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become insignificant or innocuous in recent years, it is because it has been weak-
ened and redirected by institutional and market forces.
But the current efforts to redefine the art-site relationship are also inspired

by a recognition that if site-specific art seems no longer viable—because iis critical
edges have dulled, its pressures been absorbed—this is partly due to the concep-

tual limitations of existing models of site specificity itself. In response, many artists,

critics, historians, and curators, whose practices are engaged in problematizing

e e

HmnmEmQ notions of m:m specificity, have offered alternative formulaftions, such as

context-specific, demﬁm-mvmﬁbn_ audience-specific, community-specific, project-
based.? These terms, which tend to slide into one another at different times, collec-
tively signal an attempt to forge more complex and fluid possibilities for the art-site

relationship while simultaneously registering the extent to which the very concept

of the site has become destabilized in the past three decades or more.
Yet despite these efforts to rethink site specificity, and despite the rise in in-
terest in the artistic developments of the 1960s and 1970s in general, contemporary

art discourse m.:: lacks a substantive account of the historical and theoretical

@Hocbam._ of site mﬁmn&ﬁq Consedquently, the framework within which we might
discuss the artistic merit and/or political efficacy of the various formulations of site
specificity, old and new, remains inconclusive.* Most importantly, what remain un-

recognized, and thus unanalyzed, are the ways in which the very term "site speci-

mEG ' has itself UmnoEm a site of struggle, where competing positions concerning
the nature of the site, as well as the “proper” relationship of art and artists to it, are
being contested.

This book critically examines site specificity not exclusively as an artistic
genre but as a problem-idea,* as mtﬁ.mn@.m.a cipher of art and spatial politics. In ad-
mm:@nmmuﬂoﬁ&bm analysis mbammoimmzou of the various artistic (re)configura-
tions of site specificity, and reevaluating the rhetoric of aesthetic vanguardism and

political progressivism associated with them, the book situates the questions con-

nm:gb@ the siting of artas a mﬂn:o -political problematic. Which is to say, site m@mﬂ-

905 is here conceived as what art historian Rosalyn Deutsche has called an

"urban-aesthetic” or * m@m:m_-r::cm; discourse, which combines "ideas about ar q

— — 5 \

n\_; tﬂ___ D. _i\h.kr; l\ig .h.
— - abp x The ik

, g f /]
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m_dgﬁmoEHm and urban design, on the ozm Umbﬂ K

space, and public space, on the others | anﬂma
modernist criticism in art and architecture, and de
tics and the public sphere, the book seeks to refra
mediation om broader social, mnoa_oﬁ:n whnwﬁolbm
life and urbap/space. 2O Ha i R
As a point of amvmiﬁm the first n:m.wuﬂmaﬁwm
ficity since the late 1960s. Emerging out of the less
art was initially based in a phenomenological WH €
site, defined primarily as md@ﬂmﬁwﬂum&m :
UmhzoEmH location (the size, scale, ﬁmeHm and din
existing :@::n@ conditions, Svomﬁmﬁgn& HjmmEHmﬁ

acteristics of climate, ete.), with architecture servii

Emg instances. Then, through the materialist inve:
omumm _HmEaﬁo_ @m:mg museum, art Emwwmr art eri
and sustain art's ideological system. Works by arti
Buren, Hans Haacke, and Mierle Laderman Ukeles
hermeticism of this system, complicating the site c
but one constituted through social, economic, mhﬁwl

In more recent site-oriented, project-hasec
Andrea Fraser, Renée Green, Christian Philipp Mii
many others, the site of art is again redefined, ofter

contexts to more @:U:o realms. Dispersed acros

and discursive fields, and oﬁms_mwa intertextually

of the artist—operating more like an itinerary than

various as a gEuoEﬂ_. an artistic genre, a disenfral

tional framework, a S@mmmEm page, a social nmcmm

literal, like & street corner, br virtual, like wEmon:

proposes three HumHmQ@Em of site mUmoEn:<|ﬁUmm

quEEm:E:o:& and Emoﬁm_qm|5 a somewhat




no discrete separations or neat periodizing breaks between them. The paradigms
m.wmmﬂppwwm& as competing definitions that operate in overlapping ways in past and
current site-oriented art

