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Anish Kapoor (b. 1954), and Rachel Whiteread (b. 1963), respectively. The notion 
applied minimalism is tentatively applied to their sculptures. A primary argument is that 
these works are idiomatically, thematically, and theoretically founded on the heritage of 
American Minimalism from the 1960s. The sculptures by these three artists are seen as 
readings and transformations in themselves of the Minimalist sculptural idiom. Secondly, 
the dissertation aims at an investigation of the notion of sculpture, which is explored as a 
discursive term, i.e. as a working notion. Therefore, each specific sculpture in the study 
is analysed in terms of the means it is manifested as such. Thirdly, interpretation per se is 
recognised as a performative act inscribed and restricted by specific contextual features. 
The constituent aspects are acknowledged and employed in terms of the white cube gallery 
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 The dissertation argues that the notion of sculpture, specifically in the wake of 
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Marcher est peut-être — mythologiquement — 
le geste le plus triviale, donc le plus humain.

 Tout rêve, toute image idéale, tout promotion
 sociale suppriment d’abord les jambs, que ce soit 

par le portrait ou par l’auto.
Roland Barthes1 

If you don’t take it seriously, 
there is nothing to take.

Robert Rauschenberg2

Introduction

At some point during the initial phase of writing this dissertation, it struck 
me: Donald Judd’s serial rows of cubes are about walking. And while Judd’s 
works reveal and urge a rather strict systemic pattern of movements (that is, 
viewer performance), Robert Morris’ Minimal objects often offer a much more 
loosely suggested imperative. Minimal sculpture, already recognised as upsetting 
modernist ideas regarding sculpture, shifted focus to the staging of the object 
and our bodily perception of the staged object. As a consequence, and decisive to 
my study, sculpture ⎯ and sculptural practice ⎯ is to be interpreted as a critical 
investigation of the notion of sculpture: How an object works sculpturally — as a 
sculpture. This aspect is central throughout the dissertation and is acknowledged 
as a Minimalist innovation which has informed sculpture ever since. It is 
important to stress at this point that I treat the Minimal objects referred to here 
as sculptures (apart from Judd’s notion of the “specific object”). 
 I was never really satisfied with the common (or rather, traditional) 
understanding of Minimal art to solely or, at least, mostly be about the literal 
object upsetting the borders of the very notion of art, that is, the formal 
framework of Modernism demanding the autonomy of the precious art object. 
In critical writings Minimal art is often used as the passage between modernist 
and postmodernist art and art theory, and thereby operates as a moment of shift. 
The shift itself is placed in the foreground, with somewhat lesser attention being 
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devoted to the artworks per se. This shift of attention is sometimes described in 
terms of an artwork’s boundaries, that is, reading the work as a whole in itself, 
detached from social, political, ideological, cultural and even physical framings 
(a modernist view point), or to read it as testifying these borders by investigating 
and questioning them (a postmodernist perspective).3 
 As a historically charged category of art, the notion of sculpture is, to my 
mind, an unavoidable issue that one constantly has to reconsider when writing 
on three-dimensional art of the late twentieth century. Notions such as mass, 
gravity, the use of particular places and kinds of spaces, as well as aspects of the 
materials employed, are fundamental issues to scrutinise when one performs 
interpretations of sculptures. Perhaps this initial statement seems to argue for 
aspects that go without saying. But any act of serious interpretation should not 
disregard the physical and spatial conditions of the work that the interpretation 
aims to explain. Therefore, my interpretations depart from an analysis of 
sculptural viewing; from the movements we make as we walk around a sculpture 
in search of its most revealing or informative points. Central to this is: when and 
where does the sculpture become both understood from a corporeal viewer point 
and intellectually comprehensible? 

The primary concerns of this dissertation are issues of interpretation, including 
an analysis of particular works of art, their physical and theoretical contexts, and 
meaning production per se. The theoretical context constructed in the following 
revolves around the notion of sculpture and puts sculptural viewing as directed 
by the artwork and its placement in focus. Thus, my aim here is twofold: I 
am concerned with interpreting artworks as sculptures and simultaneously 
undertaking an analysis of when, where, and how these interpretations are 
produced. That is, the process of framing an interpretative context, and semiosis 
as played out within that particular context, are both equally profound issues.
 The focus here is on sculptures by three contemporary British artists: Antony 
Gormley, Anish Kapoor, and Rachel Whiteread, respectively. The selected works 
all have structural correspondences with the Minimal object: with few exceptions, 
they are all rather simple polyhedrons, often working exclusively from the notion 
of seriality. These sculptures are not Minimal sculptures, but the assumption 
for my arguments involves treating them as results of what I here call an applied 
minimalism (which is not to be confused with “postminimalism”).4 Gormley, 
Kapoor, and Whiteread have all transformed the practices of viewing sculpture 
that Minimal objects and theory have taught us into figurative subjects and 
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representations in their own sculptures. Minimalism then is the contextual ground 
that I use for my departure. The interpretations stem from a very distinct and, of 
course, constructed context. Whereas the physical context is that of the gallery 
room, the conceptual one is produced by this narrow narrative of the application 
of the idiom of minimalism effectuated in works by the younger artists.  
 Concerning the idiom of shape, many critics and scholars have mentioned the 
boundaries between Minimal sculpture and those artworks by the British triad of 
artists to be discussed here. But it seems like such an obvious relationship has not 
provoked enough interest to inspire a more profound analysis of it. The obvious 
is what I seek, and as it will turn out in the dissertation, this obviousness is 
grounded in the divergent and different aspects of Minimal sculpture and theory 
applied by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread. The sculptures of these three artists 
will be treated as artistic re-interpretations of Minimalism.  

The dissertation does not aim at anything like a conclusive biographical 
account of these artists’ careers or oeuvre. That is, analysis of the situations and 
contexts where these artists actually work (and live), and their relations to other 
professionals (be it other artists, museum curators or gallery dealers) are left 
out. However, I acknowledge that these issues are important when investigating 
specifically artistic careers and the circumstances shaping a career. Writing from 
a periphery (from Stockholm/Uppsala, not London or New York), I wanted to 
keep that position since my work does not aim at an analysis of that aspect of 
the art world understood as professional relations, but instead at an analysis of 
theoretical issues that are part of a somewhat different discourse.     
 Focusing on single works but in a broader, or at least, different context 
than that of an individual artist rather serves the purpose of outlining a limited 
number of features and theoretical notions of how sculptures can be viewed/
interpreted. To a certain extent I will use the selected works by Gormley, Kapoor, 
and Whiteread as artistic pedagogical interpretations. The aim is to arrive at new 
understandings of Minimal objects of the 1960s, even if their work will primarily 
appear in their own right as sculptures. Jackson Barry, one of the theorists of 
semiotics that I consult, writes that: “The same attention to the forces of cultural 
change [...] demands the recognition that the works of the past could only have 
been created out of the fullness of their own moment and will never mean again 
exactly what they meant at that time.”5 Minimal heritage as applied by Gormley, 
Kapoor, and Whiteread works both ways: it affects my view of the works of the 
1960s, and vice versa.6  
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 During the last two decades of the previous century it was of course not only 
these three artists who grounded their works on a Minimalist heritage. Sculptures 
by several other artists could have been chosen as focal points for my discussions. 
But my limited choice of artists partly has to do with my ambition to undertake 
a profound analysis of particular works of art. I insist upon a close viewing, and 
reading, and on placing the kinaesthetic interactions performed by the viewer at 
the very core of the analysis undertaken here. In my view, the Minimalist-related 
works by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread hold a particular thematisation of 
Minimal objects and ideas to the extent that it makes them highly appropriate 
focal points in this regard. After all, it was particularly the conceptions of 
sculptures by these three artists that made me think about this thematised 
relationship in the first place. The issues I am dealing with in this study were 
particularly evoked by encountering their works. Artists like Julian Opie, 
Shirazeh Houshiary, Magdalena Abakanowicz, Janine Antoni, Barry Le Va — to 
mention but a few — have occasionally made works formally and/or theoretically 
related to the matters discussed here. A broader choice of artists would perhaps 
have emphasised more clearly that biographical issues are set aside. But the three 
chosen artists have re-worked minimalist sculptural concerns into representation 
and further investigations of the experienced object in a way and to an extent that 
none of the above-mentioned have. Hopefully this limitation will prove to work 
well in the discussion of sign and meaning production of sculptural experience 
that I am about to perform here.
 My standpoint is that the theoretical framework and the idiom of Minimalism 
have been used for another, yet related, type of physical and referential 
representation. Different aspects of Minimalist theoretical ideas concerning 
composition, the beholder, and the (gallery) room have been thematised in various 
ways by the British artists in focus here. Likewise, aspects of traditional figurative 
sculpture that the Minimal sculptors strived to get rid of, and the strategies by 
which they tried to eliminate and change the conditions for sculpture, have also 
been further thematised. The connection to the ideas and idiom of the Minimal 
objects has thus proved to be adaptable by and resourceful to younger sculptors. 
None of the three artists themselves have spoken particularly of this congeniality 
to Minimalism — their sources of knowledge and inspiration are definitely much 
wider than this particular type of Minimal object. I will only briefly consider 
other connections to their work since my purpose here is to outline and discuss 
this particular relationship.
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Theoretical issues: contextual framings and interpretative aspects

Artworks may arise out of theory, they may be 
[...] catalysed by theory, they may engender 

theory, they 
may actually be theory.

Lars Nittve7

Since I am about to do an operational manoeuvre which employs Minimal 
sculpture as a sign for a set of relations that are further investigated and slightly 
altered in the works by the younger artists, I turn to semiotic theories. By 
interpreting the sculptures within a semiotic framework, it is possible to single 
out the specific context of the interpretations and focus on the artworks per 
se, and the situation and location where they are experienced and meaning is 
(initially) produced. Moreover, interpretation of visual art is acknowledged as 
viewer response.
 In The Practice of Theory: Poststructuralism, Cultural Politics and Art History 
(1994) Keith Moxey writes:

If we accept this critique of the resemblance theory, then what alternative 
theory of representation can we find to put in its place? Semiotics, or the 
theory of signs, can free the concept of representation from its dependence 
on mimesis. Semiotics views the work of art as a system of culturally and 
historically determined signs. It conceives of the work as part of a system of 
communication in which the artist makes use of conventional signs—that 
is, socially meaningful processes of signification—in order to construct a 
cultural object that articulates and disseminates the attitudes of the society of 
which he or she is a part. The work thus becomes a nexus of cultural activity 
through which social transactions circulate and flow.8

Moxey also notes that by replacing a static model of how to understand artworks 
(Panofsky’s iconology) with an active model (Peirce’s theory of signs), it becomes 
possible to acknowledge changes of meaning regarding the time and situation in 
which the work at hand is interpreted. Thus, meaning is not a permanent given, 
but alters according to contextual change: “If the work continues to play a role 
in the creation of culture throughout its existence, then the scope of art historical 
investigation is broadened enormously.”9 By interpreting the works by Gormley, 
Kapoor, and Whiteread from a minimalist point of view, this action also has 
repercussions on meaning derived from Minimal objects.10 It is important to 
point out that I acknowledge a difference between undertaking investigations 
of semiotic theories per se, and of employing notions adapted from semiotic 
theories. The latter is what best describes this dissertation. 
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 In the field of semiotically informed studies of artworks, there are few 
examples where sculpture is in focus. The majority are on painting and 
photography. This has created certain problems since signs do not (necessarily or 
always) work in the same way in a painting as in a sculpture. This is particularly 
true regarding meaning production by material and plastic features, respectively. 
In a 1966 lecture, “On some problems in the semiotics of visual art: field and 
vehicle in image-signs”, Meyer Schapiro acknowledged this difference of signs 
in semiosis regarding painting and sculpture, respectively. With sculpture there 
is the recurring problem of how (or even if ) to separate physical matter from its 
three-dimensional image.11 However, this rather unexplored field of study is of 
course also a challenge. 
 The notion of sculpture is employed here as an ever-changeable category 
of artworks having certain inter-characteristic aspects in common. By using a 
semiotic approach sculpture is treated as a system of signs. It becomes “an art 
of discourse” where each sculpture is interrelated to other members with this 
category.12 By the interpretation of a particular sculpture, the notion of sculpture 
is also inevitably examined. A semiotics of sculpture foremost poses the question 
of how it is understood as such: that is, by what means, when and where it is 
“sculpture”.13 In this study, both a system of signs and the process of meaning 
production are intertwined within the semiotically informed interpretations. 
Meaning production is used parallel to and synonymous with semiosis. The 
latter term is simply used as the process whereby something is interpreted and 
produced as a sign. I regard the notion of semiosis as a by now common term of 
art theory dealing explicitly with meaning production. Hence, this study will not 
undertake an investigation of this particular notion.14  

The more recent sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread are geometrically 
restricted to cubic shapes and rectangular boxes, which I argue have taken the 
Minimal imperative of a walking beholder seriously. In her essay, “Sculpture in 
the expanded field” of 1978, Rosalind Krauss wrote that Minimal sculpture had 
stranded itself, as the artists found that they had reached an impasse. By the end 
of the 1960s/early 1970s this artistic course did not seem to reveal any further 
possible usage.15 However, Minimal artists had explored traditional concepts of 
sculpture, and brought out hitherto rather neglected issues such as that of the 
site of encountering the artwork at hand, and the part played by the viewer. 
Discussing Minimal sculpture in discursive terms, it is the works by especially 
Judd, Morris, Carl Andre, Tony Smith, and Sol LeWitt that are referred to in 



6 7

this study. It is within works made in the 1960s by these particular artists that I 
have found connections (theoretical and indexical) to the more recent sculptures 
by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread.
 In a restricted sense Minimalism is a phenomenon that took place in the United 
States during the 1960s. Regarded as style, that is, as attitude of shape, one cannot 
as easily restrict the notion of minimalism to either geographical or periodical 
aspects. In The Dictionary of Art “minimalism” is defined as follows: “Term used 
in the 20th century, in particular from the 1960s, to describe a style characterized 
by an impersonal austerity, plain geometric configurations and industrially 
processed materials.”16 Further on it is pointed out that the term minimalism has 
become more exclusively applied to works by American artists. In addition to the 
differences seen between different writers on the subject, there are also differences 
between Minimalism, minimalism and Minimal art. The debates and critical 
analysis of the terms Minimalism and Minimal art/sculpture, respectively, are, 
however, not an issue of this study. Nor will I discuss in what sense other artists 
should, or should not be included under these art historical headings.17

