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What is expression? In the 1960s and early 1970s, my mind raced with this question 
day and night: what does it mean to express? The premise was to produce a work but I 
couldn't help but think about what it is that constitutes expression. Giving shape to an 
idea or choosing to use certain materials in a certain way—contending with issues 
such as those was still in the distance. The immediate concern was to convince myself 
about the act of expression. I was beset with a myriad of doubts spanning the very 
necessity to give expression to a work, the role that its content may have, and how a 
viewer’s consciousness would engage such content. There is a part of me that doesn’t 
link the act of expression with producing plastic art. Exploring that aspect led me to 
question what is a person who insists on expressive awareness. During this time I was 
stymied by an endless array of increasingly fundamental questions. Despite being in 
such a vexed state of mind, I also had to produce works, or mono.* The meaning of 
expression remained nebulous and difficult to see so I had to gather some resolve 
whenever I had to make something. At such times, the means of expression entailed 
the temporary dismantling of my inner consciousness, signification, and creativity. It 
was, I thought, about standing in a dimension that brought “making” to the same level 
as “not making.” Everyone, including myself, has his or her own perceptions and 
conception of “mono” and worldly phenomena, and creates a space or a place where 
they can feel safe and secure. The act of making a work as a form of expression was 
akin to leaning out of a universally stable situation and plunging into a world of 
unpredictability. When one transfers one’s own body, spirit, or awareness into a 
condition of incalculability or unpredictability, and still insists on expressing, one 
must plainly present the very content of what is to be expressed.  
 
However, there were issues I needed to address before I could do that. Though I was 
aware that there was no simple answer to the question of “what is the act of 
expression,” there were occasions in which works had to be made. It was under such 
pressure that I decided to eliminate the basic awareness that had up to that point 
informed the production of my works. Up until the late 1960s cerebral images were an 
important element of plastic expression. The formation of a cerebral image and the 
subsequent expression of the world were talked about and carried out as common 
unquestioned practice. I realized that the formation of a cerebral image was the 
principal hindrance to direct expression—a process that I interpreted as the alteration 
of an actually existing “mono” by removing its substance so that the world may be 
faced on the basis of fiction. In other words, I became convinced that plastic 
expression is about being aware of the diverse substances that are present in reality, 
and arbitrarily modifying them within one’s frame of thinking in a way that suits 
oneself, and presenting them as images devoid of content. There was no sense to the 
concrete reality of “mono.” I could not present such a thing as a work. It was a 
mystery to me how people can discern and recognize the different modalities in which 
works exist yet would consider and conceptualize them so that their individual 
realities and the individuality of their details were mixed together in a pot until all 
distinction was stripped and ruined, yielding nonsensical elements and materials. I 
believed the world existed as an unbroken continuity wherein the distinction between 
individual “mono” revealed themselves. I could not, therefore, tolerate 



conceptualization that gave priority to thinking and removed individuality and reality. 
That is why I thoroughly eliminated cerebral images and the formation of mental 
images from my practice.  
 
I then moved on to reconsider the concept of recognition. To live as a group, people 
need conventions and rules. This applies not only to language and actions but also to 
the meaning ascribed to different matters. It is precisely because there is a common 
concept of recognition that people can run errands, communicate wishes, or share and 
exchange things. This dynamic goes unquestioned in daily life but, as someone who 
makes works, I could not accept them as common practice. In order to give 
expression to a work, I had to begin by changing the established concept of 
recognition related to “mono” and worldly phenomena. It is impossible to discern a 
new horizon in a mono (a work) while looking at a “mono” in a conventional. It 
would otherwise simply result in a dull mono that anyone could make. To avoid this, I 
have spent time to rigorously manipulate and change the preexisting concept of 
recognition. I sensed that I could not attain the kind of expression that I aspired to 
without altering meanings and conceptual terms in accordance with my own 
awareness. Even when I was advised that reworking meanings and terms would not 
result in a work, I established a new concept in the recognition of “mono” through 
channels I had constructed within myself to uncover the reality and individuality of 
“mono,” which generally remain hidden, and to use them as the basis for giving 
expression to mono (works). This is why I always started any procedure of making a 
work by envisioning the substantiality of “mono” that I deemed necessary. This 
would involve bestowing new names, new meanings, or a new sense of presence. 
Hence I required an inordinate amount of time to realize a mono. The early 1970s was 
a period in which I consciously recreated the world and recalibrated the state in which 
“mono” depended on each other. In terms of production, my efforts were focused on 
removing the conventional concept of recognition associated with a “mono” that I 
intended to use, and placed it in a state of namelessness so that it may acquire reality 
within the present. I would then think through how to give expression to the new 
reality I sought. This is the path I took to give expression to mono. I was also aware 
that the process by which an entity came into existence in a given place was 
significant. For example, knowing whether a stone was formed by the erosive effect 
of a river’s current or by gradual change in the ground leads one to experience the 
time of the stone, its space, and its permutations. Given this, it was important for me 
to attune my internal state to the “mono” in order to incorporate them within myself. 
This made it possible to introduce into my consciousness the interiority of “mono” 
that had remained invisible until then. By knowing the interiority of “mono,” I 
became aware of realms (strata, heterogeneity, concatenation) that I was ignorant 
about. Such internal realms are hidden within the scope of everyday life. They are not, 
however, fictional. I attempted to elicit such latent realms as much as possible to tease 
out the reality of “mono” that are otherwise invisible. I was confident that once such 
realities were attained, and my new words and recognitions were affixed to them, I 
could start dealing with them as substances within my expressive world. I still employ 
this method of internalizing “mono” into my consciousness, but it was something that 
I particularly spent a lot of time on at end of the 1960s and the 1970s.  
 
At the time, even though people were aware of the diversity or ambiguity of “mono” 
it was not discussed in detail. Nonetheless, I had no doubt that these would become 
important elements for consideration that relate to the meaning and recognition of 



entities and which reveal the characteristics and individuality of spaces and places. 
“Mono” and places used to be treated separately at the level of recognition but for me 
they were the same when seen within the horizons of internality. That is why, when 
dealing with a single “mono,” its totality was always at the back of my awareness. 
 
I have carried out many different acts within nature, but it wasn’t my intention to 
extract a special, individual “mono” from nature. Rather, those acts demonstrated that 
even “mono” resulting from human acts could be endowed with a reality when they 
existed as a part of the circle of nature. People, their acts, and their expressed mono—
they all existed as an integral unity within nature. 
 
 
– 
 
* Translator’s note: Suga’s use of the word “mono” to indicate a “thing” has been distinguished from 
his use of mono to indicate an artwork. 
 
 
– 
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