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Cheryl Sim: Good evening, good afternoon, and welcome to our event, The Obsession 
with Yayoi Kusama, dedicated to exploring Kusama’s work and our fascination with 
it. My name is Cheryl Sim, managing director and curator at the PHI Foundation for 
Contemporary Art in Montréal and curator of Yayoi Kusama’s exhibition, DANCING 
LIGHTS THAT FLEW UP TO THE UNIVERSE. It’s currently on at the Foundation and 
will stay up until January 15th.  
 
The PHI Foundation is situated upon the traditional unceded lands of the 
Kanien’kehá:ka, Abenaki, Anishinaabeg, and Huron-Wendat peoples. Tiohtià:ke, or 
Montréal, has long been, and continues to be, a gathering place for Indigenous 
peoples. As settlers, we honor and thank you for taking care of the lands upon which 
we have the privilege of dwelling and doing our work today. We will strive to 
contribute to the protection and celebration of these lands.	 
 
On behalf of the PHI Foundation’s founder, Phoebe Greenberg, thank you for joining 
us. We’re so pleased and honored to welcome art historians Jenni Sorkin and 
Alexander Dumbadze to this discussion, and thank you both for sharing your 
research with us. 
	 
We’re also pleased to offer simultaneous French translation and American Sign 
Language interpretation. Many thanks to our translators, Jelena Holland and Patricia 
Leguen and our ASL interpreters, Lisz Keallen and Dean Wiebe. So the way it’s gonna 
work is, Jenni and Zan will each present, and then we’ll get into a conversation 
together. 
	 
And I’d really like you all to feel very welcome to contribute, put a question in the 
Q&A box, or communicate directly with my colleague Dahlia, through the chat if 
you’d like to share your thoughts or ask a question directly to everyone. So, we’ll 
start with Jenni. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin is a Professor of History of Art & Architecture at the University of 
California, Santa Barbara. She writes on the intersections between gender, material 
culture, and contemporary art, working primarily on women artists and 
underrepresented media. Her books include: Live Form: Women, Ceramics and 
Community, Revolution in the Making: Abstract Sculpture by Women Artists, 1947-
2016,	and Art in California, as well as numerous essays in journals and exhibition 
catalogues. She received her PhD in the History of Art from Yale University and is a 
member of the Editorial Board of the Journal of Modern Craft. From 2021-2022, she 
was Senior Scholar-in-Residence at the Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles. The 
title of Jenni’s talk is Queer Kusama, during which she will present an overview of 



 
 
 
Kusama’s New York-based engagements with the gay liberation movement in 1960s 
New York. 
	 
Over to you, Jenni. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: Thank you so much, Cheryl, for inviting me, and thank you all for being 
here. I am going to share my screen. 
	 
Can everybody see this okay? Yes. Great. Okay. 
	 
After a stopover in Seattle for an exhibition in late 1957, Kusama arrived in 
Manhattan in the summer of 1958, with more than 1000 drawings and very little 
money. She arrived in New York very much the way gay and lesbian people were 
drawn to the city and the excitement of the urban environment and its promise of 
tolerance and social freedom. 
	 
Yayoi Kusama was seeking artistic freedom and a life different from the repressive 
gender biases present in post-war Japan, and also its glum prospects for women 
artists. Between 1958 and 1973, Kusama lived in New York and was inspired by the 
countercultural sensibility that overtook American youth, the freedom of speech and 
freedom of assembly, the civil rights movement, and a rejection of blind faith in the 
government. 
	 
Despite her status as a foreigner, Kusama was emboldened by these new ideas and 
took an active part in anti-Vietnam war protests, staging a famously naked one in 
1968 from the Brooklyn Bridge in which the participants were covered over in her 
signature polka dots, although she herself is clothed over here to the left, these 
events fit into the history of performance art in that they became known or 
classified as “happenings.” 
	 
What is a happening? The happening is a predetermined event that involves 
spectators. The happening is a performance. It is live. It is not theatrical, it is 
unscripted. It is actions usually performed in a predetermined sequence. It privileges 
spontaneity. It can include spectators with no previous knowledge of the event. 
	 
The term itself, “happening,” was coined by the American artist Allan Kaprow. 
Kaprow was seeking in his work to make non-art forms like lists or directions 
accessible and available to a wide general audience in his artwork. 
	 
Just to show you what a Kaprow piece looked like, it was often documented in the 
form of a single photograph, and also, sometimes a poster with a drawing that you 
see here. This particular piece is called Fluids, a happening by Allan Kaprow, and it 
has very simple directions at the bottom of the drawing in which he simply recounts 
or narrates the factual terms of the event. During three days, about 20 rectangular 
enclosures of ice blocks measuring about 30 feet long, 10 wide, and eight high are 
built throughout the city. Their walls are unbroken. They are left to melt. And we see 



 
 
 
on the other side of the photograph, the document of this ice block enclosure being 
built during a single day in October of 1967 in Pasadena. 
	 
The kind of ridiculousness of this venture is that California has a hot climate. An ice 
rectangular enclosure isn’t going to last very long, hence the title of the piece Fluids 
in which he’s actually predicting the ultimate melt off of the work itself. So, it’s a 
kind of utopian vision for community or community building in getting people to 
build and work together to create this ice sculpture that is ultimately going to result 
in no sculpture at all. 
	 
I’m showing you an event that happened many years later on my own personal 
campus at the University of California, in which a similar ice block enclosure or some 
kind of wall was built by a group of students in a large courtyard, only for them not 
to know, which is why I started teaching, the happening in earnest, on my campus is 
because they were recreating this exact idea of fluids without knowing it. 
	 
So I’ve always loved this image and wanted to just show it to you. Also I would say 
that there is a kind of—in today’s climate, we don’t necessarily spend time wasting 
water this way anymore. I think that there’s a sensitivity to the environmental 
impact of melting a whole lot of ice for general sensibility of collectivity. 
	 
This is, in this image, Kusama’s Self-Obliteration piece. She is making a kind of polka 
dotted world, in which the polka dots themselves blot her out to some degree, and 
we are left with the kind of singularity of dots covering or becoming, merging with 
the cosmos. Around 1967, the year of this piece, was also the first time that Kusama 
encountered, as she put it in her autobiography, homosexuals. 
	 
