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An Apocryphal Modernism*

Who would have thought that a warm neck would taota armrests, that legs / eager for
flight and joy would stiffen into four simple crutes. / Once chairs were so beautiful,
flower-devouring animals. / But they easily letriieelves become domesticated and now
they are the meanest / kind of quadrupeds. Theg luet their obstinacy and courage.
They are only patient.

- Zbigniew Herbert, “Chairs”

In a small place — once in Kibbutz Messilot, one®etach Tikva, Tel Aviv, or Moshav
Beit Hanan — Nahum Tevet, artist (“carpenter”, agphts it, or “Papa Gepetto”), recounts
to himself anew one of the most meaningful chaptetle history of modernism — the
modernist move at one edge of which is the BauhadsConstructivism, bearing traces
of Cubism and Cézanne, and at the other minimadisdhpostminimalism, with artists
such as Richard Artschwager, Robert Ryman or Richattle. These are two kinds and
two edges of modernist practice, its beginningigdnd (its “post-"), and between

them, woven and unraveled alternately, is a ngaabus contexts and possible histories,
reciprocal affinities and contradictory interpresas of some of the burning issues of the
contemporary art discourse. But just as the elesnginTevet’s work are identified as so
connected with those distinctive moves of modetr-&o too, in another moment, it is
immediately discernible that the configuration loé details and the ways

they are organized in space divert the works away the common frames of
recognition of the modernist canon.

This deviation by Tevet from the canonical proaedwof modernism is also
discernible in the development of his works, eafcthem separately and all of them
together, as an autonomous systemic organizatibichvdoes indeed borrow data from
the major melting pots of modernist practice, duha same time, out of an awareness of
its peripheral place, also turns into an alterrmahiosphere. As such it directs the images
of movement, the concatenation and the developmehe works from within



themselves, disseminates their seeds in its own dexelops and diversifies, constructs
and takes apart, piles up and knocks down, takks and stabilizes itself, moves and
halts within and according to structures and meatadependent on themselves,
conditioned by the Tevetian genealogy. And nonegit is worth noting once again
that Tevet's work, in each stage of this genealémynulates itself in relation to its own
history, that is to say: while the work continuguishproves its own autonomization and
its auto-indexicality, it also continues to do thsan allusion (even if in the guise of a
faded trace) to what was once Bauhaus, Constragtjwininimalisn?, or some other
cornerstone of modernism.

From within this dual indexicality, Tevet's worlas a reckoning with the early
and the late moments of the modernist move: iesagglestions about orientations in
European modernism and about possibilities of thishorical transfer across the ocean,
to the arms (or maws) of the American culturesksawhether it is possible to gaze
soberly at the various styles: and not only atpbi@t of their growth from visions of
utopian and idealistic art movements, but alsti@tmhioment when they changed their
skin and became partners in an epistemological amesm and in textual fields whose
arrows of criticism would intercept immediately amghflying expression in an art
product; it examines whether orientations that were deedrib merely formalistic
terms, as if their entire concern was the orgaiumaif forms and bodies in space,
nonetheless preserve traces of ideological motivesgks, too — among the reflexive
gazes at the ways of modernism (which are knowppasmodernist gazes) and the art
movements that inscribed on their banner the satialpublic, the semiotic, the
phenomenological interest — the stamp of the inldiai’'s hand, and what has been left of
the image of the subjett.

Far from the capitals of the modernist saga aowh fhe heroic moments in which
obligatory affinities (expressing support or oppiosi) were created between its forms
and inventions and the burning issues of the monT&awet’s work restores this saga to
the zone of micro-territorial and extra-chronol@jitme. In this extra-terrestrial time
capsule it re-directs the moves of early modernmnards the later, terminal ones. The
ways that are suggested in the works wind hithdrtaither around well-known

historical moves, as though from a recognitionhefitimportance and centrality — but at



the same time casting doubt on the familiar, “octfrand “final” formulation of these
moves, as though from a chronic skepticism abautéry possibility of knowing them.
Thus, while Tevet trains his works to shift forneééments about from one artistic
position to another, the works as-it-were pernmentiselves to divert details from the
straight path of the canonical formulations. Thdtiplicity of deviations spins the
modernist narrative in ways that are as divergaoasible: in its detours and its
representational ways, in the forkings and re-ggetions of way, in the emphasizing of
milestones but also in their distortion and pettiorg in the proposing of peepholes into
niches and concealed paths. This re-weightingsiencompassing not only the routes of
modernism but also what is labeled postmodernisakes Tevet's work a partner in the
crystallization of a postmodern awareness of theas@nd the failings of modernism —
but in this too it functions as a mirror of thisawness, as an awareness of an awareness.

Tevet sets up the elements of his works, which beageen as traces of decisive
moments in modernism, as organs that are definedeoseciprocal connections among
them: they always come one after the other, imd ki succession or consequentiality,
wearing the appearance of a foyer to another cordtgn, while not infrequently one
item supports another or leans on it, grows ottt @f sticks to it like a parasite, while
beside it there are bodies that seem to be settihgn a journey or storing some form
inside a hollow frame form, in the framework ofagtive organization of a sculptural
composition in space. These reciprocal connectionsot at all relate to the canonical
historiography of the historical moments alludedbyahe given details. The Tevetian
organization of the elements of the history istaseare severed from any historical
reliability, yet it is nonetheless relevant anditapeach time anew, as long as it
crystallizes in a sculptural momentum of one kin@uother. Moreover, Tevet's
historiographical drafts have no validity exceptenithey are set up in a complex manner
in space, in seductive ways that nourish deciphetimet also play pranks with it; signs
of the historical time exist in his work only whilleey are standing in a sculptural space —
and the Tevetian spatiality depends on the inditéise time interspersed in it, the time
of chronicle of modernism.

