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Lee Ufan: Documents 2022-23

Lee Ufan: Documents 2022—23 serves as a supplement to the exhibition catalogue Lee Ufan. This volume
contains installation views of the exhibitions at the National Art Center, Tokyo and the Hyogo Prefectural
Museum of Art, images of works (cat. 60—63) that were not included in the Lee Ufan catalogue because
the works had not yet been slated for inclusion in the exhibition at press time, and documentation of the

symposium held at the National Art Center, Tokyo as one of the events associated with the exhibition.
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Wednesday, August 10 — Monday, November 7, 2022

Venue

The National Art Center, Tokyo (Special Exhibition Gallery 1E)

Organized by

‘The National Art Center, Tokyo; The Asahi Shimbun; Japan Arts Council; Agency for Cultural Affairs

With the cooperation of
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Cat. 50 was exhibited outside on the grounds of the National Art Center, Tokyo.
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Installation Views: The National Art Center, Tokyo
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Catalogue numbers of the works shown appear around each photograph (from left to right for multiple works).
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Exhibition Floor Plan: The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art
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Period Entrance

Tuesday, December 13, 2022 — Sunday, February 12, 2023 —

\’ 9

Venue

The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art 1

Organized by

‘The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art; The Asahi Shimbun; Japan Arts Council; Agency for Cultural Affairs 5

With the cooperation of 418
SCAI The Bathhouse
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Cat. 53 was exhibited on the circular terrace of the Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art.
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Installation Views: The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art
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Catalogue numbers of the works shown appear around each photograph (from left to right for multiple works).
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Images of works (cat. 60—63) that were not included in the
Lee Ufan catalogue because the works had not yet been

slated for inclusion in the exhibition at press time
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From Point

c. 1974

Acrylic on canvas

6x 177 x 3.5 cm JERIE - TR 0 B S ) BRI ¥ v 7 v —. 1977411 J18H-29H

Collection of the artist Installation view: 7he Richness of Painting, The Yokohama Citizens’ Gallery, November 18-29, 1977
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Response

2021
Acrylic on canvas

227 x 182 cm

Collection of the artist
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Relatum

1974 12022
Stone, steel and charcoal
Stones, height approx. 5, 15, and 20 cm (set of 3); steel pole, 100 cm

Collection of the artist

84-85

SRR ¢ TR MR MATEDE, A0, 19744F7 H22H-28 1
Installation view: Lee Ufan, Tamura Gallery, Tokyo, July 22-28, 1974
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Relatum — Rope Drying
1974 /2022

Wall, nails and rope
Dimensions variable

Collection of the artist
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Installation view: Lee Ufan, The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art, Kobe, December 13, 2022 — February 12, 2023
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Installation view: Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity, Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, USA, 2011
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Lee Ufan: Art of Place

Alexandra Munroe

Eleven years ago, the Guggenheim Museum presented Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity. It
was the artist’s first museum retrospective in the United States (fig. 1). In hindsight, the
show was part of an international wave of new appreciation for the artist—both as a
historical figure in 1960s conceptual minimalism and as a contemporary master in the
global art world.

In 2010, the Lee Ufan Museum, designed by Ando Tadao, opened at the Benesse Art
Site Naoshima, Japan (fig. 2). Lee’s work was featured at both the Palazzo Bembo and
Palazzo Grassi during the 2011 Venice Biennale. In 2014, he was chosen as the guest
artist for the exhibition Lee Ufan Versailles at Chateau de Versailles, curated by Alfred
Pacquement, former director of the Centre Pompidou, Paris. In 2019-20, an installation
of Lee’s works, including several outdoor sculptures, opened at the Hirshhorn Museum
and Sculpture Garden, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. In 2019, Dia:Beacon
opened a long-term solo installation of his sculptural works, marking the first inclusion
of an Asian artist in the semi-permanent collection galleries of this significant repository
of Minimal and Post-Minimal art. And just this year, Lee realized a longtime dream
when a permanent installation of his work opened to the public in southern France,
housed in an 18th-century residence in Arles.

We approached Lee in 2008 and he readily agreed to collaborate with us on a
Guggenheim presentation of his work. Initially, the show was conceived as a tight focus
on the Mono-ha period and was planned for the Guggenheim’s Tower galleries, which

are more conventional white-box gallery spaces conducive to the kind of compression

fig. 2
FmPSENE, )1

Lee Ufan Museum, Kagawa



M@ Y= vy 4 2] PR S 7, 20194E02 5 2020 4E 122 T RS D
FERZBACOBRLIMAER VS Y DCOAI Y =T Ve n—va
R — M LA ORI TITbRTe, 201941374 7 - € —a vy BEDE
e 2 B D 4 v Az v—y a v L LTREBZEE L, 3= 7—1 L
RAF - 3= 7T—rOBELIVAE OEMEOEFEZI VIV a 0
BARET, 79707 =74 A LOEMPERINIOBPIDTOI L THo T,
ZLTZD2022FICFEREOF LRI L, BIL7 v vicd s 18I OfEICH
b DR % R RN T B AR SRS 2 BREE L 72,

7w 5N A LA FEANETL 2008 4F I RE X OBAME 2 2 IH TR L. DS L 7e,
MO TE. b DIROFHHICHES 2K D, EffEo 2 Y —F v 7V —TRER
PIIOTPETHoT. X OVEENLZHCEE? LICBREMTHI 27V —F v 7
V=3 H 2O IEMEEZMATEH Y. FIEH S ORI ML 2 R34 2 0l L
TeZERE LE A Twie, Ly LEMOBIRT, 7y ¥yt 2EMfED 7 4 2
Thd77Y7 a4 F - 74 PR LIC6EOBBIN R A v —F LR & T
DT VT ARLRIuR YR (MEoky MEZSZ Z Lichote, EHEEC
BatL, DR VALK L AT —X v 5 ) —OHEBORRE 2o TRES OB
PHRT DL PEL T2,

W, BRELP RS Edote, T—F 4 AN RO IEHTYE CoBR KT
(THD I, WIS L > TREMORE R AME XD L, ¥ E NAH»BZERNT
LoXoyIcHias prEL EANLZ A VE—PZERICHEb 2 XY IcT AL
WEEThH- T, KABBNUAEP DO w X v &L 20PN ZIRIERIZK 2 2
v — FREHNCHBR R DR o1, TR BEPT20 TR CIEHRLTL
2 O0E, Av—T Rtz M7 AT ER ) REEE OFAEN, Horb L e w21
JTLE575 5,

BAOEFE» G S R BREMBE LT LT AT 2dk&, JKALLET
FY T ARSI, 2L Tw Ay XCRIERZITS O L 2RIT L7 (fg.3), 23
BOE LB OIS 5 by FIE L > TRZERABIE L 755 07, FIREE
EEB—DoDf v AR V=Y a L LTEBOZERZ D, ko & 5 ICEHT 5,
Bickhid o4 P ORERAENCBRENTD 5, EIEEOHKRCOHT, RWE
LI 2 U TRk o b i, BRI oL M) Lz o7,

EH 1980 ECE XD & B EMIEER IO L THRE, BAE CHFTNT 2
AbBREGE L TE e Zy g 2K T ORIEREO 7 9 1 #ifk 2 L 2 EIC
3. ZOIEAMGEMEEPEML TV LES T, L L. b o £
B DG 2 LD X S IRV L O P IEOLTEHELA S TEL (o L %
Bpte, BEMRORAMRZ0 5] OMAILDH 5, HZBELETL LT, &
e T L L TEPRAREEALSE2H L uERoB2ED I Licois, o
RIS EM R b 0 LRI d 0, FLEMLAWOBERPE L o, IS
blcHiasaAATHE LA, 2 L TR L HROMOZER Z b Lico e (fg 4).

94-95

Lee preferred for the installation of his paintings and sculptures. Over the course of
planning, however, the Guggenheim’s iconic Frank Lloyd Wright rotunda with its six
open ramps and soaring atrium space became available. I called Lee and offered that we
expand the show to occupy the full rotunda as well as several Tower galleries.

At first, Lee had no interest. Any other artist would have leapt at the opportunity—
but for Lee, it was essential to work out the precise configuration of a space, how objects
and people meet in a space, and the contemplative energy contained in a space. The
exuberant rotunda and its ramps, spiraling up an inclined floor, were philosophically
alien. Energy—#ki—would be diffused, not focused. The visitors’ busy path along the
ramps would prevent concentrated encounters.

Soon after this initial call, Lee Ufan visited the museum again. He walked the ramps.
He looked around the vast atrium. And he decided to present his retrospective in the
rotunda (fig. 3). What changed his mind? For Lee, the entire space would become the
site; the entire retrospective would occupy the spaces as a single installation, unfolding
as a journey. He described Wright's design as essentially phenomenological: the body,
time and space were conceptually united in an encounter of being. He saw the building
as a ba—a place.

I had been a student of Lee’s practice since the mid-1980s and a close reader of his
critical texts. By the time I approached Lee to stage a retrospective at the Guggenheim,
I thought I understood the artist’s fundamental aesthetic principles. But our discussions
about how Lee wanted to approach the museum’s unique spatial conditions thoroughly
enlightened me. The genius of Lee Ufan lies in his conception of place: 4. He has
created a new art form that encompasses and activates the environment—as site, as
place. While earlier avant-gardes broke down the boundaries between high and low, art
and the everyday, Lee went further to neutralize the space between self and other, the
mind and nature (fig. 4).

It reminds us of this important quote by Martin Heidegger, whose inquiries defined

what became known as the philosophy of phenomenology.

LEE UFAN
AR AT

fig. 3 fig. 4
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Installation view: Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity, Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, USA, 2011 Installation view: Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity, Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, USA, 2011
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In the midst of beings as a whole an open place comes to presence. There is a

clearing.!

In this essay I would like to revisit Lee Ufan’s enduring exploration of the concept of
ba in his practice. First, we will review the development of his philosophical concepts,
especially his concept of deai or encounter, focusing on his foundational texts and
artworks spanning 1968 to 1971. Next, we will leap to his recent projects, starting
with the Naoshima museum and the Guggenheim show, to appreciate how the artist’s
approach has evolved to encompass larger and larger spaces, extending into entire

landscapes and built environments.
Portrait of the Artist

For the Guggenheim catalogue, I opened my essay with a comparative description of
two studio portraits: Lee Ufan and Richard Serra. Allow me to use these two iconic
photographs to set the stage for my arguments today.?

In Lee’s portrait, the artist is painting in his studio (fig. 5). It’s day in Kamakura. The
artist bends over a pristine white canvas laid on the floor and makes a single stroke with
a broad, flat brush loaded with gray-blue paint. The gesture appears minimal, his mind
focused. The place is modest, ordered, and unadorned. The artist positions his mark
off-center in the empty expanse before him and leaves a trace that appears to fade away.

We feel him holding his breath as he performs his concentrated act, which he will repeat

fig. 5
HEo7 MY ZoEH MR

Lee Ufan in his studio, Kamakura
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until the mark hovers in perfect resonance with its empty ground and the painting is
done. The photograph is cropped in such a way that we become encompassed by the
open space implied by this painting, called Dialogue. Here as in all Lee Ufan’s work, his
deliberately limited and distilled gestures, guided by restraint, produce emptiness that is
generative and vivid; it is this emptiness, akin to Heidegger’s “clearing,” that forms the
substance of his art.

Rosalind Krauss wrote a famous essay on Richard Serra that opened with a
description of a photograph of the artist throwing molten lead (1969). This image
showed Serra “dressed as though for battle” in a helmet, a gas mask, and goggles as he
slung a ladle of lead across a warechouse space strewn with slag, an acetylene tank, and
iron pots. She compares Serra’s gesture with the images of Jackson Pollock flinging paint
across his canvases on the floor of his studio.

Embodied in these artist-portrait photographs are shifts from action to process,
from object to site, and from the interior narratives of modern art to the temporal
contingencies of postmodern practices. “It’s not opting for opticality as its content,”
Serra said. “It has more to do with a field force that’s being generated, so that the space
is discerned physically rather than optically.”® Working across the world at the same
time, Lee posed similar questions. How can art works access a primordial, preobjective
world? How can objects produce something more akin to lived experience—a durational
relationship between viewer, object, and site?

These questions would lead Lee to a radical proposition about the concept of place, or

ba.
Historical Background

Like others working around the world circa 1970, Lee was at the forefront of an
international tide that detached Westernization from modernization, and modernization
from ideological universalism. Born in Japanese-occupied Korea and coming of age
during the Korean War and, in Japan, during the student protest movements and anti-
US riots of the 1960s, Lee saw firsthand the bankruptcy of modernist ideals in the face
of genocide, Cold War imperialism, nuclear holocaust, and rampant industrialization
and capitalism.

As a young intellectual, he became engaged with critiques of the modern rationalist
worldview, a world of rigidly fixed meaning. In his famous 1970 essay “In Search of
Encounter,” Lee implies political urgency in his notion of art as a borderless “interactive
site” wherein hierarchies between self and other, man and nature dissolve, opening up “a

sense of infinity that transcends the human™

I hope to cut into the controlled everyday reality of industrial society and awaken
a sense of fresh air, a sense of infinity that transcends the human, and to always

awaken a vividly opened world.*

Lee Ufan is a philosopher-artist whose art may be described as “ecstatic minimalism,”
an alternative minimalist practice that sets up a world where the self coalesces with
and into an expanded situational wholeness, creating an art that we can experience as

transcendental. In his essays published in leading art journals between 1968 and 1971,
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Lee eschews objective form for a spatial dynamic that induces us to encounter the bare
existence of what is actually before us, to focus on “the world as it is (a7« ga mama).” He
wrote, “An encounter is a moment when that from over there and over here produce an
interactive event that breaks through the systematic shell of the everyday.”

Lee’s sculptures, paintings, and writings in Tokyo, Seoul, and across Europe were
part of the radical rethinking that transformed contemporary art in the 1960s and
’70s. Terms such as “system,” “structure,” and “process” recast the object as a fluid
and dynamic event. The emergence of Lee and Mono-ha coincided with that of other
conceptualist and Post-Minimalist movements, including Arte Povera in Italy, the
Joseph Beuys circle in West Germany, and Process art and earthworks in the United
States—all in all, among the first vanguards to develop simultaneously beyond a single
geographic center in cities across the globe.

The “international contemporaneity” of these various movements was the subject of
the 10th Tokyo Biennale. Curated by Nakahara Yusuke, the Biennale, titled Between
Man and Matter, was held at the Tokyo Metropolitan Art Museum and showcased
a worldwide tendency, embracing Arte Povera, earthworks, and aspects of Mono-
ha, toward process and the use of “matter as the raw material of art.” The exhibition
featured site-specific actions and installations by a range of Post-Minimalist artists
such as Carl Andre, Daniel Buren, Jannis Kounellis, Nomura Hitoshi, and Koshimizu
Susumu. In their works scattered about the museum, streets and parks of Tokyo, they
broke away from static objects and engaged with the everyday places, language, and
“matter” of advanced industrialized society.

Writing in the catalogue just a year after eight thousand riot police battled hundreds
of University of Tokyo student protesters, Nakahara expressed that, for art to have
meaning in such a revolutionary climate, it needed to be grounded in the real world
and had to offer a new vision of social order. Lee Ufan’s writings and artworks both
arose from and influenced these international currents. But as new terms like “Post-
Minimalism” with its emphasis on materials, site and space became popular, Lee’s
slightly different emphasis on place sometimes got eclipsed. In fact, Lee’s idea of place—

ba—might be the most radical of all.
Philosophical Background

What did Lee mean by bz and how did he arrive at this stance? Lee’s interest in
philosophy deepened into formal study at Nihon University in Tokyo from 1958 to
1961. He focused on modern continental philosophy, in particular the phenomenology
of Martin Heidegger and Maurice Merleau-Ponty. They sought to overcome the divide
between subject and object by situating consciousness in the experiential flow of
phenomena.

As the decade progressed, Lee’s readings of Michel Foucault’s critical history of
modernity encouraged his pursuit of an aesthetics grounded in his own identity and
difference. Later still, Lee became interested in the metaphysics of the Kyoto School,
whose founder Nishida Kitaro constructed an original system of thought by relating
Zen Buddhism to Western traditions of ontology and being. Nishida defined “pure
experience” as an undifferentiated experiential oneness between self and phenomena—

the conditions of one’s immediate surroundings.
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Lee’s evolving philosophy sought to eliminate the “rational dualism” between
consciousness and existence, subject and object. It opened up in its place the possibilities
for art as a “living structure.” By seeking the world before it becomes objectified
by human consciousness, Lee opened the way for art to operate as an “encounter”

(deai) with what he variously calls “the other,” “externality,” or “the world”—a direct
phenomenological experience of matter and existence. These ideas would inform Lee’s
concept of ba. Lee subverted the divide between self and object to encompass a wider size
of phenomena. As he wrote, “Let the world express itself by allowing ordinary objects,
which are often ignored, to be set free in the vivid and expansive world of incidents.”

Phenomenon and Perception B (1968) embodies Lee’s theory of encounter. Here, Lee
stacked a large rock, a pane of glass, and a sheet of rolled steel—two standard industrial
products and one found in nature. In an act of controlled chance, he dropped the rock
on the plates, cracking the glass on impact. The pane’s crazed shadows give the illusion
that the steel, too, is cracked, while its surface reflects the rock’s craggy mass. This bit
of tricky vision is only part of a larger intent, however. The work presents a situation,

a set of relationships between three distinct but common materials and the interactive
physical event of their contact. Stripped of context, minimal and bare, each component
assumes a newly vivid state.

