort your racism is causing me.




Adrian Piper

My Calling (Cards) (1986-1990)

Cartboard card 
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Banksy 

This is not a Photo Opportunity (2000 – in progress) 

Paris
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Sharon Hayes 

Actions Speak Louder Than Words (2005 - in progress) 

New York 

� First published in 1962 


� Evidently, the study of performativity in conceptual art also presupposes the inclusion of other visual elements than mere verbal language. This will be dealt with in detail in the following paragraph. Is it? The visual/iconic/symbolic elements?


�Although I use the term ‘fiction’ as an umbrella-term for the literary modes of expression encountered in novels, poems, short stories and so on it is not a term that Derrida himself would apply. For him fiction indicates something ‘fictional’, i.e. fabricated and therefore not natural (James Loxley, 2007:73-75)


� An incongruence between American spelling in the quotes and British spelling in the rest of the thesis may occur occasionally, as Alan Bass the translator of my edition of S.E.C. is American (1982:vii).


� There is no clear source of reference for this particular quote, it is commonly referred to a general saying, but it is nevertheless ascribed to Mark Twain in several academic and non-academic books and Internet search engines, such as: � HYPERLINK "http://www.brainyquote.com" ��http://www.brainyquote.com� and � HYPERLINK "http://thinkexist.com" ��http://thinkexist.com�








� Although most genres are purposive Fairclough points out that not all genres are. Some genres are merely structured in order to arrive at understanding (Fariclough, 2003:71)


� The notion of indexicality stems from C.S. Peirce’s semiotic conception that the index is the sign that directly points to, but is not similar with, its object, such as in the famous example of smoke being index of fire. The index is, thus, distinguishable from the other types of signs, icon and symbol, in his semiotic trichotomy (Duranti, 1997:17).


� My italicisation 


� In Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex (1993) 


� In On the Genealogy of Morals (1887) Why this footnote? Shouldn’t this information be in the reference list?


� In Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses (1970)


� The notion of the Other originates with Hegel’s dialectic and further exploited in Lacan’s psychoanalysis (Paul Crowther, Philosophy After Postmodernism: Civilised Values and the Scope of Knowledge, 2003:168) 


� The distinction analytic/synthetic was first introduced in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason from 1781 but evaluated by Ayer in Language, Truth and Logic from 1939


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.moma.org/" ��http://www.moma.org/�collection/browse_results.php?object_id=59546


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ubu.com/film/" ��http://www.ubu.com/film/�baldessari_boring.html


�  For example on the Internet (< � HYPERLINK "http://mfx.dasburo.com/art/truisms.html" ��http://mfx.dasburo.com/art/truisms.html�>) 





� Spence’s actual mastectomy is confirmed in her later phototherapeutic artworks. 


� Originally the artwork contained additional text pieces with detailed information about the demonstration as well as an informative black textbox bellow the photograph. The artwork was at the time equally handed out in postcards and flyers as well as it has been frequently reprinted and reapplied in other contexts. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://garnet.acns.fsu.edu/~nr03/drozdek.htm" ��http://garnet.acns.fsu.edu/~nr03/drozdek.htm�








�It is a typical post-structuralist position on subjectivity and agency. Does it fit well with van Leeuwen and social semiotics?


�Well, hegemony is a more subtle concept than ideology.


�In what way? Explain a little more…
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