She appointed herself “the high priestess of polka dots” to officiate at a gay 
wedding between two men in 1968. On Monday, November 25th, 1968 at 8:00 PM, 
she staged what she ends up describing as, “the first homosexual wedding ever to 
be performed in the United States.” For this couple’s nuptials, she also designed 
their wedding outfit, a two-person bridal gown designed for two instead of one. 
	 
“Clothes ought to bring people together, not separate them”, she has written. “Love 
can now be free, but to make it completely free, it must be liberated from all sexual 
frustrations imposed by society. Homosexuality is a normal, physical and 
psychological reaction, neither to be extolled or decried.”	 
 
The event held in her studio on Walker Street in Greenwich Village in New York was 
not legally recognized. Kusama herself conducted the ceremony under the ages of 
her own church of self-obliteration. Instead of a Bible, they used a New York City 
telephone book for the ceremony. This is however, all according to Kusama’s 
retelling over and over. That is also one of the feats of the happening. As a 
conceptual art project and a single live performance, it exists as an idea and as a 
word of mouth, an apocryphal story told and retold over and over. In this way, it slips 



 
 
 
into history undisputed. There is, of course, no documentation of this ceremony. She 
has never released or told the names of the couple involved. The next closest thing 
is this homosexual happening and fashion show, which took place the same year in 
the artist’s studio, and only exists as a single colour photograph. 
	 
So, I’m showing you here a kind of overview of what the current terminology, lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, intersex, and asexual all stand for, as a reminder 
that queer itself is a term that has been reclaimed. It is an old epithet aimed at 
insulting gay and lesbian people in an earlier era, and in an earlier era, we didn’t 
have the other half, primarily of the LGBTQIA topography. We really only had in the 
era that Kusama was living through during her time in New York, lesbian, gay, and to 
a certain degree, bisexual, and transgender at the time would’ve only referred to 
cross dressing people or transsexuals. 
	 
It takes a long time for gay culture in the United States to become accepted or 
widespread even. And this kind of overview that I’m showing you of “gay on TV” 
doesn’t come into mainstream or isn’t presented to mainstream America until the 
late 1990s. And so the time at which Kusama is engaging with gay and lesbian 
people in her very gay and lesbian neighborhood of Greenwich Village, which is New 
York’s hub of the queer community in the late 60s and 70s, there wasn’t a place for 
this mainstream. It didn’t exist. 
	 
People were underground in their sexuality. They could be fired from their jobs. 
There wasn’t the possibility of being out in the world, and being proud of your own 
sexuality. In fact, people hid and lived in fear. And it’s only in Greenwich Village that 
people were sometimes able to come together, under the cover of darkness late at 
night in bars, in order to express themselves and dance and form relationships and 
meet other gay people. Otherwise, it was a very isolated time. So, this is just a kind 
of reminder of the fact that this was an era of extreme oppression.	 
 
The other piece I want to bring up as a kind of gesture toward thinking about, queer 
culture at the time is this piece that she did at the Venice Bienniale called Narcissus 
Garden. In 1966, she was uninvited to the Venice Bienniale and instead she self-
organized and staged a performative exhibition and this happening, on its external 
grounds outside of the show itself. She produced a handmade sign that read “your 
narcissism for sale” and stood among 1500 mirrored orbs, which she sold for $2 a 
piece. 
	 
This was part protest and part manifesto. Kusama’s bobbles enact the French 
psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan’s notion of a mirror stage, a critical reinterpretation of 
Freudian psychoanalytic theory in which children register. Self-recognition in seeing 
themselves in a mirror for the first time as a toddler. 
	 
The particularity of Kusama’s own circumstances as an artist add an additional layer 
of analysis. In encouraging the viewer to purchase a dimensional mirror, the mirror 



 
 
 
stage in Narcissus Garden quite literally reflected the transactional nature of self-
representation, which becomes a critique of the viewer and also of the artist’s own 
situation at the biennial itself, blatantly excluded from its networks and 
opportunities. 
	 
But I want to go one step further and also think about this in as a reflection of a 
queer sensibility in which Narcissisus as a mythology looks into the water and falls in 
love with his own self-image. This mirroring becomes a kind of device for thinking 
through the mirror stage and the self-reflexivity of homosexuality. 
	 
Like meets like, like falls in love with like, the kind of mirroring of gender. And so for 
me, this piece also is potentially a kind of queer subjectivity that she is thinking of or 
is engaged by the community, the very queer community in which she’s living 
among, gay and lesbian people in the West Village, when she is thinking about, or 
prior to this piece’s production. 
	 
And this is just to show you how it was recreated, at the Botanical Gardens 
exhibition last year in the Bronx, in New York City. She’s clearly not selling these 
bobbles, but they do sort of live on top of the water, as again, a kind of reflexivity or 
nod to the mythology of Narcissus. 
	 
That piece also happens the same year of Andy Warhol’s much more famous Silver 
Clouds, which is a room full of Mylar balloons. And these pieces are usually not seen 
in tandem, so I just want to put them in dialogue together. 
	 
And, in these last couple of slides, all of this work that I’ve showed you, the queer 
marriage ceremony that may or may not have happened, the homosexual happening, 
the Narcissisus Garden—it all precedes the actual uprising of what is considered the 
first moment of gay liberation in the United States, which dates to July, 1969 and 
the Stonewall Riot, in which a police force comes in and starts being violent and 
bullying the patrons of the Stonewall Inn, which is at the time, a gay bar or known as 
a gay space. 
	 
And this is the first time that the patrons who are used to being roughed up in these 
spaces and being hauled off to jail and paid large fines to have the police keep quiet 
about their arrest, actually fight back. They throw bricks at the police, they throw 
beer bottles, and it becomes a full blown riot, that turns into a moment of clarity and 
self-actualization, where this bullied community of largely gay men, but also some 
transsexuals, and some women, come together to fight for their own civil rights and 
ability to participate culturally, and also, state plainly and clearly that they are gay 
and that they as people should have the right to love and dance, and drink in 
freedom. And this leads to a year later, the celebration of this original event, the 
Stonewall Riot and the very first gay Liberation Day is held a parade actively on 
Christopher Street in Greenwich Village. 
	 



 
 
 
And this becomes marked as the first gay pride parade in the United States, and 
globally and ever after, this is why gay liberation is celebrated in June or July, in the 
early summer months, as a kind of marking of this first event. A kind of memorial, if 
you will, to being out, loud and proud as the slogan goes, about one’s sexuality and 
taking to the streets, taking a stand, and marching. 
	 
