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o e me nin%of t(Plle V\iords. Eis referelrllce.to the grid as a stabiliziﬁ% d%v,ice isusedasa . Brett Jones, April 2012
reliability is both perplexing and delusional. As such this text in its presupposed stability (‘a message withouta code’) is  Postscript: A pile of printed hroadsheet pages with three different texts sits on the hearth
etagh,or for the unified 51%n, the clg)x? ?11 e}ﬁ)ect?d,meanm . Yet, aﬁs?matlon oltlthhe %rld .
the most unstable text in the space as 1t points to the fallibi ty of signs, to the m ologies at the heart of culture. It is these of the ﬁreplace_ This text Objec‘[ provides the most deﬁning account. He is troubled by the
. ith ‘%ell,ller -like space’ is rather obvious, which produces signification that is too narrow
mythologies to;},l}(lil%xe dls projectis in debt. potential of this object to constrain the production of meaning by the reader in the space.

He places it carefully on the floor (the only object on the floor) while all the other objects

hang or float.




