The museum as muse : artists reflect

McShine, Kynaston

1999

The Museum of Modern Art

0870700928, 087070091, 0810961970

www.moma.org/calendar/exhibitions/185


https://www.moma.org/calendar/exhibitions/185
http://www.moma.org/




THE MUSEUM AS MUSE: Artists Reflect

Since the public museum came into being, in the late eighteenth
century, artists have regarded it with a mixture of reverence,
suspicion, complicity, and disdain. Recognizing it as an institution of
considerable importance for themselves, artists have celebrated its
accomplishments while ruthlessly scrutinizing its dynamics and
contradictions. A number of artists have taken the concept of the
museum as their subject matter and even incorporated museological
elements and practices into the production of their art.

The Musewm as Muse: Artists Reflect surveys the ways in which
artists, mostly of the present century, have addressed the museum,
commented on its nature, confronted its concepts and functions,
drawn from its methods, and examined its relationship to the art it
contains. This lively, involving, and intellectually provocative
presentation-encompasses—a tremendous variety of artworks, large
and small, intimateand-expansive, in mediums both faniiliar and

¢ sculptures, photographs, drawings, prints,

o
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interna- tional cross-section-of more than-sixty artists, this volume
makes a substantial and lasting contribution to our understanding of
the intertwining, continually metamorphosing relationship between
artists and museums.

Published by The Museum of Modern Art, New York, in 1999 on
the occasion of the major exhibition The Musetim as Muse: Artists
Reflect, this book features an illuminating introductory essay by
Kynaston McShine, Senior Curator in the Department of Painting
and Sculpture at The Museum of Modern Art and director of the
exhibition, who brings a wealth of insight and experience to the
subject of the asmistfand the museum. In the ensuing plate section,
M several authors on the art and artists accompany 233
full-color and black-and-white illustrations representing a wide
diversity of works of art that amuse, elucidate, and challenge as they
unfold thematically. Among them are photographs of people, art,
spaces, and events taken inside museums, by such artists as Henri
Cartier-Bresson, Elliott Erwitt, Eve Arnold, Garey Winogrand, and
'homas Struth. Personal museums and cabinets of curiosities, large
and in miniature, have been created by Charles Willson Peale, Marcel
Duchamp, Joseph Cornell, Claes Oldenburg, Fluxus, and Mark

Dion; others have focused on fantastic images of the destruction
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Foreword

Museums are generally understood to be places of

learning and inspiration, the home of the muses.
Although the earliest museums owed their origins to
collections first formed in the Hellenistic era, and
the Alexandria of the Ptolemies, in particular, the
institution as we know it today 1s primarily a creation
of the Enlightenment, at the end of the eighteenth
century. Like other mnstitutions of the Enlightenment,
the museum was construed to be fundamentally edu-
cational, a venue for the systematic organization and
presentation of artistic and natural phenomena. In-
herent in this conception of the museum is the idea
of the nstitution as a public space, dedicated to the
dittusi
stands in stark contrast to the medieval treasury and

on of knowledge. This notion of the museum

the Whunderkammer, or cabinet of curiosities, of the

Renaissance, where odd rarities were brought

together either as ecclesiastic trophies or for private
contemplation and pleasure. But the Enlightenment
ideal of the museum as an instrument of broad public
education has always been tempered by the reality
that looking at art 15 as much a sensory experience
as 1t 1s a pedagogical one. More recently the museum
has also become a place of “religious” or quasi-
religious experience, the cathedral or temple of our
times. For members of an ever-increasing public, the
opportunity to spend quiet moments contemplating
art, often in an architecturally distinctive space, en-
ables the kind of spiritual repose and intellectual
regeneration so essential to individual emotional and
psychic well-being.

These points are raised not to give a short history
(_]f‘ l‘h{: IMUSCUIN b'lll to l!l](]t'!"i{_'l)]'t' lll(.' nature {:)E‘ Tlrﬂ'
Museum as Muse: Artists Reflect. For this exhibition is
about the rich, varied, and complex relationship that
exists between artists and museums. It argues that
during the twentieth century, if not betore, the muse-
um ceased to be simply a repository of objects and
became, instead, an independent locus of artistic

inspiration and activity. In this guise the museum is

no longer the home of the muses nor a center of

|v,1rning or .‘;pirilllall 1|i~;a‘0\-‘t‘l'y, but a muse itself.
Artists, of course, have a unique relationship with

museums. They are, at once, visitors and users of the

institution and the creators of the objects that con-
stitute the institution. Museums, for them, are thus
both venues of stimulation and ideas and home to
the results of those inspirations and ideas. This
means that artists are constantly negotiating a deli-
cate balance within the museum between being the
observer and the observed. The Museum as Muse
takes as its point of departure the fact that the
museumnt, as 1t has evolved m the twentieth century,
has become an important site not only of inspira-
tion but of practice and of patronage. This wider
activity, however, is not simply about production
and support, for museums are highly charged insti-
tutions where a variety of 1ssues and ideas intersect.
These range from what works of art to acquire to
when, where, and how to display and interpret
them. Interwoven into these issues are larger ques-
tions about the “space” of the museum and the way
in which the intellectual and curatorial framework
of the institution shapes and structures the experi-
ence of looking at art. For artists to enter into the
complex web of associations generated by the

dynamic of the museum involves not only their

having met the already formidable challenges of

creative activity but extends to their intervening in
the narrative of the institution, a narrative formed
by the unique relationship of ideas and objects that
15 the museum.

The Museum as Muse: Artists Reflect comes at a
timely moment. Over the last two decades many
new art museums have been created, a great portion
of which are devoted to modern and contemporary
art. Once seen as elite, such institutions have become
highly attended attractions, with soaring attendance,
escalating budgets, diverse educational programs, and
broad popular appeal. No longer are museums sim-
ply artistic and intellectual centers; they are now
equally important as social and cultural venues as
well as vital economic forces in their communities.
They are quickly emerging as the preeminent cul-
tural institutions of our time. The Museum as Muse:
Atrtists Reflect examines in detail how the museum is
perceived and understood by artists, and also how it
has inspired them. The more than sixty artists in the




exhibition explore everything from the theoretical
and conceptual underpinnings of the institution to
its ethical and financial practices and internal poli-
tics. They question and challenge the museum,
engage and react to it, some with passion and deep
affection, others with skepticism and concern. What
they reveal about the museum, as an stitution and
as a source of knowledge and inspiration, is fascinat-
ing, informative, and provocative and enriches our
understanding of the museum as well as the practice
of each of the araists involved in this show.

The exhibition and the publication that accom-

panies it were conceived and organized by Kynaston

McShine, Senior Curator in the Department of

Painting and Sculpture at The Museum of Modern
Art. Both are enriched by the enormous insight, sen-
sitivity, knowledge, and erudition that Mr. McShine
has brought to nearly four decades of involvement
with museums and artists. On behalf of the Trustees
of the Museum, the staff, and the public who have
the opportunity and privilege of viewing the exhibi-
tion and reading the book, I wish to acknowledge,
with great pleasure, the debt that all of us at The Mu-
seum of Modern Art owe him for having brought
this project into being.

Finally, the most essential element of any exhibi-

tion 15 necessarily the generosity of the artists and

Jo C:

lenders. Without their cooperation an exhibition,
however well conceived, cannot be realized. In this
instance, their help has been extraordinary and rep-

resents a high tribute to the theme of the exhibition.

On behalf of the Trustees, the curator, and the staff

of The Museum of Modern Art, I wish to express
our deepest appreciation to the Contemporary
Exhibition Fund, established with gifts from Lily
Auchincloss, Agnes Gund and Daniel Shapiro, and

role and Ronald S. Lauder, which has made
this exhibition possible. I also thank The Bohen
Foundation for its generous and far-sighted support
of the production and installation of the works of art
commissioned for this exhibition. Similarly, the sup-
port received from The International Council of The
Museum of Modern Art continues its distinguished
tradition of furthering contemporary art. The Con

temporary Arts Council and The Junior Associates of

The Museum of Modern Art have made possible the
accompanying Web site and on-line artists’ projects.
This publication has been generously supported by

The Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts.

Glenn D, Lowry, Director
The Museum of Modern Art, New York
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MUSEUM

According to the Great Encyclopedia, the first museum in the modern sense of the

word (meaning the first public collection) was founded in France by the Convention of

July 27, 1793. The origin of the modern museum is thus linked to the development

of the guillotine. . . .

A museum is like a lung of a great city; each Sunday the crowd flows like blood into the
museum and emerges purified and fresh. The paintings are but dead surfaces, and it is
within the crowd that the streaming play of lights and of radiance, technically described by
authorized critics, is produced. It is interesting to observe the flow of visitors visibly driven

by the desire to resemble the celestial visions ravishing to their eyes. . . .

The museum is the colossal mirror in which man, finally contemplating himself from all
stdes, and finding himself literally an object of wonder, abandons himself to the ecstasy

expressed in art journalism.

Georges Bataille, “Museum,” Oxtober, no. 36
(19806), p. 25; trans. Annette Michelson;
pub. first in Documents 2, no. 5 (1930), p. 300.



Introduction

aston McShine

Having worked in a museum for virtually my entire
career, | have long been pondering the different ways
i1 which aruists have made the museum a subject
throughout the twentieth century and even earlier,
and [ have felt that this has provided the basis for an
exhibition and publication. As time progressed, I real-
ized that many more artists were dealing with this
topic than T had initially thought, and in many more
ways. The museum as an institution generally, and
maybe even The Museum of Modern Art specifically,
has had great meaning for contemporary artists, and
they often have felt strong emotional connections to
it, whether of love or hate. They have probably spent
a lot of ime in the Museum and been influenced by
individual exhibitions. We have frequently seen what
we have shown here being reflected in what we have
later received in new art. Most arusts’ education
involves the habit of visiting museums and reflecting
on what 15 seen there. This, of course, also has led
arrists to think about museum practices.

The fascinaung thing about the relationship
between artists and museums is that artists have stud-
ied every aspect of the museum, as if anatomizing an
organism. Although the ways in which they deal with
the museum in their work go far beyond any purely
pragmatic consideration, their interest 1s, of course,
partly professional: their sense of what the museum
means in terms of public acceptance makes many of
them eager to be represented in museum collections,
and worry if they are absent. Others, meanwhile,
question whether their work should be in a museum
at all, feeling that to be included is to succumb to the
establishment. In either case, artists are often, ulti-
mately, wrestling with the issue of their dependence
on the museum to endorse their place in art history,
It is the civil institution of today, they feel, that will
make them the cultural institutions of tomorrow.

The use of the museum as a subject for art has
accelerated during the twentieth century in response
both to developments within art and to the altered
social role of the museum. In the early part of the
century, however, the artist was distanced from the
museum, which made little acknowledgment of con-
temporary art. Russian artists after the Revolution of

1917 were an exception: desiring a total integration
of art and life, they harbored the utopian dream of a
museum administered by artists, and they brought art
to the public on boats and trains and through theater
design in ways intended to make the museum and its
mission vital parts of everyday life. El Lissitzky. for
example, designed an exhibition room for the Han-
nover Museum (now the Sprengel) in Germany in
1926, preparing detailed plans and drawings, Lis-
sitzky's practice, however, was unique. The Parisian
art milieu of the same period was marked by disdain
for the museum as a traditional, antiquated, aristo-
cratic authority, lacking understanding of the art
of its time. It was Marcel Duchamp who pointed
the way 1 this attitude, poking fun at the museum,
and catalyzing the

puncturing its pomposity,

Dadaists’ and Surrealists’ relative indifference to it.
Independent of authority and tradition, Duchamp
and his colleagues were essentially derisive about the
kind of history that the museum of that nme pro-
moted and constructed.

Curiously, though, it is not possible to ignore
Duchamp’s role in guiding artists foward museums.
Despite his irreverent gestures, Duchamp was an
essential advisor to the formation of contemporary
art collections in the 1920s and 1930s such as those of
Katherine S. Dreier and Louise and Walter Arensberg,
which eventually led to the placement of works by
himself and others in The Museum of Modern Art,
the Philadelphia Museum of Art, and the Yale Uni-
versity Art Gallery. This phenomenon of the artist
actively fostering a relationship with a museum
developed further with the exile of European artists
to the United States during World War II: The
Museum of Modern Art, along with other institu
tions, provided financial support to help a number
of artists leave Europe and assisted them in finding
employment in the United States. In consequence,
exiles such as Joseph Albers and Fernand Léger, among
others, created a certain energy around these institu-
tions that stimulated a new relationship between
museums and artists.

At around the same time, American artists in

[1;’11'11£‘LIL1] hl.‘t.',.ll] to realize that museums were not




paying adequate attention to them. In 1950 the lIras-
cibles wrote their famous letter of complaint to The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, protesting hostility

toward the :

ant-garde in the organization of a large
exhibition of American art. Their effort was followed
by the Americans series of exhibitions at The Mu-
seum of Modern Art and by other exhibitions of new
work, leading to a less adversarial relationship be-
tween the artist and the museum.

This new relationship in the 19508, however, was
partly undone in the 1960s, when crises in the post-
colonial world, exemplified by the Vietnam War,
brought with them a basic distrust of society and its
1960 The Museum of Modern Art
agreed to show Jean Tinguely’s Hommage @ New York,

mstitutions. In

an amazing and elaborate construction designed to
self-destruct—as indeed it did, in an event in the sculp-
ture garden that was finally closed down by firemen.
By 1969, however, when Yayoi Kusama arranged for six
women and two men to shed their clothing and frolic
in the pools and among the sculptures on the same site,
her intention was subversive rather than collaborative;
the event took place without the Museum’s consent,
and, indeed, Kusama had organized it precisely to
protest the institution’s lack of modernity, its function
as, in her words, a “mausoleum of modern art.”
Something else changed in the 1960s. Before that
decade there was a provincial quality to the art
world; British artists were British, French artists were

French—artistic activity was nationally compartmen-

talized. In the 19605, howev
the art world was altered by travel. The new Ameri-
can painting had a profound impact on Europe, and
European artists began to voyage frequently to the
United State

increasingly global situation contributed to a more

the scene appeared to open up. This

open and relaxed attitude toward art and the art
object, which also became more conceptual. The def-
inition of art, and of how it was to be not only cre-
ated but presented, broadened fundamentally. The
result was that by the late 1960s artists had come to
feel quite free in relation to the museum. One day

they could love it, the next they could hate it, and the

next ignore it, as in any family.

, the insular aspect of

—_— e ———— e e Y e
e e

Conceptual art, with its fluid notions of the art
object, presented a challenge to traditional museum
practices. Yet an artist like Marcel Broodthaers was
distinctly interested in the museum, and developed a
complex series of works around it. From the 1970s
on, in fact, a good deal of art took the museum as its
central interest, for the range of ideas about and atti-
tudes toward the institution grew and deepened. A
variety of techniques came into play; almost any
method and medium could be used to address the
subject, from installation, video, and more cerebral
mediums ro traditional photography and even, by the
1980s, traditional painting in oil on canvas. Stll, in
the 1980s, the museum took a bit of a back seat in the
art world. The driving force became an economic
well-being involving private money, the gallery
structure, and, in Europe, government funding. Non-
profit institutions in the United States did not have
these kinds of resources, so the intervention of the
museum became less necessary in artists” careers; the
life of the artist, now potentially lucrative, was sus-
tained by large international exhibitions, by interna-
tional collecting, by shows in commercial galleries,
and by auction sales. The museum was a relatively
passive participant in this actuivity. Nevertheless, the
1980s and 1990s have seen widespread growth in
museum expansion and building. Temporary exhibi-
tions at galleries and international venues have been
unable to displace the museum’s historical role as a
storehouse of aesthetic memory.

These historical shifts in patronage are matched by
an ambivalence toward the assumed ability of the
museum to immortalize the artist in relation to his-
tory. Artists have seen the museum as a place that
establishes and codifies their place in history; they
have also resented the power that it may exert over
their lives. Collecting 15 a byproduct of producing
work, and most artists accept its necessity, but some of
them are sensitive about the museum’s possession of
their art. They see patronage as patronizing, and ques-
tion their dependence on a system based on private or
public acquisition. The idea of the public patron is
perhaps more offensive to some artists if they see it as
representing political affiliations or alignments in



conflict with the more progressive attitudes that are
often components of the artistic temperament.

This kind of tension i1s evident in the work of
many artists represented in The Museum as Muse and
also in work that cannot be included here. For even
as many artists have struggled to be mncluded in the
museum, others have resisted dependence on art-
world patronage structures and have developed intri-
cate critiques of museum practices. As an outgrowth
of these :tppr{'};!thc_\, many artists have plir}}:m:ll\f
made works that, due to their size, ephemeral materi-
als, or location, are not collectible by museums (nor
by the commercial gallery system); still others have
chosen to avoid the institution altogether. Although
this kind of work 15 addressed in the present essay, it 1s
by defimtion generally absent from the exhibition
The Musewm as Muse. Other artists, however, have
examined the museum’s political structure in works
Lh‘ﬁigm'd for conventional viewing and, p:lr[ifu]ar]l\',
for the expanded and increasingly various audience
of The Museum of Modern Art.

The Museum as Muse 15 designed as a survey of
some of the most notable museum-related art. It does
not pretend to exhaust the field. Similarly, it does not
attempt to establish a theoretical basis for the multi-
ple focuses of artists. Rather, recognizing the variety
of motives and interests that artists have brought to
the subject, it illuminates the approaches taken by
artists and discusses the aspects of the museum?’ life

on which they have chosen to settle.

The fact that collecting 1s an obsessional activity both
for museums and for private individuals has led me
to become intrigued by artist collectors. Not only
have some artists formed large art collections (those
of Edgar Degas, Pablo Picasso, Andy Warhol, and
Arman are only a few such), but more modestly and
practically arnsts’ studios have always been the sites of
collections of materials they have wanted around
them as they worked, for example photographs,
objets, exotic ephemera, and copies of other art. This
practice long predates modernity, but it has relatively
recently expanded into the idea of making a museum

of one’s own, not just to preserve ones own work,

in a kind of monument to oneself (for example,
the Paris studio of Constantin Brancusi, which he
bequeathed, with its contents, to the Musée national
d’art moderne, sanctifying his working process along
with his sculpture) but to apply museological princi-
ples to the production of art.

A prime example must be Marcel Broodthaers’s
Mus¢e d*Art Moderne, Département des Aigles (Museum
of Modern Art, Department of Eagles), a conceptual
museum created by the artist in 1968. Broodthaers’s
museum was a fiction in that 1t had neither perma-
nent collection nor permanent location. It mani-
fested 1tself in its various “sections” created between
1968 and 1972. Another must be Claes Oldenburgss
Mouse Musenrn (1065—77),a freestanding structure con-
taining a collectdon of ficdonalized objects (some
found and altered, others created by the artist) dis-
played in vitrines: a landscape painting and objects
relating to landscape; articles in the form of human
beings; food forms; body parts; clothing remnants,
cosmetics, and objects of adornment; tools; objects
relating to animals; representations of buildings and
monuments as well as souvenirs; money containers;
smoking articles; and fragments from the artist’s
studio. The Mouse Museum is a comment partly on
collecting (the selections combination of irrational-
ity and obvious system throwing the whole practice
into question) and partly on the ingenious, yet inane,
mass of mechanically reproduced material that floods
our society. And although this may not be immedi-
ately apparent to the visitor, the museum’s architec-
tural plan is defined by the head of a certain cartoon
mouse; so that Mouse Musewm 1s also part comic, a
parody. Filling this architectural space, the collection
figuratively becomes Mickey’s brain.

Quite different in mood 1s Susan Hiller’s From The
Freud Museum (1991-96), an example of the museum
as a construct of the artists imagination. Creating a
museum trom the “unspoken, unrecorded, unex-
plained, and overlooked,” Hiller’s installation com-
prises fifty cardboard boxes packed with specifically
personal objects. But the poetic connotations of
these 0.1“]'1'1'!.\ are tIkJ) to engage the wvisitor’s own

experiences and memories as well. One box, titled
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Nama.ma (Mother), contains a photocopied diagram
showing Uluru cave paintings and Australian native
earth in different pigments that were collected by
the artist, ground into powder, and placed in cos-
metic containers. Another box, Chamin’'Ha (House of
Knives), contains a photocopy of a classic Mayan cal-
endar, glyphs, numerals, day names, and modern
obsidian blades, all in a customized cardboard box.
The boxes together become a personal epic with
biographical, archaeological, and political elements
that move the spectator through a gamut of intel-
lectual and emotional tonalities, from the banal and
sentimental to the academic and metaphysical.
Meanwhile the work addresses a basic issue of the
museum, both for the visitor and the curator: the
need for viewers to establish their own rapport with
what is presented and to create for themselves a
unique, personal poetic experience. Hillers work
may also stimulate them to consider their own activi-
ties as curators and collectors in their private Lives.

Christian Boltanski’s Archives (1987) is a group of
racks suggesting a museum art-storage room of sev-
eral hanging screens filled with photographs of 355
anonymous individuals. These people are completely
unidentified, but the installation is infused by a sense
of morbidity, created partly by the relative darkness
(the work is lit only by small lights at the top of each
screen) and partly by the idea of storage—as if this
museum existed to preserve some unnamed collec-
tive memory. Were these people victims of the Holo-
caust or of some other disaster? As an assembly of
data, an archive is often almost abstract in atmos-
phere, but Boltanski’s version is rooted in a sense of
loss. His Vitrine of Reference (II) (1970), more personal
and autobiographical, contains artifacts from his
childhood—photographs, a 45 r.p.m. record, a sling-
shot—but the museological display makes them feel
as if they came from a prehistoric civilization.

More romantic than these artists is Joseph
Cornell, who made assemblages, dossiers, and con-
structions to house collections that sentimentally
memorialize women he admired—ballerinas, the
heroines of novels, and film stars. The nostalgia for

the past that breathes through these works parallels
the mood of, for example, a museum’ period rooms,
its rooms of miniatures, and its occasional re-
creations of a historical space, often a personal one—the
living room of an aristocratic houschold (containing a
collection, probably) or some other room furnished to
demonstrate a period in history. But those displays are
whole environments, as is Oldenburg’s expansion of an
apparently frivolous collection far beyond any expecta-
tion. Hiller similarly lets the “unrecorded and over-
looked™ take up an attention-getting amount of room,

Cornell, on the other hand, follows a principle of com-

pression, focusing the power of the artwork through
the sense that a carefully chosen collection is concen-
trated in a diminutive space.