And I just want to end, my presentation here with a kind of nod to the silenced queer 
figures of the Civil Rights Movement in the United States who were actively working 
to ensure racial progress and racial social justice. These two names that are much 
lesser known outside of Black US history. Bayard Rustin, who was a lawyer who 
worked for social forces, for civil rights, for nonviolence and also for gay rights. He 
has sometimes been termed to be the architect of the Civil Rights Movement. He 
was Martin Luther King Jr’s main advisor, but because he was a gay man and he had 
been arrested at an earlier point in time on trumped up charges of sort of trying to 
meet up with somebody or hook up in a public park. 
	 
He was considered a compromised figure because he had this shadowy so-called 
homosexual past. And therefore he works behind the scenes on labor rights for the 
black Civil Rights Movement in the United States, up through his death in the 
1980’s. And then on the other side of the screen you see Pauli Murray, who was also 
an American civil rights activist, who becomes the first African American woman in 
the United States to be ordained an Episcopal priest. 
	 
And the first African American woman to receive a Juris doctorate or law degree 
from Yale University. And she became a civil rights and women’s rights advocate. 
And she’s also a kind of pioneer in thinking about transgender studies, as she 
disavowed her own femaleness and chose to think of her pronoun as being he. 
Maybe today she would’ve been a they. 
	 
But in closing, just to sort of think about the fact that queer people come in all 
colours, genders, and possibilities against the backdrop of the 1960s, and that this 
all informs, or becomes the historical backdrop Kusama’s work. Thank you. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Thank you so much, Jenni. I have a lot of questions and things to probe 
further, but I guess we’ll do that after. And please, folks, if there are questions that 
you want to get in the chat or in the Q&A rather, please go ahead. And now we’ll 
pass the mic to Alexander Dumbadze, who is the author of Bas Jan Ader: Death Is 
Elsewhere, as well as co-editor and co-author of Contemporary Art 1989 to the 
present. He is currently completing Jack Goldstein: All Day Night Sky, a forthcoming 
publication put out by the University of Chicago Press. His critical writing has 
appeared in a variety of national and international publications, including Yayoi 
Kusama: Infinity Mirrors. He is an associate professor of art history at George 
Washington University, where he has taught since 2005. 
	 



 
 
 
Zan’s talk is called Radiantly Unclassifiable, which looks at how the idea of Yayoi 
Kusama that has developed over the years, but especially of late, has often 
obliterated the profound and moving ways in which her philosophical grounded 
practice refused any stable kind of classification in the 1960s New York art world. 
So, over to you, Zan. 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: Thank you very much for the nice introduction and, and 
everyone here, and really wonderful to follow Jenni’s presentation. And yeah, it’s a 
real privilege to have this chance to talk to you, even albeit virtually.	 
	 
Let me share my screen. 
	 
Mika Yoshitake approached me in 2015 to contribute to the exhibition catalog Yayoi 
Kusama: Infinity Mirrors. Because I had never written about Kusama, my ignorance 
was supposed to enable me to bring a fresh perspective to a figure who has become 
canonical, if not a superstar. Kusama had been an enigma to me. I’m not sure I have 
greater clarity now, despite my reflection. 
	 
I thought about her in relationship to New York and its art world of the 1960s and 
early to mid 1970s when she settled in the city in 1958 after a brief stay in Seattle, 
having already made a name for herself in the surrealist influenced post-war Tokyo 
art scene. Her move to New York severed her connection to earlier works as well as 
her youth, growing up in an upper middle-class home, suffering the destruction 
carried out by Allied Bombers during World War II. 
	 
In New York, she resisted categorization in an era in which critics and curators race 
to codified nascent movements. What became known as minimalism, for instance, 
was also called ABC Art, Literal Art, Primary Structures and Specific Objects, but 
nothing in Kusama’s art made things prone for easy assimilation, and the biases she 
faced because of her gender and nationality exacerbated the situation. 
	 
She created paintings and sculptures and installations and performances that could 
not really be called “pop” or “minimalist” or “happenings”, although these 
appellations were nevertheless applied. She moved amongst these associations 
unwilling to let herself or her art become calcified beneath the nomenclature. 
	 
Few weeks after accepting Mika’s invitation, I sat in her office to discuss the scope 
of the exhibition. We talked about current scholarship and how it would not be 
possible, much to my disappointment, to interview Kusama in Japan. Mika also told 
me that Kusama would have to approve my essay before it could be published, 
which caught me off guard and triggered an internal defensive posture as if to cede 
to the demand will nullify my critical authority. When I prepared more than 10 years 
ago, my manuscript on Bas Jan Ader for publication, I hoped to include two images 
by the artist duo Gilbert and George. I relayed my request through their gallery 



 
 
 
representatives and after a small delay, I was told Gilbert and George wanted to read 
what I wrote before authorizing the release of their copyright. 
	 
I sent them instead a synopsis of the roughly thousand words I composed about 
them, which they determined in the end was insufficient. Don’t fully remember why I 
hesitate to share my manuscript. What I wrote was positive. Certainly, I wish to 
preserve my autonomy, but I was also blinded at this moment to the importance of 
artistic presence and intent. 
	 
How works of art are made by a person or persons who care about it, think about it, 
who risk everything, all the psychic energy and self-doubt, to put a piece out into 
the world as a gift of sorts, not knowing if anyone will receive it or even like it. 
	 
In the late 1960s, Gilbert and George dubbed themselves living sculptures. They 
posed unannounced on the steps of the Stedelijk Museum in Amsterdam. They 
stood atop a table in 1973, dressed in their customary flannel suits and sensible lace 
up shoes. Their skin painted gold to remind audiences of their objectness as they lip 
synced for eight hours straight, the early 1930s popular tune Underneath the 
Arches. It was difficult to know when Gilbert Proesch and George Passmore were 
works of art, or simply themselves. They shifted categories quickly and without 
acknowledgement. This was their arts radicality. The power of their persona and 
their embrace of being both artists and artworks as if to differentiate was besides 
the point. 
	 