In more recent years, the idiom and the theoretical ideas informing Minimalism 
proved to be a vital source for younger artists. My arguments depart from a 
hypothesis that the Minimal sculpture — preferentially the cube — has become 
a sign for a set of relations between the object, the gallery room and the active 
beholder. The gallery room will be discussed thoroughly as a specific contextural 
condition under the notion “the white cube locality”. Gormley, Kapoor, and 
Whiteread, I then argue, use this point of reference to a set of relations set in 
action by the staged object, and further apply it in their own works. I will employ 
these interrelations (between viewer, art object, and gallery room) as an analytical 
tool of their sculptural practise in order to investigate how it is brought into the 
realms of representation and the dichotomy of presence and absence.
 A predisposition of my arguments and interpretations is that I establish, and 
then depart from, a synthesis of the relation between the Minimal object and 
the white cube locality. This synthesis, then, affects every sculpture addressed 
here. The idea of the autonomous artwork separated from its site of display is, 
art historically, a rather new and primarily modernist (formalist) way of thinking 
of art. My practice of interpreting sculptures contests this anti-contextual idea, 
which in effect separates the different art forms.
 By opening up, rather than turning away from, the objecthood discussion, I 
assert that one of the principal alterations regarding the meaning (production) 
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of Minimal objects from that of traditional (earlier) sculpture is that of seriously 
considering the body of the viewer. Therefore, relations established in the gallery 
room are at the core of the interpretations performed here. The younger triad 
of artists make use of these particular aspects, and their sculptures testify to 
their charging of the white cube (object) as a vehicle (that is, a sign) to manifest 
these issues. On the openness and infinite act of interpreting artworks, Jones 
and Stephenson emphasise that: “The notion of the performative highlights the 
open-endedness of interpretation, which must be understood as a process rather 
than an act with a final goal [...].”18 And they continue: “Interpretation, like the 
production of works of art, is a mode of communication. Meaning is a process of 
engagement and never dwells in any one place.”19 
 In accordance with the general idea of semiotic theories that meaning is 
always contextually bound, the notions of site-specific and locality, respectively, are 
important to my study. The notion of site-specific emerged in the late 1960s, and 
has since then been attached to a variety of art practices.20 Artworks that are site-
specific are primarily categorised by their involvement with place at several levels: 
using the material of the site (e.g. rocks, mud, the topography of the particular 
landscape, the size and scale of a park et cetera), and using the site as a dialectical 
frame and counterpart for semiosis. In this sense, the notion is informed by an 
instance of the inseparability of an artwork and its context. Moreover, the notion 
is charged with political, cultural, and social connotations. However, since my 
interpretations of a particular set of sculptures are not only inscribed by but also 
inter-related to the kind of gallery room referred to as the white cube, I regard 
meaning/semiosis as site-specific. The siting of sculpture is a crucial issue here, 
and is acknowledged as an issue foregrounded in Minimal sculptural practices. 
The white cube gallery room cannot be employed as a specific site in itself since 
it is a kind of space that occurs in museums and art galleries all over the world, 
and is thus not geographically fixed. But this particular kind of space is intimately 
connected to the theoretical framework of both modernist and postmodernist art, 
and will be employed as a specific locality. It is in this locality that the artworks 
studied here are encountered and, furthermore, the white cube locality is the 
site where meaning of these works as sculptures are established. To locate a sign 
logically implies that the site and situation where the sign appears and is “read” is 
located.
 It is important to bear in mind that arguing that meaning is site-specific is not 
to argue that the artworks are site-specific in the strict sense of the notion, but 
that the locality where these works are experienced and interpreted ought to be 
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acknowledged in depth. Arguing that sculptural meaning is inseparable from the 
site of the work being recognised imposes this site/locality as a constant referent 
of the signified.   

The things I will say about each individual work of art will, of course, not hold 
for every sculpture that I discuss. However, I believe that the aspects chosen as 
departures for my discussions on both Minimal sculptures and those of Gormley, 
Kapoor and Whiteread can concern any sculpture at any time on a more general 
basis. They might, however, appear differently during different times, and be 
either more technically related or a matter of meaning processes. Many of the 
aspects that I will take up for discussion and analysis, (particularly in chapters 3-5), 
were disregarded by the Minimal sculptors. Posited within the historical course of 
sculptural practices, Minimal objects deviate in a number of ways from the features 
that then were regarded as defining aspects. Taking this deviation as an eradicate 
strategy with which to investigate the notion of sculpture, Minimal objects operate 
from a position of exclusion. In (re-) turn, post-minimal practices of sculpture 
simultaneously enhance the Minimal position and (have to) work from it. 
 An immediately pressing concern of mine is to re-connect the discussion 
of meaning production to the immediate experience of the sculptures; a 
connection that I have occasionally found lacking in writings on contemporary 
art.21 A presumption from which I depart is that the sculptures focused on here 
hold an imperative of walking, inscribed in their idiom and referentiality. The 
meanings I ascribe to the separate works all stem from the walking around the 
piece at hand, from the shifting of one’s own corporeal position. Consequently, 
the empirical impact is strong. Alex Potts, who has also been occupied with the 
“vividly embodied physical and perceptual responses activated by viewing three-
dimensional work”, writes that:

such levels of response integral to any apprehension of an art object, however 
anti-aestheticising it might be bringing into play issues that cannot be 
dealt with adequately at a purely conceptual or ideological level; the more 
phenomenological dimensions of a viewer’s interaction with a work of 
sculpture particularly need to be addressed in the present context because 
they have not been accorded anything like the same critical attention as the 
viewing of painting.22

Charting the behavioural dimensions of encountering sculptures is a precarious 
task since subjectivity interferes on several levels. Performing interpretations 
is never a universal action. It is charged with issues of cultural, historical, 
and ideological ideas and standpoints. The viewer issue is most problematic, 
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particularly so if one tends to interpret artworks without aiming at a Total 
meaning. Likewise, ideas of objectivity are, however, equally questionable. 
Working from an idea of semiosis as directly deriving from one’s own process of 
apprehending these particular sculptures, there is the risk of ending up at a dead-
end of personal (biographical) meanings. However, in order to write (anything) 
one has to define the viewer in some manner and charge this definition with a 
broader theoretical, that is, interpretative, viability. In this respect, too, semiotic 
theory has been the working corrective of my discussions.
 The beholder referred to here is on most occasions myself. Then, why not speak 
of “I” seeing, walking, experiencing, et cetera? I do not think of my experiences 
as that unique, nor do I ignore the fact that my interpretations could never be, 
and do not pretend to be, conclusive. An interpretation is never more than a 
suggestion, an attempt, of grasping merely one point of view from an art object. 
Thus one of my primary concerns is to (re-) create a — if not unquestionable, 
though still — sufficiently solid theoretical base for my viewpoints. But the 
problem immediately arising is: how does one transform subjective empirical 
understanding in such a way that it becomes not only useful to oneself, but 
perhaps also to the reader (you), and hopefully also art theory itself? This is yet 
another question that will be addressed as my interpretations unfold.  
 On a related topic, Yve-Alain Bois writes: “To introduce one’s own discourse 
is to attempt to situate it within a field, to measure what it shares with, and how it 
differs from, other discourses within the same field, to define its specificity.”23 And 
as much as one can argue for the necessity of distance to the object scrutinised, 
one can never disconnect oneself from one’s own position in the discourse: 
subjectivity is unavoidable. But, as Bois continues, subjectivity also implies a 
standpoint of one’s own. As I am contemporaneous with the works (art and 
theory) there is no distance possible for me to argue a position from regarding 
time, hardly any distance culturally, and only occasional distance regarding 
theoretical issues. Perhaps, then, this makes me a most vulnerable victim of  the 
intellectual blackmail of which Bois writes.24

 In trying to solve the problem of viewer/interpreter, I refer to Mieke Bal 
and Norman Bryson. Semiotic theory, they write, “is centrally concerned with 
reception.”25 And they continue: 

Semiotic analysis of visual art does not set out in the first place to produce 
interpretations of works of art, but rather to investigate how works of art are 
intelligible to those who view them, the process by which viewers make sense 
of what they see.26
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As this dissertation is involved with both performing interpretations and 
simultaneously detecting how (i.e. by what means) meaning is established, I 
inevitably end up with a viewer-problem. Bal and Bryson argue that in order 
to describe the active part played by the viewer, it may be useful to distinct the 
“empirical spectator” from the “implicit spectator”.27 Accordingly, I therefore 
acknowledge that the viewer speaking from an empirical position cannot be 
anyone but myself, while the reader (you) guided by my dissertation might 
become an ideal viewer. As there is no difference of historical time between the 
two sets of viewers, this declaration may suffice to point out my one part in the 
context we are about to enter, and how I construct an informed (rather than an 
ideal) spectatorship as we go along. 
 Two further notions are employed in relation to the white cube locality as 
the site for semiosis: theatricality and performativity. The first one is derived 
from Michael Fried’s article “Art and Objecthood” (1967). Theatricality, in 
short, implies an emphasised relation between a work of art and its active 
viewer. It presupposes the experience as staged by the presence of the artwork. 
In juxtaposition to theatricality, I will turn to the notion of performativity in 
order to narrow down both the situation of encountering/interpreting these 
sculptures and the parameters directing this action. Performativity is a broader 
notion charged with cultural and ideological ambitions. Both notions aim at the 
interaction between artwork and viewer/interpreter, but they do so from rather 
different positions. Reception taking off from the corporeality of the viewer 
/interpreter is a process that emphasises the performative aspect: 

Adopting the notion of performativity as a critical strategy within the study 
of visual culture thus enables recognition of interpretation as a fragile, partial, 
and precarious affair and, ultimately, affords a critique of art criticism and art 
history as they have been traditionally practiced.28

Moreover, both of these notions are employed in conjunction with the term 
“corporeal viewer”. In much of theoretical writing within the humanities, the 
notion of an embodied viewer (reader) is employed, but since this study aims at 
our mere physical abilities (such as walking), I have chosen to term the viewer as 
corporeal.

Before turning to a brief presentation of each chapter, I shall only make a few 
more tentative remarks on the terminology to be employed in the interpretations. 
As the analyses unfold, they will be further defined in more detail. 
 Whereas the three semiotic terms of different signs that I will employ in 
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the interpretations ⎯ icon, index, and symbol ⎯ are derived from Peirce’s sign 
system, the notion of sign is the Saussureian sign constituted by signifier (here: 
the material or physical structure of a sculpture) and signified (the meaning, or 
concept, referred to).29 The three aforementioned types of signs are, however, 
traditional in art historical analysis. They are not always completely congruent 
with semiotic definitions, even less so regarding the Piercian definitions. As this 
dissertation is not a semiotic study but a study informed by semiotic theories, the 
definitions of icon, index, and symbol are employed in a traditional art historical 
way.30 What is semiotic in my study is rather the discussions of how these signs 
come into play.  
 I employ icon as a sign of meaning based on likeness. In this particular context 
the likeness of forms, or similarity, between the sculptures analysed are inter-
connected through a relation of iconicity. Since the sculptural objects in focus 
are on most occasions categorised as abstract works of art, iconicity is not based 
on the signifier looking like something from our daily life, as a commonplace 
object, for example, but on likeness as regards the shape and staging taking 
place in a discourse of sculpture.31 That is, it is by the juxtaposition of certain 
sculptures within the context of this dissertation that iconicity comes into play.32 

Moreover, iconicity is at play as the signifying relationship between signifier 
and signified where the physical qualities and the materials employed are being 
discussed (especially in chapter 4).  Index is used as a sign in which meaning is 
derived from a situation of closeness. It primarily occurs as an impression on a 
sculpture’s surface due to causal effects from the making process of the particular 
work at hand. The symbol sign, which is of little importance here, is employed as 
an arbitrary sign established by convention, where meaning is derived solely from 
a contextually bound code of relations. 
 Lastly, there is the notion of the sublime, which only appears in the last 
chapter, in relation to Kapoor’s work. It is employed in a traditional sense insofar 
as it refers to a sense of the viewer being overwhelmed by the experience evoked 
by the artwork. However, I use it as a counterpart to the term dematerialisation 
that was ascribed to artworks of the 1960s and 70s, where not only the notion of 
art was questioned, but more importantly, the economic system forcing artwork 
into the realm of commodities. 
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Chapter by chapter

The first chapter, By way of presentation, begins with some general information 
on the three sculptors in focus. Since the history of British post-war sculpture is 
not the subject, my further discussions and interpretations contain no references 
to British sculptors preceding Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread. The next three 
sections introduce the artists and their oeuvre, respectively. Since the inter-
artistic issues extend well beyond the themes discussed here, these sections serve 
to establish a broader context of the particular works in focus. The introductions 
principally serve the purpose of presenting the artists for those readers who are 
not at all familiar with their artistic careers.
 The following four chapters are written from different theoretical perspectives 
stemming from what I regard to be primary aspects of the sculptures in this 
Minimal-informed context. Even though I to some extent interpret the works by 
Gormley, Kapoor and Whiteread as working from a Minimalist point of view, I 
frame their work differently in the respective chapters, and interpret them with 
the assistance of different theoretical tools.
 Chapter 2, Upsetting the white cube ⎯ a corporeal critique, consists of seven 
sections. First, there is a historically and ideologically oriented account of the 
white cube locality, where it is presented as a rhetorical device for displaying art. 
It begins with a historical survey of that particular kind of gallery room referred 
to as “the white cube” and which I regard as intimately connected to modernist 
ideas of art. I argue that this locality is indistinguishable from the theoretical 
rhetoric of much late modernist art — including Minimal objects — and that it 
operates as an addressed frame of these artworks to such an extent that it will be 
treated as a specific locality. I presuppose that the idea of the white cube locality 
as a neutral site emerged with the historicising of modernist art, foremost by way 
of display modes. Moreover, in support of the argued syntax established by the 
relation between the Minimal object and the white cube locality, I present my 
ideas of site-specific (i.e. located) meaning. The following section is on Minimal 
art, specifically its critique of the white cube locality and the presumed “body- and 
eyeless Modernist viewer”. The reason for telling the story of the Minimal objects 
once again is to educate the reader who is not familiar with these works to become 
an informed viewer of the details and phenomena with which I am concerned 
throughout the dissertation. I will refer to more traditional interpretations and 
understandings of Minimal sculpture, but the issues that are of predominant 
interest for the study at large are stressed. In these initial chapters, I rely heavily 
on what my predecessors have written on the subjects.
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 The following section deals with meaning as site-specific, and meaning as 
such in relation to Minimal objects of the 1960s. The fourth section is devoted 
to the notion of performativity regarding semiosis and to Michael Fried’s notion 
of theatricality. Instead of accounting for Fried’s reasons (or even containment) 
to discredit Minimal art (as art) by way of its theatricality (and objecthood), I will 
focus on the aspects he includes in the notion of theatricality. I will subsequently 
apply them in positive terms. Both notions serve to establish the theoretical and 
contextual ground upon which the following examination of the co-implicative 
modes of address of the art object, the white cube locality, and the corporeal 
viewer are built. Both notions will be employed as an impetus, as we will then 
turn to three staged situations of sculptural experience in the white cube locality. 
In the following three sections, I deal with one selected sculpture by each artist: 
Ghost by Whiteread, Testing a World View by Gormley, and Untitled by Kapoor. 
The discussion of this chapter serves as a departure for the intensified and 
specialised artist-oriented discussions in the following three chapters.