Cornell greatly admired Duchamp, who worked
more compactly stll, reproducing his own entire
oeuvre as mimiatures carcfully organized in a valise,
What a great conceit it is—to put your life’s work into
a little briefcase, which is editioned (one edition
being partially assembled by Cornell), and so available
to numbers of people simultaneously. Duchamp made
several full-scale copies of his Readymades over the
years, and those works are in visual terms functionally
identical to their originals; but the miniaturization of
the works in the various versions of the Bofte-en-valise
(the first appeared in 1941) creates a peculiar class of
objects, neither originals nor reproductions, worthy
of that peculiar curator Duchamp.

Presaged here, I think, is the issue of the museum’s
traffic in reproductions, which, as the century pro-
ceeds, becomes a major preoccupation in a museum’s
marketing life. Perhaps schoolchildren in a museum
store, buying postcards of works they have just seen,
are creating a reference almost equivalent to the one
Duchamp provided to his own work: they may feel
they now have the work, if on a smaller scale. And of
course postcards and posters have become ubiquitous
manifestations of the museum, from the student’s
dorm to the dentist’s office. Recognizing this as early
as 1919, Duchamp used a color reproduction of one of
the icons of painting—Leonardo’s Mona Lisa, in the

Louvre—to allow us a certain irreverence toward a



museum-sanctioned artwork: applying a mustache
and beard to the Mona Lisa’s face, and titling the work
L.H.O.0.Q. (in French, a lubricious pun), he not
only plays with gender issues but reminds us that a
reproduction is a reproduction. Embellishing the
best-known painting in the world, but doing so
harmlessly—for how can you vandalize a paper repro-
duction?—I Juchamp desanctifies the object, allowing
us a mental proximity to it that we would not other-
wise have even in the Louvre, standing before the
painting itself. The reproduction is that much closer
to our lives.

A recent descendant of Duchamp’s work in this
respect is the rigorous art of Sherrie Levine, which
comprises copies, produced by a variety of different
methods, of artworks of the past. Her black-and-
white images of paintings by van Gogh (1994) are all
photographed from the pages of books. Perhaps
Levine can be seen as building her own, somehow
poignant collection of the art she desires—a
“museum without walls,” in André Malraux’s term.
The 480 Plaster Surrogates (1982—89) of Allan McCol-
lum form another collection that, like Levine’s van
Goghs, has had its content meddled with: each of
these 480 “paintings” is a plaster mold in the shape of
a painting, including the frame, but with blackness
where the image should be. Is the world so full of
images that it 15 redundant to maintain a storchouse
of them? McCollum’s works address ideas about the
aura of the artwork in the age of the mass-produced
object. Ironically enough, the Surrogates come close
to suggesting that a museum of multiple imageless
frames would be somehow viable: beyond our appre-
ciation of a large installation of these works as a visual
spectacle in its own right, our memories of paintings,
our ideas about what painting 1s, almost allow us to
fill in the blanks.

Another of Duchamp’ heirs, dealing this time, as
in the Boife-en-valise, with miniaturization, might be
the Swiss artist Herbert Distel, who in 1970—77 asked
artists around the world to contribute a work to a
museum he was creating in a many-drawered cabi-

net, each drawer divided into compartments. A found

object, the cabinet was designed to store silk thread;
Edward Kienholz made the base for it. Nearly every-
one asked by Distel happily submitted an exquisitely
executed miniature. (A few works were donated by
others, for example, the piece by Piero Manzoni,
who had died before Distel’s project began.) The
result, Museum of Drawers, contains works by so00

artists (or, rather, so1, including Kienholz). Some of

the artists are well known—Picasso, for example
while others are more obscure. The museum 1s usu-
ally displayed with several of its drawers removed and
open to view in a vitrine. Where Oldenburg and
Duchamp created museums of their own work,
Distel is here claiming the function of the archetypal
curator, creating his own selection of the art of a cer-
tain period, if insisting on the slightly unusual condi-
tion that it be shrunken to fit in his compact portable
case. (At least Distel escapes the need of so many
museums for a new building at regular intervals.) A
similar wood cabinet, this one made for the occasion,
was used by members of the Fluxus movement in
1975—77 to create a museum of Fluxus artists; created
almost simultaneously, these two “museums” stand as
mini-monuments to the art of their time.

An ancestor of the personal museum is surely the
Wiinderkammer, or cabinet of curiosities, of the eigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries. In a work painted in
1822, the artist and naturalist Charles Willson Peale
depicted himself as the epitome of the gentleman
amateur/connoisseur who has amassed a treasury of
the marvelous and fabulous. How proudly he shows
us his extremely special collection of natural history
objects, which symbaolizes his status as a man of learn-
ing. The Artist in His Museum is a great nineteenth-
century work tracing the emotions once available to
an artist who had created his own museum.

Artists in this century generally show more com-
plex attitudes to the museum than Peale’s obvious
pride. But the thrill Peale got from nature survives,
perhaps against the odds, in Mark Dion, who is fasci-
nated by the idea of the Winderkammer and the mis-
cellaneous specimens it contained. The Great Chain of
Being, created for The Museum as Muse, is a modern




Whnderkammer, a variety of objects—animal, vegeta-
ble, and mineral—that invokes different branches of
knowledge and implies an evolution that ends with
the human, Dion has a comfortable familiarity with
the disciplines of mineralogy and geology, zoology
and biology, but utlizes them toward the goal of
making art. Like Peale but working in sculprure, he
accumulates a variety of materials and displays them in
an orderly way, in the process creating a self-portrait.

The Frenchman Daniel Buren has been one of
the artists most associated with the use of the
museum as subject matter, for example in installa-
tions at the Haus Lange and Haus Esters, Krefeld, in
1982. He has also written extensively on museologi-
cal and artistic theory. Buren, in some sense, appro-
priates to himself the role of the curator of The
Museum as Muse by adding to its roster of artworks
four de Chirico paintings from the permanent col-
lection of The Museum of Modern Art. By incorpo-
rating the permanent collection (the maintenance of
which is a separate activity from the preparation of a
temporary exhibition) in the show, he engages the
visitor’s understanding of this Museum as a place. The
de Chiricos are installed in the usual mode of the
permanent galleries for painting and sculpture; at the
same time, in those galleries themselves, Buren
frames with his trademark stripes the blank spaces
where the paintings usually hang, so that he imposes
The Museum as Muse on those rooms, where viewers
will have come to see something else. The viewer in
the permanent collection confronts a situation that is
not of the permanent collection, in a certain transfer-
ence of concept over memory.

It is not, of course, that visitors expect no concep-
tual intelligence in the permanent collection, but
many of them go there to see old favorites and to
rehearse a particular, familiar narrative of which
that installation gives an account., Most artists are
extremely aware of that narrative, if not through their
concern for their own place in it, then because artists

tend to be interested in art history. For the general

public too, one of the pleasures of museum-going—
especially to an institution like the Louvre, or the

National Gallery in London—is those museums’ basi-

cally settled nature: the artworks have their more-or-
less fixed place. There is a collective memory that we
all share of the great museums, It is therefore poignant
when Sophie Calle points out how fragile our mem-
ories are, in Last Seen. . . (1991): at her request, a vari-
ety of employees at Boston’s Isabella Stewart Gardner
Museum—curators, guards, and other museum staff—
used their memories of several paintings stolen from
the collection to provide descriptions of them. These
descriptions, differing not only in their degree of
detail but in those details themselves, are incorporated
as text in Calle’s series, which accordingly under-
mines our sense of the reliability of our memory of
what was there and is not there now. Of course it also
speaks of the museum as workplace, of the percep-
tions that museum staff may have of an object that is a
part of their daily business rather than something they
travel and pay admission to see. But Last Seen. . . finally
enters a larger territory: at the same time that its
verbal translations of a visual artwork arouse a need to
see that work, they prove their own inadequacy as a
substitute for it, and as such become an exercise in

frustration and unsatistied desire.

If the museum is a site of a culture’s memory. of the

story the culture tells itself about where it has been,

then the work Fred Wilson has made for this exhibi-
tion, Art in Our Time (the title of a show at The
Museum of Modern Art in 1939, celebrating the insti-
tution’s tenth anniversary), cx]}]on‘.s a |‘m:|‘m31'}-"s
memory of itself: the Museum’s photographic archive
of its own exhibitions and public and private spaces
over the years. From this archive Wilson has culled
images of a diversity of visitors, of installations in both
temporary exhibitions and the permanent collection,
of storage rooms, and so on, the whole a fragment of
the extraordinary memory that a museum has and
embodies. What 1s not on display in the Museum is as
crucial to 1t as what is: the large collections not on
view, the library, the loaned works arrving for an
exhibition and leaving after it, the works being con-
sidered for acquisition, the works being deacces-
sioned, the files on artists and on specitic objects, the

collective memory of the staff—together become an



infinite resource. A museum constitutes a less visible
framework for the more visible art it exists to pre-
serve; Wilson’s work puts part of that frame on view.
He shares this interest with Louise Lawler, another
artist interested in the context in which the artwork
appears, be it the museum, the home, or the anction
house. Fascinated by the methods of presentation and
the indirect functions to which art is subjected in
these places, she documents them photographically,
obliquely commenting on the different kinds of value
that artworks come to comprise, and on the ways in
which these values are expressed.

Lawler, of course, 15 far from the only artist to
photograph the museum; the practice began within
fifteen years of the invention of the photographic
process in 1839. Once again, though, the attitudes
discernible in those early photographs are less ambigu-
ous and intellectually complex than those of an
artist like Lawler, Victorian images by Roger Fenton,
Stephen Thompson, and Charles Thurston Thompson
are more documentary than analytic, recording both
spaces and specific objects, and showing an absolute
fascination with the special place that the museum
was. It was not a religious space, it was not a domestic
space, but it was a major place of convocation, of
coming together. It was also a little closer in time than
we are to the old-fashioned idea of the Wunderkam-
mer, and additionally to another of the museum’s
ancestors, the royal or aristocratic collection of objects
of great worth. The public accordingly saw the
museum’s objects as curiosities and rich marvels. In
fact many spectators today still enter the museum
with this innocent desire for the marvelous, no matter

whether a well-conceived kettle

what form it takes
displayed by the architecture and design department
or an Alberto Giacometti sculpture. But artists of this
century have shown a desire to explore the frame
within which that sense of wonder is maintained.
Candida Héfer, tor example, photographs muse-
ums’ empty lobbies and lounges, revealing their
blandness, their impersonality, and perhaps even their
tastelessness. Her photographs suggest an irony of the
contemporary museum: it 15 often thought of as an

arbiter of taste, but it is also a large public institution, a

role it may manifest in its architecture, its furniture, its
lighting, and its general ambiance. Thomas Struth,
similarly, has observed that “many people compare
modern museums with train stations,” a view to
which he contrives a “resistance”: his photographs’
color and scale bestow on the museum a certain
splendor. And the variety of the viewers he shows

before large artworks in the galleries demonstrates the

richness that art is capable of possessing for diverse
people. Struth sees the beauty in the art, in the
museum, and in the public. The interesting interplay
happens when museum visitors confront a Struth
photograph of museum visitors: it 1s as if they some-
how step through the glass and become part of the
situation they see. “Therein lies a moment of pause or
of questoning,” Struth remarked; “Because the view-
ers are reflected in their activity, they have to wonder
what they themselves are doing at that moment.”
Photographers other than Struth have been
attracted to the spectator, and to the spectators
gaze—to looking at people looking. Given the expo
sure time needed by nineteenth-century film, this
happened somewhat rarely in Victorian photogra-
phy; Jean-Baptiste Gustave Le Gray's “Les Demoiselles
du Village™ at the Salon of 1852, for example, shows a
museumn hall entirely without visitors. But in the
twentieth century it became as easy to capture the
museumn visitor as the inanimate object. Henri
Cartier-Bresson could pursue an interest in people as
observers, and in the relationship between viewer
and object. Eve Arnold and David Seymour have
photographed particularly notable museum visitors
(Edward Steichen, Bernard Berenson), but the gen-
eral visitor, too, became a journalistic subject quite
independent of the artwork; Lutz Dille provides a
typical example, showing a couple holding slides up
to a window on the garden at The Museum of
Modern Art. Meanwhile photographers such as
Larry Fink and Garry Winogrand found their imagi-
nations grabbed by the museum’ evolving aura as a
social space. Observing the public behavior emergent
as the museum increasingly became a place of social-
izing as much as of study, these photographers com-

mented on the distance between the basic act of




contemplation and some of what now seems to be
ordinary museum activity.

Hiroshi Sugimoto’s photographs, by contrast, are
unpeopled, appearing to show wildlife in its natural
habitat. Somehow, though, they seem to heighten the
frozen quality that a still photograph necessarily must
have, and on scrutiny we awkwardly realize that we
are viewing not the vacation shots of a tourist on

safari but stuffed animals in the dioramas of a natural

history museum. Insisting on the artificiality of

the museum experience, where, at least traditionally,
there is nothing we come to see that lives and
breathes, these images ask us to ponder the relation
ship between that experience and the world beyond:
it is as if there were some creeping artifice in con-
temporary life, inspiring the artist to take these pho-
tographs. Armficiality 15 taken to an even more
peculiar extreme in Christopher Willlams's Angola
to Viemam* of 1989, a series of photographs of glass
flowers in the Botanical Museum at Harvard Univer-
sity. Evoking the exoticism of these fowers

painstakingly accurate reproductions of specimens
from around the world—by titling his photographs
according to their countries of origin (all nations in
which people had gone missing for political reasons

during 1985), Williams catches in photog

aphy a
museum-specific kind of beauty far removed from
the experience of a tropical garden. The reproduc-
tions are so realistic that you almost have to be told
they are glass.

The wonderful thing about photographers roam-
ing in museums is the individual eye’s response to the
subject. Elliott Erwitt and Zoe Leonard provide idio-
syncratic and pointed museum experiences, and
Christian Milovanoff gives us an amusingly personal-
ized tour of the Louvre, focusing on a single recurring
detail: the feet of the figures in masterpiece paintings.
An intellectually provocative sense of humor is also
shown by Vik Muniz, who, photographing the marble
floor in the garden hall of The Museum of Modern
Art, captured it as a series of abstractions resembling
and titled after Alfred Steglitzs much-analyzed
Equivalents, photographic studies of clouds. More

somber and ominous are Giinther Forg's large studies

of the Munich Pinakothek, the play of light and
shadow on the building’s grand staircase evoking a

darkness attuned to the architecture’s authoritarian

style. Jan Dibbets takes a more redemptive approach,

photographing natural light in the museum and
mounting the photographs in geometrically orga-
nized assemblages informed by his love of the light
in Dutch painting. The seventeenth-century Dutch
artist Pieter Jansz Saenredam, a direct inspiration for
Dibbets, painted church light; Dibbets gives us the
light of a contemporary church. His work suggests
more reverence for the museum than do many of the
later photographs discussed here, which are subtly and

not so subtly eritical.

Clearly there 1s a generation of artists whose attitude
to the museum seems ambiguous and skeptical. One
of these, perhaps, is Lothar Baumgarten, whose
Ulnisettled Objects (1968—69) comprises photographic
slides of the collection of the Pitt Rivers Museum in
Oxford, England, and of individual artifacts con-
tained there. The Pitt Rivers is a Victorian anthropo
logical or natural history museum; the installation has
not been significantly updated, and as a visual presen-
tation evokes the past tale of Western culture’s
attempt, through its museums, to represent the lives
of cultures that did not share its taxonomies and
informing assumptions. Within each image, Baum-
garten inscribes paired terms—claimed/accumu-
lated,” “climatized/confined,” “displayed/imagined,”
“selected/fetishized"—that suggest alternate and often
mutually exclusive ways of understanding the anthro-
pologist’s museological practice. The issue, in part, is
the meanings of the objects displayed—generally
utilitarian things—in the terms of the society in
which they originated. Never intended to be col-
lected and aestheticized or anesthetized in a vitrine,
these objects have been in a way embalmed by muse
ology. The system has paradoxically preserved them
while also depriving them of their history and life.
“The name,” Baumgarten writes, “directs memory—
and forgetting.”

Invited to prepare a project for The Museum as

Muse, Michael Asher challenged The Museum of



Modern Art by proposing that a list of all of its deac-
cessions, from its founding to the present day, in
painting and sculpture, be made available to the public
as a printed booklet. This information is no secret, but
has never been compiled in one list, and presenting
it as such asserts that a museum is neither static and
somehow outside history (as it may sometimes seem)
nor incapable of mistakes and misjudgments. Fol-
lowing a demythologizing impulse, Asher does not
take into consideration what works may have been
acquired, what possibilities opened up, through the
deaccessioning of other works, but he does power-
tully conjure an imaginary musée des refusés.

Richard Hamiltons fiberglass molds of Frank
Lloyd Wright's instantly recognizable building for the
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, reproduced as
multiples, in various bright colors, to hang on the
wall, divorce us from that institution and its contents
and reduce it to a decorative object. Art & Language’s
series Index: Incidents in a Museum (1986—88) also
comments on museum architecture and the art it con-
tains: paintings showing the again quite recognizable
galleries of New York's Whitney Museum of Ameri-
can Art, designed by the modernist architect Marcel

Breuer, they pose questions about the

1deological
proximity of art and architecture—about the kind of
art that the architecture seems to demand. Showing a
Whitmey gallery containing paintings leaning against
the wall, as if in their studio, this group of theoretical
artists, whose work is often literary, also aggressively
stakes a claim for their own right to be in the
museumn, and establishes the reciprocal relationship
between artist and museum as one of eternal recur
rence. These paintings stand as illustrations of their
theories and philosophies about the making of art.
Some sense of the museum’s darker side, or else a
darker way of viewing the museum, dates back to its
very beginnings. In 1796, Hubert Robert, an artist
who was also the first “curator™ at the Louvre and
was instrumental in its transition from royal palace to
public building, created a wonderful painting of his
projected design for the museum’s Grande Galerie.
The oldest museum open to the public, the Louvre

has long represented a summit of grandeur for artists

and art audiences; countless artists have used it as
their classroom, examining and copying the works
displayed there. Many artworks, then, derive from or
refer to its holdings. Much of this was yet to come
when Roobert painted his view of the Grande Galerie,
but even then, one imagines, the companion piece he
made for the painting must have caused a certain

shock: perhaps in irrevere 1ces

. perhaps with F

recent social upheaval in mind, he imagined the
gallery in ruins. It is left to the viewer to conjecture
whether the ruin stems from neglect, or from some
act of violence, or simply from the passage of an
enormous span of time. But surely one message of
Robert’s painting is the ultimate temporariness of
even great works of art, and the vanity of the
museumss efforts to preserve them.

One suspects that the impulse to imagine the
museum in ruins goes hand-in-hand with the artist’s
dependence on the museum, which becomes a per-
somality either producing or withholding affection.
How to circumvent the overbearing parent? Yves
Klein, for example, conceived of immaterial art-
works—gold foil, for example, that is thrown into the
Seine and washed away. Work demanding an indi-
viduals physical presence is hard to collect, as when
Manzoni signed a woman’s naked body as a work of
art. (Nakedness, incidentally, is a strategy artists often
embrace when trying to challenge curators and
trustees.) A Christo project of 1968, represented in
this exhibition by drawings and a scale model of the
imagined scene, inverts the usual relationship of
museum to art: rather than the museum containing
the art, the art contains the museum. Christo pro-
posed to wrap The Museum of Modern Art in cloth,
He also wanted to block all entrance to the building
by filling Fifty-third Street with 441 barrels. It is as if
he wished to possess and appropriate the institution,
to muffle its powers, to control the possibilities situ-
ated in it, to seal up the memory it embodies, and to
remove it for a ome from the world, implicitly
asking whether we could live without it.

Another recourse artists have explored is the
production of works that physically challenge or

defy the limitations of an institutional building, for




example the earthworks produced by Walter de
Maria, Michael Heizer, Robert Smithson, and others,
works that are both specific to outdoor sites and
enormous. Dennis Oppenheim’s Gallery  Transplant
(1969) was both large and ephemeral, and dealt with
the museum more directly than much of this work:
he drew the floor plan of gallery 4 from the Andrew
Dickson White Museum (now the Herbert E John-
son Museum of Art), at Cornell University, in the
snow in a bird sanctuary near ITthaca, New York.
Oppenheim’s piece, however, also reveals some of the
contradictions of this kind of art, in that it did result
in collectible objects—photographs and a map, which
appear in The Museum as Muse. Smithson, too, devel-
oped a practice adapted to the gallery by placing
within it aspects of contemporary nature, ingredients
of the landscape—pieces of rock, a “non-site.” Yet this
involved a certain dislocation of the museum’s con-
ceptual premises, Smithson also created plans for the
almost inconceivable museum that could have
housed his Spiral Jerty piece in Utah, and a Smithson
drawing, The Museum of the 10id (1969), shows the
MUuseum as an empty space, a tomb.

The desire to stretch the capacities of collecting is
not aimed solely at the museum; this art, after all,
cannot be acquired by private collectors either, and it
stretches the parameters of both art dealers and art

historians. But there is a body of recent art that seems

hostile to the museum specifically—Edward Ruscha’s
The Los Angeles County Museum on Fire (1965—68), for
example, a painting depicting the scene described in
the title. (The work seems in part a wry response to
the unpopular and unfriendly building designed in
1964 by William Pereira.) Ruscha’s piece might be
said to update Robert’s Vie Imaginaire de la Grande
Galerie en ruines, although the mood of the latter
painting is more closely echoed by Komar and
Melamid’s scenes of the Solomon R. Guggenheim
Museum and The Museum of Modern Art as ruins in
a pastoral setting. A more hteral threat was embodied
in Samson, an installation created by Chris Burden in

1985 at the Henry Art Gallery at the University of

Washington, Seattle. Burden linked a too-ton jack to

beams aimed at the museum’s load-bearing walls; the

jack was also hooked up to a gearbox in a rturnstile
through which every visitor to the exhibition had to
pass. Since every turn of the turnstile marginally
expanded the jack, Samson could theoretically have
brought the building down. In 1986, similarly,
Burden had deep excavations dug below the floor
of the Temporary Contemporary building of the
Museum of Contemporary Art, Los Angeles. Reveal-
ing the concrete footing supporting three columns,
Burden literally bared the museum’ foundations.

Steps enabled visitors to descend into the excavation

to observe where the concrete met the earth.