Chapter 2 examines some Wm% umﬁmowm of what the transformation of the
site—from a sedentary to a soBmQﬁ Eo&ﬂ]«EQE mean for the art object, artists,

and art institutions today. O::nmp questions concerning the status of originality, au-

thenticity, uniqueness, and authorship, those concepts so central to modernist ide-

ologies of art, which in turn were problematized throughout the 1970s and 1980s,

are raised anew in the first section of the chapter. The discussion here takes ac-

count of the ways in which the recent trend of reproducing, refabricating, and trav-

eling site-specific art first produced in the late 1960s and early 1970s would seem
to betray the earlier premise of site specificity. At the same time, the new concep-
tual, ethical, and vam.oﬂoﬂ ?,oUmEm provoked by this situation force a reorgan-
ization of the conventional terms of making, selling, collecting, exhibiting, and
distributing site-specific art in both institutional and market contexts. As such, the

current mobilization and commodification of site specificity is seen {o represent its

most salient critical moment even as it enacts a Umqm&‘me. of its earlier aspirations.
The second section of the chapter vommm similar questions concerning the
status of originality, authenticity, uniqueness, and authorship in relation to the no-

madic cor conditions under which artists pursue new site- oriented practices today. As

more artists try to accommodate the increase in demand for singular on-site E.o_.-

ects in various cities across the globalized art network (as mﬂmmunna ﬁoa instance,
in the rise in number of EJ based biennials and annuals around the world), the

definition of m:m mﬁmoEQZ is being reconfigured to imply not the permanence and

immobility oﬁ a work but its chm«Em_bnﬁnm and transience. The chapter focuses on

the impact of this ﬂmoo::@cwm:nd on the role of the Ezmﬂ (now a cultural-artistic ser-

vice provider rather than a producer of aesthetic ow_mn:: the new nogooz.{. sta-
2 e =
tus of such art “work," and the general shift from the “aesthetics of administration”

8 the maﬁémqng of aesthetics in contemporary art. In addition, the chapter re-

flects on Em S.m« s in which such new site- oriented ﬂqmsﬁ ces accommodate and/or

trouble the nonm:sﬂ_os and OOEEDLEOEHOJ D. :«Dub ientities.

Chapter 3 charts the changes in the concep
within the mainstream public art arena, examining
public relevance and its sociopolitical ambitions ha
the art-site relationship over the past three decades
specificity as a programmatic imperative by local, s
mwmwmﬂmm in the mid-1970s encouraged the Q|m<m_mw
in mqw..ﬁ: artists were asked to collaborate with arch
ing public spaces, such as urban plazas, waterfront
parks, and office lobbies. The resulting paradigm ¢

:Hmnm.ﬁmﬁm@_: accommodated several ongoing c

mza E_nwmmﬁ mmﬁmm_ mm:. Fﬂim:nmn the need omw&u?

cials to E_D@.Eﬁ art into Em EHUd._ environment in :

and the mnnm#mwmﬁma 9029 om qmm: estate investmer

projects AE.ocmjoﬁ the country. Meant to equalize
and architects in the design of public spaces, this n
sumed the EEd.mENE@ influence of art over the inh
The imm&@.ﬁ of gmﬁmamm:zré foundational to the
and urban design, came to overtake the essentialis
ally associated with art; site-specific public art nov

Against this backdrop, Richard Serra propo

specificity with his sculpture Tilted Arc (1981-198¢

proach,” in which he uses the language of mn:_ﬁE:

noz._xzoamﬁm Em given mnnnzmoEHm Emwcﬁ;ma the s

site at Federal Plaza in New York City and challeng
oriented definition of site specificity. The controver
Tilted Arc—precisely on the point of site specificity
validity—is revisited here to establish the terms thi
discourse in subsequent years. John Ahearn's figu
Art commission in the South Bronx (1991), installec

within one week because of local protest, serves a
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relations, a communit

as an integral extensi

elsewhere. The volatile reactions t
Ahearn's own response to those re

tions, presumptions, and ideolog
DH«. A,__.: :;._m. <3:_ H,H.n_w.sm:mﬁoo_u4

site, rE_wn:oau concerning the role of the artist, the public function of art, and the