In chapters three to five, I focus on works by each artist, respectively. The 
reason behind my decision to discuss one artist at a time is that I understand 
their sculptures to bring forth different aspects immanent in Minimal sculpture 
and theory, and that their sculptures look differently. The two questions that 
remain in focus throughout the dissertation are how and where these works are 
sculptures, and thus what they mean as sculptures.
 Since Whiteread not only uses the relation between object and gallery room, 
but also produces casts of rooms, it seemed proper to continue the discussions 
of chapter two with a more profound analysis of her work in particular. In 
chapter 3, Possible Space —  works by Rachel Whiteread, the interpretations 
are based on discussions and analysis concerned with issues of representation 
versus abstract art, but also on semiotic theories of the sign, preferentially the 
index sign. The eclecticism spoken of above, with reference to Bois, is obvious 
here. For example, I do not find a pure or correct (whatever that might mean) 
adaptation of Derrida’s deconstruction theory fit for my interpretative task in this 
particular context. Nevertheless, I turn to notions like “deconstruction” and “the 
erased” with the ambition of producing interpretations of Whiteread’s work as 
adequately as possible. These notions, however, are employed in a practical sense: 
as artistic strategies of production. If it turns out that my use of these notions 
seems outrageously misfit and abusive to a (devoted) “Derridean”, then so be it. 
To my defence I turn again to Bois: 
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The first lesson to be learned from one of the theoreticians most likely to 
be invoked by theoreticists, Roland Barthes, is that one does not “apply” 
a theory; that concepts must be forged from the object of one’s inquiry 
or imported according to that object’s specific exigency; and that the main 
theoretical act is to define this object, not the other way around.33

In Shaping the absent body — works by Antony Gormley, which is the title of 
chapter 4, the interplay between figure and the abstract appears as a major 
topic in the interpretations. The abandonment of representations of the human 
figure in Minimal art appears in Gormley’s works in abstract terms: as that 
which is not there, but remains as void. Here the discussion further opens up 
to a broader analysis of sculpture. Aspects of material and plastic features, as 
to how material partakes of semiosis and evokes viewer response as a mode of 
address, are analysed. Furthermore, I introduce my ideas of the notion of touch 
and its relevance to Gormley’s work specifically, and to sculpture in general. I 
have consulted two different models of semiotic theory here. Firstly, Jackson 
Barry’s theories of ostended meaning, which directly point to the relevance of the 
materials used in the sculptures.34 Secondly, I turn to the discussions of modes 
of address by way of the interplay of different signs as outlined in a discussion 
by Michael O’Toole.35 Even though the theories of both Barry and O’Toole are 
semiotic theories, their writing has few cross-over points. But, perhaps more 
essential to clarify at this early point is their (seemingly) contradictory purposes; 
whereas Barry is concerned with meaning as manifest in the material used, 
O’Toole works with meaning as revealed in the interpretative process, that is, as 
directly inter-related to an active viewer. Thus they might seem unwilling to co-
operate when connected to each other; the apparent incoherence between their 
points of departure might suggest such a contradiction. However, one point of 
view does not necessarily exclude the other, and since my analysis of Gormley’s 
sculpture aims at both meaning production within the object-viewer relationship 
and meaning inherent in form and material, I hope the reader will eventually find 
the semiotic tools used apt.
 Finally, in the last chapter of the dissertation, The Sublime in a box — works 
by Anish Kapoor, the notion of touch continues to be important. I proceed with 
the kinaesthetically informed interpretations of the earlier chapters. But since 
Kapoor’s sculptures are not figurative, the connection to Minimal objects is not 
that of representing what is absent but that of questioning the autonomy of the 
literal object and its “abstractness”. The analysis performed here is informed 
by opposing notions such as matter and voids, and gravity and weightlessness, 
as well as notions of seriality and interrelating strategies between artwork and 
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viewer. The frame, and framing, of these sculptures are the predominating issues 
dealt with. In the last section I undertake an interpretation towards the notion 
of the sublime and relate this aspect to the dematerialisation of conceptual art. 
The most fundamental text consulted in this particular section is Jean-Francois 
Lyotard’s article “The Sublime and the avant-garde” of 1984.
 Read together, chapters three to five establish a sequence, moving from 
figurative sculpture where space is represented as matter (in the works by 
Whiteread), to a not-less-complicated investigation of the two opposites, a kind 
of sculpture which represents absence (which is an abstract idea of presence) as 
abstract (Gormley), ending up in abstract sculpture dealing with strategies of 
opening up the art object (Kapoor). 

 

Notes on the literature and the state of the art

Concerning the literature on the three British artists, as well as regards the 
Minimal sculptors in focus, the major source for my dissertation is a body of 
exhibition catalogues on their respective work. It consists of catalogues of both 
group and solo shows. The particular catalogues and essays consulted will be 
presented as I refer to or quote from them. A problem with this genre of writing, 
which is related to their works being displayed simultaneously, is that it is 
written to support the exhibition in general, the works chosen for the occasion 
in particular, and therefore the artists participating. Any unfavourable view of 
their work, in this context, would consequently be naive to search for. Exhibition 
catalogues may very well be informative and include interesting articles on certain 
topics, but they are also chosen particularly to work as a means of public relations 
for the event of the exhibition itself. Thus they have to be read as attentively as 
reviews of their shows. However, studying contemporary art leaves you with the 
problem of the sources of facts simultaneously being the literature that includes 
interpretations and theoretical discussions to depart from.36

 There is yet another issue worth stressing as regards both exhibition catalogues 
and the further literature consulted: the important part that reproductions of 
artworks play in this study. With a few exceptions, I have directly encountered 
all of the artworks myself. My interpretations stem from “real” time and place 
experiences. However, reproductions are important as notes, and they are also 
the means by which the reader is introduced to the individual artworks. As an 
inevitable consequence the interpretations are to some degree dependent on the 
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reproduction; especially for the reader. It is therefore important to point out 
the major part that reproductions of artworks play, that is, as coded and widely 
distributed images.    
 I have not consulted reviews of the British artists’ exhibitions. They exhibit 
practically all over the (western) world almost all the time. Thus, to include this 
kind of art critique would have taken too much time to gather and analyse. My 
purpose has not been to investigate their careers at large, but rather through 
a limited selection of their artworks. Nor have I set out to enumerate every 
occurrence of ideas similar to mine. I have, as a result, neglected reviews. However, 
interviews with the artists (printed in both daily newspapers and art press) are 
occasionally consulted in order to point out both affinities with my interpretations 
as well as instances of disagreement. There may also be differences regarding how 
many times each artist is quoted. This is mostly due to the fact that interviews 
may not always involve those specific works that I am interested in. Part of these 
writings will only be presented in the introductory chapters on their respective 
body of work in chapter 1. Up to this date, I have only come across two academic 
works: Sara-Jaye Parsons’ Masters thesis on the political and social context of 
Rachel Whiteread’s work House of 1993-94 (University of North Texas, 1996), 
and Natalie Kosoi’s dissertation Nothingness in art: Mark Rothko, Yves Klein, 
Robert Ryman, Anish Kapoor and Eva Hesse, 2001, University of Essex.
 Worth mentioning here is that essays written on Kapoor’s work differ a great 
deal in character and topics from those on both Gormley and Whiteread. The 
works on the latter are more often focused on formal aspects and viewer response 
than those on Kapoor’s. Another difference is that while the larger exhibition 
catalogues and other publications on Whiteread and Gormley, respectively, 
always include essays by a number of writers, there is a one-man work on 
Kapoor’s oeuvre: Germano Celant’s comprehensive Anish Kapoor, of 1995. The 
major part of the book consists of re-productions of Kapoor’s work, but it also 
includes an essay by Celant: “Artist as Sacerdos”. His narrative of Kapoor’s work 
is very far removed from the issues I will discuss in the following chapters. Rather 
than heading into a polemic with Celant, I prefer to see our opposite points of 
departure as tokens of the broad range of interpretative actions possible in the 
field of art history. However, from such a grand work one could have wished for 
a narrative of the historical position of Kapoor’s oeuvre.

Concerning the British art scene, I have consulted exhibition catalogues as well as 
scholarly writings. The anthology Occupational hazard: Critical writing on recent 
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British art, (1998), edited by Duncan McCorquodale, Naoimi Siderfin, and 
Julian Stallabrass, has been most important for its critical view of art discourses 
in Britain in the 1990s. Both Moving targets: A user’s guide to British art now, 
(1997) by Louisa Buck and Rosie Millard’s The tastemakers: U.K. art now (2001), 
have also provided insights in the British art scene. These books, however, lack 
a profound critical perspective, and have thus primarily served as guides to the 
interrelationships on the contemporary British art scene. Exhibition catalogues 
have also been consulted, most of them produced by the British Council.   

In consulting literature on Minimalism, as with any other art movement, it is 
necessary to point out that aside from having had first hand experiences of the 
Minimal artworks (which, of course, is still possible), several of the writers also 
encountered and interpreted the works at the time of their first exhibition. In art 
historical terms, Minimalism of the 1960s seems not to have appeared so long 
ago, but for me personally it is an historical phenomenon that I encounter from 
a historical distance. However, the revolutionary aspects occasionally put forth in 
the launching and critical comments on Minimalist practice of sculpture are still 
highly relevant today. From the increasing amount of scholarly writing on this 
subject I have only consulted a small part. Hence it is likely that other scholars 
have come to the same understanding of the Minimal object as the one I present 
here. If this is so, I do not regard this as a problem but rather as a support for my 
own arguments and standpoints in this matter. Dissertations on Minimal artists 
are beginning to appear, but since most of them are written at universities in 
the US, they are not published. However, five of the books presented below are 
reworked dissertations: Maurice Berger’s work on Morris, Frances Colpitt’s on 
Minimal art, Douglas Crimp’s on museum issues in contemporary art, Miwon 
Kwon’s on site-specific art, and Mary Anne Staniszewski’s on MoMA and display 
fashions and ideologies. 
 For my account of Minimalism I am deeply indebted to especially two 
books. Firstly, Passages in Modern Sculpture (1977) by Rosalind Krauss, which I 
believe to a large extent has shaped my view and understanding of the art form 
sculpture, Minimalism, and to some extent even art in general. It was only at the 
point of reading Krauss that I found a way of interpreting sculpture as different 
from other art forms. She introduced new perspectives and a terminology that 
were in concordance with the works analysed. Her seminal essay “Sculpture in 
the expanded field” (1978) has also been very important to me. Here Krauss 
examined the notion of sculpture as different from other types of three-
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dimensional art. Secondly, Frances Colpitt’s Minimal art: The critical perspective 
(1990) is a profound analysis of the movement of Minimalism, and its theoretical 
topics and foundations are discussed in depth. Tom Sandqvist’s dissertation Den 
meningslösa kuben. Den minimalistiska bildkonstens teoretiska förutsättningar och 
bakgrund from 1988 is a remarkable work. The cluster of intertwined ideas from 
the early twentieth century aspiring to a conclusive account of the theoretical 
issues leading up to the theoretical framework of Minimal art makes Sandqvist’s 
book a rich source on this topic. 
 Michael Fried’s much debated “Art and Objecthood” of 1967 is an article 
that I have found most useful in its analysis of sculpture in general and Minimal 
sculpture in particular, according to my ideas of the interplay between viewer 
and object. His article is of principal importance to the discussion in chapter 2. 
In The Return of the Real: The avant-garde at the turn of the century (1996), Hal 
Foster’s incisive investigation of the relation between art and art theory departs 
from Minimalism and Pop art. Minimal objects are, to some extent, ascribed as 
addressing real bodies in real space. For the discussions on Minimal sculpture, 
Donald Judd’s article “Specific Objects” of 1965 and Robert Morris’ “Notes on 
sculpture 1-4” (1966-69) have both been particularly useful and informative as 
sources as well as for their theoretical perspective. Gregory Battcock’s Minimal Art: 
A Critical Anthology, of 1968 is interesting in two ways. Firstly, it is interesting as 
a document of the sample of texts written contemporaneous with the artworks 
addressed. Many of the essays deal with art works that are far from today’s ideas 
of what Minimalism stands for. Secondly, several of the essays still most referred 
to are presented here. Among these are Bruce Glaser’s “Questions to Stella and 
Judd”, Lucy Lippard’s “Eros Presumptive”, “Minimal Abstracts” by John Perreault, 
Barbara Rose’s “ABC Art”, and Richard Wollheim’s “Minimal Art”. 