A museum is a corporate body in which no one
person has full authority: there is governance, com-
mittees that have to be assembled, and clearances that
have to be obtained. It is, by definition, a conservative
institution, and its bureaucratic and hierarchical situ-
ation—its funding as well as its often labyrinthine
decision-making process—is something a lot of artists
have telt 1t simpler to ignore and circumvent, Others
address a head-on challenge to the institution’s inter-
nal politics and corporate morality. Hans Haacke, for
example, is well known for questioning aspects of
museum practices, ethics, and finances, and for high-
lighting the role that the museum plays in the com-
merce of art. His Cowboy with Cigarette collage (1990)
gently asks what could have mspired a tobacco com-
pany to sponsor an exhibition on the interplay
between Braque and Picasso in early Cubism. In
Sevrat’s “Les Poseuses” (Small Version), 1888—i975 (1975),
Haacke frames and displays biographies of each
successive owner of the pointillist picture, docu-
menting its passage through various collections
including those of John Quinn, Henry P. Mcllhenny
(Curator of Decorative Arts at the Philadelphia
Museum of Art), and the European art investment
group Artemis—thus representing it through its
commercial history.

In the late 1960s in New York, the Art Workers’
Coalition tried to make museums sit up: this was a
group of artists protesting the institutions’ lack of
involvement with art by women and minorities.
The Coalition was a strong force, particularly at The
Museum of Modern Art, which it specifically tar-




geted. A certain amount of this antagonism came out
of the general questioning of institutional authority in
the 1960s, which we have already noticed; but what-
ever its sources, it led to an interrogation of the degree
to which a museum is implicated in the class structure
{a museum’s fund-raising demands tend to make some
such implication inevitable), and a debate over its pol-
itics. Should the Museum, for example, have taken a
position on the Vietnam War? The period’s question-
ing of a museum’s workings was to be pursued with
the rigor of art by Haacke and others.

Vito Acconet’s Service Area, first enacted in 1970
and revived for The Museum as Muse, gently subordi-
nates the institution to the artist: for the duration of
the show, Acconci has his mail forwarded to the

Museum, which must look after it for him—letting
visitors walk away with it would literally be a federal
offense. Regularly stopping by to pick up his letters as
if he had rented a post office box, Acconci is treating
the Museum, he says, “not as a display (exhibition)
area but as a place that provides services: since ['ve
been granted a space in the show, I should be able to
use that space for my own purposes, make that space
part of my normal life’” Proximity Piece (1970), also
revived for this exhibition, disturbs the museum visi-
tor’s expectation of a sort of contemplative privacy: as
Acconci has written, the piece involves “standing near
a person and intruding on his/her personal space.
During the exhibition, sometime each day, | wander
through the museum and pick out, at random, a visi-
tor to one of the exhibits: I'm standing beside that
person, or behind, closer than the accustomed dis-

fance

[ crowd the person untl he/she moves away,
or until he/she moves me out of the way" This trans-
gression of the museumn experience ruptures the
institution’s aura as ‘“rarefied-space/isolation-box/
home-for-museum-pieces.”

The strategy is, in a sense, the inverse of Man-
zoni’s in positing an artwork that a museum could
not collect (a living woman’s body): Acconci is creat-
ing an artwork by temporarily invading the museum
with his own living presence. In Oh Dracula (1974), at
the Utah Museum of Art in Salt Lake City, Burden

worked similarly by replacing a painting on the wall

with a large cloth “chrysalis” into which he then
climbed. Invisible inside the cloth, Burden hung on
the wall for one full day during ordinary museum
hours. A lit candle stood on the floor beneath his
head, another beneath his feet. Next to the work was
an identifying label similar to those for the paintings
around it.

Other manifestations of physical presence dis-
turbing the museum air might include Duchamp

playing chess with a nude woman in front of the

Large Glass (that work’s “bride”?) during his retro-

spective at the Pasadena Museum in 1963. In The
Physical Self, an exhibition at the Boijmans Van

the

filmmaker Peter Greenaway installed several nude

Beuningen Museum, Rotterdam, in 1991—92,

models in vitrines. More recently, in a more accept-

ing atmosphere, the British performance artist

Vanessa Beecroft has presented performances in

which unclothed or bikini-clad models have simply
stood motionless on the museum foor, like man-
nequins in a store window. The attack on the
museum’s taboo against the living was taken to an
extreme by the late Bob Flanagan, who, in failing
health from a chronic and terminal illness, installed
himself in his hospital bed with all its accoutrements
tor the duration of an exhibition held first at the
Santa Monica Museum of Art, from December 4,
1992, to January 31, 1993, and then at the New
Museum of Contemporary Art, New York, from Sep-
tember 23 to December 31, 1094.

Andrea Frasers parodistic performances as a
docent in different museums are shown on video in
The Museum as Muse. Fraser seems to question the
nstitution’s premises even while accepting them as a
reality. Finally, two more artists, through the use of
fictional constructs, also manage to play with human
presence in the museum without actually being pre-
sent: Gillian Wearing's video piece Western Security
(1995) shows a gunfight between cowboy gangs
enacted at the Hayward Gallery, London, by ama
teurs of Westerns; and Janet Cardiff, in a work cre-
ated for the exhibition, provides an aural guided tour
of The Museum of Modern Art. While traditional

museum guided tours seek to instruct the public and




no

provide a didactic experience, Cardift’s tours alter the
visitor's perception of the ordinary surroundings,

simultaneously adding mystery and wonder.

This last group of artists shows a welcome sense of

humor about the museum. Also witty is Kate Eric-
son and Mel Ziegler’s MoMA Whites (1990), a group
of eight jars containing the various white paints, in
subtly variant shades, chosen by different curators

for the walls of this institution’s galleries. Leaf Peep-

ing (198
latex paint, in colors associated with fall foliage,
installed on the wall in a kind of chart of the place-
ment of the trees in The Museum of Modern Art’s
sculpture garden. Acknowledging the supercharged
space that a museum becomes, with every decision
on interior and exterior decor provoking much
debate, these works refer such choices to the sys-

tematic procedures and the principles of seriality

that have been so important in various schools of

twentieth-century art.
General Idea’s sales counter in the shape of the

dollar sign, which carries this Canadian group’s multi-

ples, is amusing at the expense of the museum’s com-
mercial side, the merchandising of which many
people are quite critical. Jac Leirner takes aim at the
same target, presenting a large wall piece assembled
from the shopping bags of museums around the
world. Leirner implicitly asks us to compare museum
practices—here, marketing and advertising— with the
quite cerebral and ambitious art of the past whose
approaches and formats (for example the grid) she
appropriates, That art too may suffer from her wit, but
she emphasizes the fact that the public’s expectations
of a museum now permanently include the presence
of a shop and a range of commercial products. Robert
Filliou, by contrast, addresses the museum’s templelike
aura, collecting, boxing, and presenting the dust from
major artworks as if they were holy relics; but his
activity too has its hilarious aspect. Finally, Barbara
Bloom’s room-sized installation The Reign of Narcis-
sism (1988—89) returns us to the idea of the artist’s per-
sonal museum, but Bloom takes it to its logical

extreme: all the images, objects, and artifacts in her

by the same artists, is thirty-one jars of

collection carry her own likeness. Her fantasy is the
ultimate museum that many covet.

Wit and humor are certainly facets in artists’
reflections on museum activity, as they may be for
the general audience also. But the museum remains
an enormously complex body. Whether as members
of the public or as staff, we all have a great many
expectations of our museum visits, including, gener-
ally, the hope of a sublime memory and a pleasur-
able time; few, though, would say that ordinary
pleasure or entertainment was the museumn’s raison
d’étre. If, for better or worse, the museum is in fact
to remain a ¢rucial site of its culture’s memory, that
must mean that inside the museum there is work to
be done.

Jeft Wall's Restoration (1993) dramatizes one rela-
tively uncelebrated aspect of that work. Wall's pho-
tographs often describe staged and fictional scenes
that reveal intricate relationships to earlier art. Here,
however, he articulates his concern with art history
in a different way: by documenting the museum’s
preoccupation with restoration and conservation,
This very |:1rg«: photograph (it 18 over sixteen teet
wide) was taken in the conservation laboratory of the
Kunstmuseum Lucerne. The transparency—illumi-
nated from the back, as advertisements in public
spaces often are—has an extraordinary luminescence,
which, with the almost 18o-degree field of vision,
makes the activity of conservators at work into a
near-Cinemascope display.

If the role of viewer risks introducing an element
of passivity into our experience in the museum, Wall
counteracts that problem by making us strain to grasp
this enormous image in its entirety. Meanwhile the
conservators are restoring a painting that is itself so
enormous—it is a panoramic battle scene—that it

swallows them in its spectacle; and we expend a cer

tain effort simply trying to unravel the figures of the
workers on their scaffolds from the image on which
they toil. The result is a sense of layered, complex
activity, a heightened realism, an awareness of the
need for decipherment, and an awe at the labor
involved in coming to terms with the past and

extending its reach into the future.




Although the museum’s art restorers generally
enter the public eye only on occasions of unusual

success or disaster, in Restoration Wall gives their work

an epic scale, unveiling its heroic dimension. Yet
conservation 15 only one of the museum’s tasks, only
one of the departments through which the museum
performs its role; the security staff, for example,
is no less vital to the preservation of the artwork
than the conservators are. As a large institution, the
museum 1s a compound organism. For many artists, |
suspect, it is Kafka-esque in quality: it is the castle
they must penetrate, the burcaucracy they must learn
to manage. Having negotiated the paperwork, they
must also take on the history laid out in the galleries:
artists often disrupt the linear story that those gal-

leries tend to tell. Their responses to what they see

there come from a different perspective than that of

the curators, and are no less well informed.

It is a peculiar relationship of mutual interdepen

dence, and one in which the curator ends up on a
tightrope. Does he represent the artist to the institu-

tion or the institution to the artist? Is he an interme-

diary between the artist and the museum, or the

museum’s personification? Ovwerall, the relationship

between museum and artist 1s far less adversarial than
it was a few decades ago; occasional disruptions aside,
the status quo prevails. Museums are allowed to
maintain their lofty functions, and artists are allowed
to behave in the expected way, their transgressions

against the museum being usually consistent with the

romantic definition of the arust. Even so, this fasci-
nating cohabitation and coexistence will probably
always contain an element of wariness, Like two
superpowers that mutually respect each other, even

mutually depend on each other, artists and museums

nevertheless watch each other vigilantly—as if prac-

ticing for the field on which they are engaged

together, the miraculous field of visual art.







The Museum as Muse: Plates

The works of art illustrated in the following pages are
arranged in a general narrative sequence. In the cap-
tions, the name of the arust 15 followed by the title
of the work (in italics), the date(s), the medium(s),
the dimensions, and the collection or lender.
Dimensions are given in teet and inches and in cen-
timeters, height before width before depth.

Many of the sections include commentaries by
or about the artists. Some of these texts are reprinted
or adapted for this format with the permission of
the authors or publishers; some texts were written
expressly for this volume. Additional texts by artists
under Artists on Museums: An

can be found

Anthology.




Charles Thurston Thompson

{British, 1816—-1868)
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Londan, 18996

Gelatin silver print, 20 x 16 ‘
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Zoe Leonard

(American, born 1961)







Eve Arnold

(American, born 1913)
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David Seymour

(American, borm Poland. 1911-1956)
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Henri Cartier-Bresson

An Eye at the Museum of
Madern Art, New York, 1947
Gelatin silver print, 13%: % 94"
{34.7 x 23.4 cm)

The Museum of Modern Art,
New York. Gift of Monroe Wheeler
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Lutz Dille

(Canadian, born Germany, 1922)




Charles Willson Peale

{American, 1/4

Charles Willson Peale was born on the eastern shore of Maryland in
1741, the son of a schoolteacher who had been a convicted felon in
England. The family moved to various small Maryland towns until

they settled in Annapolis when Peale was nine. First apprenticed as a

saddler, Peale practiced various professions throughout his life: repairer

of bells, watcl

s, and saddles, sculptor, miniature painter, portrait
painter, Revolutionary soldier, propagandist. civic official, mezzotint
engraver, museum keeper, zoologist, botanist, and inventor of such
mechanisms as a portable steam bath, a fan chair, a velocipede, a phys-
iognotrace for making silhouettes, a polygraph for making copies of
documents, a windmill, a stove, a bridge, and false teeth. He studied
painting in London with Benjamin West for two years. When he
returned he moved with his family to Philadelphia; there, at the height
of the Revolution, he served as both a soldier and a maker of banners
and posters for the war effort.

Most established artists of the eighteenth century had a painting
room or gallery for displaying works for sale or those in the artist’s
personal collection. In Peale’s case, this exhibition gallery eventually
became the first American museum, embracing both cultural and nat-
ural history, During the War of Independence, Peale expanded his dis-
play gallery into an exhibition of portraits of Revolutionary heroes,
beginning with his first portrait of George Washington in 1772. By
1782, Peale had established a long skylighted chamber for showing
portraits. There he arranged portraits high on the walls in order to
represent the primates and placed the lower forms of life he had
collected in cases and on a lower floor. In addition to the vertical,
hierarchical, and evolutionary arrangement, the materials were also
organized according to what Peale knew of the Linnaean system. He
explained: “An extensive collection should be found, the various
inhabitants of every element, not only of the animal, but also speci-
mens of the vegetable tribe; all the brilliant and precious stones, down
to the common grit; all the minerals in their virgin state; petrifactions
of the human body; of which two instances are known; and through
that immense variety which should grace every well stored Museum.
Here should be seen no duplicates, and only the varieties of each
species, all placed in the most conspicuous point of light, to be seen to
advantage without being handled.”

He proposed that the “gentle intelligent Oran Outang,” lacking
speech, should be placed nearer to the monkey tribe than to that of
humans and that the flying squirrel, ostrich, cassowary, and bat would
provide the connecting links between quadrupeds and birds. Peale
was also an innovator in museum display techniques. Finding that
ordinary taxidermy did not produce a lifelike effect, he stretched
skins over wood cores he had carved to indicate musculature, and he
offered a painted background of the proper context for each speci-

A

men. The museum displayed both live and dead animals. (When a live

grizzly on display escaped and ran through the hall, Peale was forced
to shoot him.)

By 1774, his collection had grown so large that the museum had to
be moved to Philosophical Hall. Following Rousseauist principles of
nature as the proper teacher of mankind and his deeply held Deist
beliefs in a nonintervening God, Peale saw his enterprise as a “School
of Wisdom” designed to teach the public to follow the example of
nature. Clearly, Peales painting and collecting activity served the
interests of postwar American society: his portraits memorialized the
heroes and patrons of the war, while his collections of cultural and
natural objects provided a synopsis of the New World in mimature,
linking recent historical events to the grand context of nature and
providing evidence of a natural providence legitimizing those events.

Among his last works is his 1822 self-portrait, The Artist in His
Museum. Peale had been asked by the museum trustees to paint a
life-sized, full-length portrait of himself. Peale wrote to his son Rem-
brandt on July 23, 1822:“I think it is important that I should not only

make a lasting ornament to my art as a painter, but also that the design

should be expressive that [ bring forth into public view the beauties of
nature and art, the rise and progress of the Museum.” Yeale holds back
the curtain so that his collection can be seen. In the foreground, he
placed a giant mastodon jaw and tibia (the mounted skeleton can be
discerned to the right just above the palette). In the middle distance, a
Quaker woman holds up her hands in astonishment at the mastodon,
while the father talks with his son, who is holding an open book, and
another figure looks at the birds. Peale here experimented with the
relation between artificial and natural light, the latter coming from
behind, in the museum, and the former coming from a mirror that
reflects a secondary light onto his head. The light of the painting thus
turns back from the foreground of the picture, the light of nature
moves forward from the back, with Peale outlined by their interrela-
tion. Yet the curtain reminds us of the staged qualities of this nature.
And the life-sized figure of Peale appears “realistically” on the near,
and most artificial, side of the curtain.

Peale frequently referred to himself as a “memorialist,” meaning by
this that he was painting the dead in the service of future memory.
Further, just as Freud’s theory of mourning is developed around the
graumatic consequences of war, Peale developed his museum as an
antidote to war’s losses and as a gesture against disorder and the
extinction of knowledge. In the nexus of motion and emotion,
arrested life and animation, and loss and memory that Peale’s work
evokes, we can begin to address with a sense of urgency a central issue
of representation.

Susan Stewart!







El Lissitzky

(Rus L 1880-1941)

A very personal vision of a museum exhibition space is depicted in El
Lissitzky’s design for a gallery of geometric abstract art at the Hannover
Museum, which was executed (with some changes) in 1927-28. The
concept of the Kabinett der Abstrakten (Cabinet of the Abstract), as it was
popularly referred to, applied Lissitzky’s Constructivist principles to
the organization of space. The design of exhibition spaces constituted
one of the most important aspects of creative activity for this artist
during the late 19205 and 1930s. Kabinett der Abstrakten was commis-
sioned in 1926—27 by Alexander Dorner, the director and chief curator
of the Hannover Museum (later the Sprengel). The exhibition room
was the second of the so-called demonstration spaces that conveyed
Lissitzky’s special concept of interior design. Considered by Lissitzky as
uniquely appropriate for the display of modern art, his concept repre-
sented an elaboration of his project for a temporary display, Raum fiir
konstruktive Kunst (Room for Constructivist Art) at the Dresden Interna-
tional Art Exhibition in the summer of 1926.

Although the two projects differed in several respects, they essen-
tially applied the same principles. In keeping with his Constructivist
philosophy, Lissitzky believed that modern art required difterent
spaces for display than those traditionally used for older art. In his
view, the space appropriate for the presentation of modern art had to
be part of a total perceptual experience. It had to involve the viewer
actively in the process of looking, studying, and absorbing the art. In
his text on exhibition spaces Lissitzky wrote: “The great international
picture reviews resemble a zoo, where the visitors are roared at by a
thousand different beasts at the same time. In my room the objects
should not all suddenly attack the viewer. If on previous occasions in
his march in front of the picture-walls, he was lulled by the painting
into a certain passivity, now our design should make the man active.
This should be the purpose of the room.!

His intention in designing an appropriate exhibition space was the

creation of a visual backdrop rather than walls as mere carriers of

paintings. This optical background for paintings was created through
the use of pure color or tone and a different manner of isolation and
illumination of the individual works. He resolved the problem by
evolving a special treatment of the wall surfaces, which allowed for
light and color control as well as elimination of a crowded impression.
Thin, perpendicular laths (7 cm in depth) were placed in front of the
wall at regular intervals (of 7 cm); they were painted white on the left
side, black on the right side, while the wall itself was painted gray. As
a result, depending on the position of the viewer within the space, the
picture could be seen on either a white, gray, or black background and
become part of an active perceptual process. To avoid the impression
of an overcrowded installation, Lissitzky devised a system of moving
screens that could be changed by the viewer and allow him to change
the contemplated work. The result was an optical dynamic with shift-
ing visual axes: vertical, horizontal, and diagonal, where every move-

ment of the spectator caused an impression of constant wall changes,

activating both spectator and space. In fact, the exhibition space itself

became a constantly changing work of art. In addition to color, light-

ing was an important activating factor. Lissitzky described the action
of light in great detail: “Here the light comes through a window
which takes up almost the whole wall. My aim was to transform the
window area into a tectonic lighting agent, which would let in only
the amount of light that was necessary.”?

Every element of the space was precisely thought out. The view-
ing cases by the window contained special devices that rotated on a
horizontal axis and comprised four surfaces intended for the display of
watercolors and other works on paper. For sculpture, he devised a
corner with a platform whose two visible square sides were painted
black and red; from the red square a red line ran horizontally around
the room, and a mirror was placed in the wall so the spectator had a
faller view of the piece. On the adjacent wall, Lissitzky built a hori-
zontally moving showcase (like a sliding door) for the display of four
major works; the third wall had a vertically sliding frame for two
works: and the fourth wall had a frame for three pictures, equipped
with a rolling Venetian blind. The light entering from the corner
affected the colors as they continually changed, consecutively, from
white to gray to black and back again, altering the viewer’s perception
of the space. He also suggested that electrical light could supply addi-
tional illumination to the walls in different colors. The color scheme
of white, gray, and black, with the addition of red, was the classic color
combination of Russian Constructivism. The black and red squares of
the sculpture platform were a throwback to the symbols of Suprema-
tism, the geometric abstract movement begun in Russia in 1915 by
Kazimir Malevich. The Suprematist highlights included Malevich’s
famous black square and red square, which affected Lissitzky's early art
and prompted, in 1919, his personal idiom, Prouns (Projects for the
affirmation of the new in art). These pictorial compositions, combin-
ing two- and three-dimensional axonometric views of geometric
shapes, were in 1923 translated into the physical third dimension as a
Proun-room, exhibited at the Grosse Berliner Kunstausstellung (Great
Berlin Art Exhibition), where three-dimensional geometric elements
adhered to the walls of the room, altering the spatial environment.

These “demonstration spaces” evolved out of Lissitzky'’s discomfort
in presenting his Prouns in traditional exhibition spaces. Yet, they were
not an extension of the Proun-room. They were the spatial art form
developed by an artist initially trained as an architect who perceived art
and space as an indissoluble whole. They were also the apotheosis of
Constructivist principles of the fusion of art and life and the creation
of a more active art spectator. Lissitzky’s “demonstration spaces™ were
more progressive and successful creations than many other utopian
attempts at three-dimensional pictorial space, for example, Piet Mon-
drian’s design for a de Stijl Salon for Ida Bienert (1925 ~26), projects by
Theo van Doesburg and Cornelis van Eesteren (1922), or those by
Vilmos Huszar and Gerrit Rietveld (1923). Exceptionally avant-garde
at the time of its creation, Lissitzky’s concept of the presentation of art
within an artwork itself remains even today an innovative way of
seeing museum space as a dynamically conceived design.

Magdalena Dabrowski
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Marcel Duchamp

Dorn France,

| Capital M . . , is for Modern: Marcel Duchamp arrived i New York in
January 1920, carrying in his luggage a small glass vial—approximately
125 cc Air de Paris—as a present for art collectors Walter and Louise
Arensberg, whom he had not seen since his departure from New York
for Argentina in 1918. In the early months of 1920, while his first
optical machine, Rotative plagues verre (Rotary Glass Plates), was taking
shape, Duchamp was involved in discussions with Katherine S. Dreier
and Man Ray about founding a new institution concerned with
modern art. On April 20th, with preliminary plans agreed upon, a
| certificate of incorporation was signed by the founders: Marcel
Duchamp, President, Katherine Dreier, Treasurer, and Man Ray, Sec-
retary. By New York statute the suffix “Inc.” was added, thus provid-
ing a Dada flair to the venture, since S.A. (Société Anonyme) in
French business dealings is the English equivalent of Inc. and was
chosen as the name of the museum for its literal translation as an
“anonymous society.” A subtitle, Museum of Modern Art)" was added
by the founders, and on April 3oth, the Société Anonyme Inc.
Museum of Modern Art opened with the First Exhibition of Modern
Art in a townhouse at 19 East Forty-seventh Street. Lts corporate logo
| was the symbol of a chess knight, adopting one of Duchamp’s studies
for a set of chess stamps.