Q.mm._.SZH_UD of community are rﬂ.,.,u-. new urgency.

manent projects that engage

mEban , ds ac

ODJ;-. T :wﬁDQ

[Atr\L
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chised groups, gq.cn_ i nd ren he artistic process
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vented communities; and ongoing invented c
gories reveat that despife the effort of many
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art today.

e This last point is emphasized in the Te
nity-based m: in chapter 5, especially as the
power nmﬁmagm in the triangulated exchange
tion, and a community group. From Hal Foste
methods, to Grant Kester's claims of its refor
Critical Art Ensemble’s complete rejection o
critics of community-based art, this chapter
or definition of a community remains opern, I
mz r@@m mmlamdm on the work of mdeHmH s0C
one hand and French philosopher .ﬂm..wma]rmmm
against the common notion of the community
mation—equally valorized Uw. neoconservati
serves exclusionary and authoritarian purpc

Instead, the chapter proposes the idea of co
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erasure of cultural differences is mmE@ decried in another. The Intensifying condi-

A zoum of mUm:& indifferentiation mEQ nd departicularization—that is, the increasing in-

In the final chapter, the dissipation of the site in site specificity as described
e S LR

denced throughout the book, this task @\ Hnm@EE@ mm
in the previous chapters—the prioritizing of its discursivity, its displacement by the

art and site is an open-ended wnma_oe.nma Thus, in i

only conjure the critical capacity of intimacies based
ruptures oﬁ nhmm and space.

community—is examined in relation to the __&Sm:E_nm 2‘ Qmﬁmﬂﬁonﬁwmmzom: as
.(|||||l||||| =
elaborated in mH::moEHH mb& E&m: n spatial Bmooﬁvm ,\&Em the mnomwmwmﬂmo

speed, access, and mxn:mﬂ@m of information, ndmmmm noEHonwumm msa even bod-

ies is _um.Em celebrated in one circle, the oonnogzmi breakdown of c.ma:uoa& tem-

vom; spatial experiences and the mnnoEumnﬁu@ woBommEmmuon of places and
* Bt St

2 o
Yol 7 - ._r.i,_h.u\ o b pT
stances of locational unspecificity—are seen to exacerbate the sense of alienation [CLotLiENEL \ = L L,x C S DE 2y
o e S L OO R 7 _...cﬂ e uf, €294viee 7 )
0k and fragmentation in contemporary life. Consequently, the nature of the tie between il Ce o an xS L g LpT U e )

. <J+ postmodern condition, then the mxﬁmbama mmoim to rethink the specificity of the

_art-site relationship can be viewed as UoE a compensatory symptom and critical

. resistance to such nomB:o%nma the resilience of the concept of site speci-
ficity as indicated by its many permutations, with its vague yet persistent mainte-

_ nance of the idea of mEm.BmH Emﬁmmﬁmv_m instances of site-bound goﬁmam e and

559:& of rooted, place-bound identities on the one hand, and the mEEOmE@n

- embrace of a nomadic fluidity of subjectivity, identity, and m@mum&g on the other,

e .:u..w\_n\ﬁ (DOQ.E _R\m ..._:_._L.vm._\u.k; n@hﬁr\@.}.é&_g

;K — Coudtrs bave nost
s VT \Exh,u andl Tre Gy
Lo Q,a, tontep n_‘ PPis -

tldese fo Semmnvent ~ n\xu\ A/

+ Conbiiifin u\. places

msgmnzogmﬂ and Honmcg as well as the interplay between place and space, has

received much critical attention in the past two decades’ theorization of opposi-

tional cultural practice. For mxmﬂgm_ Fredric Jameson's "cognitive mapping,”*® Lucy