In recent years several interesting analyses of modern and contemporary 
sculpture, intertwined with discussions on re-definitions of sculpture as an art 
form and changes in the situations where we encounter and perceive these works, 
have been published. 
 The sculptural imagination: figurative, modernist, minimalist (2000) by Alex 
Potts, is an ambitious art historical interrogation of the changing conditions of 
sculpture and therefore viewer response during the twentieth century. The period 
covered begins with Canova and Potts takes the paragone debate as his point of 
departure since his aim is to unveil the otherness of sculpture, that is, “other” 
from painting. Potts argues that at this point a shift of focal aspects regarding 



20 21

painting and sculpture began to assert itself. Favouring of the creative moments 
of the artists, viewer response and aesthetic experience were brought to the 
forefront. Despite the long historical leap between Canova and Minimal objects, 
the latter are examined in depth throughout Potts’ book. Minimal sculpture 
provides the nucleus of his particular interest in the three-dimensional entity 
of modern sculpture, from which he undertakes an outstandingly profound 
analysis. Working out his interpretations from texts on sculpture, rather than 
initially from the artworks per se, viewer response turns out to be the major theme 
of his investigation. His goal is to “highlight how, throughout various shifts in 
the modern sculptural imaginary, the instability of a viewer’s encounter with a 
three-dimensional work has been integral to any affective and conceptual power 
it might have, as well as to any resistance it might offer to being consumed as 
mere commodity.”37 The idea of a staged object is but one aspect that our analyses 
share. I acknowledge great affinities with Potts’ aims and strategies: to argue for an 
astute viewing of the artworks before us without leaving theoretical issues behind. 
However, I have worked the other way around. I depart from the experience and 
direct encounter with the sculptures and then turn to the theoretical framing of 
them. 
 Andrew Causey’s Sculpture Since 1945 (1998) is another historical account of 
post-war sculpture in the western world. His work is a rather traditional survey 
of different sculptural practices: it does not work from a specific theoretical 
perspective, as do Potts’ discussions. Nevertheless, Causey examines a variety 
of sculptural practices that he discusses under different headings. After modern 
sculpture: art in the United States and Europe 1965-70 by Richard J. Williams 
(2000) is also of a more traditional character. It deals mainly with post-minimal 
work and the notion of sculpture is treated with particular interest. Relevant 
reading on this subject also includes The New Sculpture 1965-75: Between 
Geometry and Gesture, (1990), an exhibition catalogue from the Whitney 
Museum of American Art, and Out of the box: The reinvention of art 1965 – 1975 
(2000) by Carter Ratcliff. Even though it is mainly focused on the American 
art scene and the ideological debates fought there, Irving Sandler’s Art of the 
Postmodern Era: From the late 1960s to the early 1970s (1996) has been helpful 
reading for broadening my knowledge of the period, not least since Sandler 
offers a slightly different view of this period of American art than do Krauss and 
Foster. Sandler positions himself more or less against what he labels the “October 
group” (i.e. the editors of the New York-based magazine October: Krauss, Foster, 
Benjamin Buchloh, et al). 
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 The historical account of the gallery room nominated “the white cube”, in 
chapter 2, is largely indebted to three works that have been fundamental reading. 
Firstly, there is the seminal essay on the subject by Brian O’Doherty: Inside the 
White cube: The Ideology of the Gallery Space of 1976. O’Doherty undertakes a 
profound analysis of the rhetoric of this specific site of art display and juxtaposes 
it to theories of the autonomous artwork. Secondly, Carol Duncan’s Civilizing 
Rituals: Inside Public Art Museums (1995) has been useful in order to further 
detect the implicit demands on viewers that certain locations bring forth. And, 
thirdly The Power of Display: A History of Exhibition Installations at the Museum 
of Modern Art (1998), by Mary Anne Staniszewski, has played a crucial part 
in substantiating the claims I stress in this chapter. A fourth book that merits 
attention here, too, is an anthology edited by Paul Duro in 1996: The Rhetoric 
of the Frame: Essays on the boundaries of the artwork. The essays represented focus 
on a variety of perspectives of the notion of frame and the action of framing 
interpretations — be it in a physical, ideological, or political sense. Douglas 
Crimp’s On the Museum’s Ruins (1993) has also been consulted regarding 
these particular issues. His work is a critical narrative of the artist’s strategies in 
questioning the framing boundaries of art institutions.  
 In addition to the works by Krauss and Berger mentioned above, there is 
yet one more book that I want to mention here, even if it was published rather 
too recently for my conclusions of chapter two: Miwon Kwon’s One Place after 
another: Site-specific art and locational identity, (2002). Kwon’s work is a profound 
investigation of the term and its developments in the 1980’s and 1990’s. In her 
first chapter she traces the genealogy of the notion of site specificity, after which 
she focuses on public art.
  For my second chapter, theories of the performative have a crucial place in my 
discussion. The writings of O’Doherty, Duncan, and Staniszewski all include this 
issue. Another pertinent reference on this topic is Performing the Body/ Performing 
the Text (1999), edited by Amelia Jones and Andrew Stephenson. In this part of 
the dissertation I also turn to Harold Rosenberg’s article “The American action 
painters” (1952), where theories of the canvas as a site are presented. In terms 
of my thoughts on the interrelationship between the architecture of the gallery 
room, the art objects staged there, and the viewer moving about performing 
interpretations, Giovanni Careri’s book on Bernini, Flights of love: the art of 
devotion, (1990) has been influential.
 Jonathan Culler’s book The Pursuit of Signs: Semiotics, literature, deconstruction, 
of 1981, was instrumental in establishing a semiotic context. By the same author, I, 
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have further consulted On Deconstruction: Theory and criticism after structuralism, 
(1982). The essay by Bryson and Bal, and the works by Moxey, O’Toole, and 
Barry already referred to have also been pertinent reading. Moreover, Krauss’ 
“Notes on the index I-II” (part I, 1976, part II, 1977) has been useful reading 
for theories of meaning production. An outstanding source of the notions 
prevalent in semiotic theories is Göran Sonesson’s Bildbetydelser: Inledning till 
bildsemiotiken som vetenskap of 1992. It has been invaluable reading for the 
clarifying of semiotic terminology. 
 Michael Ann Holly’s Past Looking: Historical Imagination and the Rhetoric 
of the Image, of 1996, has been educational for my stand-point regarding the 
issue of interpretation per se and the inter-disciplinary thoughts of performing 
interpretations. David Carrier’s Principles of Art History Writing (1991) also 
merits attention in this regard.
 Finally, I want to mention the texts that have been most crucial to the last 
issue discussed in this study – the notion of the sublime. Whereas Edmund 
Burke’s A philosophical enquiry into the origin of our ideas of the sublime and 
beautiful, (1757), 1958, is delightful reading, a more relevant source for the 
contemporary context has been Jean-Francois Lyotard’s article “The sublime 
and the avant-garde”, of 1984. And, lastly, Kant, Art and Art History: Moments 
of Discipline by Mark A Cheetham (2001) has offered important insights on the 
discourse of the sublime. 
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By way of presentation

So as not to blur the primary subjects of this study, I have left out an account on 
the British art scene as well as one on sculptural practices in Britain preceding 
those of Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread. These issues are dealt with in depth 
in works on post-war British art and sculpture, and in investigations on the 
professional relations of the contemporary art scene in Britain.1 Likewise, in 
the extensive and increasing body of exhibition catalogues on these artists, 
both biographical information as well as discussions of their careers are well 
documented. However, a short introduction here will serve to familiarise the 
reader with these artists and their oeuvre.2 

All three of these artists have exhibited widely and frequently almost all over 
the world. In different exhibitions they have been launched as representatives 
of the “new” British sculpture. Kapoor and Gormley, who belong to the same 
generation, both made their way into the British and international art scene in 
the early 1980s. Whiteread, who belongs to a younger generation of artists, 
entered the art scene in the early 1990s. Two institutions especially mark 
themselves out as both the proponents of and the introducers of contemporary 
British art: The British Council and the private art collector Charles Saatchi. In 
consulting catalogues of exhibitions abroad produced by the British Council, it is 
clear that both Kapoor and Gormley, alongside a few other sculptors, belong to a 
generation of British sculptors that were frequently launched on the international 
art scene during the 1980s and 1990s.3 Rachel Whiteread, however, rather 
belongs to the group of younger British artists that Saatchi has supported both 
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through his buying of art and his display of these artists at his private art gallery in 
London ⎯ even if Whiteread does not regard herself as being part of the British 
phenomenon referred to as the yBas in art critiques.4 
 Both Kapoor and Gormley participated in the 1981 show “Objects and 
sculpture” at the ICA in London.5 The show has been noted by Andrew Causey 
as a landmark of the new British sculpture.6 By 1981 the careers of both of the 
artists were advancing rapidly. After exhibiting Ghost at the Chisenhale Gallery, 
London, in 1990, Whiteread has also had an increasingly international career. 
 All three of them as been awarded the Turner Prize, which each year is given 
to a promising British artist: Kapoor received the prize in 1991, Whiteread in 
1993, and Gormley in 1994.7 Furthermore, they have all exhibited at the Venice 
Biennale. In 1982 both Gormley and Kapoor were among the artists selected for 
the “Aperto ‘82”, which is the part of the biennale where young promising artists 
are shown.8 Kapoor also represented Britain at the British Pavilion in 1990. In 
1997 Whiteread was the British Council’s choice for the British pavilion show.9 
 In the two guide books to the British art scene that I have consulted, all three 
of them are mentioned. Under “The Makers: Current contenders”, Louisa Buck 
has entries on both Gormley and Whiteread, whereas Kapoor is only mentioned 
by name in different contexts.10 In the more recent collection of essays by 
Rosie Millard, The tastemakers: U.K. art now, the three artists occur in several 
different contexts.11 All three of them are still relatively young, and they all have 
careers going more than well. They have also made their ways into a number of 
comprehensive art historical surveys.12 However, the impact that an artist has 
made on the art (historical) scene is in some sense measurable with regard to 
dictionaries on art; that is, these texts serve as canonising tokens of recognition. 
In the comprehensive Dictionary of Art, edited by Jane Turner, Kapoor is the only 
one of these three artists that has an entry of his own.13 In The Oxford Dictionary 
of 20th Century Art, edited by Ian Chilvers, Gormley is only referred to with 
reference to the Turner Prize, whereas there is an entry on both Kapoor and 
Whiteread.14 
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Antony Gormley   

Gormley was born in 1950 in London and was brought up a Catholic.15 Between 
1968 and 1971 he was a student at Trinity College in Cambridge, where he 
studied archaeology, anthropology, and art history.16 After graduating he travelled 
in several Middle Eastern countries and learned to practice Buddhist meditation 
at monasteries in India and Sri Lanka – a practice that has been important for 
his work.17 It was during this period of life that Gormley decided to become a 

1. Antony Gormley: Casting process of Still Running. © Antony Gormley
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sculptor. He has said that it was in India that he realised that “sculpture was, for 
me, a more profound way of challenging reality.” He found that in accepting 
that “painting is an object in the world and that its relationship with the viewer 
is more important than being a window onto another world, you are already 
making sculpture.”18 When he returned to London he attended the Central 
School of Art, where he studied sculpture for one year, and then continued his 
training at the Goldsmith’s College the following three years. Finally he attended 
the Slade School of Fine Art for a postgraduate year. He has also taught sculptural 
practice at several art schools in Britain.19   
 After graduating, Gormley rapidly made his way into two of London’s most 
well-known art galleries. In 1981 he had solo shows at both the Serpentine 
Gallery and the Whitechapel Art Gallery.20 Later that year he also participated 
in the already mentioned ICA group show Objects and Sculpture, which included 
artists like Kapoor, Richard Deacon, and Bill Woodrow.21 Another group show 
in 1981 Gormley participated in was the British sculpture in the 20th Century, 
an historical survey, at the Whitechapel.22 Since the early 1980s Gormley has 
frequently represented British art on the international art scene. He has exhibited 
worldwide ever since, showing both sculptures and drawings. He has had several 
solo exhibitions both in Britain and abroad, and the frequency of his participation 
in large international shows has not decreased during the 1990s. Retrospectives 
are nowadays often given at a relatively young age, and Antony Gormley was 
given his first in 1996, aged 46.23 Gormley has also been appointed to several 
public commissions. Angel of the North, 1998, is a monumental figurative work 
situated in Gateshead, Tyne and Wear, Scotland. Reminiscent of the lead-piece 
A case for an Angel II, of 1990, the former, too, is a human-like figure with wings 
more resembling aircraft than the traditional imagery of angels. It is made of 
reinforced steel, has a wingspan of 54 metres, and is 20 metres high.24 More recent 
is the 30 metres high Quantum Cloud, of 2000, in Greenwich, London. The large 
construction, inspired by quantum mechanics and chaos theory, is made up of a 
complex matrix of a great quantity of small steel bars. Despite the material, the 
piece is visually transparent, and thus allows views of the sky through it. 

Since the beginning of his career Gormley has been using his own body as the 
material point of departure for his sculptures.25 W.J.T. Mitchell begins his essay 
on Gormley’s work by declaring that figurative sculpture “is the most ancient, 
conservative and intractable of the media.”26 And he continues: “There is a 
circular process at work in these narratives [the history of figurative sculpture]. 
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Man is both the sculpted object and the sculpting agent, both created as and 
creator of sculpted images.”27 
 Among Gormley’s earliest sculptures, dating from his first year as an art 
student, Sleeping Place (1974) is a notable work for several reasons (fig. 2).28 The 
work, now destroyed, was made of linen and plaster cast around a reclined body. 

With great simplicity, the work revealed Gormley’s interest in membranes as both 
a shield for and a container of the body — the skin “as a container of personal 
space”.29 At the same time as it shields, the shape of the plaster cast also reveals the 
forms of a reclined body underneath. By vague indications of a (covered) body 
(its head, shoulder, back, legs drawn towards the head in a foetal position) the 
human body is (re)presented as a possible signifier for an actual place. Sleeping 
Place further connotes fragility due to the material, which may respond to a 

2. Antony Gormley: 
Sleeping Place, 1974. 
Plaster, linen. 
60 x 76 x 152 cm. 
(Destroyed) 
© Antony Gormley

3. Antony Gormley: 
Room. 1980. 
Socks, shoes, pants, 
trousers, shirt, pullover, 
vest, jacket. 
157 x 220 x 700 cm. 
© Antony Gormley



28 29

real body in real time situated in a socially and politically vulnerable situation: 
“prompted by memories of people sleeping in stations in India wrapped entirely 
in cloth”.30

 Another early work involving ideas that re-occur repeatedly in Gormley’s 
sculptures is Room of 1980 (fig. 3). It is made up of his own clothes, torn into 
ribbons and stretched out so as to fence in a rather large area. What is suggested 
here is the physically sharp limit of our bodies as simultaneously contested and 
confirmed by our sense capabilities of connecting to the world around us.
 The so-called body cases comprise a large group of sculptures where the bodily 
postures of the figures vary, and whereas some appear as single figures, others are 
displayed as larger groups.31 The three-figure group Three ways: Mould, Hole and 
Passage (1981) were the first lead body cases taken from the artist’s own body (fig. 
4).32 By way of their different postures they have been interpreted as symbolising 
temporality.33 However, this triad of figures may also be interpreted as displaying 
bodies in action and relaxation, and therefore as relating to everyone’s bodily 
capabilities.34 By nominating his body-cast sculptures as body cases rather than 
“figures”, Gormley indicates that they refer to a well-defined space for a body to 
be placed in. He has also spoken of his need to make sculptures from the inside 
— this need is related to his idea of the human body as a place that we inhabit.35 

Land, Sea and Air II of 1981 is yet another triad (fig. 5). Daniel Birnbaum begins 
his essay “Remembering the future” like this: 

Three figures on the moist and shiny sand: one standing upright, one 
crouching, and one kneeling. They form a group, but at the same time 
each seems enclosed in a silence of its own. Each one alone with its shadow, 
waiting immutably. Waiting for what?