As Lee became the leading critic of Mono-ha, he argued that it was not mono per se
but the way arrangements of m0n0 could provoke a “direct, interactive contact with the
world” itself that interested the artists of the so-called school and defined their critical
stance. An iconic work of his Mono-ha period is Relatum (also titled Language, 1971),
an installation that presented piles of rocks placed like ancient dolmens on cushions
arranged across the gallery floor. This uncanny work, conflating the outdoors with the
artifice of a gallery, encompasses the relationships between the site, its lighting, and
our movement through it. Mono-ha, Lee wrote, “was not in any way about presenting
things.” It was, rather, an “attempt” to bring about a “being through revelations of

space, conditions, relations, situations, and time.”” Combined, these things comprise a

place.

fig. 6
JERIASE : TREM T A 2] T vy 4 2aE L 75 YA, 20144

Installation view: Lee Ufan Versailles, Chateau de Versailles, France, 2014
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fig. 7
JRRIES C BRI T vy, 75 v A, 2021-224F
Installation view: Lee Ufan Arles, France, 20212022

Recent Projects

In 2014, Lee Ufan was selected as the guest artist of Chateau de Versailles (fig. 6). The
project, “Lee Ufan Versailles,” was curated by Alfred Pacquement and featured ten
installations in the palace and gardens, including Relatum — LArche de Versailles (2014),
Relatum — Dialogue X (2014), and Relatum — The Shadow of the Stars (2014). Here we see
how Lee has expanded his concept of ba to encompass an entire building and palatial
landscape. He positions his sculptures in direct relationship to specific locations, acutely
aware of the energy his interventions produce in the context of such a spectacular
foreign setting.®

In 2019, the Hirshhorn invited Lee to work on a site-specific commission featuring
ten installations from his signature and ongoing Relatum series. The exhibition marked
Lee Ufan’s largest single outdoor sculptural project in the US, and the first time the
Hirshhorn’s outdoor plaza was devoted almost entirely to the work of a single artist. The
museum, designed by modernist architect Gordon Bunshaft in 1974, offered yet another
experience for Lee’s expanding notion of 4a. Here, he used the signature curvatures of
the building, plaza and gardens as an interactive and vivid setting for the placement of
his words; the site became an expanded arena, or ba, for the sculptures.’

In 2019, Dia:Beacon showcased five eatly sculptural installations of Lee Ufan. These
were Relatum (formerly System, 1969), Relatum (also titled Language, 1971/2011),
and Relatum (1974/2011)—all acquired by Dia:Beacon in 2017. The show also featured
reconstructions of Relatum (formerly Iron Field, 1969/2019) and Relatum (1974/2019).
At Dia:Beacon, Lee had a different challenge in installing historic and new works in the

old Nabisco packaging factory in upstate New York. The loft-like spaces and skylit



10

11

12

T

RNT AV ATy = TEMER ORI (1935-364F) TEAMEG o RIS BINVER, 2R JLiE, 2008 4%,
81-82F,

DR #2Mo L, Alexandra Munroe, Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity (New York: Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation and
Museum, 2011), AFIO KT E, FHICL 2 CORER N X v 7 OfFiRicIESwTw 5,

Rosalind Krauss, Richard Serra: Sculpture,” in Richard Serra, ed. Hal Foster with Gordon Hughes, October Files (Cambridge,
MA and London: The MIT Press, 2000), p. 123.

FHM HAEVERD T (19704F) THEV 2RO T BREM ORI 29 FFHFE, 20164, 61,

[T, 52 E.

@M (BRSHTE LRBlofEHE (19694F) THE V2RO T FHLLEMOR L& b i) HMEE, 19714,
50 H.

FEM TE 2 IRICOWT) (19874F) TREDZEA] &9 97HFE, 20004E, 256 H.

[BEM Tovy g 2] Yovd g 28l 77 YA, 201446 17H-11H2H,
https://en.chateauversailles-spectacles.fr/page/lee-ufan_al86/1

(%@l A—F v - FaAvvary] AIV=7 B —v as— W - ROk, vy ¥DC.
7 A Y J, 20194E9 27 H—2020410 H 18 [,
hteps://hirshhorn.si.edu/exhibitions/lee-ufan-open-dimension/#:-:text=The%20title%20Relatum%2C%20which%20
Lee,and%20the%20broader%20natural%20world

[BEM 747 - E—ay, —a—a—2, 72U, 20194E545H-20214E10 417 H.
hetps://www.diaart.org/exhibition/exhibitions-projects/lee-ufan-exhibition

BT Vv,

https://en.lecufan-arles.org/

(@l V24 Ta] TYAAY, TNV, 75 YA, 2021410 730 H-20224E9 A 30 H.

https://en.lecufan-arles.org/evenements/exposition-requiem-les-alyscamps

106-107

conditions offered another kind of 44 that the artist used to create not just an
installation of works, but an entire staging of forms, materials, and light in space.'

Lee Ufan Arles is a permanent exhibition center for Lee Ufan’s paintings and
sculptures located in Hotel Vernon in the old city of Arles (fig. 7). The private Provencal
mansion was built between the sixteenth and eighteenth century and now houses the
Lee Ufan Foundation. A series of once domestic rooms and interior gardens has been
transformed into a sequence of site-specific installations spanning Lee’s entire career.
Working with his friend and collaborator Ando Tadao, Lee has responded to this
beautiful building, rich with local color and atmosphere, with acute sensitivity. The ba
of Hétel Vernon becomes a spirit dwelling."

Near the old city of Arles, Lee also created what might be an apotheosis of his entire
life’s work on the theory and practice of space, time, and ba. Lee Ufan: Requiem (2021—
22) presents fourteen works across the site of the Alyscamps, a Roman necropolis that
was famously painted by both Vincent van Gogh and Paul Gauguin when they lived in
Arles in the late 1880s. For Lee, the walks along the ancient, shaded necropolis paths
and the still spirit in the eleventh-century church there provided a 44 that transcended

temporality and place: here, b2 becomes an encounter with eternity.'?
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Lee Ufan and Mono-ha: Evolution and Afterlife

Mika Yoshitake

Thank you to the National Art Center, Tokyo for inviting me to participate in this
conference today. I am incredibly grateful to be in the presence of Lee Ufan, first and
foremost, as well as so many respected curators who have worked closely with the
artist. I especially want to acknowledge Alexandra Munroe, whom I worked with and
learned from tremendously during Lee Ufan’s 2011 retrospective at the Guggenheim,
then embarked on my own exhibition on Mono-ha the following year with Requiem for
the Sun: The Art of Mono-ha in Los Angeles and New York (fig. 1). I also acknowledge
Doryun Chong, my first mentor in college who taught me about methodology when

there were few specialists in the field.
Lee's Role in Historic Mono-ha Exhibitions

Over the past decade, we have witnessed a renewed interest in postwar Japanese art
due to the efforts by revisionist art historians and curators who are forging alternate
modernities against established Euro-American narratives. One of the exhibitions that
I had the opportunity to curate during this time based on my dissertation research was
Requiem for the Sun: The Art of Mono-ha (2012) at Blum & Poe in Los Angeles and
Gladstone in New York. A core aim of the exhibition was to evade strict dichotomies
such as Japan versus the West or traditional versus modern, in which art criticism
still seemed to be caught, and open up a critically expansive third space that engaged
in a fundamental revision of the philosophy of perception to encompass aspects of
traditional Japanese philosophy and contemporary thought. When I was in the final
stages of my doctoral writing, it was Lee Ufan who strongly encouraged me to realize
this exhibition in Los Angeles and introduce the fundamental principles of Mono-ha
through presenting and experiencing the actual works themselves in order to set the
stage for rewriting art history through more nuanced, transnational methodologies.
Historically, Lee has in fact played a critical role not only in laying the philosophical
foundations of Mono-ha through his prolific writings, but in helping to shape and
define a shared aesthetic through key exhibitions. Lee advised Tono Yoshiaki in
conceiving August 1970: Aspects of New Japanese Art, the first exhibition to feature a
group of artists associated with Mono-ha (including Lee, Suga Kishio, Yoshida Katsuro,
Koshimizu Susumu, and Narita Katsuhiko). As the word “aspects” suggests, almost
all of the works were placed directly on the floor, as though to activate a sense of
gravitational pull, or situated as to interact with the architecture of the museum. Lee
presented three large-scale works, Relatum 1, II, and I1I (In a certain situation) (fig. 2).

Several steel plates stood propped against a wall while others aligned with it across the
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Lee Ufan, Relatum (formerly Relatum I, 11, and 111 (In a certain situation)), 1970

Installation view: August 1970—Aspects of New Japanese Art, The National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo, 1970

floor. Wooden beams stood in various configurations along the walls and floor, and
across the room another set of beams were positioned around a square column and
tightly bound by rope. In Narita’s 6mm from the Surface of Plywood, thin steel poles
were stacked in a grid, suspending a sheet of plywood and raising the floor five feet off
the ground, attempting to dislocate its stability. For August 1970 — Splitting a Stone,
Koshimizu cracked a massive granite boulder using traditional methods, an act that
took place at the opening of its exhibition as if signaling Mono-ha’s arrival. And finally,
Suga’s Unnamed Situation featured plywood boards attached in a vertical line alongside
the exterior of the museum building from ground to roof, and also wedged thin
plywood beams diagonally along the museum’s window blinds in Sizuation of Things.
In each case, the works were formally determined by the physical geometry and natural
conditions of their siting; as Lee had noted, meaning was derived from the relationship

between the viewer’s engagement with each gestural act (shigusa) in real time and space.
Tenets: Activating Structures

Taking these historic exhibitions into consideration, Requiem for the Sun introduced a
methodological context to activate the structures through which things revealed their
existence. This interest was historically marked by rethinking the basis of art from

the ontological to the phenomenological. My first exposure to the works was through
photographs by Nakajima Ko in the February 1970 issue of Bijutsu techo, when the
core artists were introduced for the first time in print, and Lee published “In Search of
Encounter.” Lee’s key text taught me that each iteration of the work was based on the
particular time and space of viewing, contingent on a one-time finite encounter' that

makes up the work’s “presentness.” This helped me to understand renewed perspectives
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in which we understand and perceive the world around us, where the focus of concern

is not on the objects themselves, but in their relationality and the sensibility of matter,

perception and space. In Lee’s words, “An encounter occurs at a certain site at a certain
moment. It disappears again in the next moment, and the person having the encounter
cannot remain present at the same site forever.”

Lee was also involved in teaching at an independent art school called “B-Semi”
(Contemporary Art Basic Seminar) run by an abstract painter, Kobayashi Akio
(1929-2000), which was located in Fujimicho, Yokohama. The curriculum was built
around guest artists, who posed conceptual tasks for the students to discuss and
experiment with. Sekine Nobuo, who began teaching there in 1968, focused his lesson
plans on the awareness of space, with tasks such as “create a thin form” and “conceive
two forms as one.” This was in direct relation to his interest in topological inquiries
and the continuity of space, which he was also working with in Phase — Mother Earth
(1968) and Phase of Nothingness — Water (1969), where two forms of equal volumes
could be interchanged. Lee, in contrast, was interested in bodily perception and in
the stages leading up to the work. Careful to place his emphasis on “things” rather
than “concepts,” he would have his students ponder the movement of their hand, the
possibilities of a physical gesture or action as well as the dynamics of one’s relationship
to space while grasping a pencil, crushing paper, or twisting clay.*

Lee also played a key role in the Paris Biennale through the 1970s after being invited
into the Korean section of the 1971 /th Paris Biennale, where he exhibited Relatum
(formerly Phenomenon and Perception A), a rectangular, stretched rubber sheet with
three stones placed inside each corner and one stone placed outside a corner. Other
artists, among them Yoshida, Koshimizu, Enokura Koji (who presented the site-specific
outdoor work Wa//), and Nakahira Takuma, were included in the Japanese section
in 1971, and the Biennale became one of the first major introductions of Mono-ha in
Europe. Lee began traveling to Europe regularly, finding a studio in Paris as well as
serving as a correspondent for the Paris Biennale to recommend artists from Japan and
Korea in 1973, 1975, and 1977. He also recommended European artists he’d met, such
as Luciano Fabro, Daniel Buren. and Claude Viallat, to the Japanese art world?

Lee has been instrumental in introducing Mono-ha abroad with Monoha: La scuola
delle cose, which was organized by the Italian scholar Barbara Bertozzi in Rome, and
featured twelve works from 1969 to 1971 by six core artists (Koshimizu, Lee, Narita,
Sekine, Suga, and Yoshida). The catalogue included Italian translations of Lee’s “In
Search of Encounter” and Suga’s “Existence beyond Condition” (1970),° which were
presented as manifesto-like texts. Lee was a central pillar in the Mono-ha section of
Alexandra Munroe’s landmark 1994 survey exhibition, Japanese Art After 1945: Scream
Against the Sky, in which she described Lee’s critique of modernism as “one of the most
thoughtful protests in the history of modern Japanese art against dominant Eurocentric
art theory, and in favor of a radically new artistic standard.”” And finally, Lee was
instrumental in the international tour for Matter and Perception 1970: Mono-ha and the
Search for Fundamentals—a four-venue exhibition originating at the Museum of Fine
Arts, Gifu—to Musée d’art moderne et contemporain de Saint-Etienne Métropole in
1995. While these shows were influential in building scholarship, Mono-ha had yet to
gain international momentum within the rigid canons of modern art history and the art

world in general.
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Mono-ha's Afterlife Today

Requiem for the Sun generated a wide response, from important private collections

and museum acquisitions to discoveries by members of the art community, including
academics such as Yves Alain-Bois, who attended both exhibitions in Los Angeles

and New York. Lee Ufan and the other artists also participated in a symposium at

the University of Southern California, which many students attended. It was a rare
opportunity to see a gallery feature a museum-level exhibition and catalogue, where the
forces of the market, institution, and academy intersect. While English-language art
scholarship in this area is sparse, due to its position between the geographically disparate
fields of Japanese art and contemporary Euro-American art history, my work sought

to challenge this neglect (and the historical distortion that it creates) by introducing a
methodology that complicates the reductive binary under which Japanese art is so often
received, and to specify how Mono-ha might ultimately be positioned at the dawn of
Japan’s contested postmodernity.

Major acquisitions from Reguiem for the Sun were made by several important private
and public collections, such as the Francois Pinault Collection, the Glenstone Museum,
and the Rachofsky Collection based in Dallas. Following this, several subsequent
exhibitions attempted to construct revised histories, including Prima Materia (at the
Punta della Dogana, 2013) (fig. 3), which placed Mono-ha in morphological dialogue
with Arte Povera, and Other Primary Structures (at the Jewish Museum, 2014), a global
survey that featured important sculptors from Asia, Africa, Latin America, and Eastern
Europe while expanding upon the historic 1966 exhibition Primary Structures: Younger
American and British Sculptors, which introduced Minimalist sculpture by American

and British artists at the same museum.

fig. 3
BARRGR (7Y~ =7 V7) TV R -F5 - FAH—F TxAF7. 4297, 20134

Installation view: Prima Materia, Punta della Dogana, Venice, Italy, 2013
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At the Rachofsky Warchouse in Dallas—arguably one of the largest holdings of
Mono-ha now in the United States as a direct consequence of the Requiem for the Sun
exhibition, including Sekine’s Phase — Mother Earth (1968) and Phase of Nothingness
(1970), both of which will eventually become part of the collection of the Dallas
Museum of Art—I organized another exhibition entitled 7opologies in 2018. Comprised
mainly from the Rachofsky Collection, the show investigated the notion of topology
(“logic of place”), one of Sekine’s core concepts, and its implications by visual artists
who were engaged in systems-based practices in a variety of media around the world,
including permutation and distortion in space, inversions and other shifts in the body’s
phenomenological relationship to space, material transition based on gravity and
entropy, the politics of displacement, and reconceiving abject encounters between the
synthetic and organic. The exhibition was a case study in understanding the vocabulary
of topology through major works by Gutai, Mono-ha, Arte Povera, Dansackhwa, and
numerous Euro-American practices—from ab-ex and color-field, to conceptual, process-
based, and new media practices—in a renewed transnational and thematic dialogue.

In fact, Zopologies drew upon research from a permanent collection exhibition I
had curated for the Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture Garden in 2013 that brought
together approximately seventy sculptural works under the theme Speculative Forms.
Drawn from the philosophical genre of speculative realism, which considers a new
ontological understanding of realism and materialism, the show engaged our somatic
experience of objects and the world. Taking the genealogy of postwar sculpture and
its critique of the autonomy of the object into consideration, the exhibition aimed
to collapse conventional art-historical divisions such as figuration vs. abstraction,
volumetric vs. stereometric, still vs. kinetic, and illusionary vs. unitary object. Instead,
the selected works emphasized the contingency of the object to the eye, body, and site as
it had manifested in Minimalism, Op and Kinetic Art, post-Minimalism, and Process
Art, and reconsidered ways in which objects can be redefined as organic entities. Works
were installed directly on the floor, propped against or hung from the curved walls, or
suspended from the ceiling, thus activating the circumambulatory flow of the space and
engaging with the natural light from the inner windows of the building.

At the heart of this exhibition was what contemporary philosopher Levi Bryant calls
onticology, which proposes a “flat ontology [where] all entities are on equal ontological
footing and that no entity, whether artificial or natural, symbolic or physical, possesses
greater ontological dignity than other objects. . . . [TThe broader strategic import of
the concept of flat ontology is to diminish the obsessive focus on the human, subjective
and the cultural within social, political, cultural theory and philosophy.”® I was struck
by how closely this attitude, primarily the irreducibility and equal pairing of objects,
coincided with the principles of unhierarchical display and treatment of objects by Lee
Ufan and many of the Mono-ha artists. In addition, Bryant’s proposal that subjects
themselves are a variant of objects informed the manner in which the artistic subject
(production), the viewing subject (reception), and the object are all on equal grounds
in the work of Mono-ha. This creates an ambiguous agency that allows the viewer to
become a part of and essentially complete the work by bringing one’s own perceptual

experience to it.’
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Ryogisei: Relatum

We have seen how Lee played an important role in shaping Mono-ha through
exhibitions over time, but also how the key tenets of Mono-ha have become activated
through the placement of the works themselves in transnational dialogue. Among them,
one of Lee’s most important contributions in opening up a critically expansive third
space for Mono-ha is the notion of “ambiguity” (ryogisei), an in-betweenness, taken up
in his seminal 1970 essay, “In Search of Encounter.” Now I would like to turn to how
this idea manifested historically through Lee’s artistic practice, and remains critical and
relevant today as seen in Lee’s latest book of writings, Ryogi no hyogen (2021).