Six years later, at The Brooklyn Museum, the Sociéte Anonyme
staged the impressive International Exhibition of Modern Art, organized
by Dreier with significant support from Duchamp. Connecting the
exhibition to the Armory Show of 1913 by replicating its official tide,
Duchamp hinted at the source of his celebrity: his notorious panting
Nu descendant un escalier (Nude Descending a Staircase) of 1912, which
was first shown at the Armory Show in Manhattan. In the Brooklyn
exhibition Duchamp was represented by an even more challenging
work, the first public showing of La Mariée mise a nu par ces celi-
bataires méme (Large Glass) (The Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even
[Large Glass]) of 1915—23.

Modern Art opened in New York, on the twelfth floor of the
Heckscher Building at Fifth Avenue and Fifty-seventh Street. By 1932

the Museum had moved to a converted five-story townhouse belong-

modern art to a setting of domestic origin. It would be another ten

| years before the absence of windows, high ceilings. and well-lit, wide
white walls became the standard museum environment for twentieth
century art.

Duchamp’s representation in the Museum’ early exhibitions was
at best sporadic. He was first shown with To Be Looked At (From the
Other Side of the Glass) with One Eye, Close To, for Almost an Hour, a 1918
study for the Large Glass, in Modern Warks of Art in 1934353 this was

[t was not untl November 1929 that the “other” Museum of

ing to the Rockefeller family, which linked the presentation of

followed with five works, among them Nu descendant un escalier, In
the 1936 show Cubism and Abstract Art. Then, in the Museum’s Fantastic
Art, Dada, Surrealism of 1936—37, Duchamp’ seminal role was ac
knowledged by eleven artworks in the two rooms that opened the
exhibition. By 1943 the Lage Glass was transferred to New York and
included the following year in the Museum's fifteenth-anniversary
exhibition, Art in Progress. It remained at the Museum on extended
loan until April 1946. By 1945 The Museum of Modern Art had
acquired the painting La Passage de la vierge a la mariée (The Passage from
the Virgin to the Bride) of 1912, and in 1952, as an executor of Dreier’s
estate, Duchamp added three works from her collection: 3 Stoppages
Etalon (3 Standard Stoppages) (1913—14). To Be Looked At (From the Other
Side of the Glass) with One Eye, Close 'To, for Almost an Hour, and Fresh
Widow (1920). Duchamp thus created the second largest public repre-
sentation of his work, after the holdings in Philadelphia.

Capital M . . . is for Monte Carlo: In 1924. Duchamp enthusiasm for
chess had led him to investigate another game in which the player is
exposed to institutionalized chance. While in Nice attending chess
championships, Duchamp relocated his ambulant research laboratory
on game theory, chance, and probability to Monte Carlo, where he
began to work on a winning system. He wrote to Francis Picabia:
“With very little capital I have been trying out my system for five
days. Every day 1 have won steadily- small sums—in an hour or two.
I'm still putting the final touches to it and when I come back to Paris
the system will be perfect. I haven't stopped being a painter, I'm
drawing on chance now”’t At the end of 1924, Duchamp issued a
homemade bond, the Obligations de roulette de Monte Carlo (Monte
Carlo Bond), for the commercial exploitation of roulette, offering
interested investors a share in his stake. But the fundraising scheme did
not prove sufficiently profitable and Duchamp’s patience quickly
evaporated: “The system was too slow to have any practical value"?
Ultimately, the scheme did not fulfill ies “obligations.”

By late 1938 Duchamp, while engaged in the claborate produc-
tion of his new, as yet untitled, thesaurus of facsimiles, placed an insert

of the Monte Carlo Bond in the magazine XXe siécle. An offprint was

to be part of his forthcoming edition of the Boite-en-valise. When, in
early 1939, The Museum of Modern Art celebrated its tenth anniver-
sary with the opening of a new building, Duchamp sent as a gift the
preparatory study for this work. Duchamp’s reflection on chance and
strategy, on the notion of art-as-stock/stock-as-art, thus became his
first work in the collection of The Museum of Modern Art—an n-
stitution funded substantially from the stock-exchange profits of a
group of wealthy trustees. Duchamp later mused on posterity and tra-
dition: “Artists of all times are like gamblers of Monte Carlo, and this
blind lottery allows some to succeed and ruins others. In my opinion,
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neither the winners or losers are worth worrying about. Everything
happens through pure luck. Posterity 1s a real bitch who cheats some,
reinstates others (Bl Greco), and reserves the right to change her mind ‘
every 0 years.'3

Capital M . . . is for Museum: Duchamp’s efforts throughout the ‘
1920s to establish an influential institution concerned with collect-
ing and presenting modern art included avoiding normal art deal-
ings of his own, such as gallery transactions. By then he had seen to ‘
it that most of his oeuvre had gone directly into the hands of two
private collectors: Dreier and the Arensbergs. But Duchamp was
looking for an institutional context for his art. He accepted, and ‘
even promoted, the museum as a natural haven of the arts, emphasiz-
ing the undercurrent meaning of the Greek museion as the home and ‘
permanent address of the nine muses. A plan for the public place-
ment of works by Duchamp was initiated in the 1930s when Dreler
contacted the architect and sculptor Frederick Kiesler about a ‘
museum for her personal collection and that of the Sociéte
Anonyme. Then, after tedious and strained negotiations with several
museums, the Arensbergs agreed to donate their collection to the ‘
Philadelphia Museum of Art in December 1950. The public opening
did not occur until the summer of 1954; by then both the Arensbergs
and Dreier had died. To augment the museum presentation of his ‘
oeuvre and as an executor of Dreier’s estate, Duchamp gave the Large
Glass to Philadelphia in 1952. With the opening of the Arensberg
Collection, the majority of his works of art were installed on perma- ‘
nent view in a museum, an accomplishment unlike that of any other
living artist. In 19§53, in an interview with James Johnson Sweeney, ‘
Duchamp stated: “I never had such a feeling of complete satisfaction.
Exhibiting one thing here and another there feels like amputating a
finger or a leg each time."+ ‘

Duchamp explored the concept of a body of work by metaphori-
cal logic. The strategic input is flawless and the projected maneuvers
precise in their choreography through the time-space continuum of ‘
twentieth-century art: the concentration of the originals in one or
two collections and their subsequent transfer into the care of a
museurm. And while his “operation museum’ was still in progress, ‘
Duchamp counterbalanced his efforts by producing a multiplied set of
miniaturized replicas housed in a portable and convertible space. He
had devised a backup of his system software. ‘

Capital M .. . is for Miniature Monograph: Beginning with the re-
production of La Bagarre 4’ Austerlitz (The Brawl at Austerlitz) in 1936 and ‘
ending with the title and graphic concept used for the subscription bul-
letin for the edition in late 1940, the intended miniature monograph—
comprising sixty-nine items—was realized. Sources tapped for the ‘
album project included photographers, several printshops, typesetters,
paper merchants, two or three pochoir studios, dye-cut specialists,
ST
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bookbinders for the standardized cardboard parts and assorted binding
materials, carpenters for the framing parts, glassblowers, vitreous china
craftsmen, and ceramicists—not to mention oilcloth suppliers and
suitcase-makers for locks and leather.

Sixty-nine reproductions, their labels, black paper folders, cus-
tomized and mitered cardboard strips for the mock-framing of several
reproductions of paintings, specially designed wood frames for the
replicas of the Large Glass and 9 moules malic (Nine Malic Molds), wood
sliding elements, different metal items necessary for the final assembly,
small screws, and metal rods (together, more than 180 individual
pieces) belonged to a single Boite. Each had to be decided on,
designed, ordered, and manufactured in advance. The assemblage of a
single Boite could easily take ten days or more and certainly involved
boring, repetitive work. Between January 1941 and summer 1942, only
four or five copies of the new edition were ready.

Finally, on the top of the finished container, four mitered pieces of
wood (ready-made parts from the electric hardware store) form an
upper-case M—capital M for Marcel. The dde itself is printed
between the V-shaped element of this letter: “de ou par MARCEI
DUCHAMP ou RROSE SELAVY.”

[n September 1942, Time magazine wrote under the heading
“ Artist Descending to America’™: “Here he is working on his ‘Mono-
graph! It consists of a collection, in cardboard boxes, of reproductions

of his work since 1910. Eventually he intends to bind the boxes in

beautiful leather cases””s By the end of the year, Duchamp had nego-
tiated a reduced price of $175 for The Museum of Modern Art to
acquire from Peggy Guggenheim’s Art of This Century gallery a
deluxe copy of his “Monograph.” Signed and dedicated January 1943,
the Boite-en-valise, no, IX/XX entered the Museum's permanent col-
lection. Parallel to this effort, Duchamp was instrumental in securing
the extended loan of the Large Glass for the Museum. Appropriately,
the original artwork included in the Museum’s Boite-en-valise is a
miniature study of the upper half of the Large Glass, the domain of
the Bride (1938). Thus, Duchamp first tested his concept of having an
object present in one institution in two formats: the Large Glass full-
scale and en miniature; “Everything important I have done, can be put

in a small suitcase.”®

| B4

Capital M . . . is for Money: In 1919, Duchamp paid his dentist Dr.
Daniel Tzanck with a hand-drawn check, “all by myself—on no bank
at all” made out for $115.7 In 1923, he modified a mock poster:

Wanted /§2000 Reward: and in 1924, thircy Monte Carlo Bonds were
issued at 500 francs each. The Tzanck Check, the Wanted/§2000 Reward
paster, and the Monte Carlo Bond were all re-produced for the Boite-en-
palise, placed in one of the black folders together with a full-sized
replica of L.H.O.0.Q. of 1919. The placement at first seems odd in
combination with the featured monetary transactions; but in 1965
Duchamp drew another check: “Pay to the order of Philip Bruno,
unlimited $, on the Banque Mona Lisa.” Personal value systems pro-
vide multiple exchange rates.

Within the framework of Duchamp’s financial operations, one ref-
erence to money and currency passed unnoticed: the Louis Vuitton
Company, a purveyor of travel gear, also supplied money bags: porte-
monnaies of all kinds and currencies. Their porte-monnaie production
included, for exclusive gamblers, a small, well-proportioned, polished
pigskin suitcase with visible stitching and a rounded handle. The rela-
tion between the possible amount of money and the standard size of
the largest values made it necessary to supply the gambler with a con-
tainer both spacious and unobtrusively elegant.

Although not relevant to his particular gambling system, Duchamp
encountered these elegant transport cases at the Monte Carlo casinos,
and in 1940 he adapted the Readymade porte-monnate as a model for
his own purposes. Certainly not lost on Duchamp was the fact that
the French word for purse—porte-monnaie—had a common denomi-
nator with certain of his Readymades of 1914—17: the Porte-bouteilles,
the Porte-chapeau, the Portemantean, and the previously unrecorded
Porte-serviettes. Duchamp’s art purse relates to his statement on poster-
ity—the roulette of fame. The special Porte-monnaie des beaux-arts
served as his personal instrument of transfer and transport of em-
bossed or imprinted objects of value. For an artist who relied on
the concept of hasard en conserve (canned chance), this Readymade
valise—designed for big losses as well as big wins—served as the
proper container for his own personal monograph. Not by chance, of
course, do the same initials link Porte-Monnaie and Portable Museum.

Ecke Bonk




|
fuser
New York. G
top right
rles |
continued
|
|
—
|
1
|
|
|

|
Marcel Duchamp ‘

% covered in dark gree

i lined in light g

Collection Ronny

Antwerp, Belgium




Joseph Cornell

(American, 1903-1¢

e

;»Q i Lo e ..
._';Ta't}olllll.\"fullll il
4 :







“One sunny afternoon,” during a typical day of searching through
“dusty bookstalls off the beaten track,” Joseph Cornell came upon “a
| rare and well-preserved portrait” of the “radiant and starry-eyed”
nineteenth-century ballerina Fanny Cerrito. For Cornell the image of
the dancer, best known for her role as the water sprite Ondine, came

“disturbingly to life,and . . . stepped forth as completely contempora-
neous as the skyscrapers surrounding her. .. . In the unfurling of an
image was the danseuse set free . . . and the englamoured presence . . .

enmesh[ed] the surroundings with a magical expectancy”’! Believing

that Cerrito had “assumed mortal guise,” Cornell turned his attention
| to the “tokens of enchantment” accumulating in her wake.? He
amassed these souvenirs, in the form of ephemera related to the
dancer, and combined his discoveries with fantasies of spying her

dressed in unexpected costumes in equally surprising settings: she sub-

stitutes for the guards of the Manhattan Storage and Warehouse build-
ing, and she appears on the Long Island Railroad as the conductor,
accepting the artists ticket. The unearthed articles soon expanded
‘ beyond Cerrito’s personal history to the “spirit of ballet” itself, and

compelled the artist to cross time and space: he found Cerrito’s “magi-

cal expectancy” in the paintings of Giorgio de Chirico and Eugéne
| Delacroix, in the poetry of Guillaume Apollinaire, and in the crowds
of New York Ci
the record of this wide-ranging voyage became her portrait.

3 Cornell's unending pursuit yielded a great reward:

Comprising ephemera accumulated over the years, Cornell’s Por-

trait of Ondine offers not only a biography of the ballerina but also sets
out the artist’s key methodology: a technique of accumulative assem-
blage that would determine Cornell’s portraiture and characterize his
entire oeuvre. The various materials housed in the work’s paperboard
box exemplify Cornell’s unique form of art-making, and his notes tor
the project clarify his methodological goals. “Part of the intention of
this exploration.” Cornell wrote, “is the possibility of so developing

it that it becomes a kind of image-hunting akin to poetry wherein

the perceptive student may find and work out for himself a modus
operandi and application to his own discovery or predilection.”
Adapting the skills of the archivist for this image hunt, Cornell col-
lected a wide range of materials—prints, photographs, newspaper
accounts, memorabilia, and legends—about, related to, or inspired by
his subjects, placing these discoveries into scrapbooklike souvenir
albums, archivelike filing systems, miniature museums, and ephemera-

| flled box constructions. Sometimes these articles came directly from a

o

particular individual—a bit of tulle donated by a ballerina, for ex-
ample—while others made contact only in the artist’s imagination.
The artist’s ceaseless pursuit and juxtaposition of tiny treasures suggests
the impossibility of finding satisfaction in any one of them. In the Por-
trait of Ondine, as in all of his work, Cornell put desire into practice
through collection.

In Cornell’s attention to the castoft and the trifling, and in his
ardor for the chance encounter, we can detect the core of Surrealism’s
“marvelous.” but his exploitation of abandoned bits and pieces as
doorways into ever-expanding worlds reveals a particular kind of his-
toriography. To justify the collection of detritus and debris as a basis
for his own “writing” of history, Cornell turned to the ballet historian
Cyril W. Beaumont, who advised that although “the secrews” of each
great ballerina are “lost forever . . . even the smallest details that have
to do with her should be preserved.”’

Cornell focused on these “secrets” in his 1046 exhibition, Romantic
Miiseum: Portraits of Women, at the Hugo Gallery in Manhattan, pre-
serving the “smallest details” of a diverse pantheon of dancers, divas,
and movie stars of whom he was enamored. The contents of the
gallery have all but disappeared, and descriptions of the exhibition
installation are limited: the interior was a “theatrical environment of
blue velvet, hairpins, and coins,” and the artist installed Aowers and
songbirds in cages.® But the surviving exhibition brochure, consisting
of a single sheet folded into four pages—designed, written, and illus-
trated by the artist—offers crucial clues to the philosophy and pro-
gram of the Romantic Museum.

The exhibition, we learn from the brochure, consisted of mixed-
medium portraits of ballerinas Fanny Cerrito and Marie Taglioni;
opera divas Giuditta Pasta, Conchita Supervia, Eleanora Duse, Maria
Malibran: actresses Jeanne Eagels, Greta Garbo, Lauren Bacall, and

Jennifer Jones. In addition to these talents, Cornell presented a Fc-

tional child he referred to as “Berenice.” Since Cornell often revisited
subject matter, which resulted in multiple portraits of a number of
these performers, it 1s difficult to reconstruct exactly which work of
those surviving in museums and private collections appeared in the
Hugo Gallery exhibition, but the brochure’s list and short descrip-
tions, along with the artist’s diaries. allow for a few fairly reliable
conclusions. In addition to the Portrair of Ondine, Cornell oftered leg-
endary stories of ballerina Marie Taglioni through a box construction
filled with pieces of tulle and shards of glass, and presented opera diva
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Giuditta Pasta through an embellished lithographic portrait. Accord-
ing to one source, Cornell depicted the operatic voice of Maria Mali-
bran “by a small box with a stuffed bird on a spring which quivered to
life when the interior music box played La Traviata.’7

Calling attention to his curatorial strategies— his reconfiguration
of the museum’s typical ambitions of conservation, perpetuation, and
protection— Cornell compared his exhibits to passing visions: “Un-
known of Past and Present, Fugitive Impressions, Faces Seen But

Once, Faces Seen in Crowds, Tabloid Portraits.”® Having posed his

subjects as figures for time’s passage, Cornell deployed his method of

collection not in order to hold on to these evanescent women but,
instead, to let them go.

The “romance” of Cornell’s museum, then, is its display of flotsam
and jetsam, marginalia and memory traces. The artist often referred
to abandoned artifacts as brimming with “infinite legend and
romance.”® Based as they are on endless and futile image hunts and

PENNY ARCADE PORTRAIT of
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PORTRAIT of ONDINE

the archiving of fragments, each of Cornell’s works can be described
as a Romantic Museum, from the velvet-lined case of his A Swan
Lake for Tamara Toumanova, which protects “an actual wisp or two of a
white feather from a head piece worn by Toumanova in ‘Swan Lake™™
to tiny glass jars holding rock specimens, reproductions, shell frag-
ments, and plastic rose petals that evoke the fin-de-siécle courtesan
Cléo de Mérode; or from the boxed forest that locks away the decay-
ing nineteenth-century doll Bébé Marie to the tokens of Ondine that
document her brief presence and confirm her absence. Cornell
expressed his desire for these figures through a poetic image hunt
undertaken to gain access and hold fast as well as to let go. The bits
and pieces found in the Hugo Gallery, in the Portrait of Ondine, and in
each and every one of his Romantic Museums are but evanescent
fragments. And, as an artist and a curator, all that Cornell could do
was journey after them.

Jodi Hauptman
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Marcel Broodthaers

In 1964 the Belgian writer and poet Marcel Broodthaers announced
that he would curtail his literary career and devote himself to making

art. “1, too, wondered if I couldn’t sell something and succeed in life,”

he declared on the invitation to his first exhibition. “The idea of

inventing something insincere finally crossed my mind, and [ set to
work at once.”! This initial statement encapsulates two ideas that were
central to Broodthaers’s twelve years as an artist, the intersection of art
and commerce, and the related concept of the fiction: “A fiction
allows one to see the truth and also that which it hides”™* Beginning
in 1064 with his first work of art Pense-Béte—fifty copies of his last
book of poetry embedded in plaster—his artistic production was
characterized by a love of word play and puns, and by an investigation
of the relationship between word and object.

Fundamental to Broodthaers’s career as a “fine” artist was his Musée
d’Art Moderne, Département des Aigles (Museum of Modern Art, Depart-
ment of Eagles), a conceptual museum that manifested itself in various

guises and locations between 1968 and 1972. Created in the wake of

the May 1968 political protests by students, artists, and activists against
government controls of cultural production and against the increasing
commercialization of art, Broodthaers’s museum was at once “a politi-
cal parody of artistic events and . . . an artistic parody of political
events.’? It had neither a permanent collection nor a permanent loca-
tion. and Broodthaers was its director, chief curator, designer, and

publicity agent. Over the course of four years, at various galleries,

museums, and art fairs, Broodthaers opened consecutive sections of

his museum devoted to nineteenth-century art, seventeenth-century
art, cinema, images of eagles in art, modern art, ancient art, and other
subjects. He designed invitation cards and held inaugural ceremonies

for each of his new sections.

The first department to open, the Section XIXe siécle (Nineteenth-
century Section), was inaugurated in Broodthaers’s Brussels home with a
formal ceremony on September 27, 1968, It consisted of about thirty
fine-art crates from around the world, bearing typical stenciled
instructions: “Picture,” “With Care.” “Keep Dry,” etc.; about fifty post-
cards with reproductions of nineteenth-century French paintings by
such artists as Courbet, Corot, Delacroix, and Ingres, all stuck on the
walls with transparent tape; a slide projection showing nineteenth-
century caricatures and paintings; inscriptions on the windows read-
ing “Musée—Museum” and on the garden wall reading “Département
des Aigles”; and, on the occasion of the opening and the closing of the
section one year later, an empty art transport truck parked outside the
studio windows. The truck and crates suggested the presence of real
paintings (although there were none), and the postcards, deemed
worthy of a museum display, also served as stand-ins for “real” works
of art. As Douglas Crimp has pointed out, in the Section XIXe siécle,
Broodthaers conflated the sites of production and consumption by sit-
uating the museum in the home, thereby calling into question “the
ideological determination of their separation: the bourgeois liberal
categories private and public”™

Broodthaers had announced his museum’s inauguration with an
open letter, one of many he would issue from the Musée d'Ar Moderne,
Département des Aigles, that stated:*“We hope that our formula ‘disinter-
estedness plus admiration” will seduce you.” > He typed on the letter
the heading “Cabinet of the Minister of Culture” (in French), lending
an official air to the announcement. At the opening, lectures were pre-
sented by Broodthaers and, in German, by Dr. Johannes Cladders,

director of the Stidtisches Museum Ménchengladbach. Cladders read
the manuscript of a recent article on the subject of the museuni, which
in the cultural climate of the late 19605 was being pilloried as a fusty,
outmoded institution. Cladders went against the grain by suggesting
that the causes, rather than the results, of the problem be evaluated,
proposing a new, “anti-museumn’” that would accommodate the new
“anti-art” being produced. The discussion that followed the inaugural
lectures addressed the artist’s reladon to society. Excerpts of this
exchange appear in Broodthaers’s film Une Discussion inaugurale (1968).
The Section XIXe siécle closed on September 27, 1969, with a lecture
in Flemish by Piet Van Daalen, director of the Zeeuws Museum
Middleburg; a “for sale” sign was posted in the window, and the garden
wall inscriptions were painted out. On the same day, Broodthaers
opened the Section XV1le siécle (Seventeenth-century Section) at an alter-
native exhibition space in Antwerp directed by Kasper Konig and
named for its telephone number: A 37 9o 89. Bus transport was
arranged to take his guests from the closing in Brussels to the opening
in Antwerp, where Van Daalen again gave a lecture. Fine-art crates were
obtained from an Antwerp museum and arranged in the art space;
postcards of works by Peter Paul Rubens were hung on the walls;
on the gallery windows inscriptions reading “Sectic XVII Zeeuws”
were painted; and on a garden wall opposite “Département des Aigles”
was painted in large letters so as to be visible from the inside. This
second manifestation of the Musée d'Art Moderne, as a museum for
seventeenth-century Flemish art, existed for only about a week.
Approximately five months later, in the Section XIXe siecle (bis)
(Nineteenth-century Section [encoref), Broodthaers installed eight actual
nineteenth-century paintings borrowed from the Kunstmuseum
Diisseldorf in conjuction with an exhibition titled Between 4 at the
Stidtische Kunsthalle Diisseldorf, The eight paintings, by German
painters of the Diisseldorf School, were arranged in a grid according
to size, shape, and genre. On the opposite walls, in another part of the
installation called Dokumentation—Information, the slide projection of
nineteenth-century caricatures and paintings was again shown, and
the film Une Discussion inaugurale (1968) was given its first public
screening. On an adjacent wall, photographs of the first nineteenth-
century section were exhibited, as well as those postcards of
nineteenth-century paintings that had been shown in Brussels.
Central to this manifestation was the juxtaposition of “real” art

(paintings) with art fictions (slides, postcards), which challenged the

supremacy of the “original” Inaugural lectures were given by

Broodthaers and Jiirgen Harten, curator of the Stidtische Kunsthalle
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Diisseldort” and of the “Between” exhibitions. This incarnation of

Broodthaers’s museum lasted just two days.