The works’ immunity to sterile

formalism — to a fall into mere designing, brilliaand virtuoso work though it might



be — depends on their making room to evoke thenk@yents in the chronicle of
modernism and on their relating to it, in a dynamdf the action in the time dimension,
in the vitality entailed in transience, in changégphemerality, in putting in question, in
movement among countless possible movements aradtetral moves of time. The
extra-chronological that maps and positions Tewstsks is also their pan-
chronological; hence the immediate and passing mbofesach sculptural element
(which changes at the moment that it is apperceiveelation to its similar which is a jot
different from it) is in a constant affinity to aif time in all its allness, the modernist
time that is like a universe that expands ceadgleasan infinity of ways and
concatenation$.

The voracious desire displayed by the works td fmore and more alternative
routes for the modernist story, their challengifthe authoritative historiographical
formulation, and the shake-up they give to the f@amioutes while distorting them or
changing their direction — all these again andragsflect the works’ participation in
Israeli culture, in the modernist estate that cartebeing far from the melting pots that
constituted the modernist narrative. The code efektra-modernist action enfolds a
deviation from the dialectic embraced within mod&m that on the one hand is
identified with a territory (possessing a backgmtimat is European, Christian, pagan)
saturated with a tradition and a metaphysics oésu visual images (possessing an
aura, Walter Benjamin would say) — and on the otiaed rebels, spectacularly, against
those traditional representations. The gesturetrbping the tradition, as a movement of
parricide, loses some of its meaning and somesdfatoics for a work like that of Tevet,
which is made within and out of a site of new I$irag, young in years, which exists on
a background (concealed as it may be) of an esdigntonoclastic Jewish world-view.
This anti-Oedipality is discernible in the indifésrce that Tevet's works display towards
the militant moves
of the avantgarde: in the canonical discourseetample, the transition from modernism
to postmodernism entails abandoning the heroic tdiee ideologies and the utopias
(Bauhaus, Constructivism) in favor of the critidedcussion — but Tevet’'s work places
the markers of the Bauhaus beside the allusionsriomalism or postminimalism, and

even presents the latter as a point of departurtnéformer, as though from



an equanimity towards the critical awareness aagttitical responsibility that
accompanies the forms of late (post)modernismhérftamework of the reading of
minimalism and its derivatives as major partnerthaproject of the desublimation of
contemporary art (that is, its discarding of evieinyg that is not anchored in the
circumstances and conditions of its actibit)is customary to map minimalism in terms
of epistemological methods, linguistic structurasg textual arrangements. Rosalind
Krauss or Hal Foster, for example, describe thenroancern of the minimalist
orientation as identification of the means in rielato the givens of the site that
produces, represents and populates them, whil@osagg their semiotic status in the
pan-systemic mechanism of production (“the exparigdd’, to use Krauss’s term) and
examining their affinities to the concrete condigof a given display site (which too is
saturated with meanings of public contexts: socialtural, economicj.Since Tevet has
been toiling for years to recycle and divert thesians of minimalism that he created in
his early work during the '70s, as the basic meaasof all of his works, it is important to
emphasize that the network of contexts that shépeébrms of his work already at the
outset of his path is not embedded in the socimewic-cultural field that produced
minimalism — with its capitalist logistics, the pewmechanisms that rule it, the division
of labor practiced in it and the forms of repreaéinh prevalent in its domain: it does not
relate to an intricate system of exhibiting indtdas and economic backing factors
(private and state collection bodies), to commuiooa media networks that reign over
the images market, to technologies that convenid, to the exchange of materials
between the First World’'s means and its art ar€éasaet’s activity outside this place and
this time — and, in other words, his non-belondmthe base grid of minimalism — makes
it necessary to set out his “minimalism” in a diéiet way and to give a different
meaning to the critical or reflexive aspect thadasninant in it. The distance from “the
expanded field” makes it necessary to diagnoset®etrainimalist” elements as
minimalist-nonminimalist elements.

Here are some quick proposalsifeading Tevet's elements, based on one of the
most brilliant and distinctive analyses of canohromimalism, that of Hal Foster. Foster
identifies minimalism (and also the objects of Blogt preceded it) as a distinctive case

of sculpture that is entirely anchored in late tafst production— but at the same time he



takes the trouble to emphasize that its meanimsgpliecisely in its deviation from the
culture industry, because the minimalist objectikera commodity, actualizes itself not
as a reproduction of something else (which, likesit reproduction), but also as different
from it.° This difference is what impressed Tevet alreadyisafirst encounter with
minimalism years ago, as appears from a memoiale&épt from the period of his
studies under Raffi Lavie. About a photograph wfaek by Donald Judd that was
published in one of the art journals he had at hatrike time (only there, Tevet says,
could one have found such magazines), Lavie s§i¢'Ve seen lots of cubes like the
ones that comprise the work — but we've never segrexactly like them® In the cube
(the “epistemological cube” of minimalism, to usarBara Rose’s term), on the
geometric body that represents

the compulsive-arbitrary-mechanistic form,

almost concealed changes have been introducedhabitvate in it a subversive
momentum that speaks to Tevet's heart. But in Tevatrks the emphases and the
orientation are different from those of the minirst: the minimalists’ elements refer
before anything else to the image of the matrixtheogeneric object and the grid of the
objectifying and automatic mechanisms of the puffiace — and only afterwards are the
individuating signs of the subject, the artist, imged in them; in Tevet’s works, in
contrast, that minimalist consummation is a prokthe beginnings of a move, of a
formulation that is personal, stubborn, complicatetbrganized, that paves a way to the
engendering, the ordering and the story of theotiest of these

guasi-found, quasi-environment-dependent,

guasi-audience-orienting, quasi-industrial objeicts, totally different way from that

described here by Benjamin Buchloh:

The postwar situation can be described as a hegatisology; a steady dismantling of
the autonomous practices, spaces and spheresufec@nd a perpetual intensification of
assimilation and homogenization, to the point todagre we witness what Debord
called “the integrated spectacle”. Where doesl&ete artistic practices in the present
[...]? Are there still spaces situated outside tlmahbgenizing apparatus? Or do we have

to recognize that many artists themselves don’tuw@be situated outside it? [...] I'm



not concluding that every artist in the presenirgef her or his work as inextricably
integrated and affirmative. The artistic capaciigim exist not only to reflect on the
position that the art work assumes within the wiggtem of infinitely differentiated
representations (fashion, advertisement, enteremtnetc.), but also to recognize its
susceptibility to becoming integrated into thesesgtis of ideological control. And yet, if
there are artistic practices that still stand afvarh this process of homogenization, I'm

less convinced than ever that they can surVive.