Deeply embedded is the idea of an in-between structure, or soku, a term Lee used in
his May 1970 essay “Soku no sckai” [The world as it is] in a pamphlet titled Bz So Toki
OPEN (Place-Phase-Time) (fig. 4). In his notes from 1971, he further wrote:

I cannot be reality itself and yet neither can I live in a nonreality. Therefore,

I sense reality in the space of my life when I become conscious of a constant
“between,” when reality “and” nonreality intersect and spark an “instant sense”
of relationship. The ever-continuous search for reality involves abandoning the
certainty of the present while also seeking the desire for an encounter with an
instant historical moment. The duty to sustain the openness of the “and” and
to see the discovery of “language” as a work of extensity, is to live based upon a

struggle that seeks to actualize these multiple structures.”®
g8 p

'The pamphlet attempts to codify some of the principles of Mono-ha, including
relatum, which Lee has used since 1972 to name all his three-dimensional works. As he
later stated, “A work of art, rather than being a self-complete, independent entity, is a
resonant relationship with the outside. It exists together with the world, simultaneously
what it is and what is not, that is, a relatum.”"" Relatum is an ongoing series unified by
the exploration of the physicality and tactility of forms through various juxtapositions

between stones and other materials, such as rubber measures, glass, steel plates, cotton,
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Lee Ufan, Relatum (formerly Things and Words), 1969

Installation view: 9th Contemporary Art Exhibition of Japan, Tokyo Metropolitan Art
Museum, 1969

ropes, cushions, and canvas. Lee staged a happening in May 1969, consisting of three
large square sheets of Japanese paper, each measuring roughly two by two meters, that
were left to flutter in the wind in front of the steps of the Tokyo Metropolitan Art
Museum (ﬁg. 5). Initially given the title 777ing5 and Words, the work was an homage to
Michel Foucault’s epic book Le mots et les choses (1966) and was later retitled Relatum."
Capturing the immense size of the sheets against the thick Doric columns of the
building, the photograph that records the event shows the artist in black running past
the work. A breeze lifts the sheets off the ground like large autumn leaves, shivering
them in the band of sunlight cast on the asphalt. Thin yet enormous in scale, the sheets
of paper enter this starkly cool atmosphere like a ghostly presence. The event involved
Lee fighting against the wind to lay these sheets flat on the pavement, but the sheets
kept lifting and whirling in the wind, causing Lee to run after them. After several
rounds of repeating this back-and-forth process, Lee grew tired as the paper became
more and more tattered. Eventually, as Lee has put it, “the psychic distinction between
the papers and me became unrecognizable.”"

While the ephemerality of this event brings to light the modernist critique of the
permanence of the work of art as well as the object as a symptom of its surrounding
environment, the work reflects Lee’s notion of gesture (shigusa) as a reciprocal act, and
the production of the “and” or in-between structure between the paper and his body.
Presented at the 915 Contemporary Art Exhibition of Japan (May 1969) in the juried

section, the event was staged as a prequel to a separate indoor work in which the artist
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transferred the three papers directly onto the gallery floor, laying them in a flat line
affixed by glue with the edges left curled up. The installation photograph shows how the
piece’s nominal materiality vividly contrasts with the star-bursting Op canvases hung
along the wall.

In Phenomenon and Perception A, exhibited at the National Museum of Modern
Art, Kyoto, three stones were spaced on top of a five-meter rubber measuring tape laid
out on the floor. Each of the linear segments is distorted so that a one-meter segment
is stretched to three meters, and two meters stretched to two-and-a-half meters, a nod
to the optical “tricks” movement. Stones act as markers that deform the given rules of
linear measurement, introducing into the precise universe of measurement a moment
of uncertainty that questions the absolute divisibility of space. In his performance, Lee
makes measurement visible as content, marking itself, and in the process undermining
its utilitarian purpose. For instance, the space between two stones can be measured as
a circumference around the earth, through perimeters encircling the stones, or even by
undulating lines floating above the ground surface. Measurement is no longer reliant on
a given mathematic certainty but is a variable model contingent upon perception.

In the Relatum series, Lee experiments with the physical interplay between the hard
surface of the stones, the feathery softness of cushions and cotton, and the tautness of
white canvas. As such, he engages in procedures of alteration, varying the application
of each stone. Language (exhibited in January 1971 at Pinar Galleries, Tokyo) consists
of a meditative display of stones on zaburon cushions; in Situation (May 1971, 10th
Contemporary Art Exhibition of Japan: Man and Nature) stones are placed on three white
canvases laid directly on the floor. The lateral placement of the three stones on the white
canvases supplants painting’s self-contained form and opens onto a continuity with
the actual space of the viewer. The specificity of each stone’s placement on the zabuzon
cushions versus their placement on the canvases demonstrates not only each stone’s
gravitational weight, but intensifies the material attribute (tautness and softness) of the
other object. Over time, Lee’s Relatum series moved to the juxtaposition of industrially
produced, weathered steel plates. The plates are at times scattered on the floor to form
a capacious field, or leaned toward one another like an embrace, or propped against a
wall behind a stone. The stone’s profile is cast on the steel plate, thus bringing forth its
phenomenological presence.

A key device that guides Lee’s working method is the notion of lived time (the
perpetual passage of the present) in which the boundaries separating the visible and
invisible change both in the production and the reception of his work. At every stage of
preparing for each work, Lee apprehends the strict choice of materials, the consciousness
of each breath and bodily stance, and the strict positioning and application of each
material element. In Relatum, the light, air, and shadows that fall on and around his
objects are integral to the work’s breath-like contraction and expansion of matter
embodied, for example, in the millions of years of erosion the stone has endured,
manifested in its present moment. Encounter is thus a continuation from one work
to another and filled with an experience of anticipation. Each stone constitutes a
permeation from one passage flowing into the next and back again from the present,
melting into the world and yet remaining discrete from it.!

Here we can recognize the importance of the reciprocal relation between the artist

and the material to Lee’s own formation of ambiguity based on a notion of permeability.
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I am in Japan, I do not exist in Japan; while I exist in Japan, I am not in Japan.
Am I only able to exist as a phase? The point regarding the contradiction of

ambiguity is neither resolved nor sublated, but continues to expand.”

This is not just an exercise in existential questioning for an artist who came to Japan
as a Korean immigrant, and was well aware of Japan’s history with Korea. If the rocks
in Lee’s Relatum could speak, they might say something similar. This principle of
ambiguity is distinct and specific not only within the understanding of Mono-ha,

but opens the materiality of the work beyond what is simply seen. Like a shadow, the
works make visible the passage of time they proﬁle. And through this synthesis, each
work presents a temporal structure that unbinds the seemingly opposing elements of

detachment and relationality, finite experience and infinite expanse.
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9. This is in reference to Marcel Duchamp’s notion of the art coefficient, which he defined as the “arithmetical relation between
the unexpressed but intended and the unintentionally expressed” in his 1957 lecture, “The Creative Act.” Koshimizu
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The Man in the Middle:
On Lee Ufan and His Position in the (Art) World

Doryun Chong

This paper is about some of the many possibilities of positioning Lee Ufan in art history,
in a curatorial framework, and in institutions of contemporary art. This exploration

is partly motivated by a commonality between Lee and myself: both of us were born
and raised in South Korea (though we are of two different generations) and have spent
most of our adult lives outside our birth country. It is also an attempt to respond to a
rather provocative prompt I received in the invitation from Yoneda Naoki, the curator
of the present Lee Ufan exhibition at the National Art Center, Tokyo, to participate
in an exhibition-related symposium and to talk about “how Lee Ufan as Asian [artist]
has walked around the world and has been evaluated.” He made this request to me, as
he described my career as “going parallel with the art world’s power structure which is
spreading over Asian countries.”

The request was a tall order; I tried to respond to the topic suggested by Yoneda in a
rather oblique way in my presentation at the symposium, and it is laid out in three parts
in this paper. The first part is about my personal sense of connection with Lee Ufan as
another diasporic individual. In the second part, I describe how I, as a museum-based
curator, have tried to position Lee’s work in different institutions, and in particular at
the new institution/collection I have helped to build over the last almost-decade. In
the third section, I touch upon the contemporaneity of Lee’s practice in relation to his

cohorts.
1. On Connecting with Lee Ufan as (Another Diasporic) Individual

The title of this paper is borrowed from a short text Lee Ufan wrote in the early 1990s
titled “The Man in the Middle.” In it, Lee writes:

I was born in Korea and raised there until I was twenty. After that, I lived in
Japan for forty years. During the last thirty years, I have spent a lot of time
traveling around the world, mostly in Europe. . . . Because of this background,
Koreans see me as being Japanized, the Japanese see me as being fundamentally
Korean, and when I go to Europe, people set me aside as an Oriental. I see myself
as a ping-pong ball, the man in the middle, always being pushed back and forth

with no one willing to accept me as an insider.”?

Lee was approaching sixty when he wrote these words. Although I am not near his age
or professional standing at the time, I may claim that I am well positioned to reflect on

the evolution of museum practice and discourse that may be relevant to how Lee’s work
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is being evaluated internationally, having left Korea around the same age as Lee did
and having worked as a curator for almost twenty-five years in the United States and
in Asia. To briefly summarize my career trajectory: I have now worked for nine years
at M+, Asia’s first global museum of visual culture, which opened in late 2021 in Hong
Kong’s West Kowloon Cultural District. Before that, for a little more than a decade,

I worked in various curatorial positions at the Walker Art Center in Minneapolis and
at the Museum of Modern Art, New York (MoMA). I began my museum career at the
Asian Art Museum of San Francisco in the Japanese Art department. This professional
progress followed my tertiary education in the United States.

During the 1990s when I was studying art history, humanities, and social sciences at
the university and postgraduate levels, and during the 2000s and early 2010s as I was
learning my chops as a museum curator, some of the critical keywords or ideas included
diversity, globalization, transnationalism, deconstructing the canon, rethinking centers
and peripheries, anti-hegemonic, and non-mainstream. With training in Western art
history as well as traditional Asian art, I had an acute interest in bringing non-Western
art histories, especially of Asia and Asian America, into American/Western museum
collections and discourses.’

The Walker Art Center became well known from the 1990s on as a leading museum
in the West dedicated to global perspectives in its programming and collection. It has
regularly organized global group exhibitions including artists from Asia since the early
2000s," as well as hosting touring exhibitions of artists such as Yayoi Kusama and Yoko
Ono.’ During my time at the museum from 2003 to 2009, I organized the first mid-
career survey of Huang Yong Ping (1954-2019), a Chinese-born artist who lived the
second half of his life in France; the first American retrospective of Japanese artist Kudo
Tetsumi (1935-1990), who also spent the key part of his career in France/Europe, for
twenty-five years; and a solo exhibition of the Korean artist Haegue Yang (b. 1971), who
has been living in both Germany and Korea for the last thirty years.® All three Asian-
born diasporic artists can be seen as crossing paths, literally and metaphorically, with
Lee Ufan’s passage and travels as an artist.”

The most significant project I realized during my time at MoMA from 2009 to
2013 was “Tokyo 1955-1970: A New Avant-Garde” (2012), the first major exhibition
to examine Japanese art of the postwar years since the historic 1966 “New Japanese
Painting and Sculpture” exhibition and the 1974 “New Japanese Photography”
exhibition,® and to broadly survey a wide range of avant-garde activities during the
period. In fact the only time I actually got to work closely with Lee on an exhibition was
this one, which included Relatum (formerly Phenomenon and Perception A) (1969 / 2012),
a work that had been shown in his survey exhibition at the Guggenheim the previous
year.”

The fact that I was able to realize these projects at major, standard-setting American
institutions is in part thanks to the changing spirit and reorientation that had taken
place in American/Western academia and the museum world because of the work
of previous generations of scholars, writers, and museum professionals engaged in
postcolonial, decolonizing questioning of the canon and Euroamerican-centric biases.
These experiences in that particularly productive context informed and continued to
influence my work in the following decade, mainly in Hong Kong, the historically

cosmopolitan city that has reinvented itself as a new hub of arts and culture in Asia.



EHEWINS OME, HIELFRE T 2RE 2 Ric T LE L 7 2 U 7 0Kk
BICHEBIT & B0 —2, BKROZEM A & CEMEEICH T, B2 LN
MR LIS Licd b, SO, 2 TR S ofEE SRR 2
U CEMEERBIRE D, BEis X Kk PLOBABICH LT, KA a7V
ORI R 20 2 LIGHERTH 5, 2 DIERICE 2RI THE - 7of%
Bix, FEOZ20%104FE0, EICHEBRTOMHE IS L fc. BRI 2
TRY XV R TH 2/, 797100 5 25 &b ~ THRHI~ & R
BNt POTHEMBICEVEARTA T ARy 287V T NTHH, 7
AV NFAXSNIEEATH ., REMCEPEANTE R S 00 BUEREE
DAHKMEE L0 EHEDOREEZ. M+ &0 H L OENE AR ICHED 212135 -
ToOEo7

2. ¥k a OBKREETRBOMED IF

M+ & T7 Y 7R oEAbo R 22 B0 8 L LT 2021411 H12 H (<BAfH
L7z 2007 4R IS NG OB ARICHER S NTc0 b, RKEICHRE L 720 &
014FED Z L Thote. AEPHIEM. 7227 7 20 DNAL - fEMRE ISR
TWREFBDOAZ G, AV =2 &F - A—a U BERGFHLIEMPIED B
BRI R I0ELH LT, 08I b e 2 DU S AL LT T W 2 75,
EOFTBRELDINWETFA  LEE Mg L THREENTDH D, BIREET
8000 f ik EDEMR A 7YV 2 R UE L T b, ShISMA T, EIcESEICHEY
B5HAMULEDP SRANURSND 7 —H4 THHEL T2, BeiEs o3 HE 7,
EMEEEARE cHNIEE., av 2y a ry 2RERLEDY LIP3 & Tl Bz
WMMHBHLRMHOoTVE, avIZyary i) RANVDE—A—D—DPiflf
L. BIEL., #iRd 207, AR EEICE hIEE S, Bk 2SS 2o
M Thsred, MrOFXFav—k—fbidavyyaryoflicow el
LG T2tk oh, 2heRBELAL T, 2RLEFKFIC, 2V 2
varvkEY LFsewo vn—F=y 7] LIPS D 2MES HELTHY L
FTwoknti,

COMBTEELFRLLTHCLEOREA T 75 4Ths, ZhEHLL=2
VY ary BT s ETRIEELMPFEE LMEST RIS, T—T4 A
b AT B 2 EAEE), ., B &SR & o B #R 2 gl L
THNT2DDEDTHD, Fav—2—RBEHRMMNETL TSI 74 v 2 FF
AF=TdH0H, EAWLE AT =KL OAEE & LI B TOIHR
BEATIZ 7 aeMCTHYOBEORHZHET 2, 2hTdHLavy
YavRERLAETZICHID, ChoDXA 77T 2ICBIEF ST b i,
Mo, FEehocBECRIERCES RO 24 7275 4T
Hote (g )e THRBF 2V —2—RFTHNNOEBEOFIERRE S & 0 —

130-131

My experience as a formerly diasporic Asian in the Western world, as an Americanized
Korean, and now as a permanent resident of Hong Kong who is not ethnically Chinese,

was a productive position from which to help build the new museum, M+.
2. On Building a New Collection and Finding Lee Ufan in It

M+ opened to the public on November 12, 2021 as the “first global museum of
visual culture in Asia.” After the idea of the institution was formally formulated in
2007, the project began in earnest in 2011. It took a decade to build all the necessary
infrastructure including the staff, the collection, the programmatic DNA, and
the museum building designed by Herzog and de Meuron. The foundation of the
continuously growing multidisciplinary collection encompasses the disciplines of
design and architecture, moving image, and visual art. At present it numbers around
8,000 works and objects, plus a collections archive, mostly focused on architecture and
containing more than 50,000 items. It is easy to boast about numbers, but museum
professionals know that there are deep and complex conversations behind how a
collection is conceived and built. Each piece of the puzzle that is a museum collection
is researched, examined, and debated. As a publicly funded institution, with a rigorous
structure of governance, the curators at M+ were required—and obliged themselves—to
regularly report on the composition of the collection, while revising and refining again
and again what we call our “road map” for building the collection.

An important tool we used throughout this process was diagrams—as analytical
tools for visualizing and analyzing chronologies and geographies of artist names,
movements, trends, and ideas—in order to identify and locate the most significant

anchors with which to structure the new collection. Neither data analysts nor

Beyond Asia
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Concentric circle diagram for M+ collection
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graphic designers, we curators visualized our evolving thinking with homespun and
rudimentary diagrams made with our basic everyday PowerPoint skills. Nonetheless,
the diagrams provided critical assistance in contemplating and planning this brand

new collection. In the eatly years, a very simple diagram of concentric circles with
Hong Kong in the center was a crucial reminder to the curators as well as to the closest
stakeholders, inside and outside, and the general public, for all of us to envisage what a
global collection rooted in an Asian location should look like (fig. 1). This con-centricity
also helped to provide an alternative to the teleological method of thinking of art history
in terms of one-way-only directionality and causal relationships. This is most famously
illustrated by MoMA founding director Alfred Barr’s flowchart diagram of how Cubism
came about in the early years of MoMA’s institution and collection—a diagram that
structured the efflorescence of avant-gardes and experimentations in art in the late

19th and early 20th centuries into a digestible systematization of knowledge (fig. 2).
Perhaps lesser known, but even more striking in its bellicose allegory, is Barr’s torpedo
diagram—not meant for the public like his flowchart diagram, but for internal use to
visualize how the collection should be built, perhaps reflecting the deeply rooted notion

of Manifest Destiny in American society and culture (fig. 3).
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One of the diagrammatical models we found inspiring during this period actually
came from an even earlier example than the MoMA diagrams of the 1930s and 1940s:
Japanese architectural historian Ito Chuta’s “Model of World Architecture” from 1909,
which presents geographies, chronologies, and civilizations on a single plane (fig. 4).
These overlapping multiple Venn diagrams greatly helped us at M+ to think about the
relationships between disciplines, mediums, geographies, and topics simultaneously.
But the concentric circles that cover such wide regional swaths as East Asia and
Southeast Asia, greater Asia, and even beyond, are not a practical guide for actually
identifying artists and their works. Thus we needed to make a distribution chart with
two axes denoting chronological flow and geographical reach, within which the names
of important artists, tendencies, and movements to be represented in the museum
collection would appear—including Lee Ufan of course.