4. Antony Gormley: 
Three ways: Mould, Hole 
and Passage, 1981. 
Lead, fibreglass, plaster.
Mould: 60 x 98 x 50 cm; 
Hole 62 x 123 x 80 cm; 
Passage 34 x 209 x 50 cm. 
© Antony Gormley
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No artwork has given me so distinct an impression of time as Antony 
Gormley’s Land, Sea and Air II from 1992. Time passing, flowing like an 
invisible river, all-encompassing and still inaccessible. Each of the figures 
seems deeply concentrated. One puts the ear to the ground [Land], one gazes 
out towards the sea [Sea], one seems intent to breathe in the atmosphere 
in its entirety [Air]. Nothing happens, has happened, or will ever happen. 
Nothing but this one thing: Time.36

Learning to see III, 1991, is yet another figurative sculpture cast in lead (fig. 6). 
The process of casting his own body includes a number of separate processes. 
Gormley’s body is first wrapped in plaster. The plaster units are then used 
to make the mould for the lead-casting process. The hollow cast is then 
strengthened with fibreglass, further treated with a layer of lead hammered on 
to it, and soldered with seams.37 This piece is cast in a tensed upright standing 
posture, with arms following the torso. As is characteristic of the other lead-casts, 
this piece, too, reveals vague information on the facial features of its mould, but 
not clearly enough to approximate a portrait. Its singleness is often manifested 
when displayed, as the space around it is generous. The seams, reminiscent of 
the process of attaching the cast units together, are not readable in ergonomic 
terms: they simply do not correspond to the joints of a human body. Instead, the 
seams inscribe the sculpture within a grid, mapping the body so as to manifest the 
objecthood of the sculpture.38 McEvilley puts it as the “figures’ stillness reflects 
their inability to escape from the web of causality.”39   

Still running, from 1990, belongs to a body of works referred to as “expansion 
works”.40 It is a large work cast in iron, encapsulating air (fig. 1 and 7). The 

5. Antony Gormley: 
Land, Sea and Air II. 1981. 
Lead, fibreglass. 
Land (crouching) 
45 x 103 x 5 cm. 
Sea (standing) 
191 x 50 x 32 cm. 
Air (kneeling) 
118 x 69 x 52 cm. 
© Antony Gormley



30 31

surface’s strong orange and brownish-grey colours (due to rust) and its swollen 
organic shape do not give any clues as to a representative content. But like the 
body cases, Still running is also taken from Gormley’s own body posture: a 
running position. From the surface of his skin the same measure is taken so as 
to extend the inscription of his posture: the final work is a place large enough 
not only for the (real/original) body but also for its spatial extension by its 
movements.41

7. Antony Gormley: 
Still Running. 1991. 
Iron, air. 
317 x 276 x 148 cm. 
© Antony Gormley

6.  Antony Gormley: 
Learning to See III. 1991. 
Lead, fibreglass, plaster, 
and air. 
218 x 69 x 51 cm. 
© Antony Gormley
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 Gormley has made several works to be placed outdoors, one of them being 
the 1997 outdoor exhibition in Cologne: Total strangers (fig. 8-9).42 The show 
consisted of six sculptures, each cast in iron. In order to interfere with ordinary 
passers-by on their daily routines, units of the work were placed adjacent to a 
bus stop, at a cross-walk, and on the opposite side of the road a third figure was 
standing, another was lying down on the side-walk, and yet another was placed 
‘looking’ into the gallery – only one figure was located inside the gallery.43 The 
shifting locations of the five sculptures consequently alter and affect the situation 
of experiencing them: each meeting “is funnelled through one’s experience of 
an environment and one’s own acquired or learned attitudes towards […] art. 
Gormley’s figures reveal themselves as instruments of the perception of the 
other in oneself.”44 The sculptures, Gormley states, are not representations or 
subordinate narrative discourse. Narrative aspects, as those in Total Strangers, are 
rather to be located in the location and situation of the displayed figures.45 

8-9. Antony Gormley: 

Total Strangers. 1997. 

6 units. Detail. Each unit 
measures 194 x 51 x 30 cm, 
weighing 620 kg. 

© Antony Gormley
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In the last years, Gormley’s works seem to have left the human body behind. 
In a number of sculptures entitled Insiders, the point of reference to the (artist’s 
own) body is not visually comprehensible. They are made in the reversed manner 
of the prior work Still Running. The latter piece was given its shape from the 
same measure taken from multiple points of the body, and thereby creating a 
shape larger than the body from which the shape is derived. The shapes of the 
Insider figures are instead made from the same measure but directed inwards 
from the mould taken from the artist’s body. The results are tiny but tall figures, 
reminiscent of Giacometti’s figurative sculptures.46 
 Gormley’s sculptures have been considered as part of a new figurative tradition 
which re-emerged in the 1980s.47 A particular interest in the human body — a 
theme that had not been in great vogue since the 1950s — is something that 
Gormley shares with many other artists.48 Causey does not regard this new focus 
on the figure as a return to previous concepts, but rather that art of the 1980s was 
“concerned with figures that approximate to life but are not lifelike, and may be 
not whole, or are in some way abnormal”.49 
 According to Robert Garnett, art of the 1990s was not under the spell of 
theory, at least not to the same degree as art of the 1980s. Thus, representation was 
no longer a problem for artists: “What was seen to be a ‘crisis of representation’ 
in the 1980s had now, perhaps, ceased to be a crisis, and there no longer seemed 
much point in continuing a formalistic critique of the sign.”50 For Gormley the 
figurative issue per se does not seem to have been a problem. Instead he set out 
to perform sculpture concerned more with sense and body-oriented matters 
than language, cut loose from history and nationality and striving to restore 
universal values. The belief that the human body is the ground for experience 
and “the temple of life” is essential to Gormley. Knowledge, to him, is thus partly 
gained by sense experience. He says: “Sculpture is a form of physical thinking 
which allows us to escape language and approach the world from the side of 
the body, reversing the usual mind/body duality.”51 In a time, such as ours, 
when rationalism is over-estimated, he argues that there is great importance in 
returning to the body: “I strive to re-establish universal values, arts fundamental 
position in the phenomenological world. It is simply about how something is 
experienced, rather than if one ‘achieves’ knowledge of something, or even better: 
[it’s about] the relation between to know and to experience.”52 For Gormley, art 
is an instrument for thought.53
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Besides the interest in the human body, Gormley has worked consistently with 
yet another theme in a number of works: organic processes.54 Natural Selection 
(1981) consists of a variety of objects which have been encapsulated in cast lead; 
among these one finds a banana, a hand-grenade, a light bulb et cetera (fig. 10-12). 
According to Birnbaum, this encapsulation “seems to want to heal the division 
between natural processes and technological work”.55 When displayed, the objects 
are arranged in a row as if to relate to ideas of evolution, and consequently what 
the evolution (of mankind) has brought with it. If a subtle critique of civilisation 
can be interpreted as embodied in Natural Selection, it is more obviously legible 
in Seeds IV, of 1993 (fig. 13). Also cast in lead, this latter piece is made up of a 
large amount of cartridges gathered in a heap on the floor. Correspondent in size 
and shape, the cartridges resemble botanical capsules though they carry within 
themselves not life coming into being but destruction, or even death. 
 In the early 1980s Gormley began working in lead, using it for casts — both 
in making works like Natural Selection, but also in making casts of his own body.  

10. Antony Gormley: Natural Selection. 1981. Lead. Variable dimensions. © Antony Gormley

11-12. Antony Gormley: Natural Selection. Details. © Antony Gormley
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Lead is a pliable metal with a relatively low fusing-point, making it suitable for 
casting processes. The material itself has several crucial properties related to the 
production of meaning. When alloyed with other metals, lead can be used for 
building-construction. Furthermore, it is radioactive and therefore possible 
to use for geological time-dating, that is, as a means for measuring historical 
time. Thus, the material also alludes to Gormley’s own interest in time and its 
destructive forces. Since it also effectively protects against nuclear radiation, 
objects wrapped in lead will remain intact even if a catastrophe occurs.56 
 Moreover, lead is poisonous. One of the symptoms of lead poisoning is 
anaemia, another is sterility; both of these — when lead is used in Gormley’s 
works of art — can be interpreted as connoting references to hindrances for life 
and reproduction. A third risk of being poisoned by lead involves its attack on the 
central nervous system. In 1989/90 Gormley made a sculpture entitled Sovereign 
State (fig. 14). It consists of a figure made of lead, but unlike his so-called “body 
cases” this figure has a larger volume, indicating a temporary step away from the 
exact cast of the artist’s own body. It has a more swollen character. The figure 

13.  Antony Gormley: Seeds IV. 1989/93. Lead.  Each unit 35 x 11 cm in diameters. 
© Antony Gormley
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has four openings (one for the mouth, anus, penis and navel) through which an 
orange rubber hose of 300 metres passes and is then gathered in a heap behind 
the lying figure. The piece thus seems to depict a closed circuit life-system. Or, if 
one wants to allude to the properties of lead, the sculpture shows a madman, who 
writhes in pain — poisoned.  

Gormley has consistently worked with cultures different from his own.57 In 1989 
he made his first Field-installation: Field for the Art Gallery of New South Wales, in 
Australia. This generic work has continued as several installations, each of them 
produced for a specific site and occasion. According to Brenson, Gormley’s work 
argues that no political idea can be convincing without a bodily experience of the 
earth.58  Of the field works, Lewis Biggs writes: 

In ‘Field’, each figure derives its scale and shape from the hand of the person 
making it, and its position in the final installation is likewise the result of 
intuitive process rather than a predetermined order. While using some of the 
strategies of minimalism to capture the senses, it subverts the impersonality 
of minimalism through emphasising the hand-built and unique nature of 
each unit.59

14. Antony Gormley: Sovereign State. 1989/90. Brass, lead, plaster, fibreglass, air, rubber hose. 
Figure: 66 x 172 x 98 cm, rubber hose: 300 meters long. © Antony Gormley



36 37

European Field of 1993 was made as a collaboration with the staff of Malmö 
Konsthall and the students and teachers from the Östra Grieve Folkhögskola.60 
It consists of approximately 40 000 terracotta figures displayed as a tight field, 
which the viewer looks at from the threshold. Despite the perceptually infinite 
numbers of figures, they manifest individuality. Each one of them is handmade, 
which is testified by their specific shape and placement of “eyes”. This is 
particularly evident in the figures closest to the threshold. Raising one’s gaze so 
as to include the entire field of figures in one’s perception, mass production and 
likeness ⎯ suggested seriality, one might add ⎯ are the aspects that are then 
manifested. Framing out the viewer from the field of figures through a threshold 
is an installation device reminiscent of Walter de Maria’s New York Earth Room 
(1977). 

Anish Kapoor

Anish Kapoor was born in Bombay, India, in 1954. 
He trained in electronics but soon decided to become 
an artist and in 1973, at the age of eighteen, he 
enrolled at Hornsey College of Art in north London. 
Kapoor continued to study art at the Chelsea School 
of Art, London, from which he graduated in 1978.61 
 Kapoor emerged as an artist in the late 1970s. He 
had his first one-person show at the Parisian gallery 
Patrice Alexandre in 1980, soon followed by another 
at the Lisson Gallery in London (1982), the gallery 
which has represented him ever since.62 Consulting 
a listing of his one-man shows and participations 
in group-shows soon makes it clear that Anish Kapoor had a rather fast career 
breakthrough during the early 1980s.63 
 His early work is characterised by relatively lightweight materials, and the 
colour issue was predominant already in his early stages as a sculptor. 1000 Names 
of 1979-82 belongs to his early works (fig. 16-17). It consists of a varying number 
of units, each of a different geometrical wood construction covered with different 
colours of pigment (red, yellow, and white). The powdered colour pigments 
continue out on the floor, smoothly stretching the material boundaries of the 
sculptures. The title is generic, and is given to a large group of works, including 

15. Anish Kapoor: Working 
process. © Anish Kapoor
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both ground-bound and wall-hanging pieces.64 On 1000 Names Germano Celant 
writes that Kapoor tries “to define an enclosed space, a territory, in which to 
isolate and reveal the energy of the sacred in all its countless denominations: 
one thousand names.”65 Kapoor himself has spoken of infinity as a subject of the 
work, one thousand being a symbolic number.66 The display installation of 1000 
Names is always related to the site at hand. The interrelationships are therefore 
not fixed but can be altered due to spatial circumstances and due to which units 
are brought together. These smaller sculptures with strong coloured pigmented 
surfaces do not unquestionably fall under the category of sculpture. Rather, these 

16. Anish Kapoor: 
1000 Names. 1979-80. 
Mixed media, pigment. 
Dimensions variable. 
© Anish Kapoor

17. Anish Kapoor: 
1000 Names. 1980. 
Bonded chalk. 
Diam. 130 x 70 cm.
© Anish Kapoor
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works occupy and simultaneously stretch the limitation of a position to the very 
point of eliminating the strict categorical demarcations between sculpture and 
painting.67 As if to celebrate, I discovered a mountain, blooming with red flowers, 
of 1981, is an often-reproduced work by Kapoor. It consists of three elements 
of different size, shape, and colour, positioned in a rather tight group when 
displayed. Placement — or perhaps composition is a more adequate term for 
the works of these early years — is a predominant issue already in Kapoor’s early 
work. The use of colour as a tactile material in its own right is also predominant 
in his early work. Colour does not merely function as a toned surface for Kapoor. 
The 1979 journey Kapoor made to his native India is often claimed to have 
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been a turning point in his artistic production and interest, especially regarding 
his handling of colour.68 It is worthwhile to point out here, without questioning 
Kapoor’s personal thoughts and interests in this matter, that British post-war 
sculpture has to a large extent proved colour to be a predominant aspect of the 
practice (especially when compared to contemporaneous American sculpture).69 
 Much of Kapoor’s sculpture made during the 1980s works in yet another 
way of cancelling strict demarcations. The shapes of these sculptures vary from 
more easily graspable geometric structures (like the ball, the square, pyramid, or 
crescent) to others more complex in shape. The latter ones, like the elements of 
Black Earth, 1983, are so structurally complex as to (seemingly) leave geometry 