Tevet's minimalist-nonminimalist item, which in itéstinctive differentness
distances itself from the “process of homogenizdtiallows itself to be formulated as a
substitute for (or as a simulacrum of) the standiata of minimalism (which are
themselves exchangeable), with the substitute wfseotaking to an extreme the
displacement and exchangeability traits of the malist code. In the case of Tevet, the
severance of the works (which look minimalisti@rfr the symbolic space of minimalism
makes it possible to describe them as a syntaxmfiations of minimalist elements, as a
move that evokes only the simulated dimension efimimalistic images while
neutralizing their symbolic aspect — which transfertthe images into phantoms of what
is meant to be anchored in procedures of the layegaad the order of “the expanded
field”. The ephemerality of his sculptural bodisdiscernible also in the light weight of
the plywood from which they are built, their thimsgabout three millimeters)
differentiating them from the heavier materialifytioe minimalists’ objects. “My work is
built from the shells of objects, not from the altgethemselves”, says Tevet. One way or
another — whether in their lateral reference toddua of the field of minimalism, or in
their longitudinal turn to the historical contextiscube images in art — Tevet’'s works
invoke the act of emptying encoded in the minintalgect, while emptying it even of its
intention to represent itself as the empty facthefmechanisms of language as well as of
its historical precedents.

Moreover, since the very choice of activating “mialist” items entails a
commitment to presenting the conditions of theaaGtTevet's work, in its distinctive
place of action, in fact commits itself to presegcits own distance from pure

minimalism. The peripheral distance makes it pdegiobroaden the range of



observationthe extent of the indexical mechanism enfoldecetxtual constellations. The
definition of each Tevetian item derives from itways being positioned in relation to
one other item measured in relation to a diffepa#sible embodiment of itself, bound to
one other item that directs the gaze towards drRheir earliest phases, and only more
and more as time has passed, Tevet's works cotestitamselves as language machines
that contain not a single independent item thas da anticipate or follow or reproduce
or reflect or imitate or distort another item, tihot bound in relations of succession
and indexical affinities to another item in thelptural system. And this has been going
on now for more than thirty years, in the coursghbich Tevet has time after time
brought back almost the same elements, the puldemfreturn always beating in
relation to their earlier manifestations while nrakchanges in the context or in the form,
the positioning, the intention (in one case thay stand and in another they may be laid
down, in one case they may support and in anothsupported). The strange and
diverse versions of items that already existecantiex works are presented as a kind of
concatenation of daughter-forms from mother-forwisije in the course of this alert
movement of concatenation of forms the linguistialstural mechanism seems to turn
unpremeditatedly into a new organisiind it is not only the small elements that are
brought back in the later works, but also syntasgits or even entire works — such as
Painting Lesson No. Bom 1989, which became the central organ aroumidiwthe
worksMan With a Camera (1994ndA Page from a Catalogug 998)*"** grew. At
this stage, with the large sculptural works madenfthe '90s onward, Tevet's language
machine is actualized in a spatial occurrence thisds especially conspicuous in the
large-scale worlseven Walk§l997-2004%°"* which to a great degree may be seen as
the pinnacle of the procedures described heresléments and the configurations of
elements concatenate in it in infinite ways asuif of themselves, in a manner that
strengthens its linguistic idiosyncrasy more andenas though it were a giant organism
or an almost declaredly megalomanic language machimost a futile labor apart from
its being a response to the will to sever itsedk-an act of the language — from the web
of contexts and affinities to the world and thditgautside it.

From the same stance, which makes more pointe@xnreime the linguistic

identity of the items in a work by Tevet, theirghsiated, extra-territorial existence,



emptied of the contexts of minimalism and of thenediate legitimation entailed in
them, is more acutely sensed. This is the seedtatttophe concealed in every work by
Tevet and also formulated in it, thematized, in¢bater-less sculptural syntax, in the
cancerous proliferating branchings, in the errastderings in space (this is especially
evident in the late sculptural works, but alreadyhie early works the quest for the
lacking center can be felt — for example in thekldrawings from the '70s, where in the
core of their dark and emptied space there apeldtte cross, like one a sniper working
in the dark may use to mark the focal point ofgage on his target). The movement of
the works over the years, one work out of and amtother, presents Tevet’'s work also as
a machine of emptying, which engages recurrenttit what has already been identified
as dispossessed of all context, meaning and funetivle it continues to reproduce the
reflexivity entailed in the pointing to the emptiseof the elements. Out of the blockage
that is created in Tevet's ways in the course isfpinoliferating reproduction, out of the
power required for the complex formulation of trestiof elements in the space that runs
out because it contains so many emptied elemeat®t® work distills the traditional
version of Vanitas in art history into a “vanity of vanities” inhenéin the work being
made and existing in the world, into “the compl&igpidity implicit in this parasitic
carpentry and in its taking over more and moretteres”.