The most transitory instance of the museum’s existence was its
one-day appearance on the beach at Le Cog, on the North Sea coast
of Belgium, during the summer of 1969. Broodthaers and a friend
carved a museum foundation in sand (while wearing hats inscribed
“museum”) and posted signs saying: “Touching the objects is abso-
lutely forbidden.” This realization, known as the Section Doctimentaire
(Documentary Section), captured the ephemeral nature of Broodthaerss
museum in the form of a sand castle, doomed to be destroyed by the
next tide. As Martin Mosebach has suggested: “This conspicuous sub-
merging of the Musée d’Art Moderne predated its real liquidation, but
foretold that event in its necessity,’s

Broodthaers first attempted to “liquidate™ his museum with. ironi-
cally, the opening of another department: the Section Financiére (Finan-
cial Section), which included an installation organized for the Cologne
Art Fair of 1971. A flyer in the form of a book jacket encasing the Art
Fair catalogue announced: “Museum of Modern Art for sale on

account of bankruptey”” With this gesture, Broodthaers turned a fic-

tional museum into a commodity, the ultimate parody of the art
market. No buyers were found. As part of the Section Financiére, he also
publicized a venture aimed at raising funds for the museum: the sale of
an unlimited editon of gold ingots stamped by the artist with an
cagle. The charge for each ingot was calculated by doubling its market
value as gold; the surcharge represented its value as art. Mosebach has
suggested that the gold ingot can be seen to relate to a banknote in
the same way that Broodthaerss postcard installations stood in for the
paintings they reproduced, banknote and postcard each representing a
fiction that survives so long as no one questions its legitimacy.

The next section of the museum to open, the Section Cinéma
(Cinema Section), was inaugurated in January 1971 in a rented base-
ment in Diisseldort. It encompassed two rooms—a large outer room
and an interior room constructed of wood—with walls painted either
black or white, and floors painted either gray or black and gray.
In one room, a white “screen” was painted on a black wall, and
references such as “fig. 1,”“fig. 2,” and “fig. A” were painted onto the
screen. Various films, including Broodthaerss Une Discussion inaugu-

rale and Un Voyage a@ Waterloo (Napoléon 1760—1960) (1969), as well as a




Chaplin compilation, were projected onto the screen over black rec-
tangles with painted words. Next to the painted screen, another
Broodthaers film, Le Musée et la discussion (1969), was occasionally
projected over a map of the world. At one end of the ourer room
Broodthaers edited films, and his wife, Maria Gilissen, printed pho-
tographs, In the inner room, Broodthaers displayed an array of
objects, most relating to the cinema, including a folding chair, film
reels, a pipe (a reference to Magritte), a clock, an accordion case, a
piano with the inscription “Les Aigles,” and George Sadoul’s book
1

ing “fig. 1.7 %fig. 2" fig. A7 fig. 1&2. or “fig. 127 The Section Cinéma
: g : £ & £

The Invention of Cinema. Each object was accompanied by labels r

was open to the public every afternoon during the course of its year-
long existence in Disseldorf.

In the Section des Figures (Figures Section) of 1972, held again art the

Stidtische Kunsthalle Diisseldorf, Broodthaers installed over three

hundred works depicting eagles from the Oligocene era to the pres-

ent, borrowed from numerous museums and private collections. In

one room objects were presented in an encyclopedic display recalling
the traditional cabinet of curiosities. All of the works were accompa-
nied by a label reading: “This is not a work of art!” Broodthaers
explained that this phrase was “‘a formula obtained by the contraction
of a concept by Duchamp and an antithetical concept by Magritte™

He also stated that the Section des Figures analyzed the “structures of
the museum in comparison to the structures of the authoritarian
symbol.” The importance accorded to eagles in Broodthaers’s museum
may be attributed in part to their symbolic association with power
and victory, and to their widespread use in mythology, Christian
imagery, heraldry, and national propaganda (notably in the United
States and Germany). However, the artist preferred that the precise
meaning of the eagle remain ambiguous and even issued false theories
to ensure this was the case.

Broodthaers staged the official closing of his museum in 1972, with
two installations presented simultaneously at Documenta § in Kassel,
Germany, which was directed by Harald Szeemann. The Section Publi-
cité (Publicity Section) appeared in an area of Documenta that included
Marcel Duchamp’s Boite-en-valise, a portable “museum” in a suitcase,
and Claes Oldenburg’s Mouse Museum. In the Section Publicité, Brood-
thaers explored the link between the eagle in the history of art and
the eagle in advertising. This manifestation of the museum consisted
of manifold images of eagles drawn from art history, advertising, con-
sumer products, and other sources, as well as empty frames, slide

projections, and documentary photographs from the Section des

Figures. The eagle for Broodthaers was “the sign of publicity itself,”
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which “in advertising . . . preserved all of its character of magic sugges-
tiveness, yet in the service of industrial production.” In the Section
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Publicité, he succeeded in transforming his museum into a form of
public relations.

The other Broodthaers section at Documenta s, the Section d’Ari
Moderne (Modern Art Section) of his museum, appeared in an area
devoted to “individual mythologies,” which was supervised by
Johannes Cladders. The Section d’Art Moderne was a room-sized installa-
tion with, at its center, a black square painted on the floor on which
the words “Private Property” were written in gold (in English, French,
and German). The square was surrounded by stanchions mimicking
the display of a sacred or valuable object. On the walls, the words
“Direction, Cloak-room, Cashier, Office,” accompanied by arrows and
the words “fig. 17 “fig. 2,7 etc., suggested graphic signs for guiding
museum visitors. On the window he painted the words “Museum/
Musée,” legible from the outside, and “*fig. 0," legible from the inside. In
this installation, Broodthaers aimed to satirize the 1dentification of art
with private property. In mid-August, halfway through the run of Doc-
umenta s, he transformed the museum by changing integral elements
of this installation. He replaced the words *Private Property” with “to
Write, to Paint, to Copy, to Represent, to Speak, to Form, to Dream, to
Exchange, to Make, to Inform, to Be Able To” (in French). He drew a
boat on a wall in blue chalk and wrote underneath it: “Le noir c’est la
fumée” (Black is smoke). The window inscriptions remained the same,
but he covered the wall inscriptions with black paint and then
inscribed 1n gold the name of his new museum: Musée d'Art Ancien,
s, Galerie du XXe siécle (Musewm of Ancient Art,
Department of Eagles, Tiventieth-century Gallery).

Département des Aig

The various manifestations of Broodthaers's fictional museum rep-
resent a pioneering effort to dispute traditional museum practices
their modes of classifying, labeling, storing, and exhibiting works of
art—by appropriating and altering those very same practices as the
form of critique. His strategies drew on the work of Duchamp and
Magritte, whom he acknowledged as important influences. Yet the
performative and ephemeral nature of his museum connects it to the
Conceptual art and Happenings of his own period. By staging his
museum acts in such sites as the Stadtische Kunsthalle Diisseldorf and
at Documenta, by using traditional museum-style invitations and press
releases, and by organizing formal opening lectures by himself or by
actual museum curators, he elevated the ruse to the point where the
boundaries between his “fictional” museum and a “real” museum (or
museum exhibition) were sometimes blurred. Broodthaers recognized
the threat this occurrence posed and closed his museum at the point
where it seemed “to have shifted from a heroic and solitary form to
one that approximates consecration.” With this shift, he explained, it
was “only logical” that his museum would “grind down in boredom ™

Kristen Erickson




Iustrated Chronology: Marcel Broodthaers. Musée d’Art ‘
Moderne, Département des Aigles (Musenm of Modern Art,
Department of Eagles)

Musée d'Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section XIXe siécle
(Nineteenth-century Section)

Broodthaerss home, rue de la Pépiniére, Brussels

September 27, 1968 —September 27, 1969 >

Broodthaers, Johannes Cladders, and others at the opening of the museum. v
M.U.SE.E..D'A.R.. CABINE.T D.ES. E.STA.MBE.S., Départenent des

Aigles (Museum of Art Pring Department, Department of Eagles)
Librairie Saint-Germain des Prés, Paris

October 20—November 19, 1968
This section was identified in an amnouncement for an exhibition of
Broodthaers’s plastic plaques and the “book-film” Le Corbeau et le

renard ar the Librairie Saint-Germain des Prés,

Musée d"Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section Littéraire (Literary
Section)

Brussels and Cologne, 1968-71

Broadthaers used the term Section Littéraire on some of his museum
letterhead and for various written projects.
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Musée d’Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section Documentaire
(Documentary Section)

Beach at Le Coq, Belgium, Summer 1969 A

Musée d'Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section X1/1le siécle
(Seventeenth-century Section)

A 37 9o 89, Antwerp, Belgium, September 27-October 4, 1969 <
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Musée d' Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section XIXe siécle (bis)
(Nineteenth-century Section [encore])
Stidtische Kunsthalle, Diisseldorf, February 14—15. 1970 >

Musée d’ Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section Folklorique/
Cabinet des Curiosités (Folkloric Section/Cabinet of Curiasities)
Folkloric Department, Zeeuws Museum, Middelburg, the
Netherlands, 1970

This section encompassed Broodthaerss gift of a painting to the Folkloric
Department of the Zeewws Museums it also was to include photographs by
Maria Gilissen depicting objects from this collection,

Musée d'Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section Cinéma (Cinema
Section)

Burgplatz 12, Dsseldorf

January 1971—October 1972

Replaced Cinéma Modéle (Model Cinema), same venue,

November 15, 1970—January 1971.v
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Musée d’Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section Financiére (M usée
d’>Art Moderne & vendre pour cause de faillite, 1970—1971) (Financial
Section [Museum of Modern Ari for sale on account of bankrptcy,
1970—1971/)

Cologne Art Fair, October §—10, 1971 Diisseldorf

This section encompassed the sale of an unlimited edition of gold bars
stamped with an eagle (see page 63).

Musée d’ Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section des Figures (Der
Adler vom Oligozan bis heute) (Figures Section [The Eagle from the
Oligocene to the Present])

Stidtische Kunsthalle, Diisseldorf, May 16—July 9, 1972 A

Musée d’Art Moderme, Département des Aigles, Section Publicité (Publicity
Section)

Documenta §, Neue Galerie, Kassel, June 30—October 8, 1972 <




Musée d’Art Moderne, Département des Aigles, Section d'Art Moderne
(Modern Art Section)

Documenta 5, Neue Galerie, Kassel, June 30—August 15, 1972
The painted floor as it appeared until August 15, 1972, >

Musée d’ Art Ancien, Département des Aigles, Galerte du XXe siécle
(Museum of Ancient Art, Department of Eagles, Tiventieth-century Gallery)
Documenta 5, Neue Galerie, Kassel, August 15—October 8, 1972

The painted floor after its modification, in which the Section d’Art |
Moderne was transformed into the Musée d’Art Ancien. This manifes-

tation marked the closing of the Museum, v
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Collecting objects that surround us, whether they be
bubble-gum cards of baseball players, African stat:
uettes, or Art Deco, is an activity in which almost
everyone indulges at some time. For some people it
never stops. Artists who have a particular preference
tor the collecting of images often put their collector’s
mania to use by keeping a sort of visual archive to
which they can refer while making their own work.
Actual fragments and objects can even become part
of the work of art. . ..

The form of the Mouse Museum is based on
Claes Oldenburg’s Geometric Mouse, a combination of
the carly film camera and a stereotypical cartoon
mouse. The result is two circles, a rectangle and an
organic form which may be likened to the nose of a
cartoon mouse, . . . Three kinds of objects are col-
lected in the Mouse Museum: studio-objects, which
are small models Oldenburg himself has made as well
as fragments left over from work processes; altered
objects, which are objects changed by the artist; and
unaltered objects, those which have been found on
the street or bought in stores, The experiences in his
own life and art, expressed in studio objects and frag-
ments, are joined with the experiences of others,
embodied in stereotypical images and objects (often
toys made in Hong Kong and Japan). The collection
of objects is the visualization of a process in time,
which represents not only Oldenburg’s working
method but also his perception of American society.

The world of the Mouse Museum . . . is populated

only by objects. Human beings in this “city nature”

are objectified as stereotypes (such as “Campus
Cutie"”), as parts of the body, or as tiny figures used to
indicate scale. Within this microcosm, separated from
reality by a plexiglass wall, the unaltered objects and
studio objects remain in their own worlds despite the
link provided by the altered objects. Oldenburg’s solu-
tion to this lack of unity is to relate the objects by
emphasizing form, color, texture, and proportion. The
objects thus become part of the entire composition of
the Mouse Museum. . .. At the same time each object is
isolated in space and treated in a nonhierarchical way;

In its insular position it can maintain its own identity.
Concise History of the Mouse Museum

1965: Claes Oldenburg moves into a large loft at 14th
Street and First Avenue in New York. Small objects,

\ PEai e T |
y guns, and other fragments of “city nature” (items |

found on the street, toys bought in stores, residues of
performances, souvenirs of travel, etc.) that have accu-
mulated and been carried along with works and fur-
niture from studio to studio are placed onto a set of
shelves found on the premises. Oldenburg paints the
shelves white, which them architectural

gives an

appearance, like a doll house highrise, and stencils on
the top: “museum of popular art n.y.c” Studies and
remnants from working processes are added to the
collection. . ..

1965—66: Oldenburg’s notebooks contain plans to
found a “museum of popular objects” consisting of
two wings, one tor unaltered objects and the other for
small objects he has made himselt. There 1s to be a
committee for new acquisitions, a bulletin, and a
movie titled “Tour Through the Museum,” in which
the objects will be filmed in such a way as to make
them appear as large as sculptures in a real museum.

He makes drawings for a muscum building in
the shape of a geometrically formed mouse, one of
which is drawn on stationery designed for the
“museam of popular art” with the same mouse in
the letterhead. . ..

1966: As Found, an exhibition of objects collected
by artists at the Institute of Contemporary Art in
Boston, from March 5 to April 1o, stimulates Olden-
burg’s first museum-style cataloguing of fifty unal-
tered objects from his collection.

Oldenburg uses the geometrically formed mouse
in studies for a catalogue cover of his first retrospec-
tive at Moderna Museet in Stockholm, organized by
Kasper Kénig. Ultimately the mouse is not used for
the cover but, at Konig’s suggestion, becomes the
letterhead on stationery printed for the exhibition.
Oldenburg calls the geometrically formed mouse
“Strange Mickey Mouse” The image is appropriate
because in Swedish the word for mouse, mus, is
similar to the word for museum, museer. Oldenburg’s
play with these words and the Swedish name for
Mickey Mouse, Musse Pigg, anticipates the title
Mouse Museum: “Mickey Mouse=Multi Mouse=
Multi Mousse=Movey House=Musee Mousse=Musse
Pigg=Mussee Pigg” (Notes, New York, 1966).

1967: The geometrically formed mouse is pro-
posed as an alternative facade for the new Museum
of Contemporary Art in Chicago.

1968: Studies for sculptures using the mouse are
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published in Notes at Gemini G.E.L.1in Los Angeles; a
first model is made in cardboard (later remade in metal).
1969: Oldenburg moves his studio to a factory
building on the outskirts of New Haven. . ..
1969—71: At the Lippincott factory in New Haven,
Oldenburg makes the first large version of the mouse
in metal, which he ttles Geometric Mouse, Scale A,
1/6. Tt is shown together with banners in the form of
the Geometric Mouse in his retrospective exhibition at
The Museum of Modern Art, New York, in Septem-

ber 1969. . ..

1971: Oldenburg returns to New York, setting up a
studio on West Broome Strect, where the collection
of objects is re-installed in shelves.

1972 At Documenta 5 at Kassel, Germany, Ol-
denburg is given the opportunity to realize his idea
of 2 ““museum of popular art” in the structure of the

Geometric Mouse. He selects 367 items from the col-

lection, which are catalogued with the help of

Kasper and Ilka Konig. Konig is designated “direc
tor” of the Mouse Museunt. In the first concept of the
Mouse Musewmn building the form of the Geometric

MAUS MUSEUM/Claes Oldenburg

Oibyekie gesammelt von Claes Oldenburyg in sinem Museum nach seinem Entwurt
Ohjects collected by Claes Oldenburg in @ museurn of his swn design
Direkior des Museums: Kasper Konig

documenta 5 Kassel 30.Juni-8 Oktober 1972

d5 Kassel West Germany
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Mouse 15 hidden from the outside in a boxlike struc-
ture and can only be experienced from the inside.
The Mouse Musewm is built in the Neue Galerie in
Kassel after plans drawn by Bernhard Leitner and
Heidi Bechinie.

1975: The reconstruction of the Mouse Museum 1s
discussed with Carlo Huber, director of the Kunst-
halle Basel. . ..

1976: In the spring, Oldenburg thinks about a
new design for the Mouse Museum with Coosje van
Bruggen, who proposes the elimination of the box
around the Geometric Mouse so that the form can be
seen from the outside. Furthermore, it 15 decided to
construct it in such a way that it can be taken apart
in sections and is strong enough so that it can travel

without being packed. The outside is to have a cor-

rugated aluminum facing—a direct translation of

the cardboard model. The nose will be part of the
structure and ventilation will be improved through

the use of air conditioning. Oldenburg selects the
color black for the exterior, making an association
with “Black Maria,” the first primitive film studio
developed by Thomas A. Edison. In June, Oldenburg
moves to Deventer in the Netherlands, where he
lives and works until January 1978. The death of
Carlo Huber in July interrupts plans to rebuild the
Mouse Museum. Attempts by the Kunsthalle to con-
tinue the project fail due to the high costs of con-
struction in Switzerland.

1976—77: In the summer of 1976 the Museum of

Contemporary Art in Chicago agrees to build and
circulate the new Mouse Museum with the aid of a
grant from the National Endowment for the Arts. . . .
In November 1977 Oldenburg flies to Chicago
to install the objects. A plastic hyacinth from Holland
is the last piece added to the collection of the Mouse
Museum, which now consists of 385 items. .. .
Coosje van Briggen?
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Herbert Distel

Museums, especially museums of fine art, are places where we
become conscious of time. Like a preserving jar, they all have the
task of conserving and presenting a subject curdled with time—the
artwork, But through and behind these works the arusts appear,
falling out of the screen of time, as it were, and become immortal.
The Museum of Drawers is almost exclusively filled with art of the
1960s and 1970s, represented by the five hundred pieces installed
| within it, giving a comprehensive survey of a period of art whose
currents were more numerous than ever before, unlike the last two
decades of the twentieth century, in which there are no more cur-

rents to find at all. But there are also some works of the classical

| avant-garde; they form the background for all the currents that
complete one hundred years of modern art and oscillate between
artists like Pablo Picasso and Marcel Duchamp.

The Museum as Muse—to be kissed by the muse of the Museum
| of Drawers—this was my hope when | invited each of the five

hundred artists to realize a work for the tiny rooms (2% X 17& x

1a"). My hope has become reality.
| Herbert Distel













Barbara Bloom




Quire distinet from the motives of the public museum are those
psychological imperatives that drive the private collector.

The almost fetishistic desire of the private collector to assem-
ble, organize, touch, and cohabit with objects is the animating

torce behind Barbara Bloom’s tour-de-force installation The Reign

of Narcissisin. Originally created for the Forest of Signs exhibition at
the Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles in May 1989,
The Reign of Narcissism consists of thirteen parts of generic types
of work, ranging from cameos to gravestones and silhouettes to
signatures, all skillfully deployed within a hexagonal rotunda and
all focusing on a single subject, the artist Barbara Bloom herself.
On one level, the series provides a virtual catalogue of the body
and the senses; on another, it is a hilarious parody of the monoma-

nia that consumes some collectors. Bloom 15 interested in both the

psychological aspects of collecting and in the organization of

objects and images. Despite her own repeated presence, she is quick
to note that “this work is not really about Freudian narcissism, but
about the narcissistic aspects of art making and of collecting”

In another context, a work that so aggressively refers to the
aruist’s own life and portraiture might seem repulsive; but Bloom’s
work is clever enough to be both fascinating and cloying. It is a
Conceptual piece but the style of the installation is profoundly
anti-Minimalist. Tt is overabundant, even exuberant, in its all-
encompassing array of visual formats.Yet, despite its overdetermi-
nation and obsessiveness, the work is fastidiously ordered and
classically balanced. Bloom has said: “My goal was to create a
work that was pretty and obnoxious at the same time; both a cri-
tique of beauty and a collection of the things T like most.”

The result is like a personal collection, not only centered on the
self but also arranged according to personal whims. Thus The Reign
of Narcissism conforms to a very particular museological tradition,
that of the private museum, such as those created by Sir John Soane
in London and Gabrielle d’Annunzio on Lake Garda in Italy. In
Soane’s museum, the specially designed rotunda was crammed from
floor to ceiling with three stories of sculptures and architectural
fragments, at the center of which Soane placed a bust of himself.
Such museums adopt personal methods of selection and display,
an attitude that recalls the Renaissance Wunderkammer, or cabinet
of curiosities.

