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"Banale ideeën kun je niet redden door een degelijke uitvoering, het is moeilijker om goede 

ideeën te verprutsen.” (SL) 

In 1968 begon Sol LeWitt (1928-2007) aan zijn Murals. Tijdens zijn leven zijn er ruim 1300 

gerealiseerd. Een enorm aantal. Dit was destijds radicaal, omdat een muurschildering niet 

persé voor de eeuwigheid gedacht is en klassieke schilderkunst doorgaans wel. Veel waren 

inderdaad een kort leven beschoren, omdat ze bijvoorbeeld voor een tentoonstelling werden 

gemaakt. Anderen, zoals die in de hal en het trappenhuis in Kunstmuseum Den Haag, worden 

juist lange tijd en misschien wel voor de eeuwigheid gekoesterd. Er worden zelfs Murals 

gerestaureerd om ze tegen de tand des tijds te beschermen, zoals de vroege in potlood 

uitgevoerde Wall Drawing #120 uit 1972 in Rijksmuseum Kröller-Müller in Otterloo. 

Informatie van deze tijdrovende en zorgvuldig uitgevoerde restauratie is terug te vinden op de 

website van dit museum.  

“The wall drawing is a permanent installation untill destroyed. Once something is done it 

cannot be undone.” (SL) 

Murals zijn schilderijen en tekeningen op een geprepareerde, gladgeschuurde muur. In de loop 

der jaren zijn allerlei media gebruikt om de voorstelling hierop aan te brengen zoals potlood, 

latex en krijt, die op uiteenlopende manieren worden verwerkt in een rijkdom aan technieken. 

“Imperfections on the wall surface are occasional apparent after the drawing is completed, 

These should be considered a part of the wall drawing.” (SL).  

Verf wordt dekkend of gepoetst aangebracht, vaak scherp afgebakend door tijdens het 

installeren flexibele tape te gebruiken. Potloodlijnen worden strakgetrokken met linialen en 

geïmproviseerde passers of juist gearceerd en gedoedeld. Kleur wordt vaak ingezet om 

dieptewerking te suggereren, zoals bij de kubussen, drie zijden, die los lijken te komen van de 

muur. Deze laatste gaan een dialoog aan met LeWitts witte, driedimensionale, geometrische 

structuren van met elkaar verbonden kubussen met witte ribben. Deze zijn onderdeel van 

structures, waarbij hij zelf de voorkeur gaf aan meer specifieke termen zoals 'towers', 

'pyramids' en 'geometric forms'. Deze werken variëren in formaat van maquette tot 

monumentaal.  

https://nl.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monument_(gedenkteken)


Sol LeWitt is goed vertegenwoordigd in publieks-, bedrijfs- en privécollecties, vooral door 

toedoen van de avant-garde galerie Art & Project, uit Amsterdam/(SL)ootdorp (1968-2001). 

Hij was ook onderdeel van de Minimal Art beweging. Deze bediende zich van simpele, 

eventueel gevonden materialen (bijv. Carl Andre). Belangrijk was om met zo eenvoudig 

mogelijke middelen een relatie aan te gaan met de omgeving. Het was duidelijk een reactie op 

het Abstract Expressionisme (bijv. Jackson Pollock en Willem de Kooning) dat in de jaren ‘60 

hoogtij vierde. 

Een muur is een bijzondere drager van een voorstelling.  

“The handicap in using walls is that the artist is at the mercy of the architect.” (SL) 

Men heeft bij de Murals ook te maken met de ruimte die bepaalt hoe de kijker het werk 

waarneemt. Is de ruimte groot, dan kan me het werk als geheel bekijken. Van dichtbij moet 

men langs de muur lopen om het totaal te ervaren. Daarnaast zijn vloer en plafond ook 

bepalend voor het resultaat. 

De artistieke inbreng van Lewitt bestond uit het vastleggen van een concept. De uitvoering van 

het idee is evenwel ook een onderdeel van de artistieke daad. De realisering in situ liet hij 

bijna altijd over aan een team van professionals, academiestudenten of wie dan ook. Er is dus 

altijd enige vrijheid bij de uitvoering.  

“The artist conceives and plans the wall drawing. It is realized bij draftsmen, (the artist can act 

as his own draftsman). The plan (written, spoken or a drawing) is interpreted by the 

draftsman.”  

en  

“Different draftsman produce lines darker or lighter and closer or further apart. As long as they 

are consistent there is no preference.” (SL) 

Wie probeert een overzicht te krijgen van een ontwikkeling in de loop der jaren, en zou denken 

dat de werken in de loop van tijd complexer en vrijer worden, heeft het mis. De golvende 

strepen, de werken met een verzameling van vele variaties op een thema van kubussen, of 

complexe samenstellingen van veelkleurige horizontale, verticale of diagonale kruisende lijnen, 

zoals die in de hal van het Kunstmuseum Den Haag, komen gewoon allemaal uit een ander 

concept voort. Hetzelfde geldt voor golvende banen. Een eenduidig voorbeeld van een concept 

uit het begin van zijn Murals is: 