I recall an image that showed up in my Instagram feed. It was taken, I believe, by a 
friend. He was on the train from Paris to London, and sitting behind him and across 
the aisle were Gilbert and George. By this time, they had been together for more 
than 45 years, partners in art, partners in life. They were dressed per usual. Both 
were asleep. Gilbert slouched down, his left arm awkwardly held his tilted head aloft. 
George was more upright, although looked equally uncomfortable. They were in the 
midst of the fitful unsatisfying sleep one has in the cramped confines of train or 
airplane seats. It was such a tender picture. 
	 
I don’t like to test the accuracy of my memory. So sometimes the images that have 
taken hold in my mind are so powerful and moving that I hate to dispel them for 
what they might actually be. Mika described to me how Kusama has an assistant 
who translates texts written about her into Japanese. At the conclusion of the day’s 
work, Kusama places her newly transformed pages into her polka dot covered 
briefcase and reads at home. Afterwards, she provides comments and requests, 
certain changes. I found this scenario beautiful. It made me want to write about her 
even more. It let me conceive of my text as a gift, even if she would not think of it 
this way and ensure at least one person would read my narrative with attention and 
care, which struck me and still does as remarkably generous. 
	 



 
 
 
More than most artists, Kusama created a persona predicated upon the saturation 
of her image. Time and again throughout the 1960s, she was photographed before a 
painting, amongst her sculptures, inside an Infinity Mirror Room, during a 
performance. Some of this was to compensate for the fact that commentators 
ignored her because of her gender. 
	 
It was also a desire to control her representation, to have her identity reside 
alongside, but not within her art. There are similarities, of course, to Andy Warhol, 
and for a time in the 1960s she was more flushed in media coverage than he. 
Nonetheless, it’s hard to account for her presence, in part because in many photos, 
but of course not all, she never betrays any emotion, Never lets on with either a 
smile or a frown, how she might feel. It says if her visage is a screen upon which to 
project our interpretations, though she meets these attempts with implacable 
resistance. 
	 
In 1967, Kusama made a film entitled Kusama’s Self-Obliteration. It’s a psychedelic, 
amorphous, at times disconcerting piece that captured the complexities in and 
around her practice. The camera follows her while she walks the upstate New York 
landscape, applying polka dots to all that she encounters: trees, a remarkably 
aimable cat, a horse, which she rides, the naked body of a man lying face down on 
the forest floor. 
	 
She treads into a pond and amongst the water lilies, paints red dots that float briefly 
on the murky waters’ surface. Kusama and nature and her telltale dots merge into 
one another as the atonal music drones in the background. The film shifts to views 
of the New York skyline, a spotted course, and then to naked revelers taking part in 
one of her performances. 
	 
They touch, caress, and come close to one another. Some stimulate sex. Others 
appear to enjoy the real thing. Kusama has paint and brush in hand and dabs dots 
on gyrating flesh. The spontaneous orgy, or whatever it might be, is liberating, 
Kusama believes. Because one feels ecstatic and loses their sense of self through 
their willingness to be obliterated. 
	 
This last word is her cone—connected to her never-ending cascade of dots, which 
she equated with infinity, standing for atoms and molecules, human beings, and 
other sentient creatures, the stars and planets that make up the universe. From the 
minute to the massive, they visualize existential questions, what it means to exist, to 
have a sense of self, to always be aware of the possibility of death, self-obliteration, 
rejected individuality, and in a way, artistic presence. And yet strangely and 
obstinately, Kusama has always remained right here. 
	 
The French critic Roland Barthes published his short essay, Death of the Author in 
1967. It was commissioned for the journal of Aspen by Brian O’Doherty, who himself 
inhabited multiple personas, including Patrick Ireland, under whose name he made 



 
 
 
art from 1972 to 2008. Many have read Barthes’s, highly influential texts, or 
absorbed its tenets through word of mouth for many art historians and empower 
them to prioritize their own voice. 
	 
No longer beholden to methodologies that envision a one-to-one correspondence 
between image and text or artwork and artist. Art history is challenged by two 
complicated factors, art and history. Art because one needs to make sense of an 
image, an object, or some mode of expression that is self-contained, complicated, 
full of references and associations. 
	 
Or maybe the converse is devoid of such things. Perhaps just a shape, a line or two, 
what some call abstract or abstraction. But regardless, almost always without doubt 
put into the world by someone usually referred to as an artist, history is equally 
complicated. It is everything that might have happened, but to be history, it needs 
to exist in the present, in language, in speech and writing, and the narrative 
structure an individual gives to past occurrences, the facts, events, documents, 
fragments of information, images, objects that many interpretations are already out 
there in order to construct a coherent picture of what once was. 
	 
Art and history are not incrementable, but as with any relationship, say between two 
people, things can be complicated. Misunderstandings occur, things fester and 
breed resentment. The bond requires work and understanding. Realizing the needs 
for one are not always the same for the other. For years and even still today, 
commentators attempt to divine meaning from works of art by finding 
corresponding textual references to define what they see. 
	 
A similar impulse has occurred in wanting to locate meaning of a piece in a 
biographical event in the artist’s life. These efforts can be revealing and effective, 
but as of many attempts to reach someone else, there can be miscommunication 
that does more harm than good. 
	 
Barthes loathes the critical fascination with biography. It impelled his Death of the 
Author. He hated the competition to discover the single meaning of a work. He 
thought more materially and came from the perspective of a reader who sits at 
home or lies in bed, or stands in a crowded subway car with book in hand. 
	 
Nowhere is the author to be found. They’re not beside us. All that we have is the text 
and our experiences, what we bring to the moment when we read something or look 
at a work of art. It was to critic with a small c each and every one of us that Barthes 
celebrated because it meant the piece of writing, the painting, the sculpture, the 
installation, the performance is always open to interpretation. 
	 
Meaning can never be halted. It also cannot be located simply in the body and mind 
of the artist or writer. By the time Barthes’s essay appears, Kusama had made two 
Infinity Mirror Rooms. The first Infinity Mirror Room: Phalli’s Field invited viewers 
inside. The second Infinity Mirror Room: Love Forever only lets one stick their head 



 
 
 
through several small windows and each one’s reflection recedes endlessly into the 
background. 
	 
It’s both orienting and mesmerizing. It’s also weird to account for the fact that for a 
brief moment, the viewer becomes part of the piece. Their presence, their 
multiplying image becomes an aspect of the work, one that changes with each new 
gesture, with the flow of new individuals now usually kept on a time schedule in 
order to facilitate better crowd control. 
	 