Lippard’s "lure of the local,"!! Kenneth Frampton's “critical regionalism,"'? Michel de
Certeau’s "walking in the city,"** and Henri Lefebvre's “production of space,’” as

ideologically divergent as they may be, are all attempts to theorize the transforming

nexus between the subject/object and location. Laly }\\.mwi o 52 stfirntitn
: e e e I A STV I ALy AU d74L |
To this list we should add site specificity as an analogous artistic endeavor. Sl / w | of loet
-— i = | AU vl JoCalds 1=,
For if the search for place-bound identity in an undifferentiated sea of abstract, ho- i
, x}fffm}a.fLu\lﬁlemll >t ot htmice| lovdseupes-
mogenized, and fragmented space of late nmﬁ:mb.nﬂ is one characteristic of the bAccpcs TNOE gles wadFR TN

e

this book concludes with a theorization of the “wrong place,” a speculative and

heuristic concept for imagining a new model of belonging-in-transience. As evi-
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tween the work and 1its site,

establishing an Em.ﬁ:unT.
for the work's completion. The

(neo-avant-gardist

media, like painting a

%.o_.o..m_._om: challenge to relocate meaning from within the art object f«

gencies of its context; the radical restructuring of the subjec

model té_a phenomenological on ed bodily expe erience: and the self

conomy, which

conscious desire to resist the fon

28]
‘2
=)
o1}
H
-
®
(1]
| a
e

nt to the actu

his wire installations v
not be moved without being destroyed.
later in a letter to
vices Administration in
Tilted Arc was "comimissl

1t ia 3 o e oy - _ Z
It is a site-specific work and as such not to be relocated. To remove the work is to

destroy the work."® He further

\ urban or la

structure both conceptually an

part of the site and r

Barry and Serra echo one another here. But

what was in the late 1960s a new radic

ing an early stage in the

1970s (land/earth art, process art, installation axt

body art, and various forms of institutional critiqn

_Jm_._: years later within the context of public art
crisis point for site specificity—at least for a ve

T.:E cal inseparability between a work and its si
Informed by the contextual thinking of mi
tional critique and conceptual art developed a d
that implicitly challenged the “innocence' of sp:
sumption of a universal viewing subject (albeit c
body) as mmﬁo:mm.a in the phenomenological mc
Marcel .wmo.OQEmmm.m_ Daniel Buren, Hans Emmnﬂm.
many women artists including Mierle Ladermar
the site not only in physic al and spatial terms bt
the institutions of art. If minimalism retur ned to

stitutional critique insisted on the social matri

ol

se dm.sZ of the 5@25@ subject.® Moreover, wh
ist hermeticism of the autonormous art object br
of its presentation, Eu ;Ecos& critique | further

;:_ :PQE ing the idealist ij meticism of the spe

m.ﬁmHﬁErumcE space, for instance, with 1

(no windows), controlled climate, and pristine
solely in terms of basic dimensions and propo
a normative exhibition convention serv E@ an i

benign architectural features of a gallery/muse

be ouma Emn_zmq:ndw that mnn:@w Qammmoﬁm

world, furthering the institution’s ide \%n.ﬁ impe

ues .oEmo:qm _&m.::mﬁ.mmﬁma. msa : ue.’
As garly as 1970 Buren ?OQEE@Q i

shown imprints and marks this work, whateve!

is directly—consciously or not—produced for

that framework, if it does 1ot explicitly examir
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T T W

itself, falls into m.ﬁ :Emﬁﬁ of mm:,mﬁmmn_bun%éw idealism,"*® More than just the mu-

seum, :._m, m:m comes to encompass a Hmré of several Eﬁwnﬂbfﬂmﬂ but different

spaces and economies, including the mEQ“o @m:mj\. museum, art nzuo_mB art his-

..83., the art market, that together constitute a system of practices that is not sepa-

rate from but open to social, economic, and political pressures. To be “specific" to

such a site, in turn, is to anoam and/or Hmnoam the in Emzﬂccoamm nozﬁmn:osu so as to

expose their hidden operations—to reveal the ways in which institutions mold art’s

meaning to modulate its cultural and economic value; to c.anHnE the mm:mnw. ofart's