In the course of the first decade of our collection building, we were able to acquire
three historic works by Lee. Included in one of the inaugural presentations of the
museum’s permanent collection, Lee’s Relatum (formerly Phenomena and Perception A)
(1969/2012, fig. 5)'°—the same work that anchored the section dedicated to Mono-ha in
the “Tokyo 1955-1970” exhibition at MoMA—was in the same room with Strange Bird
(1945/1971) by Japanese-American artist Isamu Noguchi (1904-1988); Vitrine: Giraffe
(1958) by Japanese artist Yamaguchi Katsuhiro (1928-2018); Centaur II (1963) by
Singaporean-British artist Kim Lim (1936-1997); Square Tubes Series D (1967/2014) by
German artist Charlotte Posenenske (1930-1985); and Glass Doors (1982) by Iranian
artist Monir Shahroudy Farmanfarmaian (1922-2019). This combination of works and

artists illustrates how M+ is proposing and presenting new relational and associative

fig. 5

FEHM (BB LRTEA YOl BIFRIE) 1969 /20224%

JEREGE - TR, B, KB Ms 3O A - ¥ 7y - F 20214
Lee Ufan, Relatum (formerly Phenomenon and Perception A), 1969 / 2022

Installation view: Individuals, Networks, Expressions, South Galleries, M+, Hong Kong, 2021
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vectors across geographies and times and contexts, in a clear departure from the existing

practices of our peer institutions in the West—and in Asia, for that matter.

3. On the Contemporaneity of Lee's Practice and That of His Cohorts: Inclusion

and Exclusion

Why did M+ acquire Relatum (formerly Phenomena and Perception A)? One of the
earliest sculptures by Lee during his Mono-ha period, the work is especially important
because it includes a surviving physical element from the time when it was first made.
In addition, the fact that it was included in two historic exhibitions—the artist’s 2011
retrospective at the Guggenheim, then in the MoMA survey of the early postwar
years—supported our pursuit of the work for the M+ collection."

In his essay titled “Notes on Relatum” in the publication accompanying the present
exhibition, Yoneda discusses another Relatum (also titled Language) shown at the Pinar
Galleries in 1971: “The leaflet for the exhibition describes the materials as ‘cushion,
stone, place, and position.” This proves that Lee was thinking of place and position,
in addition to stone and cushioning, as part of the extended definition of the “work.”
Elsewhere and at a different time, Lee wrote: “The floor is a pedestal extended into
space. Contemporary sculpture becomes sculpture by virtue of this specialized base.”'?
Lee wrote those words in 1986 in the essay “Fragments from the Catalogue ‘Lee
Ufan.” Lee was then clearly recalling and speaking about his own work, the work of
his Japanese cohorts, as well as the work of his international contemporaries from the
mid-1960s on into the 1970s. I am thinking especially about American Minimalists and
Italian Arte Povera artists. In his essay, Yoneda reminds readers of the historic exhibition
Tokyo Biennale of 1970, in which Lee did not participate, but which included his
international contemporaries who shared a certain ethos with him, such as Carl Andre
and Richard Serra.

The names of Andre and Serra, two of the standard-bearing American Minimalists,
now lead me to the classic 1978 theoretical text on contemporary sculpture by American
art critic and historian Rosalind Krauss titled “Sculpture in the Expanded Field,”"
which features one of the most famous diagrams used for explicating a tendency in
contemporary art (fig. 6).

Krauss explains how sculpture around the late 1960s and in the 1970s made a radical
departure from what it had been for centuries—i.e., figurative statues or monuments
tied to particular locations defined by architecture and/or landscape. She writes:
“Sculpture had entered the full condition of its inverse logic and had become pure
negativity: the combination of exclusions. Sculpture, it could be said, had ceased being a
positivity, and was now the category that resulted from the addition of the no#-landscape
to the not-architecture.”™ She illustrates this with works by another Minimalist, Robert
Morris. Krauss then goes on to demonstrate that “sculpture as pure negativity” in fact
opened up and expanded sculpture’s possible definitions. She writes: “Sculpture is rather
only one term on the periphery of a field in which there are other, differently structured
possibilities. And one has thereby gained the ‘permission’ to think these other forms. . .

. It seems fairly clear that this permission (or pressure) to think the expanded field was
felt by a number of artists at about the same time, roughly between the years 1968 and
1970. For, one after another Robert Morris, Robert Smithson, Michael Heizer, Richard
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Rosalind E. Krauss’s diagram in “Sculpture in the Expanded Field” (1978) in 7he Originality of the Avant-Garde and Other Modernist Myths, The
MIT Press, 1986.

Serra, Walter de Maria, Robert Irwin, Sol LeWitt, Bruce Nauman . . . had entered a
situation the logical conditions of which can no longer be described as modernist.”” She
calls the work of these artists “postmodernist.”*¢

Between the years 1968 and 1970, on the other side of the world, Lee and his
Mono-ha cohorts were clearly inventing practices and formulating theories that parallel
those of their American contemporaries. While it is difficult to fit Lee’s thought and
practice into any analytical-diagrammatical mode, or to call them “postmodernist,”

I would suggest that Lee’s work over the last five-plus decades can be seen as having
fulfilled the various directions that opened up in contemporary sculpture as usefully
suggested by Krauss, thus “expanding” the field greatly. By looking at some of Lee’s
recent site-speciﬁc sculptures, we can see how he continues the work of “expanding the
field.” That is, what Krauss defines as “sculpture” in the diagram—i.e., “not-landscape”
+ “not-architecture,” illustrated by Robert Morris’s Untitled (L-beams)—may also be
exemplified, in my mind, by Lee’s Relatum — The Shadow of the Stars (2014/2022).
Likewise, “marked sites”—i.e., “landscape” + “not-landscape,” illustrated by Robert
Smithson’s Spiral Jetty (1973)—are also exemplified by Lee’s Relatum — The Mirror Road
(2021). “Axiomatic structures”—i.e., “architecture” + “not-architecture,” illustrated by
Bruce Nauman’s Performance Corridor (1969)—are also exemplified by Lee’s Relatum
(formerly System) (1969). And “Site-construction”—i.e., “landscape + architecture,”
illustrated by Smithson’s Partially Buried Woodshed (1970)—is also exemplified by Lee’s
Relatum — The Arch (first realized in 2014).

While Krauss was arguing that sculpture from the late 1960s into the 1970s
decidedly ended earlier modernisms and ushered in postmodernist tendencies, she was
still looking at sculpture and painting as following their own postmodern trajectories.
As Yoneda reminds us in his essay, Lee, in his 1986 text “The Position of Painting
and Sculpture,” wrote: “The distinction between painting and sculpture has become
almost meaningless. Just the same, to someone like me, who is engaged with painting

and sculpture in parallel, the conditions of these two categories can never be made to
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precisely coincide.”” One example in which he collapses the sanctified distinctions
between mediums can be seen in the 2013 work La Peinture ensevelie. Decades before he
started painting shadows of rocks or paintings laid on the floor, at the early stage of his
practice, Lee was already posing fundamental questions about the modernist medium-
specificity of both painting and sculpture, which I would suggest is evident in some of
his earliest spatial works, as can be seen in these two early Relatums [Relatum (formerly
Things and Words), 1969/2022 and Relarum (formetly Relatum I (In a certain situation)),
1970/2022]. In the 1993 text “On Infinity,” he declared: “Unlike modernist art, my
work is not a closed, self-contained object that reproduces the self. It is arranged as an
open place by means of a relationship between self and other.”'®

We can look at this painting [With Winds, 1991]—and others in the series in this
exhibition, as well as all his paintings, for that matter—while reading these words from
Lee’s 1999 text “Yohaku—Emptiness™ “. . . [W]hen the painted parts and the unpainted
parts, the parts I make and the parts I do not make, the inner and the outer interact
and reverberate in a mutually stimulating relationship, it is possible to sense poetry,
criticism, and the transcendent in the space. Yohaku [margins] in a work of art refers to
the space of an event that is opened up through an encounter between self and other.”"”
I have always felt that the translation of the Japanese word yohaku (4 F1)—in Korean,
yeobaek (43™)—as “margin” is not quite right. The English word “margin” strongly
implies the idea of center-periphery, while yohakulyeobaek strongly connotes empty
space that has been left blank and could be in the center or periphery of a pictorial or
sculptural space. The word also suggests the liminal or the interstitial—as well as what
has been translated as “the middle” as in “The Man in the Middle.”

So I would like to end with another quote from that succinct, pithy text with weighty

statements about the artist’s own self and others, or his own self as other:

I always stand in a difficult place. I am kept at arm’s length and viewed as a
dangerous element by both sides. I am left standing outside the collective, seen
on the one hand as a fugitive and on the other as an intruder. As a result of being
observed intently by others, however, I have come to observe others with great
intensity. The less I am one of them and the more apart from everyone else I am,
the better I can see them. . . . The dynamics of distance have made me what I am.
... In the process of living, distance brings pain but it also brings power. Seeing
and being seen are extremely painful. However, I believe that #his uncomfortable

place that is no place is the lived world.”*

Notes

1. Email to the author from Yoneda Naoki dated June 21, 2022.

2. Lee Ufan, “The Man in the Middle” (1991-96), in The Art of Encounter, ed. Rute Ventura, Lucy Wilkinson and Amira Gad,
trans. Stanley N. Anderson (London: Lisson Gallery and Serpentine Galleries, 2018), p. 57.

3. Infact, this describes much of the work of my fellow panelists at the symposium, Alexandra Monroe and Mika Yoshitake,
as well. Our collective contributions at the American museums I worked for, the Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation,
and the Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture Garden, where Monroe and Yoshitake have worked, have diversified those
institutions’ exhibition programs and collections over the years and reoriented and expanded their purviews on world art

history—especially that of Asia.
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These group shows include “Painting at the Edge of the World” (2001), “How Latitudes Become Forms: Art in a Global
Age” (2003), and “Brave New Worlds” (2007).

“Love Forever: Yayoi Kusama 1958-1968” (1998-1999, co-organized by the Los Angeles County Museum of Art and the
Museum of Modern Art, New York) and “YES YOKO ONO” (20002004, organized by the Japan Society Gallery, New
York).

“House of Oracles: A Huang Yong Ping Retrospective” (2005-2007), which also traveled to the Massachusetts Museum
of Contemporary Art, North Adams, the Vancouver Art Gallery, and the Ullens Center for Contemporary Art, Beijing;
“Tetsumi Kudo: Garden of Metamorphosis” (2008); and “Haegue Yang: Integrity of the Insider” (2009).

Huang, who emigrated to France in 1989 and lived there until his death, circulated within the French and European
context, in which Lee has certainly been present for a long time. Kudo, born in 1935, was a contemporary of Lee and would
have also crossed paths with Lee during his years in Paris from 1962 to 1987, and during his final years back in Japan. Yang
and Lee have become well acquainted with each other in recent years, as witnessed by this author.

These were organized by William S. Lieberman with Dorothy C. Miller, and by John Szarkowski, respectively.

“Lee Ufan: Marking Infinity” (2011) was organized by Alexandra Munroe with contributions by Mika Yoshitake.

. M+ also has in its collection Relatum (1972/2011) and With Winds (1991), plus a trove of archival photos documenting the

original sculptural installations from the early 1970s, as captured by Anzai Shigeo.

. The current exhibition at the National Art Center, Tokyo included a variation of the same work dated 1969/2022. Refer to

Lee Ufan, exh. cat., ed. The National Art Center, Tokyo and The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art (Tokyo: Heibonsha,
2022), pp. 64-65.

. Yoneda Naoki, “Notes on Relatum,” in Lee Ufan, p. 213.
. See “Sculpture in the Expanded Field” in Rosalind E. Krauss, 7he Originality of the Avant-Garde and Other Modernist Myths

(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1986), pp. 276-290. The diagram appears on p. 284.

. Tbid., p. 280.

Ibid., p. 287.

. Ibid.

Lee Ufan, “The Position of Painting and Sculpture” (1986), in 7he Art of Encounter, p. 159.

. Lee Ufan, “On Infinity,” in The Art of Encounter, pp. 55-56. Italics are the writer’s.

Lee Ufan, “Yohaku—Emptiness” (1999), in The Art of Encounter, p. 50.

. Lee Ufan, “The Man in the Middle” (1991-1996), in The Art of Encounter, p. 57. Italics are the writer’s.
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Spaces of Dialogue: Lee Ufan’s Work at Situation Kunst, Bochum

Silke von Berswordt-Wallrabe

When the Lee Ufan Museum in Atles opened its doors in April 2022, this inauguration
succeeded the opening of the artist’s museums in Busan in 2015 and on the island of
Naoshima in 2010. But even before these well-known museums opened, a permanent
presentation of Lee’s work had already found its way into a public museum. It was in
2006 that an extension of Situation Kunst in Bochum, Germany, was opened, featuring
a representative group of indoor and outdoor works by Lee Ufan.!

Situation Kunst is a place that differs in many ways from traditional museums. Being
an integral part of the art collections of Ruhr University Bochum, the collection is there
for the students, but it is also open to the general public. The initial impetus for the
museum came in the late 1980s from environments by artists such as Maria Nordman
(A Room with Two Doors, 1977/89), David Rabinowitch (Zyndale Sculpture, 1988/89),
and Richard Serra (Circuiz, 1972/89). In this first phase of Situation Kunst, each of the
individual pavilions, where architecture and artwork merge to become one entity, was
developed together with the artists. In another building, four additional rooms have
each been dedicated to a single artist: Gotthard Graubner, Norbert Kricke, Arnulf
Rainer, and Jan Schoonhoven. This focused presentation encourages a concentrated look
at the specific qualities of each artist’s work. At the same time, these rooms are
interconnected, so that it is possible to discover relations between the different
complexes of works, to draw parallels, and to experience resonances.

The museum is dedicated to Max Imdahl (1925-88), founding professor of art
history at Ruhr University Bochum and one of the first art historians in Germany to
become seriously involved with contemporary art. More than many other scholars,
Imdahl insisted on a phenomenological approach that starts by personally experiencing
original works of art instead of relying on reproductions—which is too often the case in
art historical studies. In this sense, a basic idea of Situation Kunst is that generations of
students come and work here for some years, while the collection and its installation as
such remain the same.?

As this brief description should suggest, Situation Kunst is a museum with a strong
focus on the individual perception of space and of time, as well as an intense scholarly
discourse. Therefore, it was natural that when plans for an extension of Situation Kunst
were evolving in 2004, Lee Ufan was one of the artists to be invited to participate
in this project. Lee not only accepted the invitation, but became a strong supporter
of the museum. As with the first phase of Situation Kunst, the extension followed
the concept—with but a few exceptions—of “one artist, one room.” In addition to
the presentation of Lee’s work in one of the exhibition rooms, there are, for example,

environments by Gianni Colombo and Frangois Morellet and neon installations by



fig. 1
REBE (B D no. 80069) 19804F, HixIL B A ¥ T 7 A, 130 X 163 cm
Lee Ufan, From Line (no. 80069), 1980, mineral pigment and glue on canvas, 130 x 163 cm
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Dan Flavin. Another intention is to spur comparison and dialogue. Dialogues emerge,
for example, between works by Ad Reinhardt and Robert Ryman, between rooms with
ancient art from Africa and from Asia, between the old and the new, material and
immateriality, architecture and nature, and between indoor and outdoor works.

It is in this field of responsiveness that Lee’s works find their place. Convinced
that the presentation should comprise significant works from different periods, Lee
generously donated a painting from the From Line series (fig. 1). The dialogue between
the painted and the unpainted, which we can observe in From Line (no. 80069), is
further emphasized in a Correspondance diptych from 1997 and a Dialogue painting
from 2006. These three paintings communicate with a Relazum (2000) sculpture, which
itself can be understood as a silent dialogue (fig. 2).

Painting and sculpture are more or less equally important in Lee’s work: they
complement and mirror each other, showing a comparable interest in a fundamental
questioning of artistic acts. The Relatum sculpture can be described as simply the
juxtaposition of a steel plate leaning against a wall and a rock lying on the floor a
certain distance away. In opting for steel and stone, Lee selects two materials that can
stand for the two major possibilities of traditional sculptural work: sculptures are cast
out of molten metal or chiseled from hard stone. In traditional art the two materials
are worked in the way the artist wants, their sole function being to express his or her
ideas. Yet in the Relatum considered here, the artistic act is limited to the choice and
arrangement of the two elements. The flat expanse of the rectangular, sharp-edged,
burnt and evenly rolled steel plate contrasts with the irregular roundness of the much
smaller rock; the plate is virtually upright, leaning at just a slight angle to the wall, while
the boulder seems a compact mass crouching on the floor. The steel plate has the evenly
distributed darkness of oxidized steel, which contrasts with the far lighter grayness of

the granite. The rock, found in its current state in nature, owes its external appearance

fig. 2

FmRM (FUR) 199748, AR, /7 v 7 7 AL 4260 X 185 cm QHGHD) L (BIFRID) 20004F, f1: 958 X 88 X 60 cm,
i 1240 X 300 X 1cm

Lee Ufan, Correspondance, 1997, mineral pigment and oil on canvas, 260 x 185 cm each (2 panels); and Relatum, 2000, stone, approx. 58 x 88 x
60 cm, steel plate, 240 x 300 X 1 em
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to processes that occurred without human intervention over a period lasting millions
of years, whereas the steel plate was produced only recently in an industrial process
developed and controllable by human beings. Yet the rock and the steel plate are related
insofar as steel is made from natural ores and minerals.