But this anti-Oedipal dissociation in Tevet's weliik also the source of their
impetus — the starting shot for a vigorous racaddfition, division, reproduction and
recycling of more and more elements. Out of whaheelike an accelerated reproduction
of the minimalist gene, the hidden face of the Tieweart reveals itself. As
“minimalistic” elements that are not derived frorgigen field, mechanism or process,
the items in Tevet's works are less obedient ttatks of predetermined definitions and
conditions, and hence they are more accessiblestmbtives of the imagination. The
conditioning of the elements’ existence on themaaienation out of one another is
nourished by the potential of the imagining powé&hwall its twistings and turnings, its
inventions, its mischiefs, its acrobatic movemeit¢sstrange ways of returning and
remembering and recycling things while incessaritignging them. The configuration of
items in the works not infrequently aims to seerttss images in some narrative

concatenation, let us say — as an image of a titirs prancing on top of an image of a



table that intends an image of a bridge that Iéad® image of a boat that turns over on
its side and becomes an image of a pressing ifo@ifftervals between these images —
for example, between the “chair” and the “boat’sk as to think of an unseen human
figure that has run into a situation that is stegrag times grotesque, at times absurd,

almost always rich in poetic potential.

Tevet's sculptural works, since the early '80s,éthe appearance of a maze. The
structures that have developed in his works sinedlarcissisculpture$®*of the early
'80s were described by him already at that time, aonversation with Michal Na’aman,
as trap configurations, which tempt the eye to pateinto them and to make paths
through them — but reveal themselves to be faleptaions, blocking the way rather
than leading anywher@ Over the years his works have continued embodyiemselves
as configurations of ways — straight and crookdeiaacing and

reversing — that do not cease masquerading

as lines of movement leading to a destination amganing and while so doing
illuminating the meaning of movement itself. Thésays” are cut off in their initial
stages, reversing on their axis and returning tdevarhere they came from, being
suddenly blocked by various obstructing factorsoltobscure the destination that has
only now appeared — a process that finds expressithe structure and the name of a
work from 1984 Ursa Major (With Eclipsey>. The celestial bodies that light the way of
those walking in the darkness are harnessed hdne &ervice of a more complex
metaphor: a momentary lighting is replaced in aflay an eclipse, by a blocking of the
visible, the structured and the paved, or a minization of the understood to marginal
dimensions. Tevet remarks that the work’s name r&fos to the “eclipse” entailed in
the very act of representation, to the absurdithefattempt to represent a constellation
of stars by means of simple chairs. In respondirthis challenge, Tevet's works
therefore act two-directionally: they cast a shefdfacklight onto their point of
reference, onto minimalism and “the expanded fiedalid at the same time they note their
awareness of the absence of a hidden meaningritseethe stars”) that is non-public,
enigmatic (in other words, artistic) among the edats in “the expanded field”, which

tend to become integrated in the legible and imatediepresentation that is demanded



by those “subsets of ideological control”. In thiay, however, Tevet's works also
dramatize their existence as a stubborn speciwhiich sparks still survive of that
marginal dimension that belongs to what Hal Fostédls “different modernisms” —
textual weaves that have developed outside theesteand the language forms of
modernism, outside the First World’s stronghdftuBevet, as it were, sets up a twisted
mirror opposite the palaces (or fortresses?) oferudm, that reflects everything they
could have been, everything they cannot be.

The disconnection from any context that mightatieta meaning is discernible in
Tevet's works also in the way they relate to thearete spaces in which they are set up
and exhibited. In his earliest works, in 1973=7%*?° Tevet laid panels that had been
painted white on simple chairs or on wooden legqa@nts to be noticed (or better,
reference points) in an empty space. These werg-quaimalistic elements, which in
addition alluded to tables, chairs, beds, or dteate— objects that are generally found in
ascetic spaces such as a monastery, a hospitaimgncamp, a boarding school or a
kibbutz during the early days of Zionist settlemétiaices such as this, according to
Victor Turner, are appropriate to liminal or traiei states that are concerned with
distancing persons from a previous social statdsi@itiating them into a new statis,
and the items of furniture found in them and alllitein Tevet's early works arouse
associations with fraternal gatherings of comrattesthers’ or partners in the
clarification of a task, and of themselves encagisutnergy and desire that have
accumulated through the very fact of coming togettiea common purposélin Tevet's
works these objects are not infrequently arrangeadgorner of an empty space, like a
camp that has been set up at the borders of & pgehaps retreating, perhaps on the
verge of penetration and expansion, not emplacedusah as holding on to the margins,
isolating a sub-space that as-it-were clings tacthger. The early Tevet's camp of
objects/furniture items is a beginning or an endarhe kind of territorialization — but of
what territory? This question is contained in dltree works; it is almost their subject-
matter. As holdings of minimalist elements thaténbeen uprooted from their textual,
intertextual, and contextual basis, the works amepings of an isolation-space in an

abstract territory that has not undergone terat@ation. Their quasi-modeled



arrangement presents what is not a model of a ptmstumechanism that produces
objects: at most it produces dissociated thingswiilbperhaps create a territory.

Afterwards too, from the early '80s on, when thwasj-minimalist asceticism
made way for the abundant panorama of a multigl@itsplitting and dividing items, the
framework of the Tevetian camp’s separate existerasezealously preserved. His works
continue to sojourn in the sites where they areigéike packs or flocks (of animals,
birds, nomads or performance artists) while théepas of discipline that organize and
motivate them seem to obey a law that is not amzhor the territory or space of their
appearance. Their syntax, somehow, is always iedlon its side, the ways marked out
in them escape from the center to the periphetiiesglements that constitute them are
heaped on top of one another, not infrequentlyregyes of furniture items (benches,
tables, chairs) that turn over on one anothemabment of transition or abandonment —
and only a few sculptural elements scattered hadeleere stabilize the holding and
designate sitesithin it. These works as-it-were present not tipd@ce in the space but
their momentary emplacement in it, and appearergitien exhibition site as though at a
moment of parking or of temporary adaptation tecdaditions.