and its i Em:E:ovm autonomy by making apparent their «Emﬁg ship to the broader

socioeconomic HEQ political processes of the day. Again, in Buren's somewhat mili-

tant anm from 1970;

| La iS¢ [ T
e o} M f S t

Art, whatever else it may be, is exclusively political. What is called

foris Emﬁmg.m@@m of formal and OEEH& limits nmb& not one or the

other) within which art exists and macﬂmmmm These limits are many
and of different intensifies. Although the prevailing ideology and the

associated artists try in every way to camouflage them, and although

<% % itistoo early—ihe conditions are not met—to blow them up, the time

« .3 o hascome to unveil them.!

T
-

In nascent forms of institutional critique, in fact, %m physical condition of the

mxggdon nvmom Hmem_EmQ the primary point of Qmﬁnmgm for this unveiling. For ex-

ample, in works such as Hans Haacke's Condensation Cube (1963-1965), Mel
Bochner's Measurement series (1969), Lawrence Weiner's wall cutouts (1968), and
Buren's Within and Beyond the Frame (1973), the task of exposing those aspects
which the institution would obscure was enacted literally in relation to the architec-
ture of the exhibition space—highlighting the humidity level of a gallery by allow-
ing moisture to "invade" the pristine minimalist art object (a mimetic configuration
of the gallery space itself); insisting on Em material fact OH Em gallery walls as

"framing” devices by notating the im:m dimensions Q:mn:m on them; removing

portions of a wall to reveal the base reality behind the "neutral” white cube; and ex-

2 A

Pt &

AN S Y AL e
y ot __._.., ¢ mrr..__.__”._ } .‘f ___
A4 S |

s wdlzAtn ) | f_m\,rnm\%_s /) \lr

: TSV, ::Q
p) hj o %w;___r\;.,._

- —

Ut Ml Bochner __s_mmu:amﬂmﬂ Room, tape and rm:ummn on W
tist: Callection The Museum of Modern Art, New

vall, installati

1969, (Photo by the =
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ceeding the physical boundaries of the gallery by having the art work literally go

out the window, ostensibly to _-.mbe. the in ﬂ zov& frame. Attempts such as these

to mhcoum the cult ﬂ«a_ cOEEmSDE ...:ij q.: ,u artist

S
rtistis t Enmam_u through"—and the impact of its forces upon the meaning and

value of art became, as Smithson had predicted in 1972, “the great issue" for artists

in the 1970s.'? As this investigation exte the 1980s, it _.mwna dmmm and less

on the physical parameters of the galle  or other exhi U:_oa venues to ar-

ticulate its critique.

In the paradigmatic practice of Hans Haacke, for instance, the site shifie

< \

from the physical condition of the gallery (as
of monhomoommslﬁmmm:o?m within which art

heir UOm.m.&E:mm of being. His fact-based &
lighted art's inextricable ties to the ideologi

pOWer glite, recast the m:m of art as an _Emsﬁ

political terms, and enforced these terms as
emplary of a different approach to the instif
cally precise displacement projects, which .
ELOEOE and no:nmﬁEmw dimensions. In hig

h ibition” at the Art Institute of OEnm@o in 1€

sites of exhibition or n:mﬁ:é to be nEﬁE.mE
of m,: in o:rmn éoam_ ﬁoH os@ ngqﬁmEm:mh
specific forms of ﬁooémnﬁm that are histors

mined—not at mE 1 universal or timeless stan
Yet another approach to a critique
Mierle Laderman Ukeles’s 1973 series of *
Wadsworth Atheneum in Hartford, Connec
es, literally on her hands and knees, washs
seum for four hours, then scrubbed the flo
another four hours. In doing so, she forced
ciated with women—cleaning, washing, du
thetic contemplation, and revealed the ext
self-presentation, its perfectly immaculate
trality!” is structurally dependent on the hic
nance and upkeep. By foregrounding this
as a hierarchical system of labor relations

dered division between the notions of the

the no:nmt:o: of a site. Whether m::nEm:
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seum/gallery space-system (recall Daniel Buren's striped canvases marching out

the window, or Robert Smithson's adventures in the wastelands of New Jersey or iso-

lated locales in Utah), nOEmBUO«mH: site-oriented éolnm onncn% hotels, city sfreets,

:o:mEm vao_moa ﬁdmozf mosoomm Uo%:m;m churches, zoos, mgoﬂaﬁ&.wm? and

Em% :._E:n:m Emaum spaces such as radio, newspapers, television. and the Internet.