Central to understanding this work is Bloom’ guidebook The
Reign of Nareissisim. This book is not like an ordinary art catalogue: it
offers excerpts from fictional and critical texts by various authors
that address the subjects and generic forms of Bloom's work. For
instance, the chapter on cameos features an essay by Ernst Gom-
brich on physiognomy, and the section on gravestones reproduces a
section of Oscar Wilde’s The Portrait of Dorian Gray. “In any
museum the object dies—of suffocation and the public gaze—
whereas in private, ownership confers on the owner the right to
handle and the need to touch.” says the obsessive collector of Meis-
sen china in Bruce Chatwin’s short story Utz, which is reprinted in
Bloom's guidebook. “Ideally, museums should be looted every fifty
years, and their collections returned to circulation.”

Brian Wallis
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The Flux Cabinet represents the culmination of a sixteen-year
effort to anthologize the creative output of the Fluxus collective
of the 1960s and 1970s. Created by Fluxus founder George Ma-
ciunas, the Flux Cabinet stacks up in a taut vertical row works by
fourteen different Fluxus artists, including George Brecht,
Robert Watts, Ben Vautier, and Claes Oldenburg. These built-in
miniature displays—some whimsical, others threatening or enig-
matic— demonstrate the varied experimental practices of Fluxus,
which encompassed such diverse activities as concrete music,
Conceptual art, neo-Dadaist poetry, mail art, modified ready-
mades, and antic participatory events. As the group’s vociferous
promoter and authoritarian scoutmaster, Maciunas recognized
from its inception in 1962 the critical importance of structure
and organization in sustaining the movement’s collective identity
and ensuring its continued existence. Between 1963 and 1978
Maciunas designed and executed numerous Fluxus anthologies,
collections of works produced in editions and sold through a
special mail-order system, intended to serve multiple functions:
to give coherent order to the voluminous creative product of the
individual arrists associated with Fluxus; to propagandize the
Fluxus name and the movement’s declared anti-formalist, anti-art
ideals; and to establish a distribution system independent of the
mainstream art market.

Maciunas favored works (or collections of works) that pro-
vided their own venues of display, and the box, with its allusion to
museum vitrines, became an obvious vehicle. The first anthology,
Fluixcus Year Box I (1963). was an edition of wood boxes containing
musical scores, handbills of “Fluxevents,” concrete poems, con-
ceptual pieces, diminutive objects, photographs, and pull-outs of
various kinds. Predominantly paper-based and often randomly
organized according to chance procedures, the contents of the
Year Boxes were bolted together and neatly inserted into their
own wood repositories.

The Fluxkits (196465 to the late 1960s) represented an inter-
mediate stage between the Year Boxes and the Flux Cabiner of
1975—77. Intended as an unlimited edition, although only a mod-
erate number were actually produced, these three-dimensional
anthologies took the form of attaché cases, with the contents
varying widely from copy to copy. Maciunas referred to the
Fluxkits as “miniature Fluxus museums,”® emphasizing their
cheapness, mass-producibility, and portability.

For the Flux Cabinet, Maciunas assumed the role of museum
curator, organizing and literally “pigeonholing” his roster of
artists, assembling a miniature “Fluxshow,” drawer by drawer. In

drawer 7, Ben Vautier concocted a Flux Suicide Kit, an assortment of
razors, sleeping pills, matches, and other potentially lethal objects.
For drawer 1, John Lennon devised a Magnification Piece, a pair of
binoculars embedded in the bottom of the drawer, offering viewers
close-up inspections of their own feet. Maciunas contributed his
Excreta Fluxorum to drawer 12, a wryly pseudoscientific taxonomy
of insect and mammalian feces, arranged according to their order
of “evolutionary development.” Conceived as a deluxe version of
the typical Fluxus anthology, the Flux Cabinet was originally planned
as an edition of two, although only one was completed before
Maciunas’s death in 1978.

James Trainor
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Oppenheim

It didn't occur to me at first that [ was using earth as
sculptural material. Then gradually 1 found myself
trying to get below ground level. . . . I wasn't very
excited about objects that protrude from the ground.
| felt this implied an embellishment of external
space. To me a piece of sculpture inside a room is a
disruption of interior space. Its a protrusion, an
unnecessary addition to what could be a sufficient
space itself. My cransition to earth materials took
place in Oakland a few summers ago, when I cut a
wedge from the side of a mountain. I was more con-
cerned with the negative process of excavating that
shape from the mountainside than with the making
of an earthwork as such. It was just a coincidence that
I did this with earth.. ..

But at that point 1 began to think very seriously
about place, the physical terrain. And this led me to
question the confines of the gallery space and to start
working with things like bleacher systems, mostly in
an outdoor context but stll referring back to the
gallery site and taking some stimulus from the out-
side again. Some of what I learn outside I bring back
to use in a gallery context. . ..

[ think that the outdoor/indoor relationship in
my work is subtle. T don't really carry a gallery distur-
bance concept around with me; I leave that behind in
the gallery. Occasionally T consider the gallery site as
though it were some kind of hunting ground. . . . But
generally when I'm outside I'm completely outside.

Dennis Oppenheim’

In the

Gallery

dimensions of a gallery, then marked off a similarly

Transplants Oppenheim took the

bounded space outdoors. A cognitive reversal is
involved: the real-world index ironically was derived
from the gallery, and then transposed to the outside

world as a rejection of the reality of the gallery. Struc-

turally, Smithson’s non-sites are similar in mediating
the ideological opposition between the autonomous

artwork isolated in the gallery and the engaged art-
work sited in the outside world. The non-sites are
simpler, however, than the Gallery Transplants in that
they do not involve the ironic reversal.

Another transplant piece, Gallery Transplant of 1069,
originally done for the first Earth Art show organized
by Willoughby Sharp for the Cornell University
gallery, further complicated the method. Oppenheim
redrew the boundary lines of the gallery in the snow
of a bird sanctuary nearby. The gallery space trans-
planted into nature was then randomly activated by
flocks of birds alighting on it in different composi-
tions that were unaffected by the artists intentions.
The piece involved another important antimodernist
rule or tendency that was being articulated in the
works as they emerged. The modernist aesthetic view
of art promulgated a myth of the complete control
exercised by the artist—in whose work, for example, it
was supposedly impossible to change anything with-
out losing aesthetic integrity. Duchamp had articu-
lated the counterprinciple, that of allowing chance to
decide parts of the work, and that part of his artistic
legacy was also bearing fruit now. In Oppenheim’
Cornell Gallery Transplant, for example, the interven-
tion of flights of birds was an element outside the
artist’s control. Increasingly, Oppenheim would come
to feel that the artist should create the circumstances
for an artwork to occur in—or set going the chain of
causes which would produce it—but not the work
itself, which remains hidden or unknown ll it
appears out of the manipulated causal web. The con-

cept resembles the modernist idea of the artwork as

something self-created or miraculous, but reverses the
power hierarchy. In the modernist discourse the art-
work, though in a sense self-created, still sprang some-
how from the artist as medium; in this approach the
artwork springs from the world as medium, the artist
being more distanced.

Thomas McEvilley>
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Robert Smithson

Toward the end of the film The Spiral Jetry, Robert
Smithson enigmatically intones: “He leads us to the
steps of the jail's main entrance, pivots and again locks
his gaze into the sun"* Sometime before, a passage
from Samuel Beckett—"“Nothing has ever changed
since | have been here”—is heard against a backdrop
of footage shot through a red filter of the single
museum space that seems to have captivated Smith-

son from the moment he encountered it as a boy: the

Hall of Late Dinosaurs in the American Museum of

Natural History in New York. “Blindly the camera
stalked through the sullen light. . . . These fragments
of a timeless geology laugh without mirth at the
time-filled hopes of ecology.” 2

Smithson first saw the Great Salt Lake in 1970. It
was “late in the afternoon” that the lake came into
view, “an impassive faint violet sheet held captive in
a stoney matrix, upon which the sun poured down
its crushing light” On this site—reverberating “out
to the horizons only to suggest an immobile
cyclone”3—Smithson built Spiral Jetty, its fifteen-

foot-wide path tracing a 1,500-foot-long spiral of

black rock, salt crystals, and earth out into the algae-
reddened waters. In 1971, the year following the
completion of Spiral Jetty itself and the film, Smithson
made the first drawings for a Musewm Concerning
Spiral Jetty. With a spiral staircase leading to an u nder-
ground projection room, the proposed mastabalike
structure of rubble suggests a profusion of associa-
tions. The archetype of the counterclockwise spiral as
a path into the underworld butts up against the
Native American myth that a whirlpool links the
Great Salt Lake to the Pacific Ocean. The suggestion
that the museum is a mausoleum is countered by
the vision of “a cinema in a cave or an abandoned
mine.* The museum was to be located near the
Golden Spike Monument, where the visitor leaves
Highway 83 for the dirt road that leads to Spiral
Jetty. The Monument commemorates the coming to-
gether in 1869 of the final stretch of the first
transcontinental railroad, With the barely inhabited
land around it marked by “No Trespassing” signs, this
celebration of technological progress appears, like
the defunct oil rigs and other wreckage along the
shoreline of the Great Salt Lake, to be stranded—
“mired in abandoned hopes.”s The juxtaposition
would have been compelling—the deflated symbol-
ism of the two locomotive engines joining the coun-
try into one sweeping vista side-by-side the chthonic

realm of a museum devoted to Smithson’s monu-
ment to entropy. A crystalline surface of salt would
have insinuated corrosion into the moist darkness of
Smithson’s projection room, entropy enacting its dis-
ordering work—irreversible, almost eternal.

Smithson’s concern with salt lakes had begun at
Mono Lake in California: “The closer you think
you're getting to it and the more you circumscribe
it, the more it evaporates. It becomes like a mirage.”
Smithson seems quickly to have contemplated the
ways in which he might construct its absence: “The
site is a place where a piece should be but 1sn't. The
piece that should be there is now somewhere else,
usually in a room. Actually everything that’s of any
importance takes place outside the room. But the
room reminds us of the limitations of our condi-
tion."® In the room—in the museum—of course, 15
the Mono Lake Non-Site. A shallow painted steel con-
tainer, shaped like a square gutter, contains pumice
and cinders—the geological end-product of vol-
canic activity. The map, like the container that rests
on the floor, is in “the shape of a margin—it has no
center.” But if the non-site is a “central focus point,”
then “the site is the unfocused fringe where your
mind loses its boundaries and a sense of the oceanic
pervades. . . . There’s nothing to grasp onto except
the cindets. . . . One might even say that the place has
absconded or been lost.”” The non-sites, in other
words, always direct our attention elsewhere. If the
non-sites are “like three dimensional maps that point
to an area.’ then the actual map will scarcely guide
you to Mono Lake, let alone to Black Point, the spot
where Smithson collected the ashen debris. Con-
tained by the geometric configuration which 1s im-
posed on both unruly matter and map alike, the
topographical details are at best evocative: Sulphur
Pond and Warm Springs are among the few dis-
cernible place names.

The tension between the museum or gallery and
the world outside its confines was fundamental, not
incidental, to the conception of the non-sites. Works
Lake
dialectical play that governed Smithson’s work.

such as Mono Non-Site set in motion the
The periphery—remote and earthen—is implied by
the center, the non-site in the museum. Entropic
dissipation, which operates like a law outside the
boundaries of the exhibition space, is only momen-
tarily deflected by the formal cohesion wrought

within: weighty materiality troubles the disembodied

s , -







abstraction of maps, photographs, and even the iso-
lated geological evidence on display.

“Visiting a museum 1s a matter of going from
void to void,” Smithson remarked cryptically. “T'm
interested for the most part in whats not hap-
pening ...in the blank and void regions or settings
that we never look at. A museum devoted to differ-
ent kinds of emptiness could be developed.”™ In his
proposed The Museum of the Void, the walls of the
single chamber that is, in fact, a corridor recede
toward a dark rectangular space that absorbs their
vanishing point, as if to swallow the very devices of
illusion and block the intimation of infmity with a
mirror image of abyss. A veritable skyline of ziggu-
rats that loom like some promiscuous refraction of
the image of the Tower of Babel festoons the roof,
oddly lurid like mourners dancing on a grave.

In the end the dialectic that Smithson replays in
site/non-site, earthwork/museum does not—cannot

resolve its essential tension. Pointing always some-
where else, what the work brings unmistakably into
focus are the parameters of that distance between

here and there, now and then. They are, of course,

the coordinates of our finitude—that yawning gap of

time and space. 1 posit that there is no tomorrow,”’

Smithson pronounced, while acknowledging the

assuaging possibilities of irony and a “cosmic sense of

humor '@ “Oblivien,” he mused, “to me 1s a state
when you're not conscious of the time or space you
are in. You're oblivious to its limitations” 't In the
stillness of the art museum, Smithson could point
with precision to the chasm obscured amidst the
chaos beyond the pristine walls, As the viewer’s focus
shifts back and forth, registering absence, marking

off time with Beckett-like pur.\'istcnct‘—Sm]rh\:_mk

meaning scores itself across the transcendent field of

the museum, for the moment fending off oblivion.
Sally Yard
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Christian Boltanski

(French, born 1244)
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When I made the Inventories, and in the pieces
titled Réserves or Vitrines de référence, 1 was recalling
the ethnological and historical museums that I vis-
ited as a child. Preventing forgetfulness, stopping
the disappearance of things and beings, seemed to
me a noble goal, but I quickly realized that this
ambition was bound to fail, for as soon as we try
to preserve something we fix it. We can preserve
things only by stopping life’s course. If [ put my
glasses in a vitrine, they will never break, but will
they sull be considered glasses? This object helps
me to see better; it is useful to me. Once glasses are
part of a museum’ collection, they forget their
function, they are then only an image of glasses. In
a vitrine, my glasses will have lost their reason for
being, but they also will have lost their identity,

their history. These glasses: I like them, I know
them, I know where I bought them, how the sales-
woman praised them, the time when I forgot them
in a restaurant, and my concern not to have them
with me anymore. All this constitutes some kind of
friendship, and this relationship, these shared mem-
ories, the museum cannot convey. This object will
have lost its identity.

It is the same with hundreds of photographic por-
traits piled up in the small space of the Archives.
None of these superimposed faces tells us anything
about the destiny of these beings, the different lives
of each of them remain unknown to us. They are
here, next to each other, they who had no reason to
meet, waiting, until someone can name them again.

Christian Boltanski
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Little “Drink Me!” bottles of water I collected from the springs of
Lethe and Mnemosyne (Forgetting and Remembering) are at the
heart of my work in this exhibition.

From The Frend Museum 1s one of several large-scale installations
['ve made using museological formats, beginning in the early 1970s.
While what to do about what’s out of sight or invisible is the
dilemma of most contemporary museums, my “museums’ have
concentrated on what is unspoken, unrecorded, unexplained, and
overlooked—the gaps and overlaps between content and context,
dream and experience; the ghosts in the machine; the unconscious
of culture,

The title, From The Freud Museum, looks back to my experience
of creating an earlier version of the work for the Freud Museum at
20 Maresfield Gardens, London, Sigmund Freud’s last home. I feel
the title also refers to a situation or a place that inspires a particular
kind of self~awareness—an intensely personal recognition of living
inside a specific, historically determined culture. For me it is appro-
priate to call this place The Frend Museum. OFf course, I'm not its
only inhabitant.

On one level, my vitrine installation is a collection of things
evoking cultural and historical points of slippage—psychic, ethnic,
sexual, and political disturbances. Individual items in my collection
range from macabre through sentimental to banal. Many of the
objects are personal, things I've kept for vears as private relics
and talismans, mementos, references to unresolved issues in earlier
works, or even as jokes. Sigmund Freud’s impressive collection of
classical art and artifacts inspired me to formalize and focus my
project. But if Freud’s collection is a kind of index to the version of
Western civilization’s heritage he was claiming, then my collection,
taken as a whole, is an archive of misunderstandings, crises, and
ambivalences that complicate any such notion of heritage,

I worked on the piece for five years. My starting points were art-
less, worthless artifacts and materials—rubbish, discards, fragments,
souvenirs, and reproductions—which seemed to carry an aura of
memory and to hint they might mean something—something that
made me want to work with them and on them. I've stumbled across
or gone in quest of objects, I've orchestrated relationships, and I've
invented or discovered fluid taxonomies, Archeological collecting
boxes play an important role in the installation as containers or
frames appropriate to the processes of excavating, salvaging, sorting,
naming, and preserving—intrinsic to art as well as to psychoanalysis
and archaeology.

Not editing out and not forcing strange juxtapositions and un-
answered questions to conform to theory are aspects of my style.
I'm interested in a perspective where figure-ground relationships
can be allowed to shift. From The Freud Museum is structured by the
gaps that punctuate it, The not-said matters. Like all my work, it
aims to clarify a shared situation by providing space where viewers
can experience their own roles as active participants /collaborators,
imnterpreters, analysts, or detectives.

Susan Hiller
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Unsettled Objects. 1968—69. Pitt Rivers Museum,
Oxford, England

As Enignia creates a Cosmos of Desire, 50 is Longing the
Force to possess the Unknown.

The display of powerful objects 1n vitrines and
the desire to make use of their energy for a didactic
exhibition displaces them and makes them enigmatic.

The transformation is shown here in the diversity
of collected ethnographic objects. In exhibition-like
storage they reflect their use, form, and material. As
none of them is in a so-called scientific system of
organization, they offer a picture of chaos, acquired
in haste and provisionally catalogued, as representing
the cosmos. The aspiration for encyclopedic com-
pleteness has resulted in a vast appropriation and
accumnulation of unknown artifacts, This claim and
desire to possess the objects have caused them to be:
displayed imagined classified reinvented generalized cele-
brated lost protected consumed climatized confined collected
forgotten evaluated questioned mythologized politicized
admired analyzed negotiated patronized salvaged disposed
claimed acanmulated decoded composed disciplined named
transformed neutralized simulated photographed restored
neglected studied subtitled rationalized narvated valued
typified framed obfi iscated selected fetishized registered fux-
taposed owned moved counted treasured polished ignored
traded stoved taxed sold. . . .

These objects, taken out of their original con-
text, undergo not only a change in their immediate
geoclimaric circumstances, which can make them
easily fall apart, but also become either specimens of
conservation work and scientific treatment or simply
of classification. The uprooted character of their new
existence reduces them often to the aesthetic or
curious nature of their appearance. Their true aura,
appropriate to their application and meaning, 15
seldom allowed in this new existence. The handling
of the objects in a museological context does not
permit a lasting, growing presence. Seasonally incor-
porated into various didactic exhibitions, these ob-
jects, as if in a constant superfluous wash cycle, are
robbed of their last patina. In the name of science,
they have been stripped and deformed, reduced to
research material. There is no peace to be found for
them as acquisitions. The unsolved mystery of their
origins and the ignorance about their rituals or pur-
poses remain intact. This unknown makes them
coveted and provides them with an exotic quality.
Works of art or ethnographic objects need to find a
protective place to envelop their presence; they need
the power to occupy a location.

Works of art handled as adjuncts of contempo-
rary installations will become the toys, rather than
the witnesses, of their time.

Lothar Baumgatten
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Mark Dion

(American, born 1961)

Fundamental to my work as an artist is an attempt to chart the evolu-
tion of the natural history museum, as an exploration of what gets to
stand for nature at a particular time for a distinct group of people.
Some of my projects have been forays into how early private col-
lections (cabinets of curiosities) develop into the Enlightenment
muscum, which evolves into the public space we recognize as the
modern didactic institution. It is a complex gradual process with
numerous false starts, aberrations, and dead ends.

Arriving in a new city, [ scarcely allow my luggage to be stowed at
the hotel before I'm back in a taxi speeding toward the local museum
of natural history. I collect experiences in such institutions as tangibly
as 4 bird watcher ticks off a name on a list or a stamp collector fills a
glassine envelope. The details of the quarry are usually known long
before the encounter through fellow enthusiasts or guidebooks. Each
exhibition space ranks according to a rigid set of criteria: how many
type-specimens (an individual for which a species is named) does the
collection contain; which extinct animals are represented in the col-
lection (the natural history musenm’s equivalent of a Vermeer); which
eminent biologists have worked at the museum and how have they
left their stamp on it. The museums are then carefully classified based
on when and how they were organized, which master narratives they
employ: systematics (orthodox taxonomy or cladistics), biogeography,
evolution, pure spectacle, realism (dioramas), ecology, the story of
human progress, etc. Accumulating the experiences of these museums

[ gain insight not so much into nature itself but into the ontology of

the story of nature—modern society’s cosmology.

There 1s a sense of urgency in my pursuit, since at any moment a
perfectly remarkable dusty old collection and arrangement might be
turned into a banal scientific video arcade passing off hackneyed facts
as miraculous discoveries. [ have witnessed so many cities give up
unforgettable and historically priceless spaces for Formica, steel, and
text-gorged push-button shopping malls of information. No words
are more heartrending than “closed for renovation.” Still, many natural
history museums are time machines: stepping through their portals
vividly evokes the obsessions, convictions, and projections of the past.
[n Paris one can visit the Gallery of Comparative Anatomy and find it
virtually unchanged since it opened in 1885. One can see the Tyler
Museum in Haarlem in much the same way as Napoleon did on his
.The

My interest in natural science museums is not about connoisseur-

e have become museums of museums.

Visit

ship. I approach them to help me conceptualize problems in the

representation of nature or, rather, to trace the development of the

social construction of nature. What better place to painstakingly
explore how ideas about nature shift than the didactc institutions

mandated to explain the science of life to a general public. These
places generate and distribute the official story. By critically analyzing
the master narratives and techniques of display emplovyed by the insti-
tutions, I can discern the ideology embedded in them. Being critical
may also be just another way to love these museums. That contradic-
tion is what I try to explore through my production of artwork. |
don't lose sleep over the fact that the contradiction may be irresolv-
able, Work should be pleasure.

In order to investigate the social construction of “Nature” through
the natural history museum, it helps to use some of the mstitution’s
own tactics, particularly the microcosmic and the macrocosmic. Lo
better understand the museum, I have at various times had to become
the museum, taking on duties of collecting, archiving, classifying,
arranging, conserving, and displaying. Personifying the museum con-
denses its activities and articulates how the museum’s various depart-
ments function like vital organs in a living being. This organism lives
in an ecological relationship with other institutions, which have their
own functions, their own niches.