Tevet’s works channel the eye to see in them semtatiorof some kind of grid —
but at the moment when the mind begins to wondext vgthe form that organizéisese
things in their place, it cannot associate thanferith any given structured order — not
the cosmic (as in the classics), not the ideahembeta-artistic (as in high modernism),
not the mechanistic (as in postmodernism). The tipad navigates thmise-en-scenef
the works (amise-en-scénthat as-it-were follows a move, a strategy of nmogat), can
be understood only as a hybrid of what is guided bgtinal pragmatism (that is to say, a
responding to how it is comfortable for the eysée and to organize a multiplicity of
items in a space) and of what organizes an intsgesyic concatenation of items within
and among the works of Tevet himself (from the ey work, within the present work
and towards the next work). The grid, as well @sgbsitioning and the behavior based
on its patterns, seem as if they have been cadtlifadbm a position that shifts the work
from the place of its appearance. In the situatian is created, forms that are congruous
with one framework (images of Bauhaus, Construstiviand especially minimalism)

also make themselves congruous (at certain paiatdptally) with another framework



(the given exhibition space). “My works”, Tevet sajdespite their large size, the use
that they make of minimalist and postminimalistnedmts, and their ‘installation’-like
appearance — only pretend to obey the conventibsisesspecific art”.

The works’ distancing of themselves from the centdrsystemic modernist
production and action, and their movement or miitipion that proceed to an
independent order and pulse, paint each of Tesetifptural clusters with a tint of
secrecy; and the clusters’ way of expansion, sinsenever predictable, always has
something threatening about it, as if pregnant @éhger. In theifreatise on
Nomadology: The War Machin&illes Deleuze and Félix Guattari describe theldvof
Indian nomads who live in caves and in crevicethénground and continue to make
holes in the earth to prepare dwellings for theweselIn these holes they live, love, die,
are born, and three or four hundred years aftersvidrely again set out on their way, and
again in groups’ In the rapid, almost hurried, proliferation thaticacterizes Tevet's
work, there is something of the fervency and thgee@ess of a group of nomads to
continue their existence in a place despite — dngges due to — the transience of their
sojourn in it, from the power that is inherent@miporariness and is activated against the
place of sojourn, because of their belonging taithe dimension: to movement, to
proliferation, to dissemination and familial exp@msoutside of any fixed territory.
Hence the proliferation of items in his works, where identified as exterritorialized
sites, designates them as strongholds of resistarteeritory carried out by the
“homogenizing apparatugBuchloh).

Aware that the “Big Brother” that is breathing dothe neck of contemporary art
practice is the found object (Duchamp), and tisaftiie object’s] being anchored in the
conditions of production of a historical realitynecessary to its being defined as
“found”, Tevet imports generations of offspringtbé found object into an arena of
action where those conditions do not apply. Onlhiskground he is not able to identify
them as “found”, and he has to produce them wiholin hands. The later works are
produced in Tevet's workshop, which is divided iméious craft or production “areas”:
the carpentry area, the painting area, and th& 4set. This “plant” however, is not pre-
oriented to a pattern of planned installation @easbly. Some of the objects produced in

the craft areas find their place in a sculpturatatation assembled in the “art” area,



while those that are not used for this purposeabesmdoned as production surpluses of
the Tevetian process. In all this, the workshopigtbols, and Tevet's body and
personality, seem to be put to the task of seraimgjimitating a mechanized production
line — except that this production mechanism caarhited solely from within these four
walls, from within the world and the body of itseator. Hence the things produced in the
workshop are hybrid creatures of two orientatidhe:one-off making of the modernist
creator, and the postmodernist production mechgmsore precisely — they are works
made manually by the artist after the mechanizgectdof minimalism, and may
therefore be called made-readymades, objects magtjng as readymades, or remade-
readymades, that is to say — products of a modeaxdi®n that occurs after what is
posterior to modernism, a post-postmodernist acioom this tip of the iceberg of the
minimalist object’'s movement, from the endpoinitsfinstrumental existence, Tevet
sends the items of his works to take off into sp&zeast discontent upon it, to seep into
it as if paving ways that mislead the eye, conagcthe eye with their webs to the
horizon but also moving it to the pits of the fi@fivision, to the places of blocking that
are prohibited to the comprehensive gaze.

Placed at these points of blockage, in the waiks the mid-'90s on, there are
not infrequently walls that come together to createms, niches, and solitary cells —
spaces that invite one to see them
as places of pause for one person, stations
for self-collection, contemplation, self-communidinese are Tevet’s versions of “the
narcissistic cage” — the arena of action of the enodreator, as the Surrealist poet Paul
Eluard put it — and in this there is somethingroeaplicit evocation of a modernist value
of the first rank. And Tevet continues to evokeiaddal modernist values in his square
complexes which, on an imaginary grid of linesafditude and latitude, are populated
by bustling configurations of numerous items thatwe together and unravel frequently
like encyclopedistic knowledge undergoing continuiptocesses of sorting,
classification and cataloguing.

Tevet's works have the appearance of machines eftaukind that can be
possible only by dint of their sculptural presenoé of their affinities with the history of

sculpture. Their mechanism-like appearance bripggam the recesses of memory the



follies of the early years of modernism, the dreamsonder machines and of an art that
screws itself into the innards of a gigantic medérarthat stands at the service of the
ideology and the utopian dream of a new societg mltiplicity of items and reciprocal
relations in the works also alludes to the distugctites of activity of modern life — large
metropolises, construction sites, ports, induspiahts — and conjures up anew the
pretension of some modernist movements about wgikiparallel with the entire
culture industry, and as a futuristic alternativatt And there is another major issue that
troubled orientations such as the Bauhaus or Qaetstism: the question of the place of
the subject within the host of products of the obfging consumerist culture and
society, which is alluded to in Tevet's work in é@mtations, affinities and tensions
between the rooms that suit the stature of thevitddal and the sculptural environment
with its multiplicity and continuouseproducibility of activities and sphetes