18. Anish Kapoor: Black Earth. 1983. Four 
elements. Polystyrene, cement, earth, acrylic, 
pigment. Dimensions variable 
© Anish Kapoor
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behind (fig. 18). Instead of colour supporting and facilitating the recognition of 
the material structure and geometric figure, (as in As if to celebrate), the formal 
complexity re-directs the objects into a symbolic sphere. An associative situation 
is opened up as the shapes are almost like something from the real world: a 
flower, a grain, sometimes even animal-like (for instance, the largest element of 
Black Earth that seems to have emerged from a forceful rotation around its own 
axis).70 They present themselves as found objects, but hide their origins beneath 
the pigmented surfaces, eluding any certain conclusion of what they really 
“are”. In reference to the works made during the early 1980’s, Kapoor has been 
described as a post-conceptual artist (not post-minimalist, not neo-formalist).71 
Whereas he himself has said that Carl Andre and Joseph Beuys have influenced 
him, McEvilley speaks of a rather broad heritage in reference to Kapoor’s works: 
“Hindu symbology, Hebrew mystical thought, Modernist abstraction, Minimal 
or primary-shape art, post-Minimal poetic objecthood, metaphysical iconicity, 
psycho-analytic intuition, New British Sculpture.”72

The project of 1000 Names is overlapped by another work extending over time: 
Part of the Red, begun in 1981, in which Kapoor began to use raw blue pigment 
alongside the red, yellow, and white. Place, of 1985, is a blue pigmented open 
cubic shape without a front wall and top, with an opening on the back wall 
in the shape of an ellipse (fig. 19). This piece invites the corporeal viewer to a 
higher degree, in my mind, than most of his previous works. This situation is not 
only grounded in the fact that the formal shape resembles a chair, (connoting 
ergonomic relations), but that it is a formally more open work. The particular 
blue colour that he uses in Place, reminiscent of the IBK (International Blue 
Klein) of Yves Klein, characterises many of his most well-known painting-
sculptures: At the Hub of Things (1987), Madonna of 1989-90 (fig. 20), Mother 
as a Void (1989-90), and the triptych work Untitled (1990), My Body Your Body 
(1993), and Angel of 1990 (fig. 83-84). Kapoor has stated that his work posits 
itself within a field of painting-sculptures rather than being solely either/or. The 
either/or question is a dichotomy he refuses throughout his work, treated as a 
subject in its own right.73 Kapoor began with painting during his years at art 
school, but turned to sculpture in his postgraduate year at the Chelsea School 
of Art.74 Using colour in nearly all his works may be grounds to define them as 
paintings, but using raw pigment as a tactile material in its own right immediately 
places this categorisation in doubt. 
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In the 1980s, Kapoor acquired a large studio, making it possible for him to work 
with larger and heavier materials. His sculptural work began to change, as he 
could now handle large blocks of stones in his studio. If the works from the first 
half of the 1980s are best formally characterised as almost organic, rather small 
in scale and size, and seemingly fragile, the pieces of the late 1980s reveal a new 

19. Anish Kapoor: 
Place. 1985. 
Wood, gesso, pigment. 
90 x 80 x 80 cm. 
© Anish Kapoor

20. Anish Kapoor: 
Madonna. 1989-90. 
Fibreglass, pigment. 
Diam. 284,5 x 155 cm. 
© Anish Kapoor
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turn.  Not only do the materials employed change, but the later works function 
on their own to a larger extent, that is, as individual pieces rather than larger 
ensembles of several units. However, on most occasions Kapoor’s sculptures are 
displayed as installations of several units. On his earliest works, Celant writes: 
“the configurations of these works express Kapoor’s desire to arrive at a formal 
middle-ground between the meanings of the body and of its absence, between 
stasis and potential activity.”75 Reading this from a corporeal viewer perspective, 
this description fits the larger stone works well. 
 During the late 1980s, Kapoor made a number of large sculptures of stone 
with pigmented parts. I, of 1987, is made of a roughly worked limestone cubic 
block with a circular opening on the top surface, filled with black pigment (fig. 
21). Responding to it with one’s own sheer physicalness, it calls into question 
notions of weight and weightlessness, closure and openness. It involves a manner 
of addressing the viewer; taken up further in the Void Field of 1989 proceeding 
I (fig. 91-92). Regarding its title, I, it speaks in a somewhat different tone, by 
presenting the human body in reverse: hard on the outside, fragile and vulnerable 
on the inside.76 

21. Anish Kapoor: I. 1987. Limestone, pigment. 59 x 63 x 95 cm. © Anish Kapoor
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Tomb, of 1989, is a large block of slate resting directly on the floor. An interrupted 
line runs along its top surface, thin and made of pigment (fig. 22). The rather 
complex shapes of his earlier work have made way for more simple and direct 
sculptures, as regards their formal aspects. To a certain extent (disregarding the 
creative process of Kapoor) a sculpture could not be made in a more easier way 
than Tomb: a single block of stone with a thin rift on a surface. Yet this simplicity 
still holds that co-existence of opposites so characteristic of Kapoor’s work; the 
hard solid stone, seemingly unbreakable, reveals itself as vulnerable by the sudden 
cut opening up for a glimpse of soft perishable interior — the pigmented rift.  The 
Healing of St.Thomas is from the same year, 1989. This piece is not a sculpture, 
but is perhaps a painting. On a white gallery wall, on eye-level, the rift re-occurs. 
This time it is made of raw red pigment. Intervening in the space and physical 
boundaries of the gallery room in a very delicate way, from my perspective it 
points both to the legend of St. Thomas and the defining framework of art per 
se.77 In an often-quoted interview Kapoor says: “I do not want to make sculpture 
about form—it doesn’t really interest me. I wish to make sculpture about belief, 
or about passion, about experience that is outside of material concern.”78 This 
comment of Kapoor’s could be used as a suitable description of this work 
connecting to the biblical story of 
St. Thomas’s disbelief of Christ’s 
resurrection. He actually has to touch 
the wound, only to discover that the 
wound is real. Many of Kapoor’s 
sculptures invite touch, as one often 
finds oneself oscillating between an 
apprehension of incisions and holes as 
only pigment or actual openings. But, 
unlike St. Thomas, we are not allowed 
to physically take the elusiveness of the 
work in our hands: the duality remains, 
and we stay unhealed in our doubts. 
 Doubt, not least that regarding 
the actual physical structure versus the 
perceivable one of his sculptures and 
paintings, is an effect often employed 
by Kapoor. He leaves us well-behaving 
viewers in constant doubt, dramatising 

22. Anish Kapoor: Tomb. 1989. 
Slate, pigment. 48,5 x 136 x 392 cm. 

© Anish Kapoor
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the experiences of his works by those openings that are perhaps precisely not 
that.79  In 1992, for the Documenta IX in Kassel, he made yet another piece 
which situates the viewer in an uncertain state. Descent into Limbo, 1992, is an 
architectonic work: a concrete cube house (measuring six square metres) into 
which the visitor was invited.80 Once inside, a large black circle on the floor is 
displayed. This time it is an actual hole: beneath the floor a round cavity is dug 
out, with its dark opening at floor-level. Building for a Void, of the same year, is 
another large-scale architectonic work of Kapoor’s (fig. 23-24). It was made at 
the Expo ‘92 in Seville.81 Like the aforementioned work, this piece is also made 
in concrete. But the shape is round with a spiral ramp leading the visitor into the 
small building. The interior room, in the shape of an ellipse, is lit from above by 
a circular trapezoid opening in the ceiling. In the middle of the floor one finds a 
small dark circle, made in the same way as in the Kassel work. But, as the opening 
is much smaller this time, the situation is not as risky on the viewer’s behalf as 
the former. However, both these works are examples of Kapoor’s strategies of 
intervening in and engaging the display room and the viewer visiting it. For 
Kapoor, these works bring in psychology, of which fear is but one aspect.82 

23-24. Anish Kapoor: Building for a Void. 1992. 
Concrete, stucco. H 15 m, long axis 8,4 m, short axis 6,9 m. © Anish Kapoor
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During the 1990s Anish Kapoor has continued to work with large blocks 
of different kinds of stones alongside wall-oriented pieces and large-scale 
installations. New materials turn up in his work in the middle of the 1990s: 
aluminium and stainless steel. The wall-oriented piece Untitled, 1995, is made of 
aluminium. Its rectangular outer limit presents it as a painting, but it digs into 
the wall nearly one meter. As a relief in the negative, its mirroring effects seems to 
be sucked into that cavity along with the gaze of the viewer. It is thus readable as a 
discursive statement on painting, (linear) perspective, and the gaze of the viewer. 
Three years later, at his one-man show at the Hayward Gallery in London, 
Kapoor displayed Suck, 1998 (fig. 25). It is a stainless steel siphon, measuring 
270 cm in diameter. Openings in the floor, as in Suck, are a frequent feature of 
Kapoor’s work of the late 1990s. Two features characteristic of much of Kapoor’s 
three-dimensional pieces co-operate in Suck so as to involve the corporeality of 
its viewer. The opening at floor-level and the mirroring effects of the material 
are employed as follows: As one leans forward towards the gap in the middle, 
uncertain of how deep it really is, the viewer sees the image of herself. Not only 
does one look at oneself looking into that gap; the mirror image is such that it 
follows the visually blurred border at the point where the structure folds and 
opens downwards. Thus, the experience of nearly being swept into that opening 
originates from both one’s own sense of balance (lost) when leaning forward and 
the simultaneous view of the image of oneself leaning.
 
The Hayward show in 1998 was Kapoor’s first solo exhibition at a British public 
gallery.83 This may be partly due to his many large-scale pieces, which are not 
that easily installed since they take up a lot of space and are time-consuming as to 

25. Anish Kapoor: Suck. 
1998. Stainless steel. 
270 x 270 cm. 
© Anish Kapoor
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their installation.  At the edge of the world of 1998 was his by-then largest interior 
three-dimensional work, shown at the Hayward exhibition. Above the viewers, 
a large deep red pigmented siphon hovers, suspended from the ceiling. Gallery 
walls had been arranged so as to close in on the work, leaving only a narrow gap 
between the work’s edges and the walls.84 
 In 1999 Kapoor made his largest sculptural commission: Taratantara. The 
temporary piece was built at the unfinished Baltic Centre of Contemporary Art 
in Newcastle.85 When Kapoor was invited to make a work on site in the large 
Turbine Hall at the Tate Modern in London, the resulting piece was a 155 
metre long flute-shaped sculpture: Marsyas, 2002.86 This is a record-breaking 
sculpture in contemporary collections of art, in terms of its sheer size. Made of 
red PVC, the construction is suspended from three large steel circles. This piece 
is reminiscent of Taratantara. On the working process of Marsyas, Kapoor has 
said: “One can have a hundred different ideas about a space, but it is not the ideas 
that matter. I think it’s to do with how one deals with the very simple, almost 
pragmatic, problems set up by the architecture. And how one overcomes them 
and yet holds on to […] one’s artistic project.”87

 Anish Kapoor has also done public commissions including a memorial of the 
Holocaust for the Liberal Jewish Synagogue in St John’s Wood, north London, 
in 1988. What Kapoor strived for was not a story, but rather a place which 
would slow the visitor down and let the memories receive the time needed to be 
recalled.88 In 2001 Kapoor made another public sculpture: Sky Mirror. The piece 
consists of a concave circle shape of stainless steel, 575 centimeters in diameter, 
placed at the centre of the square in front of the Nottingham Playhouse. His 
idea here was “to propose a sculpture, but in fact try to make a painting”.89 The 
material factualness of the piece is visually dissolved due to the mirroring effects 
of the material. The work, “hardly being a sculpture at all”, mirrors its own site 
on both sides: on the concave surface the surrounding is reflected up-side down, 
on the convex surface the reflected images are projected the right way.90

Rachel Whiteread

Rachel Whiteread was born in 1963 in London. She began her art studies at 
the Brighton Polytechnic in 1982, where she studied painting until 1985.91 She 
continued her studies at The Slade School of Art, London, in 1985 to 1987. In 
1992-93 she took part in the DAAD International Artists program in Berlin. Her 
work has been primarily exhibited in Western Europe and the US.92
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During her years at The Slade School of Art, Whiteread made casts from her own 
body, but found these works too intimate to show publicly.93 She also made works 
representing body parts shaped as fragments of utility goods, as in a piece from 
her school years where she used a cast from her back as a shovel (fig. 27).94 There 
is a surrealistic aspect at play here, which returns later 
in other sculptures as a kind of surrealistic experience 
of well-defined and well-known spaces like a room. 
Perhaps it seemed too easy to make works directly 
related to the human body by simply making casts 
of it, thereby rendering the artwork an inevitable 
presence.
 
The majority of her sculptures are cast from various 
commonplace objects.95 In the making of nearly all 
her sculptures the object-moulds have one property 
in common: their function to contain. The casting of 
their interiors or framed voids is the most distinctive 
feature of her oeuvre. The found objects used as 
moulds have been of such different kinds as a hot-
water bottle, a wardrobe, and even a room and 

26. Rachel Whiteread: Casting process of Untiled Floor. © Rachel Whiteread

27. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled (Shovel). 1986-87. 

Mixed media. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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an entire house. In other works, Whiteread has turned the focus from objects 
containing space to un-used and unnoticed areas of space such as the voids found 
underneath tables, chairs, beds, and bathtubs. These void spaces are cast and 
made solid. In certain works, she makes manifest those areas of space we do not 
normally think of as places, but which may very well be regarded as such. In 
other works, she deals with familiar places, which as a result of her transformative 
way of working seem more or less impossible as places, at least, impossible to 
physically occupy with our bodies. She problematises our conception of space 
and place and, furthermore, estranges these phenomena from their normal and 
usual appearance in the course of everyday life. Taken together, the body of 
Whiteread’s sculpture testifies to a great interest in transforming voids and space 
into tangible matter. Whereas the objects used as casts are well-known items to 
most of us, the phenomena that she thematically focuses on are not primarily 
phenomena overlooked by our culture, but rather phenomena hitherto unseen in 
this way.