Kusama is one of the rare artists in which the idea of her persona is as important as 
the art itself. This creates a test for the art historian, how to deal with either her art 
or herself when both stand on equal ground, when both blend into one another. It 
touches upon questions of identity and how for certain artists, it’s assumed that 
their subjectivity predicates their art. 
	 
A kind of reductivism, often beyond the artist’s control, whether or not they 
foreground themselves in the first place. Kusama became increasingly political in 
the sixties, as the sixties came to a close. She was inspired by the hippie movement 
and appalled by the United States’ actions in Vietnam. She staged performances 
that were choreographed to garner media attention. 
	 
She made sure to document these events. She understood the figure of the artist is 
different from that of others, despite what Barthes argued and in contradiction to 
her idea of self-obliteration. The French philosopher Michel Foucault wrote the essay 
What is an Author? in 1969. It’s a veiled response to Barthes in that it addresses the 
messy fact that an author or in our case, an artist, are treated differently by the 
public if they’ve garnered some notoriety. This makes it difficult to determine, for 
example, where the act of writing stops and the actions of life begin. Does a grocery 
list or a signed receipt count as writing just because it comes from the hand of an 
author? Why does certain things become imbued with a sense of mystery as 
something that deserves attention? Even veneration? 
	 
Walter Benjamin called this “aura,” but we also know from experience as some 
things, some people are just special. They command our notice for a multitude of 
reasons, sometimes for what they’ve accomplished, and other times because of who 
they are. It’s this sense of wonder that Kusama has constructed in many images of 
herself. 
	 
How to account then, for a presence that has been so foregrounded and yet also 
denied, cut off, seemingly unavailable with works of art, especially the Infinity Mirror 
Rooms that are so welcoming? To step into an Infinity Mirror Room is not a 
replicable experience. What do people feel once inside, especially when they decide 
to pull out their phone and document and subsequently share on social media their 
singular moment? 
	 



 
 
 
What do they sense when they stare into the device that has become the most 
powerful force in many people’s lives? Looking at an image of themselves, looking at 
images of themselves. The image of Kusama, the image of her works, both are open 
for interpretation, both feed into the other without fully determining what each 
means. 
	 
For the art historian, this requires finding a middle ground between Barthes and 
Foucault between the death of the author and the uniqueness of the author figure. 
For the viewer, for us, in the moment we stand inside an Infinity Mirror Room, it 
means to stop and look and think and feel, and consider this self, ourselves, our 
diminishment, receding infinitely into the background until no longer visible, 
realizing in the end we are nothing. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Thank you so much, Zan. 
	 
There’s so much to say. I have a lot of different threads going on and I’d really like to 
invite folks to formulate some of their own questions. And you may even have 
comments too about your experience with Kusama’s work. 
	 
I really appreciated Jenni, how you unpacked happenings for us. Because there’s 
also a lot of dialogue with happenings as they happen through the Fluxus movement 
as well. And, how do we discern happenings, and that she called them happenings 
was also, I thought, a really interesting way of commuting with what was going on in 
popular culture at the time, in 1960s in New York. 
	 
We get asked all the time about this show from journalists and others. You know, 
why is Kusama so popular? Why is this show garnering—why do her shows in 
general garner so much attention? And a lot of things seem to point to these 
happenings, because they created such a huge media frenzy, globally, to a point 
where she really was overwhelmed by that attention. 
	 
I open that to both of you to maybe comment on. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: I’m happy to start. I would say that the part of the happening for the 
present is that there’s so much potential for participation in the work, and that you, 
as a viewer, you spend time waiting in line and then, you walk into a mirror room, you 
stick your head in various configurations of holes to look into one of her boxes. 
	 
You get to take stickers and put them on things or put them on yourself. And I think 
that most art museum experiences are about close looking, but not necessarily 
touching or interacting. And so the ability to interact with her work, even though you 
can’t touch like the Accumulations, or the furniture is still, I think, feels vital or 
vibrant to a larger public for me. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Yeah. Zan, do you have some thoughts around the happenings as kind of 
an origin to propel her to this kind of crazy global attention? 



 
 
 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: I think in relation to what I was gonna say is, I agree with what 
Jenni was saying, and I always found one of the things I think is really interesting 
about Kusama is that like, at least in the United States when she moves back to to 
Japan, she sort of falls out of the narrative here. 
	 
And when the Guggenheim did the first retrospective, I think of her like 1999 or 
2000, that was one of the first times in New York that people started thinking about 
her again. And there’s a weird way that she sort of came out of nowhere or been 
rediscovered. And in a certain way becomes almost like a younger artist. 
	 
There’s this amnesia about the past and about her works and, she was able to start 
afresh in the minds of a lot of folks, which also allowed this sort of, I think, bringing 
back the Infinity Mirrors because there’s a real gap also in their production. The last 
one was in 1966, and then it wasn’t until the mid-nineties again that she started 
doing it. 
	 
So I think some of that stuff is coinciding with the renewed interest and the ways in 
which that show and other things. And I think there’s something about her work that 
coincided with the increased need for people to have what they think is an authentic 
experience. And to go out and search for something, find something, feel something, 
and then let other people know about it. And it speaks—it becomes and feels some 
sort of lack that people have, I think, in life or culturally or what’s being generated a 
lot by this sort of constant demand for attention. And I think her work really falls into 
that and it brings people a sense of fullness. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Well, it makes me wonder to what degree, sort of the action of 
fragmenting oneself through the taking of a selfie in an Infinity Mirrored Room is 
some kind of extension of the happenings, of the ability to participate in a work that 
actually takes you interestingly into that other realm where you do become sort of 
part of something much larger than yourself. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: I think that’s actually very true. And I think that also the Infinity Room 
ultimately becomes a weird isolating space—it was sanctioned for COVID because 
you have one or two people sort of like an elevator. You can have a whole family in 
the room at once, but not people who aren’t related to, or the people you didn’t 
come to the show with. 
	 
And then you put all those images together and it becomes seemingly participatory, 
but as you’re saying rightly, Cheryl, fragmented, because all those people might 
have had the same experience, but they’re not all in the space simultaneously 
together. But it starts to feel like you might be once you see so many of them, over 
and over again. 
	 
And I do think that Zan’s observation is very smart about the idea of her being sort 
of reintroduced to a larger public as a “younger artist”, even though now she’s 93. 