Even if the differences, for instance as regards shape, color, materiality, creation and
age, clearly outweigh the similarities, the steel plate and the rock are not polar opposites
that can never be reconciled. Nor can their relationship be described as hierarchical or
seen as a unifying, superior concept. However, the many differences that exist and the
physical distance separating the two autonomous elements direct our attention to what
lies “between” them, i.e., to the crucial interrelationship between the steel plate and the
rock. Distance and difference are consequently preconditions for the elements’ equal
partnership, not obstacles to it.

The steel plate and the stone interact not just with each other but also with the room
that they share with us, the viewers. With no single vantage point being superior to
another, we realize that the constellation of the rock and the steel plate creates an open
field offering a large number of different interactions. As we stroll around the room, we
see the work in a succession of different ways, causing us to experience the process of

seeing as a sequence in time. Relatum itself also seems to be temporally linked, for the

fig. 3
VFx—F - 27 (TOT) 19774, #1210 X 210x30cm, HSHI10 I~
Richard Serra, 70T, 1977, steel, 210 x 210 x 30 cm, weight approx. 10 tons
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steel plate and the rock—two extremely robust, durable materials—are combined in a
juxtaposition that, while conclusive, also seems potentially variable. Just as the paintings
shown in the same room make it possible to experience time, so the open, potentially
variable constellation of the steel plate and the rock heightens our awareness of a specific
moment in time. Time and space densify here in our experiencing of the place where
the sculpture is situated. When we encounter a work like Relatum, our presence seems
not to be of central importance, but rather a temporary co-presence in a field of open
relationships that can constantly be experienced in new and different ways.

In the inner courtyard close to the Lee Ufan room, we find Richard Serra’s sculpture
TOT from 1977 (fig. 3). “Tot” is the German word for “dead,” and what we see is a
massive square steel plate, weighing almost ten tons, partially sunk into the earth.
Precisely with reference to this sculpture, Imdahl demonstrated that non-figurative
contemporary artworks can be paradigms not only for structures of existence, but also as
such structures, i.e., that they do not merely reproduce or represent such structures but
could actually e such structures themselves.? According to this view, 707 can affect us
because the way the massive steel plate has been sunk into the earth can make us aware
of our own mortality: we can be made to experience the transience of our own existence.

In line with Imdahl’s reasoning, Lee’s Relatum can also be seen as a paradigm, for
the encounter between the steel plate and the rock takes place in an open structure
or system of coexistence that can also seem meaningful in the context of human
behavior. Interrelated coexistence is to be found in the juxtaposition of the steel plate
and the rock, both of which enjoy equal status. The artist has not treated the two
elements simply as available materials serving to carry out his own intentions, but has
accepted them as elements resisting his will, reacting to the actual situation in a largely

coexistential manner. We, too, can experience coexistence when viewing a work like

fig. 4
@M (BIFRIE— Holzwege IT) 20004F, 47 (2 4f) . &4 1 10 X 300 X 400 cm, JE/RJAS : Haus Weitmar, Ry 7 4, FA ¥
Lee Ufan, Relatum — Holzwege 11, 2000, two stones; steel plate, 10 x 300 x 400 cm, installed in the park of Haus Weitmar, Bochum, Germany
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Lee Ufan, Relatum — Response (for Situation Kunst), 2004, two stones, diameter approx. 100 cm each; two steel plates, 10 x 400 x 300 cm each
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Relatum if we see ourselves as being part of an open constellation, understanding that
the work of art shares with us the same degree of reality.

To put it simply, a sculpture like Serra’s 7OT casts us back relentlessly on ourselves
and on questions relating to our own individual existence, whereas an open constellation
like Lee’s Relatum tends to encourage us to place ourselves in a broader context, in
serene coexistence with conditions and circumstances lying beyond our own selves.

In contrast to the indoor works, Lee’s sculptures in the park surrounding the
museum buildings respond to specific situations of found places. For two of his
works, Lee has chosen less frequented places beyond the laid-out paths; in reference
to an identically named collection of essays by Martin Heidegger, he subtitled these
Relatum works Holzwege (“Off the Beaten Track”).* Relatum — Holzwege II (fig. 4)
refers to a little-trodden track. Following the course of this path, we see that a plate of
weatherproof steel measuring 3 x 4 meters was placed in the ground so that it lies flush
with the surface, while two limestone rocks were placed beside it. If we move along the
path, we can walk over the steel plate without needing to step up or down. However, we
notice the metal underfoot, its hardness contrasting with the soft, springy earth of the
path, and we hear a different sound when walking on the leaves than when we walk on
the steel, which means that we are responding with all our senses to the given situation.

Relatum — Holzwege I creates a space that underscores the direction indicated by
the path while inducing us to pause because of the transverse axis created by the two
rocks. The first things we notice when we halt are the rocks and the steel plate, which
are clearly elements added to the site. Yet the arrangement of these elements—discreet,
mostly flat and unconnected to one another—means that we cannot perceive them
independently of their surroundings. We inevitably relate them to the path and the trees
nearby and become more intensely aware of the situation as a whole.

‘This is even truer of Relatum — Holzwege I. This work is distantly visible from one of
the laid-out paths but we have to leave the path if we wish to view it properly. At first, all
we can see is a rock. On drawing closer, we notice a steel plate lying on the ground nine
or ten meters beyond the rock amidst a group of trees. The trees would not normally
be perceived as forming a group, but they acquire that status through the addition of
the steel plate. The steel plate interacts not only with the rock but also with the trees,
which we in turn experience as part of the larger forest. The space of the work of art
and the space of the woods intermingle to the point where they cannot be meaningfully
distinguished. The addition of the steel plate and the rock creates a site in which intense
interrelationships can be experienced, but the two elements also demarcate a situation
pointing beyond its own limits. In such a situation, the tension-filled relationship
between nature and human creation—evoked in Lee’s theory with reference to Martin
Heidegger—becomes perceivable in a very immediate way.’

'The installation Relatum — Response (for Situation Kunst) (fig. 5), which Lee created
in 2004 for one of the two outdoor courtyards of the museum building, is also
characterized both by an intense interior relationship and by a radical openness to the
outside world. The outdoor courtyards constitute transitional situations: since they
are enclosed only partially by walls, they can still meld with their surroundings. The
courtyards are part of the architecture and therefore a manmade environment, but
anyone lingering in them is exposed to the weather, natural light, and ambient noise, so

that the inside and the outside merge.
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In Relatum — Response (for Situation Kunst) Lee explores the transience characteristic
of these outdoor courtyards. The work consists of two rectangular steel plates placed side
by side to form a third rectangle, thereby echoing the courtyard’s rectangularity.® One
plate lies flush with the ground, while the second plate lies above the ground, so that we
can see its thickness of 10 centimeters. By embedding one plate 7z the earth and placing
the second one o7 the ground, Lee integrates them as discreetly as possible into their
surroundings and makes a clear reference to the Relatum — Holzwege sculptures in the
park. ”

A large rock of reddish-brown Scandinavian granite lies close to but not exactly in
the middle of the embedded steel plate. It is as if the rock were weighing down the steel
plate, as if its weight were pushing it down into the ground, even if the rock’s relative
lightness (compared to the weight of the steel plate) makes this impossible. This work is
clearly in the nature of a dialogue, so it would be only logical for the second steel plate
to also be accompanied by a rock. And indeed, a second rock that is to a certain extent a
mirror image of the first one is buried in the earth, immediately beneath and in contact
with the steel plate. The only way visitors find this out is through an inconspicuous label
stating “two steel plates, two stones”—of which only one is visible.

Lee’s confrontation of viewers with the visible as well as with the invisible has
nothing to do with mystification or a game relying on superficial effects. Rather, he
enables us to experience things that are obvious and rationally verifiable but also to
leave space for that which can only be intimated, not totally controlled in every last
detail. Maurice Merleau-Ponty has suggested that the invisible should not be seen as
diametrically and irreconcilably opposed to the visible or, in his words, as “an absolute
invisible, which would have nothing to do with the visible.”® Similarly, the invisible
should be envisaged not as belonging in another world, whatever its form, but as “the
invisible of this world, that which inhabits this world, sustains it, and renders it visible.””
Viewed in this manner, the visible and the invisible are dynamically interrelated and can
even fuse with each other. The way the invisible responds to the visible in a work like
Relatum — Response (for Situation Kunst) has inevitable consequences for our conception
of the visible. In its interaction with the invisible, the visible ceases to be a self-evident
given; it cannot simply be registered as something to be taken for granted. Through
its dialogue with the invisible, the visible acquires an alien quality that endows seeing
with particular characteristics, making us aware of it as an interactive process involving
viewers and that which is seen, and the overall situation.

Such interaction between the visible and the invisible, which challenges our
perception, leads us back to the paintings considered at the beginning of this essay,
particularly the two-part Correspondance painting in which a single brushstroke on one
canvas contrasts with an unworked second canvas (fig. 2). The normal interpretation—
particularly of Western viewers—would be that the unworked primed canvas can
definitely be described as “empty.” According to that premature verdict, emptiness is
something negative, a deficiency, the polar opposite of the fullness that is seen as being
positive. Yet if we yield ourselves to experiencing a work like Correspondance or From
Line (no. 80069), the painted parts seem closely related to the potential of not painting;
there is a correspondence between action and inaction, fullness and emptiness. In other
words, it is only the isolated brushstroke that enables us to experience the emptiness

of the canvas, just as the empty expanse of the canvas to some extent becomes the
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sounding board for the single, intense brushstroke.

The interrelationship between the brushstroke and the unworked canvas is such
that the brushstroke’s creation emerges as one possibility, while its non-creation or
disappearance seems at the same time to be equally possible. The brushstroke and the
pristine canvas thus emerge as potential forms that open themselves up through their
reciprocal relationship and that can, in principle, merge with each other. The visible
thus communicates itself not as a definitive state that can be determined with certainty
but as a form of appearance that, while always valid in the current experience, is
fundamentally subject to change.

In Lee’s works, all materials, decisions and acts are laid bare, but the experiences
which his works create are not limited to that which can actually be seen and readily
comprehended. The artist relates his deliberately limited action to equally decisive
inaction; he creates interrelationships that are constantly updated in the course of
experience, not clearly defined structures; he intimates more than he formulates. As a
result, he conjures up the invisible and evokes things beyond our comprehension. The
success of such an endeavor requires not only reductive artistic expression but also a
special open-mindedness and an absence of preconceived notions on the part of the
viewers.

The presentation of Lee’s works at Situation Kunst can be understood in many ways
as characteristic of his artistic attitude. His works invite us to pause, to concentrate, to
meditate, and to open ourselves up to new experiences: experiences which on the one
hand encompass all our senses and on the other hand, in an act of decentralizing, help
us understand the relativity of our own perspective.

When Lee wrote the words “One minute silence” in the visitors’ book at Situation
Kunst, he reminded us of the fact that we should all be less boisterous, less self-centered,
and more receptive, more open to dialogues of many kinds. Through his works and their
specific settings, we can experience dialogues between painting and sculpture, between
the made and the unmade, between inner and outer worlds, between works and their
places, between the visible and the invisible, and last but not least a dialogue between
our limited selves and infinity. As we can see in today’s precarious world, the idea and
the practice of dialogues cannot be overestimated. Lee’s work has the power to remind
us of this essential fact, and this is Why I understand his artistic approach not only as an
important contribution to the arts of our time. His work is of undeniable ethical and

political relevance today.

Notes

1. When Lee began dividing his time between Japan and Europe in the 1970s, France and Germany were the two countries
where his work was regarded with the greatest interest. His list of solo and group exhibitions includes prestigious venues in
Germany such as documenta in Kassel (1977), Kunsthalle Diisseldorf (1974, 1978), Nationalgalerie Berlin (1982), Stidel
Museum Frankfurt am Main (1978, 1998), and Kunstmuseum Bonn (2001).

2. For further information, see www.situation-kunst.de or Situation Kunst — for Max Imdahl: The Extension 2006, ed. Silke von
Berswordt-Wallrabe and Friederike Wappler (Diisseldorf: Richter Verlag, 2008).

3. Max Imdahl, “Serra’s ‘Right Angle Prop’ and “Tot™: Concrete Art and Paradigm,” in Richard Serra, Arbeiten 66—77/Works
66-77, exh. cat. (Kunsthalle Baden-Baden and Kunsthalle Tiibingen, 1978), pp. 218-222.

4. Martin Heidegger, Off the Beaten Track (Holzwege, Frankfurt am Main, 1950), ed. and trans. Julian Young and Kenneth
Haynes (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press), 2002.
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Max Imdahl, “Serra’s ‘Right Angle Prop’ and “Tot”: Concrete Art and Paradigm,” in Richard Serra, Arbeiten 6677/ Works
66—77, exh. cat. (Kunsthalle Baden-Baden and Kunsthalle Tiibingen, 1978), pp. 218-222.
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In his essay “The Origin of the Work of Art” (1935-36), which is an essential part of Off the Beaten Track (Holzwege; cf.
note 4), Heidegger describes art as the “becoming and happening of truth” in a conflict between the world and earth.

Lee continually refers to this idea in his own way, in his artistic practice as well as in his writings, when he focuses on the
relationship between nature and art, or between the real world and the world of ideas, for example in his essay “Steel Plates
and Stones” in Lee Ufan, 7he Art of Encounter (London: Lisson Gallery, 2004), pp. 125-129.

Only a few of the many references to the courtyard will be mentioned here. It should be pointed out that, while they relate
to the work’s harmonic integration into its surroundings, they cannot be fully experienced without a process of measurement
and calculation. The steel plates measure 3 meters by 4 meters, giving a total surface area of 12 m?, while the courtyard is
about 12 meters long. Laid side by side, the two plates form a rectangle that is 6 meters long, i.e. equal to half the length of
the courtyard; the width of the plates, 4 meters, is half the width of the courtyard. The transverse axis along which the two
steel plates meet is identical to the median transverse axis of the courtyard, while the steel rectangle’s median longitudinal
axis corresponds to that of the courtyard. Finally, the dimensions of the two steel plates correspond to those of the Relatum
— Holzwege sculptures on the grounds nearby, which echo the positioning used here (flush with the earth or lying above
ground). Thus Relatum — Response (for Situation Kunst) engages in a dialogue with the grounds outside Situation Kunst’s
boundaries.

There is a subtle dialogue between the two Relatum — Holzwege works and another sculpture by Richard Serra, which is
situated in their vicinity: Serra’s Elevational Circles In and Out (1972) employs the same principle of one plate embedded in
the ground and the other plate lying on the ground. Serra conceived this flat sculpture after his visit to Japan in 1970, where
he studied the Zen gardens in Kyoto.

Maurice Merleau-Ponty, 7he Visible and the Invisible (Le Visible et I’Invisible, Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1964), followed by
working notes, ed. Claude Lefort, trans. Alphonso Lingis (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1968), p. 151.
Ibid.
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Lee Ufan and France

Jean-Marie Gallais

Lee Ufan recently opened a permanent exhibition space for his works, Lee Ufan Arles,
in Provence, to be completed by an exhibition program (fig. 1). Why did he choose to
settle in the south of France, and what are the sources and the history of his particular
relationship with this country, where he has spent several months every year for more
than three decades? This quick factual overview of a relationship between an artist and
an adoptive country is an attempt to start answering that question.

In the exhibition catalogue of the National Art Center, Tokyo, a brilliant essay by
Alfred Pacquement, former director of the Centre Pompidou and a long-time friend
and supporter of Lee Ufan in France, describes the artist’s debut on the international
art scene at the Paris Biennale 1971. The context of France at that time was still,

like everywhere in the world, in the mood of “changing things” after May 1968, as

fig. 1
BERMT Vv, 7T YA 20224
Lee Ufan Arles, France, 2022
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Installation view: Solo exhibition at the Eric Fabre Gallery, Paris, France, 1975
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Pacquement recalls, and an aesthetic revolution was happening all over the world
through movements such as Mono-ha, Earthworks, Anti-form, Arte Povera, and in
France, Supports/Surfaces. These were represented by, among others, Claude Viallat
and Louis Cane, two artists whom Lee Ufan frequented, but also Daniel Dezeuze,
Marc Devade, Vincent Bioulés and others, a group that shares with Lee the absence of
distinction between pictorial and sculptural practices.

The Biennale de Paris was the occasion of the first trip by Lee Ufan to the West.

He traveled for three months in France, Italy and Greece, then flew back through the
United States, meeting friends or fellow artists who introduced him to other young
artists and showed him exhibitions. What was he looking for during this trip? He
mentioned once that he was looking for an idealized West, the one that inherited its
identity and values from Greek antiquity.! But his disillusion was real and would even
grow with time. Lee had a nostalgic idea of Europe, but he discovered a capitalistic West
that had forgotten a lot about its past culture. Nevertheless, very soon after this first
trip, he would start to put down roots and participate in European art world debates,
especially in Germany where he always felt he was first understood.

One has to add that, with his philosophical background, Lee Ufan is a great reader
of French theoreticians in various fields, such as Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Claude Levi-
Strauss, and Michel Foucault, the latter two being active in the debates of the 1970s.
There is, here too, a basis for the understanding of his radical positions. And from
Lee’s point of view, this was possibly one of the reasons for his attraction to France.