To my mind, her oeuvre builds on the heritage of Minimal sculpture as well 
as that of post-minimal artists to a much larger extent than do the oeuvre of 
both Gormley and Kapoor. Sculptural practice of both the 1960s and the 1970s 
has been acknowledged as the ground of Whiteread’s own practice: she “seized 
upon the rich vocabulary and artistic strategies of her predecessors and set on a 
course to reshape and restage them, discovering the positive through the negative 
while blending private and public, the personal and the societal.”96 In addition 
to affinities with much Minimal sculpture, Joseph Beuys, Bruce Nauman, and 
Louise Bourgeois are often mentioned as sources of inspiration.97

28. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled (Torso). 1992-95. 
Resin. 15 x 30 x 20 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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Representation in Whiteread’s work is never a simple matter, and the problematics 
of describing her work in terms of the figurative will be discussed thoroughly in 
chapter 3. Instead of taking casts directly from a human body, she began to refer to 
it by “its functions and through the traces it leaves behind on objects of daily life.”98 

She found that furniture, since it is made by humans for humans, corresponds to 
the human body and its variant postures when using it. Whereas a chair is made 
so that our legs easily can be bent to ninety degrees with our back comfortably 
leaned backwards, beds and mattresses are long enough to carry an adult’s body 
stretched out. Whiteread regards and employs furniture as metaphors for human 
beings — as metaphors for our physicality, our very presence. The scale of most 
of her sculptures, particularly the earlier ones, was dictated by the necessity for 
her to handle them herself in her studio. Consequently they also display a certain 
manageability regarding scale and size; the references to human usage are kept 
intact. Furthermore, references to bodies and the physical usage of the furniture 
and other objects she employs as moulds can occasionally be noticed on the surfaces 
of the casts: wearings and traces of hairs, et cetera, can be seen as vague imprints on 
the surfaces. It has also been suggested that Whiteread applies her found furniture 
moulds as ergonomic frames of body measurement.99 Interpretations with this kind 
of reference imply that an indexical, and performative, relation between cast object 
and human body is kept.  
 An interesting aspect of the already mentioned shovel-piece is her choice to 
use the back as a mould. Several of her sculptures interpreted in the following 
are concerned with our bodily and sensuous properties of spatial co-ordination 
and, furthermore, the orientation is, if not entirely dysfunctional, then at least 
disordered. Returning to this topic in depth in chapter 3, it is worth pointing 
out that our abilities of spatial orientation is an issue already implied in her work 
during her studies. 
 By the direction of our back we simply decide what is spatially behind or in 
front of us. And the direction of our back indicates that our focus and interest 
are oriented towards another, opposite, point. In the works to be discussed in the 
following, I suggest that by the kind of experiences they may result in, the back 
(and its opposite, our front) is experienced as a dysfunctional corporeal property 
of ours. Our back seems to be set out of order and consequently it affects our 
experience of spatial relations. I maintain that one of the most essential aspects 
of Whiteread’s sculptures is an investigation of how we physically experience and 
gain knowledge of our (spatial) surroundings and how these physical experiences 
can be transfigured into the media of sculpture.100 Performative issues partaking 
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of meaning production are in fact inscribed by her work from the beginning. In 
her work there is also a concentration of certain aspects of what we experience in 
a physical sense: limited space such as a room and different relations to distances 
(contrary to the physical experience of touch, for example) are brought forward. 

The materials employed in her casts have been more or less the same during her 
career. Among the most frequently used are plaster and resin; both are easily 
made fluid which is, of course, a necessity when the making procedure is casting. 
In more recent years she has also used rubber. During the process of casting 
Whiteread never uses any mediary layer of another material between the object to 
be cast and the cast material (as is necessary when casting, e.g. bronze sculptures). 
The primary reason of shortening the process by leaving out one stage is that the 
traces of the surface of the found object to be cast are important to cast as well.101It 
suggests Whiteread’s preference to maintain the boundaries inscribed by the 
physical direct relationship between the moulds and the final casts. A romantic 
notion of the unmediated imprint is perhaps localised in this approach. 
 One exception from the cast process and the materials employed there is 
Whiteread’s Untitled (Marble slab), 1991, which — as the title indicates — is 
carved in marble. From an art historical perspective marble is a classical material, 
and according to much discussion during the twentieth century, marble belongs 
to the category of high material (in contrast to the low of plaster, resin, different 
plastics et cetera). Using marble is considered a statement; a one-time use of a 
classical material for a sculpture representing a highly commonplace object makes 
the material aspect stand out. Neville Wakefield has pointed out that Whiteread 
not only uses negative forms (seen from a traditional process perspective, 
Whiteread’s end product would only be phase two in a longer process), but 
also negative materials such as plaster, resin, concrete and polystyrene for her 
sculptures. However, Wakefield’s use of the word negative does not refer to the 
debate of high versus low materials, but rather to the fact that their ordinary use 
has been for the mould rather than the cast itself.102 Neither the mould nor its 
material has any traditional artistic value, but for Whiteread it is these two that 
constitute the final work.
 
In her casts of mattresses, the imprints on the surfaces are of great importance 
to the visuality of the pieces and processes of interpretation. Reminiscent of 
the anti-form sculpture of the 1960s and 70s by artists like Robert Morris and 
Richard Serra, these works, too, display softness and bendability. The malleable 
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aspect of their moulds (i.e. the found mattresses) is revealed in the final sculptures 
by their varying postures: mattresses being laid down, erased standing up, folded 
up towards a wall, et cetera. What is cast here is each of the four sides of the 
particular mattresses, since they themselves hide no space. Still, space is referred 
to: the endless space above the surface.103 Untitled (Freestanding Bed) of 1991, 
made of dental plaster and polystyrene, is but one example (fig. 29). There is not 
much that indicates that the work is actually a cast ⎯ representation is nearly 
cancelled since the identity of the cast corresponds to its mould to such a degree 
that the two might be mistaken for each other. Of course, walking up to the piece 
and scrutinising its texture and the material employed exposes the true character 
of the work: that it is a “sculpture”, not mattresses. With these works, Whiteread 
investigates representation per se in a different way than in the casts of voids. 
The issue here is not that of displaying space as matter, making us see features 
of commonplace items in a new way; but instead playing off representation 
against itself, to test representation against its borders. The process of making 

these casts is similar to photography, i.e. capturing an image. The surface texture 
of the found mattress is transferred to the surface of the cast, and hence works 
as an index sign pointing to its origin. Displaying a ready-made mattress would 
simply not involve representation as content in the same way. However, the 
documentary issue has been an ambush for photography theory, whatever context 
the image has been inscribed to. In Whiteread’ work a suggested implication of 
documentary aspects are also underscored.

29. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled (Freestanding bed). 
1991. 
Dental plaster, polystyrene. 
104 x 183 x 23 cm.
© Rachel Whiteread
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 The mattresses are bought at second-hand shops. Buying new ones does 
not interest Whiteread, as it is the traces of them being used, lived with, that 
she seeks. She says: “When you use second-hand furniture it is inevitable that 
the history of objects becomes a part of the work.”104 In this context, social and 
political issues are raised in her work. 
  Corresponding visually to the mattress pieces are her bed sculptures, also from 
the early 1990s. Untitled (Amber bed), of 1991, was the first. What differentiates 
it from a mattress piece is visually hard to say. It is slumped against the wall, 
bent as if to work as a chair rather than a bed. Four holes running through the 
otherwise solid piece indexically refer to the bed legs. With reference to these 
works, Whiteread has said: “I wanted to make something figurative. […] as a 
metaphor for people. I’ve lived in London virtually all my life and having grown 
up through Thatcher’s years, seeing the deprivation, and seeing more and more 
homeless people everywhere […]”.105

During the 1990s Rachel Whiteread has made several works with indexical 
relations not only to voids found in domestic spheres of life, but also as casts 
from floors, ceilings, and doors. Furthermore, she has produced a number of 
sculptures from underneath furniture and household objects like bath tubs and 
sinks of which the white plaster casts Untitled (Square sink) and Untitled (Bath), 
both from 1990, are but two examples (fig. 30, 31). The space underneath tables 
appears in several sculptures, sometimes as installations of several units. The 
concrete casts of Untitled (Nine Tables) from 1998 is one of these works. As the 
title indicates, the installation is made up by nine units cast from the same type 
of table. At her 1998 show at Anthony d’Offay Gallery in London, the units were 
displayed as three rows of three units each.106 In between the rows, there was space 
enough to allow viewers to pass. The manners of displaying Whiteread’s negative 
casts are always in correspondence with the moulds’ habitual placement. That is, 
casts of tables are placed on the floor, and casts of bookshelves are hung on the 
walls. To make the art objects further estranged by displaying them in a manner 
we don’t normally see would probably only be banal. The estrangement already 
at play by displaying the voids or space underneath things as their negative, that 
is, as solid matter, is evidently enough to make the viewer attentive to what s/he 
is actually looking at. 
 “Looking at Whiteread’s sculpture entails a kind of mapping of the 
remembered on to the present. It involves the viewer in a relationship with the 
object from which the work was cast which both mimics and remains distinct from 
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the relationship entered into by the artist”, writes Fiona Bradley.107 Whiteread’s 
work could also be described in terms of archaeological interrogations of our 
daily domestic environment: They map our daily encounters with ordinary 
objects with their negative. 

31. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Bath). 1990. 
Plaster, glass. 103 x 105,5 x 20,9 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread

30. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Square sink). 
1990. Plaster. 197 x 101 x 86,5 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread



54 55

In 1993-94 Whiteread was engaged in her largest 
sculptural project to date: House (fig. 34). The piece 
was extensively written about at the time and a video 
recording the work in progress was made.108 It was a 
cast of the interior of an entire house, banned and 
derelict and therefore possible for Whiteread to 
use. Her final work, a monumental concrete cast in 
the negative, caused outrageous critique. However, 
Whiteread saw the project as a temporary one. For 
her, the fact that the artwork would follow the 
destiny of its mould ⎯ to be demolished ⎯ was 
inscribed in the project from the beginning. Even as 
a cast in the negative, the white surface ⎯ its facade 
⎯ took on the look of the Victorian terrace houses so 

“British” for a foreigner. The striving of several post-minimal artists to bridge the 
gap between sculpture and architecture re-occurs in Whiteread’s piece.109 House 
is a mapping “of the building and its layer of history”, to use Lisa Dennison’s 
words.110 Located in a working-class neighbourhood in London’s East End, the 
work displayed a (previous) home entrapped in solid concrete. A violation, some 
might add, of the private area of a family. A violation, too, of a building, as its 
interior space was turned into solid matter. Its demolished walls gave the piece a 
sense of claustrophobia. The open surrounding of House further manifested its 
singleness.

      

33. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled 
(Twenty-Four Switches). 
1998. Cast aluminium. 
26,3 x20,3 x 6 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread

32. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled (Five Shelves). 1995-

96. Plaster. 25 x 95 x 22,5 
cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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Large scale sculpture has been one of Whiteread’s preoccupations since House, 
Ghost and Untitled (Room) (fig. 49-51, 62). At her solo exhibition at the 
Serpentine Gallery, London, 2001, one of the works on view was Untitled 
(Upstairs), 2001 (fig. 35).111 The work is the negative cast of a staircase nearly 
nine metres high. As with most of her casts, confronting Untitled (Upstairs) is 
on one point unproblematic: The work resembles a staircase. However, figuring 
out one’s own spatial position in relation to the piece is more troublesome. The 
relevance of illusory space as a location for meaning in relation to sculpture, as 
related to tradition, and consequently to the semiotic system of “sculpture”, has 
been much debated in critical theory on sculpture since the 1960’s. As discussed 
above with reference to representation, Whiteread seems to push limits here, 
too. Illusory space as that inert space of a solid sculpture is one thing, but to 
comprehend space turned into closed matter leaving the viewer no entrance is 
something else.  
 In 2001 Whiteread made two more large sculptures: Untitled (Apartment) and 
Untitled (Basement). Both of them are taken (i.e. cast) from her then recently 
acquired London atelier where she lives and works. The former is cast from the 
upstairs three-room apartment of a building re-built in 1957; the latter is cast 
from its basement.112 Both these sculptures were made at the invitation of the 

35. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Upstairs). 
2001. Mixed media. 370 x 780 x 410 cm. 

© Rachel Whiteread

34. Rachel Whiteread: House. 1993-94. 
Destroyed. Concrete, mixed media. 

© Rachel Whiteread
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Deutsche Guggenheim Berlin for the exhibition Rachel Whiteread: Transient 
Space in 2001.113 The works are described as addressing “the aesthetic and 
socioeconomic issues related to postwar architecture”, and mummify into solid 
matter parts of a building used as a synagogue, a textile merchant’s warehouse, 
and now an artist’s home and studio.114 It is the transience of architectonic spaces 
that interests Whiteread.115

 Water Tower was a temporary installation on one of Manhattan’s rooftops, 
1998. The work, commissioned by the Museum of Modern Art, New York, was 
located on a building at Grand Street and West Broadway.116 The inside of a 
water tower was cast in resin and steel, and measured approximately 340 x 244 
centimetres. Pointing to a prominent feature of Manhattan’s skyline, Whiteread 
also made references to our daily life with this work: our need and use of water.  
 In 1995 Whiteread began working on her proposal of a monument to the 
victims of the Holocaust to be erected in Vienna. Winning the prize-competition, 
it took five more years before her work Holocaust Memorial was unveiled on 26 
October 2000 in Vienna’s Judenplatz (fig. 36).117 The “facade” of Whiteread’s 

work is made up of bookshelves filled with books and cast in concrete.118 With 
its location above the excavations of a medieval synagogue and the unreadable 
“books” of its walls, the work refers to history in several aspects. Monument, 
of 2001, is yet another public work by Rachel Whiteread. The sculpture is a 
transparent cast of one of the plinths at Trafalgar Square in London (fig. 37). 
Turned upside down on the original plinth, it turns the viewer’s focus both to 
the architectonic environment of the place and towards the sky.119

36. Rachel Whiteread: 
Holocaust Memorial 2000. 
Judenplatz, Vienna. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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Discussions on Whiteread’s work 
often focus on themes like death and 
memory.120 Arguing death as a theme 
of Whiteread’s work seems relevant 
to me only in reference to her pieces 
made from bath tubs. Their likeness 
to sarcophagi is what primarily seems 
to support this aspect of meaning 
content. One has to carefully consider 
the essential difference between the 
dichotomies of life — death and 
presence — absence; that an object 
(mould) is destroyed in the creative 
process of another object (cast) is not 
the same as that it dies. Filling space 
is in some way (desperately) trying to 
preserve absence. Whiteread has said 
that her work of transforming void 
space into matter was about giving 
“certain spaces an authority they’d 
never had. But it’s also to do with 
keeping a presence.”121  
 Traces from human bodies (like hair, or bodily fluids such as sweat or urine) 
are on occasions interpreted as signs for memory, indexically pointing to an 
individual’s use of the objects that Whiteread has found or bought and then 
used for casting moulds.122 But whose memory are we talking about? Certainly 
not mine (or any spectator’s for that matter, as the allusive memories spoken 
of are not even Whiteread’s own). Are these subtle traces evidence enough of 
history and thus memory? For example, Debbaut and Klein Essink write: “The 
symbolic significance of an object is determined by the memory of it rather than 
by its physical presence.”123 But do we not always define and understand our 
experiences, our encounters with the world no matter what section/field of it, by 
way of our memories? I suggest that what Whiteread’s work instead consists of is 
that memory becomes dysfunctional when we are confronted by her sculptures 
— our past experience does not apply, does not aid us. This is what triggers the 
encounter with Whiteread’s sculptures: the direction of the index is not what it 
first seems to be, that is, not the table but the void underneath it.