 
 
 
She gets to sort of remake, en masse, all over the world, these Infinity Rooms that 
she gets to work at a scale that she wasn’t able to work at. 
	 
In her very early and impoverished beginnings here in the States, she gets to come 
back bigger and larger. She also gets to be kind of like a mystical or quasi spiritual 
figure I think when you walk into some of the bigger shows. They have a recording or 
a message from her that’s transmitted in the introductory room. You see her in her 
bright red wig. She also has in Tokyo a kind of a museum devoted to her work and all 
kinds of little tchotchkes get sold at the airports, all over the place, in Japan and, 
sort of in the larger culture of little polka dot pumpkins and key chains and things 
like that. And I think that her work becomes graphically disseminated and easily 
consumed and very iconic in that way that you don’t have to be a collector. You can 
just have a key chain pumpkin. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: I don’t know, Zan, if you wanted to pick up on that at all. 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: That was pretty good. I mean, I think to build its—the sort of 
slippages into consumerism, but not–that makes it crass, but this ability for the 
work to fit really well into the oversaturation of images that we have in 
contemporary life, like it’s suited for it. There’s something weird. 
	 
I think the narcissism, the Narcissus Garden, I think people like looking at 
themselves. People want to see a picture of themselves, they want to see a 
reflection of themselves. Who doesn’t want—all that plays into a broader sort of 
cultural impetus for feeling a self-recognition and attention and seeing themselves 
and being recognized and acknowledged. And that can be played in many different 
levels, but it’s hitting on a real ethos. And maybe it also sort of drives it too. But to 
me, these have also been part of the broader philosophical questions that she’s 
been engaged with throughout, and the existential questions that she, I think, has 
been raising. 
	 
And these were issues relevant in the sixties when she started dealing with them 
and have maybe only become more intensified or sort of increased by certain 
multiples today. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Yeah, I would completely agree. I think she has a knack for really having 
channeled her questions. Her questions, which are incredibly profound spiritually 
and philosophically, and remain so today, happen to really coincide with a lot of the 
technological advancements that have created a kind of sense of isolation, right? 
	 
With that, that comes with the contemporary moment. She has a real way of 
translating that into her art for us to connect with. And then ultimately, her message 
these days is so much about love, that she really just loves us. She loves herself. 
That’s definitely abundantly clear. 
	 



 
 
 
And, so doing, also wants to be loved, right? So that seems to be something that 
people seem to really connect with and want to hear, and they want to love her. I 
have anecdotes from our visitor experience coordinators who have been working this 
show now for four months, where there are folks who come in dressed as her. They 
really want to connect with her that way or come in with polka dots painted all over 
their bodies. 
	 
So, there’s a real love here, which I sometimes wonder, whether she was able to 
connect with the hippies that she worked with in her happenings or that sort of were 
following her. And whether she, that kind of has somehow come through or she 
channels that as well, that same kind of desire to like, feel loved, right? 
	 
And to feel that she’s there to mirror that love, through her current work. I guess I’m 
just still grappling with that persona versus the art itself, that you raised Zan 
because she has been, and you raised it too, Jenni, really masterful, intuitively 
perhaps, in centering herself in the photographing of herself with her art alongside 
and within as an interesting strategy. 
	 
And, she’s been very good at sort of formulating a kind of narrative around herself 
which has come through in her autobiography and other writings. Even the titles of 
her works in the Eternal Soul paintings tell you a lot about where she’s at, and what 
she’s thinking these days. 
	 
These are mostly just comments. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: I’m happy to jump in. I think actually, um, I would, I would maybe make 
an argument or pitch that she’s probably actually in life—I’ve never met her, but—an 
introvert because she’s, she worked obsessively and I don’t know that she… she’s 
always off to the side and clothed, in these naked performances. 
	 
She’s orchestrating the event, but I don’t feel like she’s usually part of it. And also 
these events were a really long time ago now. We’re verging on like 50 plus years of 
seeing the same images over and over again, of her in youth. She’s now in her 
nineties and does not travel anymore to these exhibitions. 
	 
That’s why she does these recordings. And from what I understand from Mika 
Yoshitake, who’s the curator who works largely with her and organizes these shows, 
she does work every single day. So, she’s always drawing. And I think that there’s a 
real longevity or kind of peace in making, I don’t know, the kind of sense of centering 
that one gets in drawing, in kind of an exterior production on paper, even an 
obsessive one. 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: The mirror rooms are really a small part of her. I mean, the 
number of paintings which are out there is insane. And like they are this constant 
sort of thing. Her persona to me is really fascinating because I’ve personally been 



 
 
 
drawn to work on or think about artists where the idea of the artist might be more 
important than the work. 
	 
And I’ve always liked that because it probably reflects my own personal thoughts 
about whatever sort of images you keep in your head that motivate you or think 
about them. And it’s always this sort of weird relationship with art, and how the art 
object has its own life of its own. 
	 
And I think with Kusama it’s really fascinating because I think there’s some self-
consciousness going on and playing with this. And then it’s also interesting, for 
example, relationship to friends or peers in the sixties, like Donald Judd, who she 
was really quite close with. 
	 
They lived in the same building upstairs. They were friends. I believe there’s like, an 
anecdote is true. Like, Judd helped her carry one of her paintings to hopefully be 
part of the Whitney show. I mean, all these types of things, these really intimate, 
that make Judd who seems like not a personal person, very personal, but there’s 
someone who’s also, whose work, who has this huge presence and idea, but the 
work is so different and, and it lacks any sort of personal imprimatur and stuff like 
that. But the work in some certain way exceeds anything about Judd the person and 
even the way Marfa and these environments go, or the Judd Foundation, you go 
there, I mean, everyone might be saying “Judd, Judd, Judd, Judd,” but there’s still 
something where the work is bigger. 
	 
But Kusama, I think is, there’s something striking and those videos that she does, 
when she reads poetry and, someone who doesn’t speak Japanese, but the way in 
which she reads in this sort of control or composure, cadence and the type of way 
that she presents herself, it’s super moving. And to me it becomes all part and 
parcel of a larger project or part of a practice even maybe that might be just 
incidental. It’s something that maybe walks alongside or is kind of artistic and not 
art, but it really starts enriching the whole experience. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Yeah. Go ahead, Jenni. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: Oh, I was going to say, should we turn to some of the questions? We 
have a kind of group of them now. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: We have them coming. Exactly, exactly right. We’ll just take them in 
order. So, I’ll just read them out for everyone. First one is in relation to the history of 
art. If we had to associate a figure of the artist with Yayoi Kusama, which one would 
it be? And there are sort of these kinds of tropes right out there, some of them are 
the committed artist, the figure of genius… Thoughts? 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: So, I have written about Kusama twice in publications, and I did take on 
the idea of the outsider artist, and put her in a kind of larger idea of thinking about 
her as really the ultimate insider outsider. 