“The four basic kinds of straight lines used are vertical, horizontal 45° diagonal left to right and 

45° diagonal right to left.” (SL) 

Ten(SL)otte 

Een van de beste boeken met een uitgebreid interview is tent. cat. Sol Lewitt, Wall Drawings 

1969-1984 (Amsterdam Eindhoven Hartford CT) 1984 



Veel informatie is te vinden op internet. Een verhelderende video over het tijdrovende proces 

om een keur aan Murals uit te voeren is ook op internet te vinden: Installing Sol LeWitt, A Wal 

Drawing Retrospective Mass MoCA. Ook is er veel literatuur (zo’n 60 publicaties) in de 

bibliotheek van Museum Boijmans van Beuningen te vinden. De catalogus is online te 

raadplegen en maak even een afspraak. Een goed overzicht van werken is te vinden op 

massmoca.org/sol-lewitt.  

 

 

 

 

  

https://massmoca.org/sol-lewitt


Paragraphs on Conceptual Art 

By Sol Lewitt 

  

The editor has written me that he is in favor of avoiding “the notion that the artist is a kind of 

ape that has to be explained by the civilized critic”. This should be good news to both artists 

and apes. With this assurance I hope to justify his confidence. To use a baseball metaphor (one 

artist wanted to hit the ball out of the park, another to stay loose at the plate and hit the ball 

where it was pitched), I am grateful for the opportunity to strike out for myself. 

 

I will refer to the kind of art in which I am involved as conceptual art. In conceptual art the 

idea or concept is the most important aspect of the work. When an artist uses a conceptual 

form of art, it means that all of the planning and decisions are made beforehand and the 

execution is a perfunctory affair. The idea becomes a machine that makes the art. This kind of 

art is not theoretical or illustrative of theories; it is intuitive, it is involved with all types of 

mental processes and it is purposeless. It is usually free from the dependence on the skill of 

the artist as a craftsman. It is the objective of the artist who is concerned with conceptual art 

to make his work mentally interesting to the spectator, and therefore usually he would want it 

to become emotionally dry. There is no reason to suppose, however, that the conceptual artist 

is out to bore the viewer. It is only the expectation of an emotional kick, to which one 

conditioned to expressionist art is accustomed, that would deter the viewer from perceiving 

this art. 

 

Conceptual art is not necessarily logical. The logic of a piece or series of pieces is a device that 

is used at times, only to be ruined. Logic may be used to camouflage the real intent of the 

artist, to lull the viewer into the belief that he understands the work, or to infer a paradoxical 

situation (such as logic vs. illogic). Some ideas are logical in conception and illogical 

perceptually. The ideas need not be complex. Most ideas that are successful are ludicrou(SL)y 

simple. Successful ideas generally have the appearance of simplicity because they seem 

inevitable. In terms of ideas the artist is free even to surprise himself. Ideas are discovered by 

intuition. What the work of art looks like isn’t too important. It has to look like something if it 

has physical form. No matter what form it may finally have it must begin with an idea. It is the 

process of conception and realization with which the artist is concerned. Once given physical 

reality by the artist the work is open to the perception of al, including the artist. (I use the 

word perception to mean the apprehension of the sense data, the objective understanding of 

the idea, and simultaneou(SL)y a subjective interpretation of both). The work of art can be 

perceived only after it is completed. 

 

Art that is meant for the sensation of the eye primarily would be called perceptual rather than 

conceptual. This would include most optical, kinetic, light, and color art. 

 



Since the function of conception and perception are contradictory (one pre-, the other post 

fact) the artist would mitigate his idea by applying subjective judgment to it. If the artist 

wishes to explore his idea thoroughly, then arbitrary or chance decisions would be kept to a 

minimum, while caprice, taste and others whimsies would be eliminated from the making of 

the art. The work does not necessarily have to be rejected if it does not look well. Sometimes 

what is initially thought to be awkward will eventually be visually pleasing. 

 

To work with a plan that is preset is one way of avoiding subjectivity. It also obviates the 

necessity of designing each work in turn. The plan would design the work. Some plans would 

require millions of variations, and some a limited number, but both are finite. Other plans 

imply infinity. In each case, however, the artist would select the basic form and rules that 

would govern the solution of the problem. After that the fewer decisions made in the course of 

completing the work, the better. This eliminates the arbitrary, the capricious, and the 

subjective as much as possible. This is the reason for using this method. 

 

When an artist uses a multiple modular method he usually chooses a simple and readily 

available form. The form itself is of very limited importance; it becomes the grammar for the 

total work. In fact, it is best that the basic unit be deliberately uninteresting so that it may 

more easily become an intrinsic part of the entire work. Using complex basic forms only 

disrupts the unity of the whole. Using a simple form repeatedly narrows the field of the work 

and concentrates the intensity to the arrangement of the form. This arrangement becomes the 

end while the form becomes the means. 