Tevet indeed repeatedly brings up the burning eorscof modernism — but all of
it in retrospect, from the last extremity of thedeanist grid and from the end of its
immense dreams. It is possible that there is hew@caof resuscitation, a realization of
the Eternal Return (Nietzsche), a proposal for la@otvay of replication and renewed
revelation of modes of repetition — and it is glessible that there is here a giving of a
place to a residue of modernism, to leftovers ehdrs, ideas, great passions and pictures
of sublimity that had been wrapped up in the marginthe critical and ‘cool’ objects of
postmodernism, which are self-aware to the poiritasfor. But this move — which is
mainly about bringing to light motives and narrasthat were suppressed by the art of
the time, and about proposing modernist versioaswiere never listed in the canon —
may perhaps be defined as an “apocryphal modernidnder the terms “apocryphal” in
the [Hebrew (Tr.)] Even-Shoshan Dictionary is venitt “Shelved/hidden [i.e., non-
canonical] books, the last 14 books of the Hagiplgea(Hasmoneans, Sirach, etc.), that
are included in the Septuagint translation but werteincluded in the Scriptures by Our
Sages, and were shelved. The Hebrew original of ofdbese books has been lost, and
they have reached us in Greek, Ethiopian, and otheslations.” Tevet's works, too, as
mentioned before, are a translation of forms andgires (minimalism) that were coined
in a language of other places, but in this trarsiadf them we find revealed what

preceded them (Bauhaus, Constructivism) and diguoive the traditionalist version



(theMassorah of the modernist chronicle. When Tevet again again replicates
allusions to modernist forms, and in the coursthisfturns them into an actual duration
of linguistic genealogy, he proposes that we tlohkis reproduced generations as a
parallel world, which as-it-were exists in secreside its frame of reference — as a kind
of dormant organism or a silent action mechanishmc¢lwvhas already continued in this

world for a long time.

Tevet’s sculptures derive from painting, and heoisstantly paying back his debt to this
medium. His art studies began with painting lesspwsn by Raffi Lavie, and in
Painting Lessori¥"* Tevet's major sculpture series in the '80s, a &tpression was
given not only to this biographical detail but ats@l mainly to the sculpture’s
contemplation of its beginnings as a painting oa ésarning of painting. Sculpture is
read as a continuation of the learning of paintirand painting is identified as a stage of
preparation and training, which is fulfilled in $oture and in organization of bodies in a
space (foPainting Lessonsafter all, are sculptures). This processual [jpieovas
transferred, as already noted, to later sculpemaironments such &gan with Camera
(1992-94%°"**or A Page from a Catalogu@ the cores of each of which one of the
Painting Lessonthat preceded them has been inserted in its gntBgn (1970)°*, one
of Tevet’s first works, was a hybrid made of paigtand sculpture: a panel was placed
on a support and smears of white paint were appdiét] “like an abstract painting
executed with a house-painter’s motions”. This nearai applying paint has been used
regularly since then to coat and cover the scudpitems in the works, so that the
surface of the sculptural elements — the scredratftrds them their immediate
representation — is made with the craft of paintifige objects — those that are read in a
context of functional objects from the more immeeliacinity, and those that are
measured in relation to the Bauhaus manufactutieeocapitalistic production line of
minimalism — are not imprinted with an identity tlktan be pulled out of an existing data
bank: the identity that enwraps them is acquirea pnocess of learning and preparation
for painting:®

This act of “applying paint” has several ramifioats, some of them overt and

some of them covert. It can be seen as an expresten affinity between painting (and



the making of art in general) and the work ethomgipally in the socialistic context (an
interpretation that seeks traces of the biographie work will point in this context to
Tevet's past in a kibbutz). The genealogical guektind in this way of applying paint
to objects traces of acts of painting that are eoted with craft, of the kind that
characterizes Israeli painters such as Arie Ar&dffi Lavie, and after them also Ido
Bar-EI”® The affinity between the making of a painting el action of applying paint,
with all its connotations of “labor”, also sendstaghe modernist painting that presents
itself as a chronicle of mechanistic, functionadl gmagmatic actions, painting that
according to Thierry de Duve began with Georges&end Paul Signac and was
conceptualized in Duchamp’s found obj&ct.

But when he applies paint to his sculptures wighown hands, Tevet (like Aroch
or Lavie before him) places less emphasis on therlaspect than on the craft aspect, “an
act of craft that might be done on the porch at éibmhus, indirectly, almost
secretively, Tevet imprints in the work the signadfat is missing in it, of what it is
seeking: the sign of an art that grows from a waihdch remembers craft and is
anchored in a daily routine and a tradition ofgnédds and in a dynastic knowledge that
passes from father to son, whose technique istattetio the processing and the
distillation of mineral materials from the earthdaof fluids from the bodies of fauna and
flora, whose technical meticulousness enfolds dered doctrine of an organic universe

that is present in everything. Hal Foster writes:

Since the Industrial Revolution a contradiction Bassted between the craft basis of
visual art and the industrial order of social liféuch sculpture since Rodin seeks to
resolve this contradiction between “individual &esic creation” and “collective social
production” especially in the turn to processes likelding and to paradigms like the
readymadé:

The screening of his objects with painting thasdike a work of craft enables Tevet to
point to that historical disparity between art theg¢serves the remnants of craft, and art
that adheres to the “industrial order of soci@’lifThis has the capacity to emphasize