On another level, as an artist and like many of his peers, he had also been looking at
and studying the French masters of early modernism like Cézanne and Matisse, with a
particular interest in Cézanne’s watercolors of Provence landscapes.

Tracing his own way and elaborating his own definition of art, Lee Ufan would soon
feel a need to come regularly to the West. His first aim was to “test” the universality of
his theories and to confront other practices. The Paris Biennale in 1971 had been a great
moment of cross-fertilization, and since then Lee had built a solid network (the Biennale
would even hire him as advisor for the Japanese and Korean presentations in 1973,

1975 and 1977). In 1975 (and also at the end of 1974 according to certain sources) he
had his first solo showing in a commercial gallery, Eric Fabre (fig. 2). This was the first
individual presentation outside Tokyo and Seoul for the young artist.

In Paris, one art critic had remained influential since the heroic ’60s: Pierre Restany.
He would exhibit Lee Ufan and write several texts about his works in the *80s. In the
meantime, Lee exhibited in France almost every two years (as in Germany during the
same period) and regularly met his peers Daniel Buren, Claude Viallat, Jean-Michel
Sanejouand and others. In 1978, one of his Relatum works was installed next to the
Seine River in the Musée de la Sculpture en plein air (fig. 3). He also regularly held
commercial exhibitions at Eric Fabre and Galerie de Paris, later at Rabouan Moussion,
Durand-Dessert, and Thaddeus Ropac, and more recently at kamel mennour. The
Japanese art scene was highlighted in an exhibition at the Centre Pompidou in 1986,
Le Japon des Avant-gardes. The same year, there was a cultural exchange between
France and South Korea. Lee also participated and was thus quite active in these years,
including in a singular group show about signs and calligraphy at the Arab World
Institute in 1989, where his work was juxtaposed with those of Mahjoub Ben Bella, Jean
Degottex, Brion Gysin, and Shakir Hassan Al Said.
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Installation view: Focus 78, Centre culturel du Marais, Paris, France, 1978

Nevertheless, the early *90s were a bit quieter. Relying on a small network of
important French curators, critics and collectors such as, among others, Daniel Abadie,
Gilles Fuchs, Michel Nuridsany, and Roland Recht, or the directors of the Centre
Pompidou, Dominique Bozo, Bernard Ceysson, and Alfred Pacquement, Lee Ufan
decided to spend more time in Europe and to settle in Paris, first in an apartment at
the end of the ’80s and then with a studio (still in use today) in the early *90s. In an
interview, he said: “I found there a possibility to think quietly and to imagine the
future.”® Was he thinking about art-making when he said this? Not only that. Lee Ufan
always fought against a reductive approach that qualified his art (and the art of Mono-
ha in general) as “Oriental” or “Japonistic.” In a powerful text written in 1988 and
revised in 2001, Lee Ufan made a point about the word “Oriental” based on his reading
of Edward Said.’ He recalled an argument he had with an art critic during the opening
of his first show in Paris at Fabre in the mid-"70s, the critic being suddenly disappointed
because Lee told him his art had (almost) nothing to do with Asian culture, but was
universal. His move to Paris was a way to address this desire to be truly understood
outside of solely Korean or Japanese contexts, and to discourage any interpretation
that would make an understanding of his work and conception of art possible only
in terms of its Asian roots. These roots are of course extremely important and they
contribute to his work, but the art of Lee Ufan can also be created and understood in
a European context. Lee wrote in 2011: “For thirty years now, I have made Europe
the main base for creating and exhibiting my art because I wanted to fight on a larger
and more meaningful battlefield.” His use of a martial vocabulary and of the word
“decolonization” quite often in his theories on painting suggests that his decision to live

in France is also a political statement: it is an outpost for a global aesthetic revolution.
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fig. 4
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Installation view: Lee Ufan: Inhabiting Time, Centre Pompidou-Metz, France, 2019

The next question is: How was Lee Ufan integrated into the French art scene? Lee felt
quite isolated in France for a long period of time, with support coming essentially from
a small group who understood his art and his philosophy. But he was not known to a
general audience, and less known was the fact that he was living and working part-time
in Paris. Nonetheless, Lee’s works were included in two “official” exhibitions of the
French art scene: Made in France for the twentieth anniversary of the Centre Pompidou
in 1997, and La Force de [’Art curated by Bernard Blisténe at the Grand Palais in 2006.
In 1997, he was guest professor at the prestigious Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris, then
directed by Alfred Pacquement. What about his representation in the national French
collections? He is represented by twenty-five works in total today. Dominique Bozo
made the acquisition for the Centre Pompidou, Musée national d’Art moderne in 1984
(before Lee Ufan took up residency in France) of a painting, East Winds, from the same
year and a group of important early drawings, which Lee supplemented with gift works.
Later in the "90s, a large four-panel painting of the series Correspondance joined the
collection, and after his solo exhibition at Centre Pompidou-Metz in 2019 (fig. 4), Lee
generously made a gift to the Centre Pompidou of an installation (Relatum — Tea Room)
so that his sculpture would also be represented, alongside a recent painting. Other works
have entered national and regional collections after his numerous solo shows held in
France from the end of the *90s on, for instance a sculpture at Cnap (Centre national
des arts plastiques) after his solo exhibition at Jeu de Paume in 1997 (funnily enough, a
bench designed by the artist is also registered in the collection inventory as a sculpture),
and the Musée d’art moderne et contemporain de Saint-Etienne Métropole acquired
two paintings from the Dialogue series after a solo exhibition held in 2005. I have not
even mentioned the private collections, some of them publicly showing artworks by Lee
Ufan, such as the Pinault Collection. Another important moment in the relationship

between Lee and the French cultural authorities was a very generous gift he made of
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Installation view: Lee Ufan Versailles, Chateau de Versailles, France, 2014
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works from his personal collection to the Musée national des arts asiatiques — Guimet
in 2002, which caused some misunderstanding in his native country, but allowed for
Korean classical art to be much more visible in France. In 2007, Lee Ufan received the
national distinction of Légion d’Honneur but declined it.

In the last ten years, something has changed in the reception of Lee Ufan in France,
thanks to some large-scale projects that have contributed to his appreciation by a
much larger audience. These recent exhibitions, following the path of the solo shows
mentioned above at Jeu de Paume and Saint-Ftienne, are exceptional achievements of
this long-term relationship between an artist and a country; they also coincide with
a worldwide trend of institutional recognition. The culmination of this dialogue of
cultures was probably the invitation by Catherine Pégard and Alfred Pacquement
to install Lee’s art at the Chateau de Versailles, ultimate symbol of France’s cultural
heritage, in 2014 (fig. 5). In 2017, Lee also confronted a master of Western modernism
in architecture, installing works in a convent built by Le Corbusier near Lyon,
Sainte-Marie de la Tourette. I also had the honor of inviting him in 2019 to Centre
Pompidou-Metz, a branch of the Centre Pompidou built in 2010 by Ban Shigeru and
Jean de Gastines in the east of France, for an important survey exhibition. The idea

was to share and explain the main ideas and concepts expressed in the art of Lee Ufan

fig. 6
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Installation view: Lee Ufan: Requiem, Alyscamps, Arles, France, 2021-22
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through a selection of a few exemplary key works from the late ’60s up until today. We
worked together on the selection of artworks, historic and new. We insisted on the non-
separation of sculptural and pictorial practices, and put a special focus on “transitional”
works so that Lee’s evolution would appear more clearly. We worked a lot on accessible
mediation texts. Sakamoto Ryuichi composed a soundtrack for the exhibition, which
was a success, especially with younger generations who were not necessarily familiar
with Lee’s work before.

This French trip with Lee Ufan of course leads us to Arles. What you see in the
picture here (fig. 6) is a grandiose intervention at Alyscamps, an ancient open-air
necropolis, installed on a long-term basis in 2021 and 2022. Atles is a city that has
always attracted artists, most famously Van Gogh and Gauguin, who wanted to create
their “Atelier du Midi” there. Lee Ufan found there a connection with antiquity and
the old idea of Europe he was already looking for during his first trip in the *70s—full
circle! His first exhibition in Arles happened at the invitation of Francoise Nyssen, the
former French Minister of Culture, and Jean-Paul Capitani, publishers in Arles, with
an important friend of the artist, Michel Enrici, who wrote the first comprehensive
monograph in French on Lee’s work. This was in Chapelle Saint-Laurent — Le Capitole
in 2013. In April 2022, Lee inaugurated Lee Ufan Arles, a museum in the heart of
the old town, with a presentation of his own works amid Provencal architecture. This
generous gesture, entirely funded by the artist, makes complete sense when you line it
up with the Lee Ufan Museum in Naoshima and the Lee Ufan Space in Busan: this is
the third foot of the tripod, and it had to be in the West, in full coherence with Lee’s
conception of universal art. Lee Ufan initially hesitated to choose between the United
States and France, but at some point in the last few years, it became clear to him that
France, where he has spent half of his time since 1991, was the choice, and especially
Arles. Arles can be seen as an epicenter of Mediterranean culture. Besides the presence
of antiquity and layers of history on every street, there was no better place than this
one—under the light of the South, under the same sky that has inspired so many artists
dear to Lee Ufan, starting with Cézanne—to install his art permanently and display it

to a large audience.

Notes

1. Interview with Michel Enrici in Lee Ufan, ed. Michel Enrici and Satoshi Ukai (Arles: Actes Sud, 2013), pp. 11-17.

2. Quoted by Valérie Duponchelle in Le Figaro, December 17, 2013 (in French) online: heeps://www.lefigaro.fr/arts-
expositions/2013/12/17/03015-20131217ARTFIG00374-lee-ufan-en-attendant-versailles.php

3. Lee Ufan, “The Word ‘Oriental” in The Art of Encounter, ed. Rute Ventura, Lucy Wilkinson and Amira Gad, trans. Stanley
N. Anderson (London: Lisson Gallery and Serpentine Galleries, 2018), pp. 180-184.

4. Ibid, p. 181.
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Yoneda A big thanks to all of our presenters. This talk has been
extremely fascinating, and I have so much I’d like to ask. I think
the breadth and depth of topics discussed has really shown the
profoundness of Lee Ufan’s work. Before we jump into questions
about the various presentations, I'd like to ask Alexandra Munroe
about her impression of the exhibition currently being held in Japan,

which has become renowned as Lee Ufan’s very first retrospective.

Munroe Thank you. First of all, I want to congratulate the
organizers of the exhibition. 'm starting with the director general
of NACT, Osaka Eriko, who had the vision to realize Lee Ufan’s
retrospective in Tokyo. It is really shocking to consider how long
it’s been that Lee Ufan, an artist of such extraordinary stature
internationally, has not been given a scholarly full retrospective
in what is virtually his hometown. It is long overdue, and it is a
tremendous credit to the director of the museum and to curator
Yoneda Naoki to have realized this exhibition. I believe that
Shiraishi Masami and his staff at SCAI The Bathhouse, who have
long supported Lee Ufan’s work and the promotion of his work
internationally, including to all of us in our international projects
working with Lee Ufan, also deserve enormous credit.
My first impression is really gratitude and congratulations for the
show itself. I think it is beautifully installed. It supports my thesis
of ba. I can see how the artist has reconceived the open spaces of
Kurokawa Kisho’s architecture and created a journey of smaller spaces
and places within the galleries to create not so much a retrospective
of works as a single experiential encounter with a series of ideas. So
I would add NACT to my list of bz because he is approaching the
museum galleries as a single, unified space for the encounter of work.
I lastly want to congratulate the curators and scholars for this
excellent catalogue. It builds on previous publications that we have
done abroad in France, in Europe, in America, but I think it’s really
excellent. So, congratulations. It adds new scholarship and new clarity
to Lee Ufan’s place within Japanese art history, within East Asian
art history, and of course, within a larger international art historical
context. Shall I ask others? Well, T first want to ask Mr. Lee.

Lee Thank you. I feel as though I've received so much undeserved
praise. Over my more than half-century career, a lot has happened.

I spent most of the last half of it in Europe, before branching out

to America later on. It’s not some success story. Honestly, it’s felt
more like hard work, or a fight, done in immense loneliness and
helplessness. I've truly lived a life where I've lost myself in my work
unsure whether or not it would lead here. It was perhaps only about
a decade ago that I started to get some sense of what I am actually
doing.

I've said so many different things over that time, but I was
overwhelmed with simply doing everything I could to establish
myself, or I guess survive as an artist. In fact, even during my time
in Europe, nobody really understood what I was doing until the
mid-nineties. Only a few saw what I was doing, while everyone else
was sarcastic, and ridiculed and condemned my work. I did make
many friends through my work, though. I don’t think we can ignore
the way the international landscape changed, either, as Asia gained
much stronger political and economic power.

During this societal shift, I was really relentless in my fight. That
is why I started putting so much effort into my writing, which was
translated into French, English, and German. My writing started to
reach all kinds of people, by slowly bringing greater understanding
about my artistic endeavors. Today, very few people seem to
misunderstand my work. I don’t think that means, though, that there
won’t always be those who don’t get what I do wherever I go. Even in
Japan, it seems as though people from Korea misconstrue my work
the most. That’s just the way it is. If anything, T would say people in
Europe and America might understand it best in most cases. I know
this acceptance has brought me extraordinary joy and motivation. I
didn’t even realize seventeen years had actually passed since my last
exhibition in Japan at the Yokohama Museum of Art. It just doesn’t
feel like that much time. Over those seventeen years, I've had many
different requests to exhibit at rural art museums throughout Japan,
but I was adamant about having one big exhibition in Tokyo before
displaying my work at other museums in other places in Japan.

So I went all over the world to places outside of Japan. When I
began to see that I had come to experience or recognize my work for
what it is to some extent, my aspirations grew to have a large Tokyo
exhibition—a massive retrospective looking back at all my previous
work. That’s when I discussed the idea with Shiraishi Masami from
my gallery, SCAI The Bathhouse. He got in touch with The National
Art Center, Tokyo. Coincidentally, I had a long-standing relationship

with Osaka Eriko, who had just been appointed director general of
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NACT. She was an avid connoisseur of my work in and outside of
Japan. She understood me. It’s thanks to her that this retrospective
happened.

Before this retrospective, it was really Europe in the 1980s and
1990s, especially Germany, which nurtured my career. Germany was
the proving ground that made me who I am, and I'm very grateful for
that. The winds of fate blew me from Germany toward the exhibitions
happening in France. After some time there, those winds then carried
me to America. You could see this as a time when I honed my skills in
exhibitions at a variety of museums and galleries. I gained experience
in all these different spaces—some of it difficult. Here, I was shown
a space without large walls or anything like that and told to use it. I
needed to figure out how to put it all together while learning how to
approach a space without walls or anything like that. Underpinning
this work was the long time I’d spent putting together pieces outdoors
for a variety of other exhibitions. However, these were not exactly my
own vision but that of the curators or the critics. I'd show them what
I’d put together or work with them in putting something together. It
was amazing training for me. Now, this retrospective in Japan finally
gives me the chance to look back on these experiences. As Alexandra
Munroe said, my work addressing the problem of b4, or space, rather
than objects, did begin in the seventies. The ba is more important
than the space. The 4z is not there to find. The approach to cultivating
that feeling of ba is what is important. The way to bring it out is
essential, and that’s what I did. I'm not splitting hairs here. Bz does
actually exist. How can I describe it? I think 62 began to appear as an
extensity of space.

If I may be so bold, I'd dare to say that I've found a new expressive
avenue—a new creative resource—for myself, which gives me some
sense of accomplishment. Today, while everyone has talked a lot about
me from so many different perspectives, it hasn’t just been about me
but also about the variety of circumstances around me, the various
trends of modern art, and so much more. I'm thrilled to have had
people with such broad insight see me. The only thing I can really say
is that it has been inspiring, or I guess absolutely stimulating, and I'm

so grateful for that.

Munroe Thank you so much. Jean-Marie, why don’t we start
with you? You have done the most recent exhibition among us. The
installations at the Metz looked beautiful in Ban Shigeru’s galleries.

What do you think of this exhibition? What is your impression?

Gallais T have the feeling that it is quite different from the previous
exhibitions of Lee Ufan that I could see—yours at the Guggenheim or
the ones in France. The first rooms show works that I didn’t know and
had never seen—for instance, those very fluorescent mébius paintings.
And we could also discover some very historical works that Mika could
also reenact in L.A.
Then, the second part of the show is the paintings room. And I

understand that Mr. Lee worked on the floor plan as well as designing

the walls and the proportions of the rooms. This is also, I guess, part

of the ba. By this I mean it is partly unconscious, but it is so well
designed for the viewer. The distance that you can have with the
paintings, the relations between the paintings, make it for me really

one of the best paintings rooms of Mr. Lee that I have ever seen.

Munroe Thank you very much. Mika, I have two questions. First,
you know Mr. Lee’s work so well, as a scholar and curator. What

is your response to this first retrospective? But also, in the show

we worked on at the Guggenheim, we mixed the sculpture and the
paintings. And here, I was very interested that the artist and the
curators decided to really separate them. What is your impression of

that strategy?

Yoshitake In response to your question about my general
impression of the exhibition, the first time that I experienced Lee
Ufan’s work was in 2005 at Reconsidering Mono-ha at the National
Museum of Art, Osaka as well as his solo exhibition, Lee Ufan:
The Art of Margins at the Yokohama Museum of Art. I thought the
installations in both presentations were quite crowded and it was
hard to experience each work in a concise, meditative manner. I think
with the Yokohama exhibition, the architecture made it difficult to
understand the general evolution of Mr. Lee’s practice. However,
what I took away here was first, the idea of Mr. Lee’s core concept
of the invisible and the visible. The first two galleries introduce the
early context of Lee taking up the notion of optical tricks or illusion,
which resonated with his skepticism toward social reality. This was
in response to the political failure among the New Left in Japan.
What you're experiencing in these galleries is not the object itself,
but an atmospheric feeling from something that is not tactile. Those
first paintings were generated out of the context of the optical, which
would transform into a more phenomenological practice that shifts
dramatically in his Relatum works. I think that this exhibition shows
the continuity of the Relatum series, which at its core is to encounter
and re-encounter anew at each moment in time and space. That
perceptual tenet or principle was very successfully executed here.
Now, to your point about the paintings and sculptures being
completely split—we do come back to the sculptures at the end and
the expanded installations, which I thought was quite dramatic.
The experience of walking on the slabs of rock from the La Tourette
installation as well as the soil—that was very unexpected. I think
in order to get to that expanded field, one can say it was almost
necessary to see the logic of the Relatum works from the late sixties to
the present, and then see where that concept shifts in Lee’s painting
practice, which is a meditation on experiential time as opposed to ba.
So it was good to have that transition or separation, and then turn to

what I would call the open field installations.