 

Conceptual art doesn’t really have much to do with mathematics, philosophy, or nay other 

mental discipline. The mathematics used by most artists is simple arithmetic or simple number 

systems. The philosophy of the work is implicit in the work and it is not an illustration of any 

system of philosophy. 

 

It doesn’t really matter if the viewer understands the concepts of the artist by seeing the art. 

Once it is out of his hand the artist has no control over the way a viewer will perceive the 

work. Different people will understand the same thing in a different way. 

 

Recently there has been much written about minimal art, but I have not discovered anyone 

who admits to doing this kind of thing. There are other art forms around called primary 

structures, reductive, ejective, cool, and mini-art. No artist I know will own up to any of these 

either. Therefore I conclude that it is part of a secret language that art critics use when 

communicating with each other through the medium of art magazines. Mini-art is best because 

it reminds one of miniskirts and long-legged girls. It must refer to very small works of art. This 

is a very good idea. Perhaps “mini-art” shows could be sent around the country in matchboxes. 



Or maybe the mini-artist is a very small person; say less than five feet tall. If so, much good 

work will be found in the primary schools (primary school primary structures). 

 

If the artist carries through his idea and makes it into visible form, then all the steps in the 

process are of importance. The idea itself, even if not made visual, is as much a work of art as 

any finished product. All intervening steps –scribbles, sketches, drawings, failed works, 

models, studies, thoughts, conversations– are of interest. Those that show the thought process 

of the artist are sometimes more interesting than the final product. 

 

Determining what size a piece should be is difficult. If an idea requires three dimensions then it 

would seem any size would do. The question would be what size is best. If the thing were 

made gigantic then the size alone would be impressive and the idea may be lost entirely. 

Again, if it is too small, it may become inconsequential. The height of the viewer may have 

some bearing on the work and also the size of the space into which it will be placed. The artist 

may wish to place objects higher than the eye level of the viewer, or lower. I think the piece 

must be large enough to give the viewer whatever information he needs to understand the 

work and placed in such a way that will facilitate this understanding. (Unless the idea is of 

impediment and requires difficulty of vision or access). 

 

Space can be thought of as the cubic area occupied by a three-dimensional volume. Any 

volume would occupy space. It is air and cannot be seen. It is the interval between things that 

can be measured. The intervals and measurements can be important to a work of art. If 

certain distances are important they will be made obvious in the piece. If space is relatively 

unimportant it can be regularized and made equal (things placed equal distances apart) to 

mitigate any interest in interval. Regular space might also become a metric time element, a 

kind of regular beat or pulse. When the interval is kept regular whatever is irregular gains 

more importance. 

 

Architecture and three-dimensional art are of completely opposite natures. The former is 

concerned with making an area with a specific function. Architecture, whether it is a work of 

art or not, must be utilitarian or else fail completely. Art is not utilitarian. When three-

dimensional art starts to take on some of the characteristics, such as forming utilitarian areas, 

it weakens its function as art. When the viewer is dwarfed by the larger size of a piece this 

domination emphasizes the physical and emotive power of the form at the expense of losing 

the idea of the piece. 

 

New materials are one of the great afflictions of contemporary art. Some artists confuse new 

materials with new ideas. There is nothing worse than seeing art that wallows in gaudy 

baubles. By and large most artists who are attracted to these materials are the ones who lack 

the stringency of mind that would enable them to use the materials well. It takes a good artist 



to use new materials and make them into a work of art. The danger is, I think, in making the 

physicality of the materials so important that it becomes the idea of the work (another kind of 

expressionism). 

 

Three-dimensional art of any kind is a physical fact. The physicality is its most obvious and 

expressive content. Conceptual art is made to engage the mind of the viewer rather than his 

eye or emotions. The physicality of a three-dimensional object then becomes a contradiction to 

its non-emotive intent. Color, surface, texture, and shape only emphasize the physical aspects 

of the work. Anything that calls attention to and interests the viewer in this physicality is a 

deterrent to our understanding of the idea and is used as an expressive device. The conceptual 

artist would want o ameliorate this emphasis on materiality as much as possible or to use it in 

a paradoxical way (to convert it into an idea). This kind of art, then, should be stated with the 

greatest economy of means. Any idea that is better stated in two dimensions should not be in 

three dimensions. Ideas may also be stated with numbers, photographs, or words or any way 

the artist chooses, the form being unimportant. 

 

These paragraphs are not intended as categorical imperatives, but the ideas stated are as 

close as possible to my thinking at this time. These ideas are the result of my work as an artist 

and are subject to change as my experience changes. I have tried to state them with as much 

clarity as possible. If the statements I make are unclear it may mean the thinking is unclear. 

Even while writing these ideas there seemed to be obvious inconsistencies (which I have tried 

to correct, but others will probably (SL)ip by). I do not advocate a conceptual form of art for all 

artists. I have found that it has worked well for me while other ways have not. It is one way of 

making art; other ways suit other artists. Nor do I think all conceptual art merits the viewer’s 

attention. Conceptual art is good only when the idea is good. 

  

Sol LeWitt, Artforum, 5:10 (zomer 1967), pp. 79–84.  
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