“the central dynamic in modernist art” — excepttthavet as-it-were inclines the scales



towards what is running out, vanishing, for, ast€oputs it, “the seriality of minimalism
and pop is indicative of advanced capitalist prdidumcand consumption, for both register
the penetration of industrial modes into spherégs l@sure, sport) that were once
removed from them® By affiliating himself declaredly with craft ananwith industry,
Tevet as-it-were signifies the horizon of his warla place of art that saw itself as
possessing a distinctive function and identity.sTiorizon is also a non-place (the
utopian place) where he and his work are stillljike find some lost modernist moments
that sought the new and the degree of avantgardeymuutting to death everything that
was ever born as craft and turned into art — budistylling these to their pure movement.
In a world of craft that is acquired assiduousiy avith great skill, with
meticulous treatment of details that are inlaiccigely in the whole, in the immense
body of knowledge of secrets that associate criift the work of Creation and with the
universe, a place of honor is reserved for theucgte, the apprentice, the pupil — and
consequently also to the time of learning, initiatand transition required for entry into
the world of craft, and for his training, whichfiequently renewed. When someone —
Nahum Tevet, for example — declares that his dasglsonnected with learning, he
identifies then as actions of someone who doe&kmmt but wants to know, someone
who asks in order to obtain not only a responsealso another good question. The
movement that begins from not-knowing, on the fafcé from an agreed ignorance, is
like a choice to go out into the world you've chioge be in (as a craftsman, as an artist,
as a sculptor) from a zero point of acceptancé@iudgment, of doing and hearing. The
person who chooses this position invests him/hiersehute acts that as-it-were place the
voice of meaning in brackets, defer it to a diséghkorizon because the mind is not free
at the moment to know it and to communicate it hedce removes itself from any open
and communicative expression it might make. Thisaeal of oneself from the order of
speech and meaning (the symbolic order, in Jadgaesn’s terms) was identified by
Victor Turner as an in-between, liminal, time dfidls of initiation and transitiofi.The
“industrial order of social life” and the art worldat is annexed to it have parted from
those worlds of initiation and from the figuresmtiéed with them — but Tevet's works
seek to restore these in-between times in the shfapansition spaces, configurations of

a lesson and figures of apprentices and instruchkedise great assiduousness that is



invested in making the items and numerous detéilseoworks, in the severity of the
meticulous attention on the positioning of evertadehat has already been positioned
countless times, in the mapping of every tiny badg every configuration in the general
arrangement of the work — in all these there isetbing of the taste of a craft that
prepares, trains and legitimizes a different moidens’

And this transition space tacitly alludes to thiel ¢ines of early modernist
paintings: the central image in the group of twmelnsional worké\ Page from a
Catalogue (Cézann&)***is a grid formed from the division into equal atds of the
surface area of a standard sheet of plywood (&stisupplemented by pieces from
additional sheets). The starting point for the drayof the grid was pages from a
comprehensive catalogue on Cézafirkevet employed the method of sorting (by years
and by themes) used in it, and imposed upon itethod” of his own: a count of the
number of appearances of paintings of identica@izeach given page is what
determines the number and the size of the gridts.uBeside each work, as a kind of
footnote or key, is hung a photograph of the cgiaopage after which it was made (in
some of the pages we see tables with still lifethem, or tables with card-players
around them, or Mont Sainte-Victoir&)The translation of the mechanistic order of the
print medium (the repetition of similar images aridhe information about the sizes of
the paintings) into a grid structure executed byetof manual drawing provokes
thought about the relation between the print medameh art catalogue conventions and
the grid of the work; what also comes to mind her€ézanne’s grid, in which his
brushstrokes flowed and pulsed, lengthwise anddtinease, while emphasizing the lines
of the frame of the canvas and its quasi-autondfiierentiatedness. Tevet: “In these
works | marked out the surface before Cézanne gaion it”, that is to say “marking”
the organizing forms, the cataloguing and the mypcton implicit in the transmission of
the visual knowledge that taught the story of Céeaand prepared his reception as the
herald of modernism, as a fundamental breakthroligihmade possible Cubism,
Duchamp, minimalism and even Conceptual Art — aerthgps also “marking” this
“belated” grid of Tevet's, drawn after the formtde technical, even if banal, conclusions

of artistic knowledge had been reached; and yeligely a grid such as this may promote



the re-creation of Cézanne, the possibility of tngeor of re-discovering a Cézannean
momentum such as this in another place. In andither In another dimension.

“The method of sorting in that Cézanne catalogdenhe to invent a preposterous
method”, Tevet adds. It could be said that thishmétis also nourished by the more
covert meanings of some of the miniaturized Cézanimmages in those “footnotes”
beside the grid drawings — for example, one thapases a different surface for the art
image, i.e., the table on which the apples aregolac around which people are seated
(the card players) for a common interest. When Téxawns attention to the positioning
of the art image on a table, his remark relateb bwthe history of painting and to the
history of sculpture: Cézanne may thus be visudlama precedent for the painting that
is laid flat, is presented and represents itsek dorizontal plane (long before Robert
Rauschenberg, who is considered to be the firsatee done this in a distinctive
manner) and as the one who proposed to moderntacellfbefore Duchamp set up the
bicycle wheel on a stool) to replace its traditiopedestal with a functional domestic
object that is extrinsic to the tradition and tleeeentions of the canonical institutions
of display. In Tevet’s private modernism, in these of the self-emplacement, growth
and expansion of his items, tables and other lpagkls laid on four legs (benches, for
example) function as bearers of diverse imagesetemients, as surfaces for additional
bodies, as foci of human or sculptural occurrerthaseventuate out of the movement
of the body and eyes of the viewer.

This speaking about Tevet’s work in terms of paigisits well with an
identifying of it as a collective of mere imageséiges of minimalist objects, as
already noted) — at least if we see Tevet as someto weights his work in relation
to the insight of modernist painting as presentiagmages (even when they are
figurative and mimetic on the face of it) as limdfghe painting’s dimensions and its
imaginary world. In the history of modern paintithgs was not infrequently done by
inserting an image of a painting within a pictufeageal scene, while creating an
analogy between what is identified as world andtvidngeen as paintirg.