 
 
 
	 
She’s not self-taught. She is in a voluntary asylum. It’s not even a hospital. I think 
it’s sort of like a resort. She does play up this idea of mental illness. I don’t know. I 
don’t necessarily buy it to be perfectly honest. I feel like she’s—you know, I’m not 
gonna diagnose her. 
	 
I don’t know. But the work feels very obsessive compulsive to me in terms of its 
overriding polka dot, the idea of self-obliteration. And yet she’s never self-
obliterated. Her image is always there, lingering, as a kind of perpetual fact. And I 
think that mental illness is too easy as a category in which to encompass her work. 
	 
And it makes her much less complex to sort of simplify it as obsessive genius. That’s 
just purely intuitive. She seems to me quite rational and quite, very savvy, honestly, 
in the way that she has created a kind of industry and world around her production. 
And, also the fact that she’s quite elderly at this point and has a whole studio of 
people who have to be there to help all of these shows happen and to make and 
produce this work. 
	 
A lot of this work now is outsourced. It’s not made in house necessarily. The 
drawings and the paintings are her hand, but all of the objects are largely fabricated 
elsewhere. Like many contemporary artists, there’s a whole team of fabricators. And 
I think that that’s something key here is that she’s clearly not, you know… one must 
fabricate all of those Infinity Rooms. It’s a bunch of techies doing that work and 
producing it. She’s like a director orchestrating her production. 
 
Cheryl Sim: Indeed. I mean, she’s an entrepreneurial, it would seem, by nature, when 
you look at how she’s sort of wanted to do everything that she’s been interested in, 
including fashion, including writing literature, writing fiction. Zan? 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: Yeah. It’s funny, I don’t usually think about tropes or people 
falling into these things, and that’s probably a blind spot on my end. But when 
thinking about committed artists or figures of genius or this relationship to mental 
illness, in a certain way, I think it’s all the above, and it’s complicated, right? 
Because we have terms, we might try to pigeonhole someone into, I think the issue 
around whatever Kusama’s illness might be, and again… I wouldn’t know right? 
	 
I think as a historian, part of the challenge is if this is a condition that’s been part of 
the work all along, or part of the person all along, it becomes sort of baseline. And so 
it’s one of many other things that help shape something, but it’s not maybe the 
defining one. I’m currently working on someone right now who, or writing about, who 
had a bad drug addiction or came in and out and it’s one of those things that’s there 
and it’s part of it and it becomes a defining feature, but it’s not the only feature, 
right? It’s not all this stuff. So I think that part has to be recognized that, I think all 
folks are complicated and sometimes when we were trying to make also our 



 
 
 
historical arguments are trying to narrativize things or trying to look at larger 
projects. An individual life I don’t think is really an argument. 
	 
You know, it’s not really acted out as an argument. It’s something that is 
inconsistent, messy. And, full of many different possibilities. And I think sometimes 
it becomes, like when we want to see a figure, especially someone we don’t know, 
someone we only see through images, it’s much easier. Right. I mean, like, and I 
think to Jenni’s point, I mean like in a certain way her image is so saturated, it’s just, 
it’s another shield to defend herself. 
	 
So we don’t really know what she’s like, we just know this thing. Warhol was super 
good at this too, right? I mean, like what Warhol was like at home, living with his 
mom was really different than Warhol at the factory. You know, I love this idea of 
Warhol speaking Ruthenian with his mom and then, hanging out at the factory. 
	 
You know, there are these two different realities, but it’s the same person.	 
 
Cheryl Sim: Yeah. And thinking about associating mental illness with her work. When 
we were doing a lot more research and reading a lot of art historical texts on her 
work, we noticed a kind of shift. 
	 
There were earlier writings maybe up until the nineties where we’re very much 
taking that kind of approach, sort of the, the importance of her mental illness is 
being sort of germane to her production. And then by the late 2010s, I guess we 
start to see a shift to question whether that is really too reductive, as you’re 
suggesting. 
	 
And I would tend to agree in the same way that I think, just associating her work 
with certain movements like pop or minimalism is like, they don’t seem to work at all 
because they’re not, her work doesn’t seem motivated by those same tenets that 
were driving those particular movements. 
	 
So kind of really dissatisfying, really. And, and actually very happily so, because then 
we start to complicate her work in the way that it deserves to be, and it is radiantly 
unclassifiable. I think we address mental illness in some ways. It’ll probably come up 
in some of the answers to these other questions. 
	 
But let’s move to Baird Duncan’s question, which is, can you elaborate on the theme 
of narcissism and how that plays into obliteration? They seem like opposites, but she 
puts them with each other so seamlessly. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: I think that’s a really good observation, Baird. It is a very seamless 
overlay in which they kind of come together. The narcissism, I think, is not just in the 
mirrored surfaces, but also in the fact that the mirrored surfaces require activation. 
They require a viewer to activate them, and they are sort of empty cubes, if 



 
 
 
someone’s not in them or not taking a selfie these days in them or in her earlier time 
being photographed in them. 
	 
But I think that the mirrored surface also becomes a kind of stage set to some 
degree and a place of performance. And for me, that turns on the same sensibility of 
the public self and then the private self that we’ve been talking about, where the 
public image is, is a form of obliterating the private persona or the private self that 
you don’t have to show yourself. 
	 
If you’re in a kind of, you put up a mask, you’re on a stage. If we think of these 
mirrored surfaces, it’s stage sets in which one is always performing the self, then 
one could also see the private self as being fully obliterated or hidden in some way. I 
guess that would be my way of interpreting these two sides of the same coin. 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: Yeah, the question I think is really good. I have to confess, I 
have a hard time fully understanding what she means by obliteration, and you read 
from statements and stuff like that, and I think I end up projecting or wanting to be 
into something and, and think about it in terms of a kind of nothingness. 
	 