How is the story of life told? What are the principles of organiza-
tion, the master narratives, employed to construct the tale of natures
What does each set of assumptions, each conceit, promote or conceal?
What fantasies or dreary fictions are indulged when one attempts to
tell “the truth” about nature? Each museum and every text book and
nature show on television possess a narrative skeleton. One of the most
persistent and pernicious of these is the Great Chain of Being or the
Seala Naturae. This ancient visual metaphor, rooted in Aristotle’s zoo-
logical works, dominated natural-history thought until well into the
nineteenth century. The Great Chain of Being depicts life as a one-
dimensional progression from the simplest of forms (sometimes even
minerals) to the most complex: almost always to humans, who con-
struct the hierarchy, but sometimes even beyond to the invisible realm
of angels, archangels, etc. The imagery of this progression has become
such a ubiquitous feature in biological language that even today its
tenacity is demonstrated in numerous popular expressions of evolu-
tion. The Scala Naturae became bound to the Enlightenment develop-
ment of orthodox hierarchical taxonomy, which remained until the
middle of this century the dominant principle of arrangement for
most natural history museums. The Great Chain of Being and the early
taxonomic arrangements and nomenclature firmly seat humankind on
the throne of the animal kingdom. This powerful idea demands partic-
ular scrutiny, since the chain of being is a crucial conceptual footprint,
which helps to retrace the path of where we have been in order to get
a better bearing on where we are and where we are going.

Mark Dion
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Hiroshi Sugimoto

=8, born 1

Taking photographs for his dioramas in a number of
natural history museums, Hiroshi Sugimoto has con-
centrated on those illusionistic three-dimensional
displays that are designed to bring to life for the ben-
efit of children, adults, and school classes the evolu-
tionary ages and epochs and the specific phenomena
of life on earth. . ..

Sugimoto photographs and “transforms” reality.
The results show, however, that there is something

wrong with our source images. The Dioramas, with

their posed figures against a contrived landscape,
already look so mummified that the source image
itself resembles a stereoscopic photograph. Sugimoto’s
two-dimensional, black-and-white images notice-
ably alleviate the stiffness, lifelessness, and artificiality
of the showcase arrangements in question, which
were installed in the American Museum of Natural
History, New York, under the Federal Art Project of
the 1930s. Since then, as he sees it, our experience
of wild-animal parks, magazines, films, and television
has destroyed much of the credibility of these spaces
(each the size of a horse stall) and of their natural-
istic coloring.

In order to recapture a lifelike effect, Sugimoto
dispenses with color and spatial depth. The artist thus
takes a phenomenon that was originally designed to
create a lifelike impression of animals or past ages in
the history of the earth, but which in the “real”
world has now become unreal, and he intervenes to
restore its validity. The authentic photograph helps
the obsolete illusion to retain its effects. In contrast
to the source material, the result looks like a kind of

surrealistic snapshot: you see two dinosaurs going

down to a water hole; or you credit a pack of Alaskan
wolves with a touch of rationality as they gaze into
the distance, and after a moment’s thought you shake
your head. It cannot be. Only on closer inspection of
the photographs does it become clear that—as you
can tell at once in the American Museum of Natural
History—these are painted museum backdrops with
stuffed animals and odds and ends of stage decor. ...

By presenting individual mammals or prehuman
forebears in the guise of ancestral portraits, spirits, or
tutelary deities, Sugimoto’s Dioramas insistently call
into question the value of aids to contemplation and
image cults of every kind. The artist accepts the touch
of surprise and reverence that they will inspire; it 15
just that he can no longer believe in the old “path” to
salvation that these gods offered. And so, when they
face the camera in its capacity as the mirror of reality,
he grants them a more excitingly framed shot and
subtler distribution of light and shade. Ultmately,
perhaps, he is using photography to construct them as
a shrine that combines science, religion, and art. Bug,
in the meantime, whar on earth are we to do with an
effigy of a gorilla in an art museum?

Sugimoto has recently coined the phrase " Time
Exposed” to characterize his whole output. The time
factor in his work was discussed in print at a rela-
tively early date. His Theaters freeze screening time
into a single image, and all other images become
one. The Dioramas and Wax Museums preserve
quasihistoric documents of our own past, and of our
ancestors and popular favorites, like unreal docu-
ments of our own contemplative obsessions.

Thomas Kellein®
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Christopher Williams

(American

—

Behind the series of twenty-seven photographs by science, the artist proposes another, based on politics. ‘

Christopher Williams known as Angola to Vietnam*
lurk the efforts of both a curator and a collection
cataloguer, At first sight, these pictures appear as
splendid, straightforward still lifes, only to reveal
themselves as installation views, close-ups of a mu-
seum display. The site is the Botanical Museum at
Harvard University; the subject, an exceptional col-
lection of painstakingly accurate glass replicas of
plant specimens made between 1887 and 1936 by
the highly specialized father-and-son workshop of
Leopold and Rudolph Blaschka of Dresden.

In his incisive investigations into the institutional
world of archives and museums, Williams goes to
great lengths to invest his photographs with layers of
elaborate references that become increasingly self-
referential. His initial approach to the Harvard col-
lection was to subject it to a new filter. Relying
on information available in the museum’ records,
Williams used, from the numerous specimens in the
collection, those that survived his screening process.
He described his process in a seemingly didactic yet
fundamentally cryptic addendum to the title: “Angola
to Vietnam*, an abbreviation of the list of twenty-seven

countries, is the result of filtering the list: Angola,

Apgentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Central African Republic, Chile,
Colombia, Cyprus, Dominican Republic, EI Salvador,
Ethiopia, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia,
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Nepal,
Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Seychelles, South
Afvica, Sri Lanka, Syria, Togo, Uganda, Urnugnay, Vietnam,
and Zaire—thirty-six countries where disappearances
are known to have occurred during 1985, as noted on
page twenty-nine of Disappeared!, Technique of Terror, a
report for the Commiission on International Humani-
tarian Issues, 1986, Zed Books, Ltd., London and

New Jersey—through the 847 life-size models repre-

senting some 780 species and varieties of plants in 164
families from the Ware Collection of Blaschka Glass
Models, the Botanical Museum, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts.”

This group of photographs resulted from the
intersection of two somewhat irreconcilable sets.
Williams took the first set, that of the Botanical
Museum itself, and then crossed it with the list of
thirty-six countries where persons went missing for
political reasons in 1985. He found out that twenty-
seven of these countries (the ones italicized in his
description) were represented in the collection
through their native plants. This involved reclassify-
ing the glass replicas by country of origin instead of
using the Museum’s standard taxonomy: on top of
the institution’s botanical classification, one based on

As a result, the political contaminates the natural,
and the socially determined adulterates what is
supposed to be absolute. Williams also mimics the
museum’s modus operandi by paying careful atten-
tion to the minutia involved in the cataloguing of
each object. His titles and labels are an intrinsic part
of his work. Every detail is included, but the hier-
archy of information is rearranged into an order sug-
gestive of Williams's interests. The content of his
labels also speaks to a certain impulse toward exces-
sive research and fastidious record keeping.

Despite their seriality, the depiction of the glass
replicas is far from homogeneous. Some photographs
de-emphasize not only their hand-crafted quality
but also their lifelessness. These are the ones that
most directly play with illusion (Vietnam, Nicaragua),

and here the frame is neither documentary nor

objective: it denotes fragmentation, and makes the
glass replicas seem real. While photography has tradi-
tionally been the medium of arrested movement,
here it makes these models come alive. The embalm-
ing tendency of the museum has been reversed.
Other photographs draw the viewer’s attention to
the details of their display: the sustaining U-shaped
wires, the installation devices and labels in the fore-
ground, or the museum’ vestiges, traces, marks
(Brazil, Indonesia). Still others bring the objects’ de-
fects to the foreground: we can see traces of restora-
tion, general wear and tear, the imprints of museum
life (Philippines, Angola). Curiously, the same 1mage
may reappear with the names of different countries.
Or, the same plant, seen from different angles, may
represent different countries. These inconsistencies
are included as if to remind us that the systems of art
are arbitrary. We begin to wonder if the plants are
really from the designated countries or if the label
information is reproduced correctly, until we realize
that here it really does not matter.

Images of fowers, celebrated for their eroticism
and lusciousness, provide a number of references
within the history of photography. Angola to Vietnam*
provides access to this vast archive, which runs from
Henry Fox Talbot to Robert Mapplethorpe, through
Karl Blossfeldt, Albert Renger-Patzsch, Edward Wes-
ton, and many others. But where these artists looked
at nature in its unbridled state, Williams looks at
nature in the museum. By drawing on this other
archive, one generally hostile to unmediated nature,
Williams affirms his photographs” empathy with the
museum object, derived from their essential condi-
tion as museum objects, not documents.

Lilian Tone
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Richard Hamilton

(British, bt

Between 1964 and 1967 Richard Hamilton pro-
duced an interior, a still life, a landscape, a self-
portrait, a mother and child, and a scene of bathers.
His approach to subject matter was to think in terms
of categories. During this time he also examined
buildings as a possible case of subject matter.

Piranes

romantic ruins, Lichtenstein’s paintings,

classical temples, and Artschwagers skyscrapers

are examples of the genre. Hamiltons choice of

buildings represents a structural antithesis to the

post-and-lintel or steel-frame grid, but he was

interested to know if a successful work could be

based on a new building—one conceived as a work

of high art in itself, an aim related to his use of

Braun appliances.

Hamilton's ventures into perspective are \\'id?‘
ranging: from the extreme of side-stepping the issue
to mockery of the convention. When he does under-
take a serious project involving perspective, it is liable
to be absurdly problematic. His Five Tyres Remoulded
of 1971, which required putting into accurate per-
spective the patterns on the double curve of a torus,
was solvable only with the help of a computer. The
expanding helix in false perspective of the Guggen-
heim Museum is another such exercise.

The Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum on Fifth
Avenue in New York was designed by Frank Lloyd
Wright between 1943 and 1946 and was built in
1956—59. The spiral form of the museum looks back
to the shells and horns of Hamiltons Growth and




i
o

Form exhibition of 1951 and, like the spiral structure
of the Exquisite Form bra, encourages a false illu-
sionistic reading as concentric circles (here stacked).
The spectator is again made very conscious of shift-
ing viewpoints, and the use of heavy relief is the cul-
mination of a preoccupation originating in 1951,

In both appearance and in the process of their
making, the Guggenheim reliefs contrast with Ham-
ilton’s work to date. A single centralized image rep-
resented a departure from anthologies of shape,
technique, and source; and the careful preparatory
plan, elevation, and section drawings he made were
quite different from previous “studies” for his paint-
ings, being analogous to the blueprints for a build-
ing. These constitute an account of Frank Lloyd

Wright's magntim opus, which Hamilton went to
great lengths to distill for these essays on style. They
show Hamilton’s interest in process—whether aes-
thetic or technical—the reliefs echoing the design
and construction. He wrote: “It was an attempt to
mirror the whole activity of architecture in the con-
fines of a four-foot-square panel.”

Although the form of each relief is the same,
there is considerable variation of treatment in the
cellulose lacquer finish, always applied with an air
gun. All the treatments disembody the buildings
dramatic three-dimensional form by transposing it
into a skin of color and texture with quite indepen-
dent associations and effects.

Jacqueline Darby and Richard Hamilton !

——

Richard Hamilton
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{Dutch, born 1841)
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Thomas Struth

My interest in the museum photos came through the portraits, which
then led to my preoccupation with portrait painting, principally
with that of the Reenaissance. The trick was to regard portrait painting
a8 I \\'{'}'Llld ]l}fik at phi'“[?gl'ﬂph.\. to lll‘di']"\!.(l”l'! l}H.' UT’i:-__\"]”H] act [_11-}'“.]'['—
trait painting like this: as an interpretation of the world executed with
means that were common and appropriate at that time. From there
arose the idea of bringing these two things to the same level of repro-
duction through the currently appropriate medium; to make a repro-
duction of a painted 1mage and at the same ome produce a new image
in which real persons of today are shown. That’s why, for example, in
the museum photos you see exclusively figurative paintings, no
ilh\“'.'ll't \v\"“'l'k‘i .'I'I'Itl 1;.'\\" \('lllpil]]'&.‘\,

[ fele a need to make these museum photographs because many
works of art, which were created out of particular historical circum-
stances, have now become mere feashes, like athletes or celebrities,
and the original mspiration for them is fully obliterated. What 1
wanted to achieve with this series, which will be limited to maybe
thirty photographs, 15 to make a statement about the original process
of representing people leading to my act of making a new picture,
which s in a certain way a very similar mechanism: the viewer of the
works seen in the 11]1(‘_Jln'agr;{]\}1 finds him/herself in a space in which I,
too, belong when I stand in front of the photograph. The photographs
illuminate the connection and should lead the viewers away from
regarding the works as mere fetush-objects and ininate their own
understanding or intervention in historical relationships.

Today museums are no longer the mstitutions they were fifteen
years ago; they have become institutions of significance or popularity
less comparable to the shopping mall than to the sports field or to reli-
gion; churches today are probably emptier than museums. That is

why the museum 15 a place that is essentially nonprivate. It is not for

nothing that many people compare modern museums with train sta-
tions. That’s a statement which is heard very often, for example, about

the Museum Ludwig or the Louvre; many people pass through and

you never know what they're doing or why they're there—because of

the works or for entertainment?

I got the first ideas for these works in the Louvre around Christ-
mastime; it was very crowded and I thought that the world of visi-
tors in the Louvre, people of the most diverse ages and ethnicities,
were incredibly similar to the themes in the paintings. And my
other conclusion was that I wondered why all the people were
there; what were they getting out of it; was any change occurring in
their personal lives because of it, in their public lives, in their activ
ity, in their family, with their friends? Is any change through the
museum visit even possible, or is it an entertainment, like watching
IMUsIc v l&i‘.‘{-}i oar [i]L‘ W E'i}" one 'l'l(\('d\' \'!\H}ll |'L'|.1'l\‘i|}l'|'|L‘l][ to kL'L‘P |\'|'UTJ'|
getting bored.

The family portraits as well as the architectural and museum pho-
tographs convey a sense of arrested time. That happens even during
the production of the photographs, which have a long exposure time,
and especially in the museum photographs—although the scenery is
constantly moving, the minimum exposure time 15 a quarter, a half, or
even a full, second. It could be said that showing situations about an
intensity of viewing is preferable to me and should constitute a kind
of counterexample.

On a broader level, that is how I understand my museum pho-
tographs when [ exhibit a few works at an exhibition like Aperto in
Venice. Where the mechanisms of spectacle—of the contemporary
museum business—are staged, my photographs can offer a reflection
about the very situation.

Thomas Struth!
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Candida Hofer

(German, born 1944)

Museums interest me as types of public or semi-
public spaces. Museums have layers of showing: their
original architecture, their different ways of exhibit-
ing over time, the different ways in which their
rooms have been used with or against their will, the

way their rooms have served each other. Each of

these vses leaves behind traces, and all of these traces
are present at the same time. There is always a time

of day in a museum when these traces, together with
the structures of the space. the walls, windows,
doors, and stairs, their proportions, their relation to
each other, the colors and the light, become much
more visible among the people that visit and the
objects exhibited.

Candida Hifer
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Christo

[ AImeric

a

Bulgaria

In the tumultuous cultural climate of early 1068,
the thirty-two-year-old artist Christo approached
The Museum of Modern Art in New York with an
unusual proposition: to wrap the entire Museum in a
70,000-square-foot shroud of heavy-gauge canvas
tarpaulin, bound with thousands of feet of nylon
rope, temporarily vyet radically transforming the
Museum’s physical and funcdonal space. Known
primarily as an artist who wrapped ordinary, every-

day articles (magazines, bottles, boxes, chairs, bicycles)

with similarly common materials (cloth, plastic sheet-
ing, twine, rope), by the mid- to late 1960s Christo
was shifting his activities toward a process of making
art that negotiated an increasingly public, political,
environmental, and often controversial terrain.

Prompted by a perceived affinity between Christo’s
enigmatic wrappings and the work of Man Ray,
William Rubin, the Museum’s director of painting
and sculpture, welcomed the proposal, suggesting
the event mark the closing of the exhibition Dada,
Surrealism, and Their Heritage. The artist produced a
series of visually compelling architectural render-
ings, photomontages, and scale models to convey the
breadth of his plan to the Muscum. These prelimi-
nary studies were exhibited at the Museum in lieu of
the actual wrapping of the building (which was
vetoed by the authorities). They illustrate the tripar-
tite character of the scheme, which called for the
bundling of the building itself, the enveloping of the
Museum’s sculpture garden within a vast, glimmer-
ing skin of translucent polyethylene, and the con-
struction of a twenty-foot-high steel barricade,
composed of 441 stacked oil barrels, to be placed
across Fifty-third Street, perpendicular to the facade
of the Museum.

The project to wrap the Museum represented
one aspect of the repositioning of attitudes toward
institutions of art in the late 1960s. Like the emer-
gent activities of his contemporary practitioners

of what were later termed Earthworks, Christo’s

ephemeral gestures similarly suggested a possible
strategy for art-making that was removed from the
studio and the museum gallery. Their transitory
nature, and their independence as self-financed ven-
tures (through the sale of preparatory works),
allowed to a degree the circumvention of the
normal constraints of the art market. As with
Christo’s epic 1969 ptroject to wrap a mile of the
rocky coastline of Australia, such “events” could not,
by their nature, be absorbed by museums through
y. The
Museum project provided Christo with a potentially

established means of acquisition and disp

ideal situation in which to actualize this new
“public” art. Ironic in its inversion of the traditional
relationship between the museum and the art object,
the project served to destabilize the familiar
dichotomy of the container and the thing contained.

Anticipated in the daily press as a grandiose,
it somewhat pointless, endeavor, the project was
received by city authorities as a potentially provoca-
tive and dangerous municipal headache. In early
1968, with public street demonstrations occurring
with increasing regularity, officials refused to sanc-
tion the creation of a possible locus for more civil
unrest. Additionally, the Museum’s insurance com-
pany would agree to coverage during the brief event

only at a prohibitively high price. The small exhibi-

tion 1n the Museum’s lobby, shown in June 1968, was
called Christo Wraps the Museum: Seale Models, Pho-
tomontages, and Drawings for a Non-Event.

Although he later lamented the fact that The
Museum of Modern Art was not his first wrapped
museum, in July 1968 Christo was invited to wrap
the Kunsthalle Bern, in Switzerland, to commemo-

rate its fiftieth anniversary. The public and political
scale of Christo’s projects, which he realized collabo-
ratively with his wife, Jeanne-Claude, increased in
subsequent years, culminating most recently in the
wrapping of the Reichstag in Berlin,

James Trainor
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Kate Ericson and Mel Ziegler

an, 1955

The Museum of Modern Art, New York, 15 a repository of the things
our culture sanctions as high art, a place where comparisons and criti-
cal dialogue are everyday occurrences. More than most institutions, it
is the art world’s Bureau of Measurements and Standards, much like a

government headquarters for collecting, collating, and hemming and

hawing over the new juxtaposed against the old. Rejecting, reacting,

embracing, and imitating are a few of the ways in which artists

respond to institutional standards.
The 1dea for MoMA Whites began to develop when Kate and 1 dis-

covered, while researching our project Signature Picce, that the names of

the various shades of white used for exhibitions at MoMA included
not just those of the manufactured paint (Decorator White, High Hide
White) but also those of the custom muxtures preterred by the curators
who direct the house-painting staft (McShine White, Rubin White,
Riva White). Working with the idea that using these whites as a “neu-
eral” institutional standard for displaying artworks is undermined simply
by the names of the whites themselves, we simply re-presented the
paints as specimens in jars to be scrutinized and seen in their own right.
Leaf Peeping was inspired by the Museum garden. Here, an institu
tional space carefully designed by architects and landscapers 15 juxta-
posed with the uncontrolled processes of nature. Viewing works of art
and “leaf peeping” are both ritual activities that deal with the aesthetic
appreciation of certain “specimens.” By carefully documenting the
leaves in the Museum garden in their transitional phase, using etched
jars of paint to represent the colors and shapes of the leaves and
mapping their predetermined locations, we turn the activity of appre-

ciating art and nature into a standard aesthetic wall specimen.

Mel Ziegler

As an architectural space, the modern art museum preserves many of

the attributes of the home but often treats these domestic features as

annoying distractions. Thus, things like furniture, plants, signs, and

lighting are suppressed or de-emphasized in favor of the works of

art. It was precisely these overlooked elements of museum furnishing
that commanded the curiosity of Kate Ericson and Mel Ziegler.
Trained at the California Institute of the Arts, Ericson and Ziegler
collaborated from 1982 until Ericson’s death in 1995. Their works
are typical of the deconstructive neoconceptualism of the late 19805,
which consists of site-specific installations heavily invested with
detailed information. Their method was to isolate a single feature,

such as paint, and conduct extensive research on that subject to dis
cover what kind of paint was used, where it came from, who made it,
who applied it, and so on. This information was then translated into
elegant “signage” or highly designed objects that neatly organized
the data in reference to the exhibition context; at the same time, it
made specific connections to individual “collaborators™ and distant
“sources.” Two particular concerns that recur in their works are
labeling and geographical specificity, both ways of classifying natural
and industrial information.

All of Ericson and Ziegler’s museum works are site-specific, and
several of them investigate aspects of The Museum of Modern Art.
One of the most striking, Leaf Peeping, consists of thirty-one clear
glass jars filled with various shades of latex paint and etched on the
front with an image of a single leaf. Each jar corresponds to an indi-
vidual tree in The Museum of Modern Art’s Abby Aldrich Rocke-
feller Sculpture Garden, with the paint color matching the fall
coloration of that tree’s leaves. The jars are arranged on individual
brackets on the wall in a pattern that corresponds to the groundplan
of the garden.

Another work, MoMA Whites, consists of jars of white paint in all
the various shades used in The Museum of Modern Art. The source
for this work can be traced back to a piece called Whisper of 1987,
which comprises a single. one-gallon glass jar of white paint of the
precise shade used to paint the exterior of the White House. Erched
on the front of the jar is the commercial name of that shade, Whisper.

For a related installation of 1988, titled Signarure Piece, prepared
for the Projects exhibition series at The Muscum of Modern Art,
Ericson and Ziegler collected autographs of the workers who pro-
duced such industrial fixtures as the track lighting, the window-
panes, and the furniture in the Museum'’s galleries. These signatures
were then silkscreened onto the wall next to the objects to assert
the workers’ subjective involvement in what is generally regarded as
anonymous production.

