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Another point of contention is that Duchamp never used
the term “appropriation” in relation to his practice (the poet/
Surrealist-organizer André Breton coined the phrase “sover-

eignty of choice” instead). According to Thierry de Duve, Pierre

Restany first introduced the term in connection with Nouveau

Réalisme during the 1960s. Regarding his rectified readymades

(Pharmacy [1914], Apolinére Enameled [1916-17], L.H.0.0.Q. [1919]

or Wanted, $2,000 Reward [1923]), Duchamp “doctored” existing

objects, more to make them his own than to borrow from oth-
ers. According to the online Duchamp studies journal Tout-Fait,
the “readymade” enterprise is entirely fictitious, since no one
has ever discovered the “found” originals. As Judovitz herself
rightly points out, Duchamp revalued these commodities, push-
ing them off their pedestals. However, his producing replicas
whenever his versions disappeared most certainly emphasized
them, even if his supposed indifference once debased their
significance. Were Duchamp really predominantly conceptual
and anti-retinal, would he have stopped to pepper the world

Wwith replicas and mini-copies? Trouble is, Duchamp’s works
are experiential, and you can’t have experiences without things
meant to provoke particular thoughts, however delayed.
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Duchamp’s oeuvre is predicated on the fact that witnesses
transform private acts (romance, sex, art) into public events (mar-
riage, children, exhibitions), however delayed or leading to near
misses. So long as spectators complete artworks, they are ocular
witnesses, just as Duchamp’s own 1922 calling card, naming as
yet another “near” business venture, stated “Precision Oculism/
Rrose Sélavy/ New York-Paris/ Complete Line of Whiskers and
Kicks” Perhaps I am too influenced by de Duve, but I prefer his
distinction between the delay (retard) and the gaze (regard), thus
enabling viewers to complete the picture at their own speed,
delaying its significance, which gazing never clarifies anyway.

One of the virtues of Judovitz’s book is her command of
French. She unravels several Duchamp puns that to my knowl-
edge had yet to be disentangled. For example, she remarks that
a 1915 diagram titled Encadrement can be broken down into “en
cadre ment,” loosely translated as “a frame lies.” She repeatedly
reminds us that the “ocul” part of ocular parallels the pronun-
ciation of au cul, which means “in the butt” (16). However, her
subjection of Duchamp’s work to such intense literary scrutiny,
as if it contained hidden messages requiring decoding, seems at
odds with his being the purveyor of pictorial nominalism, his
intended strategy for presenting imagery devoid of expression.

Duchamp scholars are either very strict, trying not to let
their imaginations run wild with every possible association,
or enjoy poetic license so much that they soon overstep the
mark. His work implores viewers to interpret more and more,
far beyond what he could ever have conceived and farther
than what typically makes sense. The safest bet is to play by
his rules, which are strangely limited to the “imagination.” I
say imagination, since his works forbid interaction, yet read-
ily provoke “thoughts of” sensations such as taste or smell
(Belle Haleine, 1921), touch (Bicycle Wheel, 1913) and, directly
or indirectly, sounds (A Bruit secret, 1916). ~Sue Spaid
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