I think the other key thing to sort of consider is her constant invoking of infinity. 
Whether it was the Infinity Net paintings, the Infinity Rooms, and what infinity 
means, as a concept, as a cultural thing. I mean, I was really bad at math, but you 
know, like something infinite can also be finite, you know? So it doesn’t have to be—
you can have a sort of open surface that you can move around infinitely, but it’s a 
finite space or area. So there’s contradictions within there. And I think also when we 
think about the ways with the term infinity, something could be infinitely small, 
infinitely big. 
	 
And so I think she’s finding ways to hold oppositions in play. 
	 
Maybe it is intentional if we were looking at, it’s something that aligns a lot with like 
Donald Judd, thinking at the time of their talking. I mean, he was reading a lot of 
American pragmatic philosophy. He was arguing in essays, like specific objects 
around this notion of polarities or in his own art dissimilarities being held together. 
And this, sort of the ways in which philosophically thought and feeling, which are 
supposed to be opposed are still conjoined as one in the body. So maybe there’s also 
a thing in Kusama’s work or within this discourse of trying to recognize that 
dissimilar or opposites are really part of… these contradictions are kind of what 
make us who we are. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: Yeah. Thank you both. We have another question here, which is, “What 
are the conceptual, informal aspects of phenomenology and immersion explored by 
the artist as an example of our contribution to the history of art?” 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: Ooh, that’s a hard one.	 



 
 
 
 
Alexander Dumbadze: Um, you go first. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: I don’t know. I have to say, this is a really hard question. It feels like a 
kind of “put me on the spot” kind of question because I wouldn’t say that I’m 
particularly well versed in the philosophies of phenomenology, other than a kind of 
basic reading of them, but I think that she is—I guess I’m going to venture for the 
second part of the question and say her contribution to the history of art for me is as 
a kind of unwilling feminist figure of the sixties, and also as an unwilling ethnic, 
subject to racism and sexism during her time in New York. 
	 
It was a failed time in the sense that it did not ignite her career. She left and went 
back to Japan because she couldn’t make a living and she couldn’t make a living 
because she was treated badly by her peers and by the larger art world. She was 
routinely discriminated against as a non-white woman. 
	 
And I think that that’s a really key thing that should be entered into the history. The 
only comparative person at that time is somebody like Yoko Ono, who has a totally 
different history, a different set of interactions, and is also treated with a certain 
amount of disdain and racism and sexism aimed at her that she too has to 
overcome. 
	 
Neither of whom, because generationally, these are not women who want to 
embrace feminism. It’s put upon them as a frame or a lens later, and I think that her 
own commitment to infinity, to phenomenology, to these larger philosophical ideals 
or connections to mysticism and spirituality, is a way of decisively rejecting the 
specificity of her own personal experiences, within the time and place, and her own 
history. 
	 
It’s easier to connect to the quasi cosmos than it is to admit that you’ve been 
discriminated against and that people are horrible. For me, I would rather read her 
through a lens of specificity in that moment as a pioneering, if reluctant figure. 
	 
Alexander Dumbadze: Yeah, I think that's a great assessment there and I couldn’t 
agree more with that. I think this is a really fundamental situation. And there are 
other figures that’s within New York. Lee Bontecou, who recently passed away, I 
think had a similar experience with gallery representation. Lee Lozano and her 
dropout piece, which was a piece where she stops being part of the art world. These 
types of things are as much a product of the situation, of the times, of the change. 
	 
And I think they become really important. I think one other thing to think broadly is, 
sometimes it’s when questions of philosophy or artist and these other problems, I 
think a lot of good art often anticipates the philosophy or theory that comes and it’s 
almost like the theory finds the art or vice versa. 
	 



 
 
 
I don’t know what Kusama was reading. I think Kusama is super smart, but I would 
never even think of the work as illustrations of philosophical arguments, but it’s 
works of art that we’re investigating things that happen to coincide with other 
things that we’d be like, “Oh yeah, this is like phenomenology”, or “Oh yeah, this is 
like existentialism.” 
	 
She’s thinking about these questions. She’s gauging them, she’s working through 
them visually, and they happen to parallel other types of similar thinking and that we 
can, we can bring them together to start making sense of them, and as far as 
contribution to art history, I think I agree with everything that Jenni says, and I 
would go back to also that point about thinking about what happens when figures 
get recovered. 
	 
And these have these different sorts of stages or the different ways that they 
exceed their generational identification because, there’s so many artists who, of her 
age or generation who you only see in a certain moment and don’t think about that 
and who actually have, continue to be functioning recognized beyond that, which I 
think is important because of the ways art historical impulse wants to pigeonhole so 
quickly. 
	 
And maybe that’s also part of the—Jenni was saying— this resistance that she was 
having a stubbornness to continue to just to be herself. 
	 
Cheryl Sim: I mean, you’ve given us so much to think about. One of the big 
challenges of doing a show like this is that there is a kind of a constant drive right? 
To get people to also—they may enter into the space of the exhibition because of 
the Infinity Mirror Rooms and specifically because of those and sort of highly 
mediatized they are, and proliferating through social media. 
	 
But so be it, right? Because then folks get in and they discover other things about 
her work and they come to appreciate that philosophical and spiritual underpinning 
and the joy also that she’s trying to impart through the work. So I can’t thank you 
enough, for allowing us this deeper look into so many aspects of her phenomenal 
and ongoing art practice. 
	 
I want to thank everybody too for your questions. These were really rich and 
challenging and got us to really stretch the muscles a little bit. 
	 
Thanks, Jenni and Zan, for being with us here in Montréal. Thank you so much for 
having us. Thanks so much to my colleagues, also Dahlia Cheng and Marie-Fei 
Deguire, and to our translators and interpreters, Jelena Holland and Patricia Leguen, 
Lisz Keallen and Dean Wiebe. 
	 
And last but not least, thank you all again for joining us online and we really hope 
that you’ll continue to follow our activities at PHI Foundation for Contemporary Art 



 
 
 
even long after Kusama has left our buildings. So, take care everyone, and, all the 
best to you. Thanks again. Thank you. 
	 
Jenni Sorkin: Thank you.	 
 
Alexander Dumbadze: Thank you very much. Thank you, Cheryl.	 
 
Cheryl Sim: You’re so welcome.	 
 
Jenni Sorkin: Thank you. Bye. 
 
 