Munroe Mr. Lee, do you have any response to that in terms of the

organization of the exhibition and the decisions you took?

Lee Yes, I do. I have no doubt everyone is left wondering why I did
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this. It’s natural to question why I decided to separate the sculptures
from the paintings. The maquette was first sent to my home. I did
many variations while arranging and mixing my sculptures and
paintings together. At the Centre Pompidou-Metz, I’d mixed some
together while separating others a bit. Even at the Guggenheim, I
tried incorporating my paintings and sculptures in one space while
separating them in others. Even in this exhibition, I intended to do
the same thing and tried many different approaches to it, but this
retrospective has such immense scale. It covers my work from the
1960s through today. No matter what I did, nothing really worked.
Everything became cluttered, making it impossible to see any context
around the sculptures and paintings when side by side. It felt like

the persuasiveness of these sculptures and paintings fought with

one another, watering down the power each has. As I struggled to
overcome the problem, I decided to separate them. I thought it might
tighten and clarify each medium, making it all easier to appreciate,
which is inevitably what happened.

These works come from the same mind and same person. Because
I had been working and creating these sculptures and paintings in
parallel, it only seemed natural to mix them together and so that’s
what I had been doing. I never did figure out how to make it work
though. Ultimately, I hoped the art direction would find some way
to connect my sculptures and paintings even while presenting them
separately. In the very last room, this idea led to visitors encountering
canvas and stone. My intention was to create ambiguity about whether
what the viewer sees is a painting or a sculpture.

Anyway, I guess it’s about how you look at what I've done. There
are so many different ways to, depending on where you place your
point of focus. I myself often change what I say about my work, so
I’'m sure other people often change how they view and talk about it as
well. What can I say? I guess I don’t want to decide on any one way to
appreciate or view art. I think it’s better to have a more open format
that allows people to take many different perspectives. However,
there are a few key things that I've worked very hard to achieve and
an uncompromising about. Put simply, my work is not presenting
objects. For instance, modern art has abstract paintings. People
sometimes view these abstract paintings as being only what has been
created with paint. ’'m strongly opposed to this point of view. An
abstract painting is not only what is created by paint but also the areas
next to that left without paint. Sculptures, too, are not just what are
sculpted forms, but are influenced by the existing context surrounding
them. It’s that contact or combination. I want to see it as this type of
relationship. In other words, I want to take my art beyond objects. I
want to destroy them. I think that’s what I've always striven to do. The
debate about whether this is spatial or temporal is a difficult one. I,
of course, first started painting in the 1960s doing whatever I wanted
in various paintings unique to myself. I did all these different things
at a time when I never thought in my wildest dreams that I'd become
an artist in the future. I hoped my Japanese would get better so that I
could become a writer of novels or poetry. I soon realized how difficult

that was going to be, though. Thanks to certain opportunities, I

gradually became better known as an artist. I mean there was a gallery
below the place that I was working part-time, so I often met different
people involved with art. I sank deeper and deeper into that world and
eventually did become an artist.

I went to Paris in 1971, where many people I met proclaimed
painting was dead. It’s true that there were very few paintings back
then. I got to know all of the Supports/Surfaces artists of the time
at that exhibition venue—people like Claude Viallat, Marc Devade,
Louis Cane, and even Daniel Dezeuze. So these were the artists I was
meeting and getting to know back then. These have been long-lasting
relationships carried on to today. But at that time, the discussion
about paintings was considered over and done with in Paris.
went to visit New York before returning to Japan. When I went to
the Museum of Modern Art, New York, there was a huge Barnett
Newman exhibition called Black and White'. Tt shocked me—rocked
me to my core. His paintings were gigantic, but the exhibition was
almost all black and white without any color field paintings at all.

It was extremely powerful. I got it. I realized the kind of potential
paintings have. I became so excited as I took in the exhibition, and
decided I was going to try to get serious about painting once back

in Japan. Though I had been painting for a little while before that, I
didn’t have any confidence in my work at all. I went about it without
any idea where it might go.

Before that, I had used fluorescent paint in my series of pink
paintings to evoke a halation with the intention of obstructing a
space from being seen—trying to create this hallucinogenic effect. By
doing this, I wanted the eyes of the viewer to deceive them, making
it impossible to understand what they were really seeing. Essentially,
this era in my life was one of real negativity where I tried to destroy or
deny what artists were doing. It was this motivation that drove me to
cover canvas in fluorescent paint to overwhelm the eyes by bathing the
entire space in pink in an expression that destroyed all the art in the
room. It was an expressive assault on the very act of expression. There
was no future for me if I continued to do what I was doing. Tricks
or halation and things like that central to illusions are nothing more
than one approach, which really cannot be developed or continually
used in a meaningful way. When I saw Barnett Newman in New
York, I discovered a way painting could take on issues and have a
future. On the plane back to Japan, I thought all about the potential
painting had if this was really true. After I got back, I decided to
create these temporal paintings.

When I was about four or five years old and learning how to write,
I first put in the work to learn how to draw points and lines. Before
my teacher would let me write any letters at all, he’d initially have me
try to make points. I'd put ink on my brush and write dot after exact
dot until my brush went dry. I’d do the same with lines, trying to
draw one as straight as I could. I used this as inspiration to illustrate
the typical passage of time. I thought I should be able to create these
temporal paintings if I put everything together in the right way.
practiced these different dots and lines for almost six months before

painting something I could show in 1972. These are in fact presented
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now as works from 1973 even though most are from 1972, because

I took them to the exhibition venues and signed them in 1973. By
the 1980s, I'd clearly done the work to show this temporal repetition
or passage of time. As I did this and that, the system fell apart into
shambles. It brought me back to a time once again where I dove into
the exploration of space and the relationship between what is drawn
and what isn’t. I didn’t really understand this relationship at first.
Doing it though, T learned more and more, and quickly used larger
and larger blank areas while the concept of time gradually vanished.
It began to overlap the space, or I guess time came to be expressed as

this cumulative part of the work. I saw the relationship between what

is created and what already exists fully develop these temporal aspects.

That’s when I began to see how the problem of 44, space and place,
that I'd struggled with in sculpture also resonated in paintings as this
issue of ba arising at the moment the spatiality appears.

As illustrated by my recent work, the paintings are really not only
on the canvas but a single phenomenon integrated with the outside
walls and space that seem unrelated to the painting, which expands
developing as a single vibration. It’s this phenomenon I slowly came
to understand. Expression does not succeed by intentionally putting
in some specific significance or reason. Rather, it’s the unintentional
way a single line or dot is made. The moment an artist touches the
canvas is the instant the painter’s expression is revealed. That’s what I
started to realize more and more and more. I felt like I'd really found
something uniquely interesting to myself, and I greatly expanded on
that.

As a quick side note, I’d like to comment on something I have
talked about many times before. One of my very close friends was the
German artist Sigmar Polke. About two years before he died, I believe
I met him in either Diisseldorf or Berlin. I'm not sure which it was
right now. I also saw him when he received the Praemium Imperiale
in Tokyo, but he always told me the same thing. Gerhard Richter
was a good friend of his, and Sigmar Polke felt he had done almost
everything possible in painting. However, he said there was one thing
that Richter hadn’t done. Polke told me that I was doing what Richter
hadn’t. T instantly knew exactly what he wanted to say. Polke was
talking about the relationship between what is painted and what is
not. This was the one thing Richter had not done. Polke felt my work
appropriately tackles this relationship. His words gave me confidence
in knowing that the people who have been following my career
recognize what I'm trying to do. I discovered that art is something
that can be realized by this phenomenon between that which is
painted and that which is not—that which is created and that which
is not. After working for so very long, I felt I really had finally arrived

at a point of discovery.

Munroe Thank you so much to all of you Lee Ufan scholars. That
was very good. So, Doryun, we have to ask you what your thoughts
on the exhibition were, and T also have a specific question as a fellow
curator. You were building the M+ museum. You've opened the M+

museum. You've had to think a lot about audiences. I'm also now

involved in the future Guggenheim Abu Dhabi. We have collected
major works for that future museum to open in 2025 or 2026. And
we are also thinking a lot about audiences. One thing I noticed about
this exhibition is there are no didactics in this space. But there’s a very
extensive guide. So, I'm sure that was a very specific decision again by
the artist and the curators. I tend to put a lot of words in a gallery. The
artists always hate me for it, but 'm just curious how you felt about

that as a curator and scholar and museum person.

Chong Well, about the present exhibition here, I guess I will echo
and resonate with what’s already been said—that it’s beautifully
installed. I think it’s a very different approach from previous survey
or retrospective exhibitions. It really brings a different pathway to
understanding Lee Ufan’s work. At least that’s how I felt, because
again, it’s unexpected that he’s split the exhibition into two,

almost like a double helix kind of structure. But in fact, it is not so
straightforward as that. The impression I got is that it actually starts
with paintings, right? Like they’re surprising paintings. Jean-Marie
described it as maybe an infinity circle or whatever you call it. But
these are already kind of setting the stage in a sense that they are
paintings that are in fact actually quite aggressive. I think the word
vibration was used. The word illusion was used. It’s not illusion, not

a represented illusion. It’s traditionally what painting was, but it’s
actually a painting that literally vibrates with its fluorescent colors and
reaches out to you and, in fact, the spaces around it, so that in a sense
the whole discussion about 44, and environment, and space, and place
that we are talking about is already suggested at the very outset of the
exhibition.

Then, you go into the sculpture section, and I think more than
ever, I really came to the realization of Mr. Lee’s perception of
artworks themselves as always a living thing. The sort of revisions or
renewals and regenerations that he does with ideas that may have been
attempted at the end of the sixties or the beginning of the seventies
are remade and then they are made anew. That’s very, very clear here
in walking through the exhibition towards the end and coming to the
painting section, and then to the second to the last room where he
painted a single stroke. I mean we know that it’s not a single stroke.

It looks like a single stroke. It was fun for me to have this discussion
with him because it really looked like a hologram to me. You know,
this single stroke really floats in space. It vibrates in space. So, what

is it supposed to be of? What looked like an elemental gesture of
painting is, in fact, spatial. In the end, I felt that when you come to
the last room where a rock is facing a blank canvas—is that a painting
or a sculpture?—that is so paradoxical when he and the curator
separated painting and sculpture. But more than ever, you realize
that the non-importance of the mediums, which he has always talked
about, and which T also quoted, is made very evident by paradoxically
separating them. I really came to so much more understanding. I
mean, I knew that Mr. Lee was just describing the organization of the
exhibition as almost a very pragmatic approach, but even if that was

true in the end, I thought it illuminated his practice across painting
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and sculpture in a really brilliant way. On top of that, it also brought
certain projects that I haven’t had the privilege of seeing, like at the
Alyscamps and in Arles and in La Tourette, and their being realized
here in this space is such a treat as well. But it also reinforces the idea
that for him it’s never about this particular work made at a particular
time in a location and fixed there. The idea of returning again and
again, renewing again, regenerating again and again, I came to realize
is so fundamental to his practice.

And I also think that for me in this setting of just listening to all of
you, I realized that his persistence, not letting anybody off the hook,
whether it’s Japanese or Koreans or French or Germans, I don’t think
he made it easy for anybody. I think he fought against certain natural
tendencies in any country of trying to fix meaning and definition
on an artist and work. He resisted that all these years. Through that,
I think we all have come to realize that the universality that he has
been talking about all these years is finally visible in all these different
places. That’s been such a treat here.

But about your second question, having said that, those of us here
have been able to follow his work in different places over the years,
where at last 'm coming to understand the universality, but you
can’t necessarily expect that from general audiences. I do think that
a curator’s job is to provide interpretation and contextualization. I
don’t know—perhaps as a visitor, not having words might help that
sense of elemental quintessential universality. But I do think that as
an institutional curator, it really depends on the context. Certainly
in Hong Kong with a brand new kind of museum with so many new
kinds of work being shown, that mediation and interpretation is
certainly something that we take very, very seriously and also always
try to negotiate with the artist. We try to strike the right balance so
that it is not overwhelming, but it has to be there. We certainly have
audiences who are complaining all the time that there are not enough

labels, you know.

Munroe = Silke, maybe you could help wrap up what we’ve been
speaking about this afternoon, and also, as an enduring scholar of Lee
Ufan, about this whole question of 4a or time or lived experience, or
kukan. Do you have any thoughts you want to share with us in terms
of what we’ve been discussing here this afternoon? Any summary

you'd like to offer?

von Berswordt-Wallrabe  Yes, I think that between your
presentation which focused on the concept of ba, which is of course
essential, and the last point made by Doryun, which was resistance
to fixed meaning, I think we had such a wide range of new and
further developed ideas. Of course the ideas are not new, but I was
fascinated to see how much our discussion focused and intensified
what had been spread in so many books and in so many exhibitions. I
have the impression that I learned a lot from all of your presentations
and that the most important points have been mentioned. And for

me, once again, it was very important to understand the aspect of

decentralized perception. You know, whenever we meet works by Lee
Ufan, whenever we encounter his works, we are decentralized. We
understand that we ourselves are not in a center—that we are relating
not just to an art object but to the world itself. So, an encounter with
Mr. Lee’s works means for me an encounter with reality, with our way
of being and in the world. Through the different presentations and
papers and from the very beginnings of Mr. Lee’s career until today, I
thought that this was an idea that pronounced itself very intensely. I
would like to thank you all. Even if I could not be with you, I learned
a lot from all of you, and I think your presentations intensified my

understanding of these works. Thank you all very much.
Munroe Thank you, Silke.
Yoneda Thank you so much. The time has passed so quickly simply

hearing everyone’s impressions of Lee Ufan’s retrospective. I can’t

thank all of you enough for today.

Editorial note

1 What Lee mentions is probably the following exhibition: Barnett Newman,

The Museum of Modern Art, New York, USA, October 21, 1971-January 10, 1972.
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Lecture: “3 expositions / 3 sites historiques”

Alfred Pacquement

Date: Tuesday, August 9, 2022

Venue: The National Art Center, Tokyo, 3F Auditorium

Born in Paris, France in 1948, Alfred Pacquement has served as Director at the
Centre Pompidou, Paris, Ecole nationale supérieure des Beaux-Arts de Paris,
and Galerie nationale du Jeu de Paume. In 2022, he led the curation of Lee

Ufan Requiem at the historic Alyscamps Roman necropolis in Arles, France.

Lee Ufan: Dialogues

Matsui Shigeru and Lee Ufan

Date: Tuesday, July 26, 2022

Venue: The National Art Center, Tokyo, 3F Auditorium (not open to the public)
Matsui Shigeru was born in Tokyo in 1975. He is a poet and Associate
Professor at the Institute of Advanced Media Arts and Sciences, and

author of Arz Criticism and 1960s Image Culture (Film Are, 2021). Curated
exhibitions include Arata Isozaki 12x5=60 (Watari-um, The Watari Museum
of Contemporary Art, 2014-15) and Arata Isozaki: Third Space (Oita Art
Museum, 2019).

Wang Shuye and Lee Ufan

Date: Sunday, August 21, 2022

Venue: The National Art Center, Tokyo, 3F Auditorium

Wang Shuye was born in Heilongjiang Province, China in 1963 and came to
Japan in 1990. He has been painting visual spaces of a world that exists prior to

becoming a subject of our awareness from his bases in Kamakura and Beijing.

Sakai Tadayasu and Lee Ufan (chaired by Osaka Eriko)

Date: Saturday, August 27, 2022

Venue: The National Art Center, Tokyo, 3F Auditorium

Sakai Tadayasu was born in Hokkaido in 1941. He is currently Director of
the Setagaya Art Museum in Tokyo and Visiting Professor at the Tohoku
University of Art and Design. He has also served as Director of The Museum of
Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama and written numerous works as a Japanese

art critic.

Hans Ulrich Obrist and Lee Ufan

Date: Sunday, September 4, 2022

Venue: The National Art Center, Tokyo, 3F Auditorium

Hans Ulrich Obrist was born in Zurich, Switzerland in 1968. A leading
contemporary curator, critic, and art historian, he is Artistic Director at the

Serpentine Galleries, London.

Asada Akira and Lee Ufan

Date: Saturday, December 17, 2022

Venue: The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art, Museum Hall

Born in Kobe in 1957, Asada Akira is the author of Structure and Power (Keiso
Shobo Publishing, 1983). His work as a critic encompasses fields ranging from
philosophy and the history of thought to art, architecture, music, dance, film,

and literature.

Ando Tadao and Lee Ufan

Date: Sunday, December 25, 2022

Venue: The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art, Museum Hall

Born in Osaka in 1941, Ando Tadao established himself as a self-taught
architect with the founding of Tadao Ando Architect & Associates in 1969.
He taught as a visiting professor at Yale University, Columbia University, and
Harvard University. He has also been a professor at the University of Tokyo
since 1997 and a professor emeritus since 2003. He has won numerous awards
worldwide including the Pritzker Architecture Prize in 1995 and the Order of
Culture in 2010.

SHIMABUKU and Lee Ufan

Date: Sunday, December 25, 2022

Venue: The Hyogo Prefectural Museum of Art, Museum Hall and Temporary
Exhibition Galleries (not open to the public)

Born in Kobe in 1969, SHIMABUKU currently resides in Naha, Okinawa.

