
what happens to the word.

The idea of making something happen, rather than creating something, was originally theorised by Allan Kaprow 
- in other words, the work of art is conceived as a moment of everyday life, only partially produced and inten-
tionally non-concrete. In this view everyday life in itself is conceived as matter and as a supporting element for 
the work of art, rather than a source of inspiration and object of speculation for art. Moreover, only everyday 
existence will (ideally?) achieve a complete integration between matter, technique and support, nullifying all 
distinctions between concepts traditionally kept separate, and establishing the imposition of an artistic language 
that has never had a single expressive and formal dimension and that, above all, feeds on its opposite: anti-art 
and the non-linguistic.
This discovery might be compared to the proverbial ‘reinvention of the wheel’, if this were considered from the 
point of view of existence, remembering that these were the years when the philosophical approach known as 
Existentialism had reached its full development. There was no cultural system, therefore, that was not in crisis as 
a result of the temporal character of being. On the other hand, this discovery could be viewed as an extreme and 
definitive revolution when considered from the point of view of art, which found itself stripped of materiality 
and relegated to the category of experience. 
If this discovery has resulted, in the long term, in the destruction of viewpoints as a separate category, this does 
not necessarily represent a definitive analysis - for certain artists and under certain conditions it might be true. 
However, allowing for the possibility that art consists in its self-annihilation in existence, resulting in the com-
plete fusion of happenings and creation, is to recognise that this principle, in itself, enlightens an ‘area’ of art 
which had previously been ignored. In this ‘area’, in the open possibility of artistic extinction or reduction of the 
artistic gesture to an action without a product, there is no ‘present’ artist that has not engaged with this process...

The sentence that closes the essay The Legacy of Jackson Pollock (1958) is more than a working manifesto - it 
challenges (the verbs are all in the future tense) the vitally all-encompassing character of the art to come. The 
nouns Kaprow chooses are striking, giving us a hint of future art materials: ‘bodies’, ‘clothes’, ‘crushed strawber-
ries’, ‘a letter from a friend’, ‘a scratch’, ‘a sigh’,…Words like many others; common words to describe everyday 
life, words that because of their own denotation are, in fact, perfectly replaceable. If ‘train window’ were used 
instead of ‘store windows’, the text would not suffer from any change in meaning. These nouns are there to re-
present everyday life and occupy a place that could be occupied by other equally concrete nouns. However, it is 
the distinctive ‘replaceability’ of these nouns, because of their nature as ‘ordinary objects’, that makes them the 
central axis of Kaprow’s claim. These nouns demonstrate that art is made with ‘ordinary objects’ and ‘nothing 
special’ is needed to affirm the extraordinary meaning of this new art.

The project thelegacyofallankaprow.org can be summed up in one question: what could happen to the words in 
Kaprow’s sentence, if not their complete replaceability?
The internet site enables visitors to click on a word, which will then open up, like a trapdoor, to reveal an ‘object’ 
ready to replace it: a video, a photo, a sentence, a link to another site... Do these represent the multiple meanings 
of the word? Is this what the word hints at outside the text in which it is actually located, between the word that 
precedes and follows it? Is it the word’s interpretation or its definition? All those that contributed to enrich the 
hypertext have understood the ‘word/trapdoor’ freely.
In the end, however, whatever ‘object’ emerges from these trapdoors will nevertheless represent an image of the 
word. This is because everything that actually happens to a word is image - not only an image signified by the 
word itself or the image indicated by the word or the image accompanied by a word. Not only the image in .jpg, 
.avi or .gif, but also a synonym or antonym, a close word or a sound-word are images for the word. Images in 
.doc or .mp3 will also be none other than images for the word. It will be sufficient to place the word next to an 
‘object’ and this ‘object’ will be able to be defined as an image for this word. Or better still, the first image of a 
word is actually its linguistic substitute, its verbal associate: ‘art’/’life’ for example, as they appear in Kaprow’s 
text: one an image of the other.  And this represents (would represent) the minimal link.
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