Modernism’s need to make explicit declarations dhlbe image’s idiosyncratic
existence found expression, for example, in theripson “This is not a pipe”

attached to the image of a pipe in a painting byéRagritte. Similarly, Jean-Paul



Sartre claimed that the image in painting is puke$yial and there is no way of
verifying it other than from its existence in theholder's eye& Tevet's screening of
the elements with applications of paint, as if méte act of painting, is an additional
way of marking his works as non-bodily sculpturatltes, that contain something of
the hovering existence of the purely visual-paigtanage or of the phantasmic
existence of the thing that is seen only, as thcuwefbre
it has been revealed totally and landed
upon the earth. Hence, too, perhaps stems
the sensitivity — a sensitivity in the
absence — that Tevet’s works display towards tlem level, and the countless ways
that they take in order to be on the ground, tehoity to leave it only in order to
stabilize themselves in an acrobatic stance altoaed then to return and to formulate
a landing, a fall, or another piling GhThe magnet images, as well as the images of
pressing irons that are so prevalent in Tevet'skedhroughout the years, also create a
sense of being pulled to ground level. But Tevatiages of irons are not infrequently
inversions of images of boats, and in this thedssdly changing face of the work is
revealed, where its images return and reprodueeeslsoes of a movement on a less
stable and a more watery surface — those that pagsble the appearance of
reflections and sights of the kind that was reveéatethe mythological Narcissus.
Narcissi(1979-83¥** Tevet's early series of sculptures, already ntatke
sculptural work’s affiliation to the worlds of ficn or the “Imaginary” (to use Lacan’s
term) — an affiliation that only grew stronger oviee years with works such &sund for
a Silent Movig1986)* or Man with Camera- a gesture to the photographic and
cinematic image and to the film of the Russian &yamlist Djiga VertovMan with a
Movie Camerg1924)* The phantasmic cinematic figures hinted at intites are also
reflected in the character of the works, which@mposed of clusterings and
concatenations of images (one of another, onefaantaher) each of which is
identifiable only as a mirror image of another, &émeir actual existence is conditional
upon their continuing their mechanism of self-reglion. Except that Tevet directs the
viewer’s eye to notice the difference between e forms, which as-it-were exist in a

reciprocity of duplication: even what is identiflatas relations of similarity and identity



is actually a narcissistic picture, which at aniididal glance constitutes an
estrangement between its partners. As the eyagisshes more replications of
estranged/similar images, and as their Tevetianiphiaation increases — the more their
ephemeral, elusive, momentary appearance is seemasium for a burgeoning
narcissistic mental procedure that increasinglyhemws into itself, as a psychic state of
interiorization, sublimation and idea-oriented @mnplation (of the kind that was already
described by Sigmund Freud and by Julia Kristeter &fim)**

The narcissistic proposal embodied in Tevet's wertongruous with the state of
mind offered by the cells for solitary communiomtered among the large works, and
by this congruence Tevet as-it-were draws his vie\hatention to the analogy between
the act of the eye (in its narcissistic world) avitht the body wants to do (and perhaps
the act that the mind seeks for itself by meantebody: calm, self-communion,
contemplation). At the same time, however, thesgksvalso point up the split between
moving the eye and activating the body as if it besn decapitated, like a body that
moves by motor impulses only in response to itdrasrecur here and there in variable
dimensions and cause it to bend, to stretch, taraahy; to perform each and every
movement like a blind person. Tevet: “Sometimdsrik about a sort of polyphonic
movement in relation to the sculptural items inworks, for by means of them | sort of
divide the body into
three parts that act separately”. The later waks, especiallyseven Walks
Pp99-119 Take Twq2005)**"** or Several Thing$2006)*****"3 emphasize reciprocal
relations with the lower part of the body that m®@eeound them, for they are built of
more massive bodies and tend to emphasize the idigie sculptural arrangement and
its affinity to the ground level. At the same tinnewever, Tevet's works continue to
impede the body from moving at its own rhythm bgatimg more and more situations of
seeing, more data of replication, change, concedlara revelation, which do not cease
tempting the eye to cut itself off from the bodyan continue cruising through the sight
of the work.

This sight, which overflows its banks, does natseeto fascinate and magnetize
the eye to its hidden treasures — but with itsifm@ting dimensions it also makes the eye

face its own limitations, like a baroque pictureiethbegins as demonstration of



spectacle, virtuosity and majesty, but the morentheveling gaze pauses over it, it is
made painfully aware of how limited and in erroisitWhat is presented as a totality in a
picture such as this calls simultaneously for gétting of the totality, for an
abandonment of the search for the individual iteptége in the totality, and of the focus
on that item, and on another item after it, eacilmth will quickly be forgotten but will
also be resuscitated out of its similar, its doultéeoffspring, which resembles it but is
also different from it and is individual in its piaular physical presence in the work in

the presence of the concrete presence of the*gaze.
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above), pp. 196-209.

31

See Joseph Sandler et al. (eds.) Fret@rsNarcissism: An Introduction’(New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1991); Julia KristeVa)es of Lovgtrans. Leon Roudiez (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1987).
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The gaze and the detail, Walter Benjamin would asg of the kind that might appear in
baroque allegory — one of the large allegoricalysgs of human culture that contain
“progression in a series of moments’ [...], ‘a sussigely progressing, dramatically
mobile, dynamic representation of ideas which ltagiiaed the fluidity of time’ [....] in
allegory the observer is confronted with theies hippocraticaf history as a petrified,
primordial landscape. Everything about history tifram the very beginning, has been
untimely, sorrowful, unsuccessful, is expressed face — or rather in a death’s head.
And although such a thing lacks all ‘symbolic’ fdeen of expression, all classical
proportion, all humanity, nevertheless, this isftiven in which man’s subjection to
nature is most obvious and it significantly givessemot only to the enigmatic question of
the nature of human existence as such, but alsbtt® biographical historicity of the
individual. This is the heart of the allegoricalywaf seeing, of the baroque, secular
explanation of history as the Passion of the wattdimportance resides solely in the
stations of its decline. The greater the signifesgrthe greater the subjection to death,
because death digs most deeply the jagged linatafenbetween physical nature and
significance”; see Walter BenjamifAllegory and Trauerspiel: The Origin of German
Tragic Drama trans. John Osborne (London: New Left Books, 19p7 163-166.