While traveling the world, he has been producing installations, videos, and

other works about his encounters with the places he visits, the lives of the

people, and their culture.
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Notes

- This list provides, in the following order, the catalogue number, title, year(s) of production/
reproduction, materials, dimensions (cm), and collection of each work. Unless otherwise indicated,
dimensions of three-dimensional works are given in the order of height x width x depth. For stones,
only the height is given.

- As arule, data for each work is based on that provided by the artist or owner, but has been unified to a
common format.

- In the catalogue for Contemporary Korean Painting (held at the National Museum of Modern Art,

Tokyo in 1968), Lee’s Landscape I, Landscape 11, and Landscape 11, shown for the first time at the

7

exhibition, were presented as three separate works. In the first edition of the catalogue, we followed
the same model: Landscape I (cat. 1), Landscape II (cat. 2), and Landscape III (cat. 3). However, as the
artist considers this to be a set of three works, in this book it is referred to as Landscape I, I1, 111 (cat. 1).

‘Therefore, the catalogue numbers 2 and 3 have been omitted.

1
JER: 1, 10, 1T

1968 / 2015 4f:

ATV—=RA Y/ AT 7 A
£4218.2 X 291 cm (3 ffH)

T NTEE CRERS DR ST AR SEAN £ 7 5E)

Landscape 1, I1, 111

1968 / 2015

Spray paint on canvas

218.2 x 291 cm each (set of 3)

Private collection, deposited at The Museum of Modern

Art, Gunma

4

Y DORERL A
1968 4F
HOHRL /< = TR
93 X 120 cm

VEZR B

Fourth Structure A

1968
Fluorescent paint on wood board
93 x 120 cm

Collection of the artist

5
EU D RERELB
1968 / 2022 4F
HHMRL < =
96.3 X 156.3 cm
YRk

Fourth Structure B

1968 /2022

Fluorescent paint on wood board
96.3 x 156.3 cm

Collection of the artist

6
BEfRIE

1968 / 2019 4

VAN N

5 SHI80 cmy $HK 1 1.6 X 240 X 200 cm, # T A
B 115 X 240 X 200 cm

RN, AL

Relatum

1968 /2019

Stone, steel and glass

Stone, height approx. 80 cm; steel plate, 1.6 x 240 x 200 cm;
glass plate, 1.5 x 240 x 200 cm

Mori Art Museum, Tokyo

184—185

7

g LB wod  BIfRIE
1968 / 2022 4F

i, 75 A

AR ERI60 em, 7T AHL 119 X 220 X 250 cm
VER L

Relatum (formerly Phenomenon and Perception B)
1968 /2022

Stone and glass

Stone, height approx. 60 cm; glass plate, 1.9 x 220 x 250 cm

Collection of the artist

8
Hig LM A tow BAfRIE
1969 / 2022 4

V= A

i EH935, 40, 50 cm (3 5D
VEZR

Relatum (formerly Phenomenon and Perception A)
1969 /2022

Stone and rubber

Stones, height approx. 35, 40, and 50 cm (set of 3)

Collection of the artist

9

WLENE wE BERIE
1969 / 20224

T 7 A

#1325 X 216 cm (3 ffH)
VER ik

Relatum (formerly Things and Words)
1969 /2022

Canvas
Approx. 325 x 216 cm (set of 3)

Collection of the artist

10

WG A s BIRIE
1969 / 20224

B #

180 X 180 X 190 cm
VER

Relatum (formerly System A)

1969 /2022
Steel and cotton
180 x 180 x 190 cm

Collection of the artist

11
BIFRIE (R weTHhaHAN 1 doa BIFRIE
1970 / 2022 4F

73

£ 0.45 X 140 X 200 cm (5 /5 [T SEM ]
#0.45 X 140 X 200 cm (7 f5fH) (5B UR 37 3540 ]
VER ik

Relatum (formerly Relatum I (In a certain situation))

1970 /2022

Steel

0.45 x 140 x 200 cm each (set of 5) at the National Art
Center, Tokyo

0.45 x 140 x 200 cm each (set of 7) at the Hyogo
Prefectural Museum of Art

Collection of the artist

12
BRI (R wTh2 %) 1T doll BIFRIE
1970 / 2022 4F

&

220 X 20 X 20 cm (9 )

PER

Relatum (formerly Relatum II (In a certain situation))
1970 /2022

Wood

220 x 20 x 20 cm each (set of 9)

Collection of the artist

13

BfRIE o S

1971 /20224

i AL, Z A b

A1 S50 em, AT 155 X 55 cm

Relatum (also titled Language)

1971 /2022

Stone, cushion and electric light

Stone, height approx. 50 cm; cushion, 55 x 55 cm

Collection of the artist

14

JEE )

1973 4

BB B T e A
182.5 X 227.5 cm

Wb & IR

From Point

1973

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
182.5 x 227.5 cm

Iwaki City Art Museum

15

MY

1973 4F

HigEL B v T A
162 X 112 cm

G-

From Point

1973

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
162 x 112 cm

Collection of the artist

16
M

1975 4F

HieR B hr T 7 A

162 X 292 cm (3HLHL : 4162 X 97 cm)
[ 7. [ A S

From Point

1975

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas

162 x 292 cm (3 panels: 162 x 97 cm each)
The National Museum of Art, Osaka

17
M

1976 4

HigEL B v T A
162 X 130 cm

HHEE 1 ST A A B

From Point

1976

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas

162 x 130 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

18
J=E )

1977 4

HiGR B T 7 A
182 X 227 cm

SO E LA A AR

From Point

1977

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas

182 x 227 cm

The National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo



19
J=P )

1978 4F
iAoy T 7 A
227 X 182 cm

VEZR

From Point

1978
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
227 x 182 cm

Collection of the artist

20
=)

1978 4

HIRHL B T 7 A

182 X 227 cm

IR RN KR R 2 A S A

From Point

1978
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
182 x 227 cm

Lee Ufan Museum / Fukutake Foundation

21

JELE D (2022481 (R EME D) 2 6 L)
19784

AR B v T 7 A

227 X 182 cm

VEZ i

From Winds (formerly From Point and Line; retitled
in 2022)

1978
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
227 x 182 cm

Collection of the artist

22
Mo

1973 4

il B T 7 A
127 X 182 cm
FORHR B SE TR

From Line

1973
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
127 x 182 cm

Museum of Contemporary Art Tokyo

23

f&b

1977 4F

HREL B v T A
182 X 227 cm

RO ST ACSEAN

From Line

1977

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas

182 x 227 cm

The National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo

24
fr&D

1978 4¢

el B T s A

182 X 227 cm

IAEAREN R R, 2 S A A

From Line

1978
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
182 x 227 cm

Lee Ufan Museum / Fukutake Foundation

25

fr& b

1979 4

iR B T A

181 X 227 cm

ASMFAEN 7 v I > o = — VERTIA R S 2610 B

avryyar

From Line

1979
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
181 x 227 cm

Foundation Arc-en-Ciel / Hara Museum Collection

26

f& b

1980 4F

iR B T A
218.5 X 290.5 cm

T AR AN B

From Line

1980
Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
218.5 x 290.5 cm

Setagaya Art Museum

27

Fr&H

1980 4F

ERREL B T 7 A
218.3 X 291 cm

B I A A

From Line

1980

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
218.3 x 291 cm

The Miyagi Museum of Art

28
fr& b

1980 4

BRREL B T A
130 X 162 cm

From Line

1980

Mineral pigment and glue on canvas
130 x 162 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Saitama

29

fr&b

1983 4

Pay A= I A S
218 X 291 cm

DIC Il 2L

From Line

1983
Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Kawamura Memorial DIC Museum of Art

30
BIRIH— Y4 v > 2
1979 / 2005 4F

PENE 3

A1 0TS 70.5 cm, #1280 X 210.3 X 1.2 cm
HHZE NN A SE A

Relatum — Silence

1979 /2005

Stone and steel

Stone, height 70.5 cm; steel plate, 280 x 210.3 x 1.2 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

186-187

31
J& &Y

1983 4F

AR W T 7 A
227.3 X 182 cm

AN ST SE AN £

From Winds

1983

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas

227.3 x 182 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

32
i)

19854

HigHL T A
227 X 182 cm

8 H T A A

From Winds
1985

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
227 x 182 cm

Toyota Municipal Museum of Art

33
Jal & iz

1990 4

AR T A

291 X 218 cm

BAMENEN 7 v 7 v v — v EMIA R TS

avrsyay

With Winds
1990

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
291 x 218 cm

Foundation Arc-en-Ciel / Hara Museum Collection

34

Jal L ki

1990 4¢

BReE whS T A
291 X 218 cm

SO ST A S I A

With Winds
1990

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
291 x 218 cm
The National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo

35

JA L H i

19914

a3 =N S
218 X 291 cm

VEZ ik

With Winds

1991
Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Collection of the artist

36

Jal & 3

19914¢

L W v T e A
218 X 291 cm

PER sk

With Winds
1991

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Collection of the artist

JEIN

19924

AR WS v T A
194.3 X 259 cm

FHZS VRN ARSE AT £

Correspondance

1992

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas

194.3 x 259 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

38

19924F

i = || VI S
194.2 X 259.4 cm

AR VRN A SEART £

Correspondance

1992

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas

194.2 x 259.4 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

39
i

1984 4F

VENE7S

iR S 575 em, BEE @R 1 139.4 X 123.3 X
1.2 cm, IR O #H 0 1.2 X 114 X 128 cm
AR N AR SEA

Relatum

1984

Stone and steel

Stone, height 57.5 cm; steel plate on the wall, 139.4 x 123.3
x 1.2 cm; steel plate on the floor, 1.2 x 114 x 128 cm

The Museum of Modern Art, Kamakura & Hayama

40
BRI — 02
2003 / 2010 4
VERE S

£ RS 75 em, A 13 X 150 X 140 cm
e ik

Relatum — Response

2003 /2010

Stone and steel

Stone, height 75 cm; steel plate, 3 x 150 x 140 cm

Collection of the artist

41
BEAR I — A i A
2004 /20224

fi. ATV VA

DRSS 35, 45em (245HD) . AT vV AR 1350 cm
(2 A5
Pk

Relatum — Dissonance

2004 /2022

Stone and stainless steel

Stones, height 35 and 45 cm (set of 2); stainless steel poles,
350 cm (set of 2)

Collection of the artist

42
BIFRIE—1k & A4

2005 4¢

VENE

A1 S 70 em, BRA 2 X 200 X 170 cm
VER ik

Relatum — She and He

2005
Stone and steel
Stone, height 70 cm; steel plate, 2 x 200 x 170 cm

Collection of the artist



43

BIRIA— 4 v > A
2006/ 47 120144F, 5 > 7 7 A 120224
. hv I 7 A

@S 75aem, Y 7 A 227 X 182 cm

[EPN;:7

Relatum — Silence

2006 / Stone: 2014, canvas: 2022

Stone and canvas

Stone, height 75 cm; canvas, 227 x 182 cm

Private collection

44

R

2009 4¢

AieHL S T 7 A

218 X 291 cm

AR RIE N FE RV R 2 S S

Dialogue
2009

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Lee Ufan Museum / Fukutake Foundation

45

poFn

2009 4£

HREEL WS T 7 A

218 X 291 cm

M EIE N R R R 2 B sl

Dialogue

2009

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Lee Ufan Museum / Fukutake Foundation

46

R

2010 4F

SRR WS T A

227 X 364 cm (2 k)

AR IR RV R 4 Sl

Dialogue

2010

Mineral pigment and oil on canvas
227 x 364 cm (2 panels)

Lee Ufan Museum / Fukutake Foundation

47

BRI — 2O

2014/ 20224F

fi. 74 b

i S 60 em [T A

it S 60 em (2 A [ ST 5640 £ ]
YEZR ik

Relatum — The Shadow of the Stars
2014 /2022

Stone and electric light

Stone, height 60 cm at the National Art Center, Tokyo
Stones, height 60 cm (set of 2) at the Hyogo Prefectural
Museum of Art

Collection of the artist

48
BRIE— 7 —
2014/ 20224

AL AT VVA

S 230 em QA (), AT v a7 —
F 1427 X 500 X 200 cm, Hufiio A 7 v v AR 12 X
200 X 1000 cm

P

Relatum — The Arch
2014 /2022

Stone and stainless steel

Stones, height 230 cm (set of 2) (actual size); stainless
steel arch, 427 x 500 x 200 cm; stainless steel plate on the
ground, 2 x 200 x 1000 cm

Collection of the artist

49

BRI —HEAL (B)
2017 / 20224

H

A AT

VER ik

Relatum — Dwelling (B)
2017 /2022

Stone

Dimensions variable

Collection of the artist

50

BARIH—= A v 2

2018 / 2022 4F

. ATFVVA

F S 50em, AT ¥ VA 1200 X 300 X 253 cm
PER

Relatum — Escargor

2018 /2022

Stone and stainless steel

Stone, height 50 cm; stainless steel, 200 x 300 x 253 cm

Collection of the artist

51
BREH—F 9 AF v 2Ry 2 A

2021/ 20224F

VN N N

77U OVER TS 90 X HARG0 em, S 150 X [EH
££100 cm, & 130 X £ 120 cm

VER

Relatum — The Plastic Box

2021/2022

Acrylic, water and soil

Acrylic tanks: height 90 x ¢ 60 cm, height 150 x ¢ 100 cm,
height 130 x ¢ 120 cm

Collection of the artist

52
BAfRIH—HioiE

2021 /20224¢

L AT YVA

A 390 em QA AT Y v AR 12 X 100 X
1000 cm

PEK ik

Relatum — The Mirror Road
202172022

Stone and stainless steel
Stones, height 90 cm (set of 2); stainless steel plate, 2 x 100
x 1000 cm

Collection of the artist

53
BEARTE — SRR o 5%
20224F

AT YVA, K

P A AA[gE

PEK ik

Relatum — The Infinite Thread
2022

Stainless steel and string
Dimensions variable

Collection of the artist

188-189

54

PO

2020 4F
TIOINVKRE T 7 A
218 X 291 cm

PEZ

Dialogue

2020

Acrylic on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Collection of the artist

St %

nE

20214

T IVNRE S T 7 A
291 X 218 cm

VEZR

Response

2021
Acrylic on canvas
291 x 218 cm

Collection of the artist

20214F

T VNMRERS T 7 A
291 X 218 cm

VER ik

Response

2021
Acrylic on canvas
291 x 218 cm

Collection of the artist

57

IS

20224F

T IVNBEE S T A
218 X 291 cm

PEZ

Response

2022
Acrylic on canvas
218 x 291 cm

Collection of the artist

2022 4F

7Y NKRE S ST 7 A
291 X 218 cm

VER

Response

2022
Acrylic on canvas
291 x 218 cm

Collection of the artist

59
WEF— T F—WRA T4 T
20224F

77 VERRL R

VES ik

Dialogue — Wall Painting
2022

Acrylic on wall

Collection of the artist

60

JES ]

1974 4ELH

T IVNBRERS T 7 A
6 X 177 X 3.5cm

VER ik

From Point

c. 1974
Acrylic on canvas
6x 177 x 3.5 cm

Collection of the artist

20214F

T Y NEE S 9 v A
227 X182 cm

VER

Response

2021
Acrylic on canvas
227 x 182 cm

Collection of the artist

62
B HRIE

1974 / 2022 4F

VENE "N N3

iSRS, 150 20 em (354 . B 1100 cm
VER

Relatum

1974 /2022

Stone, steel and charcoal

Stones, height approx. 5, 15, and 20 cm (set of 3); steel pole,
100 cm

Collection of the artist

63

BIRIE—w —7F L
1974 / 2022 4F:

BE §T. m—F

P4 AHEE

Rk

Relatum — Rope Drying
1974 /2022

Wall, nails and rope
Dimensions variable

Collection of the artist
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Artwork copyright notices

Unless otherwise noted below or in captions, all works are © Lee Ufan

Photo credits and copyrights

Installation views
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Plates
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103: © ADAGP Lee Ufan. Photo: archives kamel mennour. Courtesy the artist, kamel
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mennour, Paris, and Pace, New York

105: © ADAGP Lee Ufan. Photo: archives kamel mennour. Courtesy the artist, kamel
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mennour, Paris

Essay by Mika Yoshitake

p. 108: Courtesy of the artists and Blum & Poe, Los Angeles/New York/Tokyo. Photo:
Joshua White/JWPictures.com

p. 111: © Estate of Shigeo Anzai, 1970. ANZAT Photo Archive, The National Art Center,
Tokyo

p. 115: Courtesy of the artists and Blum & Poe, Los Angeles/New York/Tokyo. Photo:
Fulvio Orsenigo

p. 119: Courtesy of the National Art Center, Tokyo

p. 121: Courtesy of Lee Ufan

Essay by Doryun Chong

p. 131: © M+, Hong Kong

pp. 132, 133: © 2023 Digital image, The Museum of Modern Art, New York/Scala,
Florence

p. 134: © Chuta Iro (FFHEK), Courtesy of Architectural Institute of Japan (—#%#H
HEANHALERER)

p. 135: Photo: Lok Cheng © M+, Hong Kong

Essay by Silke von Berswordt-Wallrabe

p. 146: Photo: Eric Jobs

p. 149: Photo: Eric Jobs © Richard Serra/Artists Right Society (ARS), New York
pp. 147, 152: Photo: Werner Hannappel

p. 151: Photo: Uwe Walter

Essay by Jean-Marie Gallais
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p. 162: © Estate of Shigeo Anzai, 1975. ANZAT Photo Archive, The National Art Center,
Tokyo
. 165: Courtesy of Lee Ufan
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168: © ADAGP Lee Ufan. Photo: archives kamel mennour. Courtesy the artist, kamel
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mennour, Paris, and Pace, New York

169: © Studio Lee Ufan / Photo by Claire Dorn
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