In addition to to this spatial expansion, site-oriented art is also informed by a broader

range of Q._mn%:smn (anthropology, moowo_oma literary criticism, psychology. natural

and cultural Eﬁodmn mH::mnE_m nﬁa urbanism, computer science, political the-

ory, U::o%ﬁ:ﬁ and is more sharply attuned to UoUEmH discourses (fashion, music,

advertising, film, and television). Beyond these dual expansions of art into culture,

which obviously diversify the site, the distinguishing characteristic of today's site-
1y J B Yy

oriented art is the way in which the art work’s relationship to the actuality of a loca-

tion (as m:mu and the monmp nom&momm of the institutional frame (as m.wwm_u are both

> wanaEm:v toa Emn:?:ﬁr &mﬁmwﬂsﬁma mmm that is delineated as a field of knowl-

mmmm E#m:m.gcmu exchange, or rEEHE debate. Furthermore, unlike in the previous

models, this site is not defined as a U?nowmwuo.d Rather, it is generated by the work

‘content’ s an d then verified by its conve gence ﬁ:_.n an existing %mocﬁiw_ﬁ

ﬁommn as

sive formation. i

" 0L V= (1 EAi Sl 1L TU

|

1892. (Photo

merican Fine Arts, Co., New York.

n, On Tropical Nature. i
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tk e global environ-
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li concept, a socia
is ily an art institu-

tion), a neighborhood or seasonal event, a his
mations of desire are deemed to E:n:o.: as s
This is not to say that the parameters c
longer matter, because site-oriented art toda
without the contingencies of locational and in:
mary site addressed by current manifestation
U_u_._smﬁ to, or determined by, these contingenc
though the site of action or intervention (phys
(discursive) are conceived to be continuous, t
Whereas, for example, the site of intervention
Arc were thought of as coincident (Federal Plz
Dion's site of intervention (the rain forest in Ve
projected site of effect (discourse on nature) :
the latter as material source and inspiration, y

tionship to it.
James Meyer has distinguished this tre

terms of & "fi _un:ozm_ site”s"'[The functional s

ing Um-innn sites, & Em.u_HuEQ of institutional
ies that move b &&mmz thenT A%m artist’s abovi
locus of overlap of text, photographs and vide

1 temporary thing; a movemen

%3 Which is to say, the site is1

, and its model is not a map but a

events and actions through spaces, that is,an
ed by the passage of the artist, Corresponc

ctronic spaces of the Internet and nwwm@m.

sitive > experi lences, one 55@ Lmon anothe
A provisional nDJoEEDs E@E be that

years the operative definition of the site
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an opportunity to reconsider their historical significance, especially in relation to
the current fascination with the late 1960s and 1970s in art and criticism. But the

Vvery process of institutionalization and the attendant commercialization of site-

mnmnmﬁ art also overturn the ﬁ.dnnim of place-boundedness through which such

/- works developed their critique of the ahistorical autonomy of the art object. Of

course, with much of postminimal, proto-conceptual art work under consideration,
there is an ambiguity between ephemerality and site specificity; but both asserted
unrepeatability, which is the point I am stressing here.? Contrary to the earlier con-

ception of site specificity, the current museological and commercial practices of re-

fabricating (in order to Fuqms once site-bound works make transferability and
mobilization new norms for site specificity. As Susan Hapgood has observed, “the

once-popular term ‘site-specific, has come to mean ‘movable under the right cir-

cumstances, " shattering the dictum that “to remove the work is to destroy the

work."

