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Nanopublication — What, never why: a directorial
withholding P19a has no vocabulary for
by Arnaud Quercy

The line runs between an invariant the artist

cannot articulate and one the artist will not

— P14a grips cleanly on the induction side,

but the source lands on a case P19a's wording

never separated out, leaving the explicability

condition genuinely undecided for deliberate

withholding rather than opacity.

WHAT THE SOURCE SAYS [1]

A review of Sarah Michelson's 25-day perform‐

ance 'nowhere' at MoMA describes a work built

almost  entirely  from  self-quotation  —  a

marbled  floor  reused  from  her  2014  Whitney

piece, a projected dancer repeating a 2012 at‐

rium performance, a choreographer 'known for

stealing  from  no  one  more  than  herself.'

Michelson  talks  to  the  audience  constantly,

explaining what is happening in the moment,

but the critic notes she never explains why.

The  piece  resists  single  interpretation

without being opposed to interpretation alto‐

gether; multiple observers present (the crit‐

ic, choreographer Alexa West, lighting design‐

er Adam Silverman) each read the work differ‐

ently, and the critic concludes only Michelson

herself can fully know it.

WHERE THE LENS GRIPS

P14a's clause that 'an attentive observer can

partially reconstruct the codex by induction

across the body of work' grips cleanly here.

The  critic  performs  exactly  this  operation:

tracing the marbled floor back to '4' (2014),

the projected dancer back to 'Devotion, Study

#3' (2012), and naming the recurring pattern

explicitly ('stealing from no one more than

herself'). The review is itself an instance of

the inductive reconstruction P14a describes,

run against a career treated as still-forming

material rather than a closed corpus.

WHERE IT BREAKS

P19a slips IF one reads 'the artist must be

able to articulate the intentional invariant'

as  covering  only  capacity,  since  Michelson

plainly has the capacity — she narrates the

'what' fluently and constantly — and withholds

only the 'why' as an apparent procedure of the

work ('she is simply beyond' interpretation).

P19a's own binary (explicable / opaque invari‐

ant) holds if one reads deliberate withholding

as functionally identical to inability — the

ricochet still cannot complete, so the emis‐

sion is still 'partial' regardless of cause.

But the proposition's language ('an invariant

the  artist  cannot  explain  is  opaque')  was

built  for  incapacity,  not  for  refusal,  and

does not itself distinguish the two cases it

now has to cover.

PROPOSITIONAL GRID [2]

Read this grid. “Not evaluated” does not mean

the  source  has  nothing  to  say  about  that

proposition.  It  means  the  reading  did  not

instruct  it.  That  is  not  a  result,  and  it

counts in no denominator. A silence, by con‐

trast, is a finding: the reading touched the

proposition without concluding, or noted its

absence itself.

Evaluated

proposi‐
tion

audit
status

relational verdict

P14a The Proto-Codex not
audited

evidence-for

P19a Explicability as Condition not
audited

pressure-against

Not evaluated (35) — P1, P2, P3, P3a, P4, P5,

P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, P11, P12, P13, P14, P14b,

P15, P16, P16a, P17, P18, P18a, P19, P20, P21,

P22, P23, P24, P25, P26, P27, P28, P29, P30,

P31

Overall verdict: Bounded — taxonomy of the Au‐

gust 2026 pass, predating the move to rela‐

tional  verdicts.  Kept  as  metadata:  the  gap

between the two forms is data, not residue.

This reading’s judgement is in the grid above.

Reading of 2026-09-23 · model claude-sonnet-5
· source 8,573 chars · 2 attempt(s)
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Claim type boundary reading

Voice third person analysis

Epistemic

status

bounded grip

Methodology Boundary-finding lens applied to one source,

model claude-sonnet-5, 2 attempt(s),

traceability check passed.
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