As a consequence of their visual austerity, such works appear to
some as dry and intellectual. But, in fact, their modest focus on the
generally anonymous contributions of workers, their attention to
largely unconscious everyday choices, and their awareness of private
gestures in public spaces place their corpus among some of the most

subtle and intellectually engaging works about the modern museum.
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Robert Filliou

Robert Filliou was a poet trained as an economist, a
philosopher who became an artist. Born in France in
1926, his first thirty years suggest a blur of contin-
gent identities in economics, politics, and journal-
ism. Finally, in 1959, he became an artist and poet in a

newly afluent France, intentionally removing him-

self from its burgeoning prosperity, even living for a
time in a tent on the outskirts of Paris. From that
point on, Filliou lived his life as a kind of continuing
experiment, concocting artistic propositions and
curiously prying away at artificial divisions berween
art and life, work and play, and between political
economy and what he termed “poetical economy.”
He inscribed on a 1970 seulprure: I hate work which
15 not play.”

An early contributor to the Fluxus movement,
Filliou sought to redefine not only what art could
be, but also what new role the artist could play in
society. He was not interested in making markerable
art objects, nor in art as a professional occupation.
Instead, the art that Filliou created (poetic notations
combined with ephemeral or delicately altered
found materials) was concerned with the concept

of creativity itself. Avoiding notions of taste, quality,

and talent, his works enact a series of imaginative

]_‘llil\'\\('\l\hll
thinking about life and creativity. Filliou theorized
the existence of an “Eternal Network,” describing
the vast interconnectedness of all creative .'|L'ti\=it_\.
happening everywhere and all the time. of which
intentional art-making was but a part, and which
included private parties, weddings, divorces, and fac-
tory work. “The artist is everybody,” Filliou said,
suggesting societys need for a more profound
understanding of interactions between creauvity,
labor, and play.

Fillious emphasis on the artistic and social value

of play should not be underestimated. During the

political and social upheavals in France in May of

proposals, encouraging new ways of

1968, Filliou supported the goals of students, work
ers, and intellectuals united by the concept of freeing
leisure from its associations with bourgeois prosper-
ity, and repositioning it as a radical platform for
social change.! The act of play became a revolution-
ary stance, a tool for personal and political freedom,
and Filliou’s work until his death mn 1987 radiated
this revaluation of creative and intellectual play.

In 1977, Filliou committed a series of seriously
playful acts in major museums in the French capital.
At the Louvre and the Musée d’art moderne de la
Ville de Paris, Filliou quietly approached paintings
and sculptures, old and modern masters alike, and
cleaned them. Filliou had his actions photographed.
and snapshots, dust-rags, and precious particles of
dust from each were placed with mock solemnity in
their own archival boxes.

While artist-activists had in recent years simi-
larly entered museums to perform overt actions
upon renowned works of art (in 1969 the Guerrilla

Art Action Group removed Kazimir Malevich's

White on White from a wall at The Museum of

Modern Art in New York, temporarily replacing it
with a manifesto listing demands for Museum

reforms), they had done so with specific political

intentions. By contrast, Fillious action was an
obscure, discreetly impish gesture. He removed from
the aging objects a coating of dust, while creating a

new piece with the resulting accumutlated dirt.

The equivalence of this relationship is made mani-
fest by the ntle of the series, Poussiére de Poussién
(Dust to Dust), which, with its famihar tunereal
overtones, underscores the works’ ultimate immate-
riality, emphasizing the spirit of the gesture over the
object of art. For Filliou, while all material objects
must perish (museums and their collections are
not v.\('mpT]. the ideas and creative L‘IlL‘]'IL-.[iL‘\' Eht‘)'
embody are immutable.

James Traitior
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Vik Muniz

(Brazilian, born 1961)
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Wik Muniz

Equi

(Museum of Modern

Art). 199
Gelatin silver print mounted on
museum board, 14 % 117 (355 %
27%¢em)

Colisction the artist

[ went to The Museum of Modern Art to see Alfred
Stieglit= at Lake George, and [ looked at his Equiva-
lents. Clouds have always fascinated me, because
you can picture clouds, and you can do anything
with them.You can make an image of a cloud and
an image of a seal at the same time. After Stieglitz
did it, a lot of people took pictures of clouds, but
most of the subsequent photographers who tried to
adopt a concept of equivalence to natural forms
worked with stones. During the Museum’s show,
I thought a lot about equivalents—how Aaron
Siskind and Edward Weston photographed rocks—
and when | came out of the exhibition, the first
thing I saw was the marble floor of the Museum. It
just came. Boom! Like this. That's equivalency. I was
looking at the floor of the Museum, thinking about
the sky. At the same time, I'd be photographing the
Museum. Photographing things in museums has
always fascinated me.

I went outside to buy film, and I went into the
Museum shop and bought this bad photography
book because it had a lot of black pages in it and |
cut all the black pages to make props. I had a fash-
light. I had a dime, and I asked the woman from the
membership desk if T could borrow some Wite-Out.
She had Wite-Out, and 1 painted the dime white. |
made the props (for the landscapes and the trees that
appear in them) while drinking coffee in the garden.

So I went back inside the Museum. All these
photos were taken inside the Museum, not in the
garden. The floor of the garden is too dirty. I just had
this idea, and in forty-five minutes I had done the
whole thing. These prints are exactly the same size
and on the same paper as Stieglitz’s. They're going to
be framed and mounted in exactly the same way as
the Equivalents. They are called Equivalents (Museum
of Modern Art).

Vik Muniz!
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On March 18, 1990, five drawings by Degas, one
vase, one Napoleonic eagle, and six pamtings—
by Rembrandt, Flinck, Manet, and Vermeer—were
stolen from the Tsabella Stewart Gardner Museum in
Boston. In front of the spaces left empty, I asked

and other staff members to describe

curators, g:mrd &
for me their recollections of the missing objects.

Sophie Calle!

In 1990 two burglars disguised as police officers stole
thirteen works from the Isabella Stewart Gardner
Museum in Boston—the Venetian-style palazzo, with
its imposing collection of paintngs, drawings, sculp-
ture, furniture, books, and manuscripts that had been
bequeathed to the public when Mrs. Gardner died in
1924. The directives of her will enforce the perpetual
impression of the stolen art’s absence, since this
dauntless Victorian woman had determined thar the
rooms at Fenway Court should remain just as she had
arranged them. So it is that the green brocade-lined
walls of the Dutch Room—from which four pant-
ings were taken—appear unmistakably to be the scene
of the crime. Sophie Calle’s series Last Seen... of the
following vyear, its title drawn from the lingo of the
police blotter, traces the missing Images in memory.
Each work in the series 1s composed of two clements:
a color photograph, architectural in scale, records the
space left empty; and a text, pieced together from
recollections of those who work at the Gardner
Museum, is contained in a frame matching the
dimensions of the missing image itselt. “[ am not sur-

prised by what they say. [t might be the smallest little

details that move me the most. There is no rule’

The first voice to speak of JanVermeers The Con-
cert reports its unknowability: “T'll always remember
this painting because [ couldn't see it. It was displayed
at waist height, behind a chair, covered with glass but
next to the window so that the glare caught the
glass” The erystalline interior and cloistered domes-
ticity of The Concert prompted reticence in one
viewer: "I could hear them singing but it seemed very
private, quiet, and pure. You felt like an intruder and
you wouldn’t want them to know you were watch-
ing.”’ The quotidian existence of the painting was dis-
closed in routines of companionable or contemplative
proximity: “It’s a peaceful thing. I used to look at it
every morning before work;" “T used to come here at
night, late at night and just go up there and stand.”
The observer who has the last word brusquely con-

cludes: “T didn’t like it much, not my style.”

The uncanny shadow presences of Lasi Seen...
and of Ghosts, an installation made for the 1991
exhibition Dislocations at The Museum of Modern
Art, are charged transmutations of the impassive,
matter-of-fact fantdme, as 1t is called in French—a
brief notice explaining the unexpected absence ot a
work from view.

With its “blinding concentration of light towards
the point of danger,” and the “look of terror on
people’s faces,” Rembrandt’s Storm in the Sea of Galilee
(one of two paintings by Rembrandt taken that night)
pumped up one viewer’s adrenaline and recalled, for
another, a childhood Christmas present, a five-pound
tin of candy with a reproduction of the painting on
the Lid: “lt was my prized possession. I loved i,
absolutely loved it.” Why, some puzzled, had Rem-
brandr included himself in this story of Christ and the

twelve apostles? “Tt was so arrogant of him.” *I

thought it was a rather humble thing to do.” “It was

my favorite because he put himselt in the boat. I swear
that’s where Hitchcock got the idea to put himself in
his movies. But, of course, Rembrandt was the best
looking one.” In Last Seen..., the remembrances of the
paintings are spoken by those “who simply go because
they follow that same path, like when you take a road
to go back to your house and you cross a street again
and again, because it’s just there on your way’™ The
11npcr\'imm]('ﬁ.‘. of the m;l:ircrpicct‘ softens in the face
of such modest encounters.

Calle’s disturbance of the cool objectivity with
which museums customarily present their contents
escalated at the Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen,
Rotterdam. A tour, guided by the voice of Calle on

a Walkman headset, was available to the viewer of

Autobiographical Stories (1994), an installation of paint-
ings, documents, clothes, and household objects,
“which belong to and occupy a sentimental place”
Calle noted, “in my personal ‘museum.”"* The vari-
ously banal and enigmatic pretenders—a red bucket, a
rotary telephone, a blonde wig, and a wedding dress-

were interposed discretely, if incongruously, into the

collection of design and decorative arts. Insinuating

the promiscuity of imagination and the illicitness of

fantasy into the public decorum of the museum, the

mementos were tokens of a virtual encyclopedia of

psychic archetypes and psychological neuroses. There
was the theft of love letters; the shoplifting of red
shoes; a daily ritual, at age six, of undressing in the ele-
vator; a brief occupation, later on, as a striptease artist;

and a wedding in a drive-through chapel in LasVegas.
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The account of “the bathrobe™ inverts the Freudian
Medusa complex: it is the eighteen-year-old Calle
who is unable to look at her first lover “naked from
the front” throughout the year of their affair. The
story of “the bucket” reads as a covert exorcism of
the trauma of Freud’s construction of the feminine
affliction of penis envy and French psychoanalist
Jacques Lacan’s corollary of absence: “In my fantasies,
I am a man. Greg was quick to notice this. Perhaps
that’s why he invited me one day to piss for him. It
became a ritual: | would come up behind him,
blindly undo his pants, take out his penis, and do my
I
would nonchalantly put it back and close his fly”

best to aim well. Then, after the customary shake,
The narrator was scrupulous in pinpointing the cir-
cumstantial facts—the particular date, exact hour, and
specific location. But the stories were, for all their
pretense of disengaged factuality, rigorously one-
sided. Rebuffing the scholarly neutrality with which
either art history or anthropology would order the
artifacts, the Walkman tour instead assumed the nar-
rative demeanor of literature or of psychoanalysis.
The visitor was hard-pressed to ascertain the truth-
fulness of the riveting vignettes which cumulatively
comprised an elliptical and presumably fraudulent
autobiography. The distinction between fact and fic-
tion blurred, as remembering and making up stories
loomed as intertwined processes driven by desire
and will.

The appeal of the film-noir detective surely has
as much to do with his capacity to tell a story as it
does with an ability to ferret out the facts. In the
early 198os, Calle assumed a succession of personae
modeled on the detective, always watching, seldom
seen. Her identity purportedly obscured by a blonde
wig, she trailed a virtual stranger, Henri B., from

Paris to Venice in 1980, the photodocumentation
together with her journal of his trip gathered as Suite
venitienne. On April 16, 1981, the arfist herself was
followed by a private investigator unwittingly in her
employ. Starting at 10 a.m., he dutifully recorded the
details of her day, until at 8 p.m., having tired of the
exercise, he concluded his report with a lie. This
detective story, with its device of double cross, inti-

mates the strategy played out in the video Double

Blind (1992): “The story of two artists, Sophie Calle
and Gregory Shephard, who drive cross country at
cross purposes.” She wants to marry him, and he
wants to make a movie. “The difference between his

story and hers is the story the tape has to tell”®

Deploying the shifting vantage points of shot/
reverse-shot, Double Blind succeeds in stalemating
the contentious forces of observer and observed.
The one who tells the story wields the power.
Calle has been insistent in troubling the seamlessness
of history and the unities of vantage point with
which museums tell the stories of the past. The
Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum, with its flagrant

domesticity—however opulent—and rampant sub-

jectivity—however astute—must have seemed to

Calle to be her kind of museum. Mrs. Gardner’s
certainty that her sensibility should be forever
evident in the museumn suggests a peculiar kind of
intellectual humility more than vanity: that this
should always read as one woman’s view of things.
Throughout Calle’s work, meaning proves to be as
mutable as motive, and motive as private as desire. In
the equipoise that matches narrator against narrator
in Double Blind, there is enacted one aspect of Last
Seen...: that the facts endure most palpably in the
phantoms of imagination.

Sally Yard
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Sherrie Levine

(American, born 1947)

| T consider myself a still-life artist—with the book plate as my
subject. I want to make pictures that maintain their reference
to the book plates. And I want my pictures to have a material
presence that is as interesting as, but quite different from the

originals, (1984)

The pictures I make are really ghosts of ghosts; their relation-

ship to the original images is tertiary, i.¢., three or four times

removed. By the time a picture becomes a book plate it

already been rephotographed several times. When 1 started

doing this work, I wanted to make a picture that contradicted

itself. I wanted to put a picture on top of a picture so that
there are times when both pictures disappear and other times

when theyre both manifest; that vibration is basically what

the work is about for me—that space in the middle where

there’s no picture, rather an emptiness, an oblivion. (1985)

Courfesy win Gallary,

Log .eil|__l.;'i--.':
e [ am grateful to photography, which has created a museum
without walls. T aspire to the condition of music and poetry,
where there is no such thing as a forgery; every performance,
every reading, every photograph, every sculpture, every draw-
ing, every painting is an original, genuine, authentic, the
same. | like a situation where notation becomes content and
style. All the different manifestations equally represent the
work. (1997)

Sherrie Levine
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Louise Lawler

can, born 1947)
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Untitled (Receprion Area). 1082—03
Crystal, Cibachrome, and felt
Longo, Stella

Reepetitive, purposeful, and intentional behaviors, which
are designed to neutralize or prevent discomfort.

Untitled {Oslo). 1993-95
Crystal, Cibachrome, and fele

She made no attempt to rescué art from ritual
Llves Ol wo

Untitled (Dreams). 1993
Crystal, Cibachrome, and felt

Edward Ruscha
Dreams #1. 1987
Acryhc on paper, 17 x 46 inches

To 420 from artist 3/14/8g

To Thaddeus Ropac, Salzburg “Freud” §/2/8¢

To Castelli Gallery, 578 Broadway for group drawing
exhibition g/ ]
Purchased by Leo Castelli 9/
To LC apartment 1/22/90

Roy Lichtenstein
Ball of Tiine. 1963

Pencil and tusche on paper, 15 x 12 1/2 inches

Gift to Leo Castelli from the artist 6/64

To LC apartment 6/24/64

To Philadelphia Museum of Art for Exhibit
(6/63-0/65)

To LC apartment 1/5/65

lo Pasadena Museum (first Museum Retrospective
4/ 18—5/28/67), travels

To Walker Art Center (6 773/67)

To Stedelijk Museum, Amsterdam 1/¢
To LC apartment 6/26/68

To Guggenheim Museum (first musenm retrospective
in New York), travels
To Nelson Gallery of Art, Kansas Ci sattle Art
Museum; Columbus Gallery of Fine Arts; and Museum
of Contemporary Art, Chicago

To LC apartment 12/9/70

To Centre National d'Art Contemporaine, Paris,
recrospective drawing exhibinon, Dessins

sans Bande, travels to Nationalgalerie, Staatliche
Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Berlin

To Ohio State University 1/7
To Metropolitan Museum & Arts Center, Miami

2/19/96

07

To LC apartment 5/8/79

To MoMA In Honor of Toiny Castelli: Dravings from
Toiny, Leo, and Jean-Cristophe Castelli Collection
(4/6-7/ )
To LC apartment 1/24/80

To Guild Hall, East Hampton A View from the Sixties:
Selections from the Leo Castelli Collection and the Michael
and Heana Sonnabend Collection (8/ 1—9/22/01)

To LC apartment 1/21/01

This will mean more to some of you than others




Allan McCollum

(American, born 1944)

Whenever | walk into a museum, I am very much
aware—and maybe this is increased because I have
sometimes worked in museums for money, as a
laborer—of the fact that I had nothing to do with
choosing what got in there. The objects that are
important in my life, or my family’s life, or your life,
or in the vast majority of people’s lives are never
going to end up in a museum, becanse most people
aren’t in a position to enforce the meanings in their
lives and say, “this should be the meaning in your life,

too.” Museums are filled with objects that were com-

missioned by, or owned by, a privileged class of

people who have assumed and presumed that these
objects were important to the culture at large—and

who have made sure that they are important to

the culture at large. My awareness of what kind of
people decide what goes into these shrines, and how
we are expected to emulate their tastes in our own
lives, and find personal meaning for ourselves in
their souvenirs, causes a hostility to arise within me,
which becomes the major factor in my experience
of being in a museum. Obviously, if T felt that all was
well with the world and if I approved of the mecha-
nisms of connoisseurship and expertise, and thought
that these were value-free talents that some people
had, it would be very ditferent. But I believe that
connoisseurship has always been part of a sort of
self-answering structure which has supported a class
of people who feel themselves better than everybody
else, an attitude on account of which others sufter. . ..



In the late r960s and the early 1970s . .. T was con-
cerned . .. with the gallery itself as the true site, the
site where art received its meaning, even if the art-
work was happening elsewhere, on the periphery, in
the desert, or somewhere—this seemed to be the
wony in Robert Smithson’s work, for instance, at
least as | experienced it then, and I responded to that
in my work, especially with the Surrogate paintings.
I made the Surrogates because they were exactly
what you'd expect to find in an art gallery, not some-
thing you’d be surprised to find there.

coall of

these places are the normal sites of paintings. T wanted

The gallery or the museum, the home .

to create a homogenous view of their functioning, a
kind of generic, portable art object for the wall. And
if you can’t really discover the terms of painting
within painting, if you have to look for it in the

v i

system of objects that give the painting its identity,
then when you think about that, that the same fea-
tures you find in a painting could be found else-
where, in a garage door, or the surface of a fence, or a
dry creek bed, or whatever, then suddenly the site of

painting becomes very fragmented and dispersed.

There doesn’t seem to be one particular location |

where you can find anything that is really defining, so
I think I must have been figuring out my work in
response to this kind of reasoning . . . this dichotomy
of the site and the non-site that engaged Smithson so
much, and his humor about it, his sort of romance
with detritus, with the peripheries of things in rela-
tion to the centers. But I wanted to be really site-
specific in the gallery.?

Allan McCollum

&llan McCollum

Plaster Surrogates. 1982-84
Enamelon solid cast hydrostone
dimensians variable

Installation view, Cash Newhouse
Gallery, New York, 1985
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Art & Language
(Michael Baldwin, British, born 1945;
Mel Ramsden, British, born 1944)

Art & Language

Index: Incident in a Museum XV, 1986
Oil and alogram on canvas,

- " (243 x 3719 cm)
Fonds Mational d'Art Contemporain
Ministére de la culture et da la
communication, Paris

In 1982 Art & Language embarked on what were to
become two large groups of paintings addressing
contemporary art’s principal sites of production and
consumption: the studio and the museum. The
works in the two series, Studio at 3 Wesley Place and
Index: Incidents in a Museum, employed a theatrical,
perspectival space, in the sense that the interior of
the studio and the museum act as a kind of stage and
repository for the inclusion of objects, surfaces,
words, and signs.

Art & Language have always incorporated, as a
part of their modus operandi, a reflection on the ideo-
logical and aesthetic materials out of which their
work is made. The indexical incorporation and dis-
placement of aspects of their previous production
have defined their practice since the days of Con-
ceptual art. For instance, their 1972 Documenta Index
involved the presentation of eight filing cabinets
filled with cross-referenced Art & Language texts
and group conversations, objects, and projects
arranged by compatibility, incompatibility, and incom-
parability. Their use of the index to suppress conven-

tional or emotive responses in both the artist and the
spectator remains central to their practice.

What distinguishes the Museum series, first and
foremost, 1s its anomalous, or imaginary, status, Art
& Language have chosen to represent a site that by
definition excludes them as British artists: the
Whitney Museum of American Art. In order to
represent the museum as a site of power, they had
to place their work and themselves in a convincing
position of exclusion. In setting out to represent
the alienated distance the artwork travels from the
ideological spaces of the studio to its canonization
in the museum, they had to represent their own
work as alienated from the conditions of its presen-
tation. Thus, given that the Whitney was one
museum that was never going to show their work,
the representation of their paintings within its
spaces provided a set of material and symbolic
resistances which they could then work against.
In this sense, their occupation of the Whitney's
interiors in these paintings is a convenient way of
engaging with the exclusions and hierarchies of

iy



museums, without its being an attack on the Whit-
ney itself, although the choice of the Whitney as
one of the pillars of American modernism’s success
should not to be overlooked.

In these terms, the series isn't strictly concerned
with the representation of the Whitney at all, it is a
means of staging the confinement of the artwork in
the modern museum, what Art & Language call a
form of hostage taking. As such, the representation
of earlier paintings and texts hanging on the walls
of the museum, narrates those events and structures
of the journey from a collectivist avant-garde to the
fame and professional plaudits of an international
career. However, this is not an act of bad faith, as if
the alienations of the museum served as a backdrop
for lost illusions. Art & Language’s Museum series
may employ theatrical effects, but they are not a
form of literary self-fagellation. On the contrary,
the mechanisms of the paintings enact a kind of
artistic homelessness, in which the very shifts in
perspective and scale are a way of making the repre-

sentation of the museum bear the weight of the

reifications of cultural modernity. Thus in Tndex:
Incident in a Museum X17 the shifts in scale and

autoreferentiality serve to inflect the viewing of

the museum with uncertainty and instability. The
representation of the partition wall depicted in
the picture wall forms a small painting inserted
ambiguously either on the surface of the painting
or in the wall itself. Tt is impossible for the spectator
to secure his or her bearings. This frustration of the
spectator is also manifest in Index: Incident in a
Museum XXI. Leaning against the walls are sections
from the photographic works in the Studio series.
'he wall, which supports the second panel on the
right, is mysteriously truncated below the other
panels, revealing one of the Whitney’s walls behind
it. Perspective is rendered nonverifiable. This inter-
penetration of Art & Language’s works, or parts of
works, with the architectural space itself, as well as
the representation of the museum with discrete
works in its interior, disturbs the direct surveyance
of the interior.

John Roberts



Daniel Buren

(Frencn, n 1538)

Daniel Buren

Installation

August 1998
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16 Displace: The four paintings by Giorgio de Chirico
from the permanent collection of The Museum of
Modern Art are among the works of art that give this
Museum its specific identity. They are perman