The consequences of this conversion, effected by object-oriented decontex-
tualizations in the guise of historical recontextualizations, are a series of normal-

izing reversals in which the specificity of the site in terms of time and space is

rendered irrelevant, making it all the easier for autonomy to be smuggled back into

Em art Eo‘r with the mH:uﬁ mﬁoima to regain his/her authority as the primary

source of the work's meaning. The art work is newly objectified (and commodified),

and site specificity is redescribed as the personal aesthetic choice of anartist's
) 5ok
stylistic preference rather than a structural reorganization of mmnEn tic exPs mﬁmanm

Thus, a methodological ﬁﬂboﬁum of artistic production and dissemination is Hnnmﬁ-

tured as content; mnmqm processes are ,Bbmmoh?ma into ] inert art oU_no? once again.

In this way, site-specific art comes 1o/ wnn en H nﬂ:om:& rather than UrH«OHEGD ww -\ Aw,

[

The “here and now" of aesthetic experience is isolated as the signified, severed
from its signifier.

If this phenomenon represents another instance o

UJ

=t
o
o]
=}
(1]
@
a
[+3]
=8
2

e
ot
&

)

guardist works by the dominant culture, it is not solely because of the seli-
aggrandizing needs of the institution nor the profit-driven nature of the market.

Arfists, no matter how deeply convinced of their anti-institutional sentiment or how

adamant their critique of dominant ideology, are

or with ambivalence, in this process of cultural le

dﬁ of mo:_vEﬁwm attril

4 1989 exhibition at the mmnm Gallery in Los Angel

recreations: of Andre's 43-foot-long steel sculptu
ron wall piece by Judd of 1970, both from the Pa
ties and high cost of crating and shipping such 13
fornia, Panza gave permission to the organizers
them locally following detailed instructions. As t
duced in the first place, the participation of the a
seemed of little consequence to the director of il
artists, however, felt otherwise. Not having been
and installation of these surrogates, they denoun
falsification’ and a "forgery;' despite the fact tha
to the “originals” in Italy and were reproduced a
be sold or exhibited elsewhere.

More than merely a case of ruffled artisti
sis concerning the status of authorship and authe
years ago finds new contexts today. For Andre ar
cated works illegitimate was not that each was a
stalled in Varese, Italy, which in principle cannot
anyway, but that the Ema Em@%ﬁm“&ﬂ not at
tion in California. In o&mao.am_ the recreations
missing site of their original Em.ﬁm:m:ms U&.w.um..,nm
the process of their (re)production. By reducing
to the point of obtuse blankness, and by adoptin
minimal art had voided the traditional standards
the handiwork of the artist as the signifier of autl
Gallery case amply reveals, despite the withdra

and authenticity remain in site-specific art as a f
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42 derstanding of the politics of autl

of feminist art entitled "“Division «
the Bronx Museum, Faith Wildinc
at the California Institute of the A

specific installation Womb Room

1 house project in Los Angeles. As

presented Wilding with a numbe

=

d intensive physical labor req

: el 1 S et e
1011 Was I 10 Oone o1 1is 10gicdl concliusi

to redo the piece for the sake of

would have been an act of self-m

\ would write Wilding and an aspe

n). But on the other

ct for a white cubic space in

CERTEEREICATE

ing of the work as it was first esta

This is 1o certify that the Sol LeWitt wall drawing Indeed, while the cultural legitirr

number_ 150 svidenced by this certificate is authentic. 4 )
ding's work allowed for the (t

jectories of feminist art, in the in:

Ten thousané one-inch (2.5 cm) lines evenly
T ook e the Museum of Contemporary A:

Black p
Pirst D

5. Eato, Kazuko Miyamoto,
Ryo Watanabe

FPirst I dlation: Finch llege, Mew York, NY. N - sp A
e B o tnee formal, the handicraft nature of tt

_ But even if the efficacy of

became for the most part .

is re-presented, the proc

1eadaches that such situat
titutions are still meaningful, T

atterns of (re)producing,

ommissioning/executing ar
This certification is the signature for the wall dawing and must _.M ge

_ accompany the wall drawing If it is sold or otherwise transferred.
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