37. Rachel Whiteread: Monument. 2001. 
Resin. Trafalgar Square, London. 

© Rachel Whiteread
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 Andreas Huyssen distinguishes a certain category of Post-Minimal sculpture 
that he calls memory sculpture. These pieces “display an awareness that all memory 
is re-collection, re-presentation”.124 Huyssen’s discussion of the reasons behind 
his terminology is one I find to be the most convincing of the writings focused 
on the memory aspect in Whiteread’s work. Unlike those who speak primarily 
of personal memory, Huyssen posits “memory sculpture” in a somewhat broader 
historical context marked by an obsessiveness of memory: our contemporary 
culture of the past twenty years. A context that is “part of a larger problematic, 
which is the restructuring of the sense of space and time in our age of mass media, 
cyberspace and globalisation.”125 Huyssen argues that the accelerating time-space 
compression of our time cancels the division between past, present and future 
and that the loss of a (stable) past has led to this memory obsession — not 
necessarily to specific memories but to “memory” itself.126 Memory sculpture, 
then, does not necessarily represent specific memories, but rather points to the 
process of remembering. On this topic Whiteread has said: “I think my work is 
about recording.”127 
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Our bodies, at once instrumentalities for knowing and things 
known, hold the dual role of subject and object. 

Sculptures are the objects that enable us to transcend 
   our peculiar position in the world.

Yehuda Safran1

2

Upsetting the white cube: 
a corporeal critique

Leaving introductory presentations behind, I will enter the discourse of a 
particular space where art is displayed: the kind of gallery room which is often 
referred to as the white cube. Asserting that meaning of an art object is always 
framed consequently implies that this space, or specific locality, which is the term 
I will use, partakes in the semiosis of art objects. As much modern art broke 
loose from the concept of representation – whether this is understood in terms 
of pictorial representation or representing (manifesting) a certain place the site 
of its placing also became (occasionally) a suppressed issue in interpretations of 
modernist art.2 What postmodern art and art theory testify is that the physical 
context of an artwork is never neutral, never passive in terms of semiosis. It 
may be lurking in the background, but it still works as a crucial and inevitable 
component in processes of meaning production. Moreover, the white cube locality 
is by now the well-established physical frame of both modernist and postmodern 
art: a frame that consequently affects theories of the artworks. According to Paul 
Duro, there is a “striking imbalance of inquiry that the artwork has received in 
comparison to its frame [which still] has not helped us to see the role, function, 
or purpose of the frame in the construction of the artwork, or how it contrives a 
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meaning for itself and for that which it encloses.”3 
 The white cube locality, with which those of us who attend exhibitions of 
modern and contemporary art are familiar, is a room for displaying art that 
became a co-existing entity of the idea of the self-referential (autonomous) 
artwork. Interfering as little as possible with the experience of art this locality 
had to be understood as neutral — and its (seeming) neutrality was established 
by its design: a room with unarticulated doorways, preferentially no windows, 
white walls and ceiling, and a light (grey) coloured floor. The idea that this 
locality, as distinct from other localities, was ideologically and politically neutral 
collapsed during the postmodern era due to both artistic practices and scholarly 
interpretations informed by an intensified awareness of political, social, and 
cultural issues. Of the artists investigating the white cube locality as well as other 
sites outside the physical boundaries of art institutions during the 1960s and 
1970s, Brian O’Doherty was one of the first to challenge the idea of this locality 
being neutral by simply arguing for the opposite: that this locality distinctly 
frames certain operating ideologies and theories of art.4 More recently Carol 
Duncan has analysed public art museums as “ritual structures”, whereby she 
questions the previous ignorance of these specific localities — which, obviously, 
are neither neutral nor invisible — in interpretative discourses. She writes: 

Ritual also involves an element of performance. A ritual site of any kind is a 
place programmed for the enactment of something. It is a place designed for 
some kind of performance. It has this structure whether or not visitors can 
read its cues. [...] In art museums, it is the visitors who enact the ritual.5  

While O’Doherty departs from an idea of a modernist bodiless beholder becoming 
embodied through his critique, Duncan take sides against the non-conceptualised 
analysis of the collection and the architecture as two separate phenomena which she 
claims are in-dismissible. She instead focuses on the museum environment itself, 
arguing that it is politically and ideologically structured and limited.6 Much has 
been written on collections, exhibition politics, and buildings for art display, 
but less on the role that these frames play in the semiosis of artworks. In The 
Power of Display (1998), Mary Anne Staniszewski analyses display aesthetics as 
representations in their own right. One of the issues she discusses is that the 
technological “innovation, the mass media, site specificity, and viewer interactivity 
were of particular interest to those creating exhibitions designs during these years 
[the 1920s through the 1960s]” and that these “areas of interest and experiments 
in exhibition technique were reconfigured in much of the work that developed in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s.”7 
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 Context cannot be neglected in the act of interpretation, and since the 
person performing the interpretations always restrains it, this chapter serves as to 
establish the context by which my own interpretations are inscribed. The white 
cube locality as a sign works as one conceptual tool in order to frame the site of 
meaning production that my study aims to explain. Another concept to be used 
as an interpretative tool is the notion of site-specificity. Its most accurate reference 
is to immobile artworks geographically located outside the art institutions 
(especially earth art), but I will use it instead to indicate meaning as located.8 That 
is, I argue that meaning is always site-specific, and as my discussion unfolds in 
the following, it will be made clear that meaning (understood in this regard) is 
in conjunction with the white cube locality: both notions shape the relationship 
between Minimalist objects and the works by Whiteread, Gormley, and Kapoor, 
respectively, to be interpreted in this chapter. I turn to the notions of theatricality 
and performativity in order to both establish a theoretical framework for the 
modes by which semiosis occurs as well as to present the strategies of how I 
perform my interpretations of the sculptures in focus. 
 Ghost by Whiteread, Testing a World View by Gormley, and Untitled  by 
Kapoor all represent what I tentatively call spatial suggestions. The material, that is, 
the spatial extension of mass, represents its own opposite condition: its materiality 
holds the formulation of space (volume) that we are to take under consideration 
as we experience these sculptures. I prefer to call them “suggestions” since these 
sculptures are not in themselves space which is possible to occupy, but objects 
indexically or referentially linked to specific sites or ideas of cognitive space. 
 A work that has been influential to my thinking of sculpture’s imperative of 
a moving beholder and its relation to the site of its display is Giovanni Careri’s 
Bernini: Flights of love, the art of devotion, (1991)1995, and the methods by 
which he interprets architectural spaces created by Bernini.9 Taking off from the 
semantic notion of bel composto, Careri turns focus away from interpretations of 
emotional effects in order to investigate how a particular subject communicates 
certain meanings to the viewer. Bel composto is a notion integrating the design of a 
room in its entirety, aiming at the ways by which the different art forms employed 
interact and affect each other so as to communicate in the clearest possible ways. 
On these communicative interactions of art forms, Careri writes that they 
include: “all events that cannot be represented without the tension that arises 
from the coexistence of opposites”. Structural and arranging aspects of “insertion 
of sculpture into architectural space” does, in effect, have implications for any 
interpretation taking artwork’s three-dimensionality seriously.10 Careri speaks of 
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the leaps between the different art forms as resulting in cognitive dynamics.11 These 
leaps as subsumed in the encounter of sculpture, and the site for these events, 
are also employed as signs partaking in the semiosis of sculptural viewing. The 
idea of the baroque room (of Bernini’s) as “an autonomous organism, complete 
in itself ”, refers to a situation of wholeness of that site, where every part of it is 
directly involved in semiosis.12 Initially the white cube locality served an idea 
of the particular artwork as an autonomous organism, complete in itself. It 
was therefore detached from its surrounding, since co-operation between the 
different art-forms was theoretically neglected. The rediscovery of co-operative 
implications of experiencing art in the white cube locality is the issue of the 
following discussions. 

  

Reading the white cube as a specific locality: 
historically and ideologically

In the early twentieth century a new fashion of display aesthetics emerged. Instead 
of the so-called salon-style installation manner of hanging several paintings in 
parallel, vertical, and horizontal rows and thus covering the entire wall space, 
there appeared a new tendency to single out artworks. There was a relinquishing 
of the vertical line in favour of the horizontally organised hanging and a widening 
of the leaps between the paintings. Complementarily, bright wall colours were 
painted over with lighter ones: white, grey, or umber. By the 1930s these lighter 
colours had become standard.13 Concurrently with avant-garde art being accepted 
by a broader public (including collectors, museum curators et cetera), specialised 
locations were created in museums and galleries. An architectural standardisation 
for display rooms emerged, suitable for the emerging new art and aligned art 
theories.14 On the power of installation design, Duncan writes: 

Nowhere does the triumph of the aesthetic museum reveal itself more 
dramatically than in the history of art gallery design. [...I]nstallation 
design has consistently and increasingly sought to isolate objects for the 
concentrated gaze of the aesthetic adept and to suppress as irrelevant other 
meanings the objects might have. The wish for ever closer encounters with 
art have gradually made galleries more intimate, increased the amount of 
empty wall space between works, brought works nearer to eye level, and 
caused each work to be lit individually.15 

Gradually the so-called “white cube” crystallised itself from the architectural 
aesthetics of exhibition spaces and became the principal type room for this 
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particular function. The white cube locality consists of a room with painted walls 
freed from decorations. With as few door openings and windows as possible, 
this locality turned out to be a rather austere room. This kind of room has 
been described as being perceived as neutral.16 Neutral should be understood as 
meaning non-effective: as not interfering with or integrating either the artwork 
per se or the experience of it. This locality came to be regarded as a unity detached 
from both art and art encountering. According to Nicholas Serota, artists of the 
early 1920s began to feel frustrated by the limitations of painting to control and 
occupy the three dimensional space in which it was hung.17 In order for artworks 
to control the room and, furthermore, the experience of the beholder, the room 
for display was increasingly given an enhanced neutral and plain design and 
finally restricted to “the white cube” apprehended as nothing but an empty space 
(a void): a neuter of the category “room”. 
 As early as in 1923, El Lissitzky created his Proun Room (room for the new 
art) according to the principals of the white cube locality mentioned above.18 In 
this room it was its elementary structure that gave prominence to the relief, while 
the hanging of a work diagonally in a corner ostensively revealed that the work 
occupied the same (real) space as the viewer did — art object and viewer were 
not separated by an illusionist imagistic space. Moreover, this further implied 
that the room became a more apparent, and more active, part of the situation 
and context: Both the architecture of this room and the artwork displayed aimed 
at stressing and distinguishing each other: “It [painting] had to occupy a three-
dimensional space.”19 
 Nearly twenty years later Peggy Guggenheim opened her gallery Art of this 
Century in New York. The exhibition rooms did not conform to the aesthetics 
of the white cube. On the contrary, the architect Frederick Kiesler designed each 
room so as to correspond to the style of the artworks on view.20 The elongated 
gallery of Surrealist art had, for example, concave walls and occasionally paintings 
were hung approximately one meter off the wall, casting shadows on the wall 
behind.21 Hinges allowed the viewer to tilt the paintings to a desired height of 
viewing: the paintings were not fixed in a single position.22 In no sense was the 
Surrealist gallery a neutral room, but rather a room which co-existed with the 
paintings in order to create an intensified surrealistic experience. Since there 
was a co-supporting relation between architecture and artwork in the examples 
of both Lissitzky and Guggenheim/Kiesler, one cannot speak of neutral rooms. 
According to Staniszewski, the “power of display was crucial to the international 
avant-gardes”, and resulted, in the case of De Stijl, in environments which were 
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“dynamic experiences for viewers who moved through and interacted with 
the installations.”23 Another important example to mention, particularly when 
referring to the American Abstract Expressionists, is the Betty Parsons Gallery 
in New York. Several of the artists of this movement were frequently shown at 
this gallery. It was not designed to specifically contextualise particular artists, 
or movements, as was Art of this Century. It was, however, not too far from 
the norms of the white cube locality.24 Nevertheless, if the exhibition room was 
employed as a participant aspect of the art experience in the early twentieth 
century, in due course the concept of the neutrality of the white cube locality 
prevailed — even if for a rather short time-span. 
 The Museum of Modern Art in New York was founded in 1929. The new 
building on 53rd Street opened in 1939. The architecture of the galleries follows 
the structures implied by the notion of the white cube locality. The aesthetic 
and ideological framing of modern art, dominating methods of display in 
(western) art museums of modernist art since the 1930s, was developed by 
the architecture of MoMA and by the founding director of MoMA: Alfred H. 
Barr. Barr’s innovations in the field of display design now seem so familiar, and 
non-transparent, almost inseparable from modernist art. What Barr began to 
increasingly employ was, most importantly, light painted walls and spacious 
arrangements of paintings and sculptures displayed at the eye-level of an imagined 
ideal viewer and grouped either by school or individual artist.25 According to 
Staniszewski “the viewing subject in these Barr installations was treated as if he 
or she possessed an ahistorical, unified sovereignty of the self—much like the 
art objects the spectator was viewing. [...] The result is a magnified awareness of 
the object’s, and the individual’s, independence.”26 During the following decades 
this fashion of creating a space for art experience that appeared uninterfered 
with by life, history, and culture became a universally valid environment: 
neutral. Staniszewski connects this display aesthetic with ideas of the individual 
of this time — like individual persons, art was also thought of in such terms: 
“aestheticized, autonomous, seemingly ‘neutral’ exhibition method created an 
extremely accommodating ideological apparatus for the reception of modernism 
in the United States, where the liberal democratic ideal of the autonomous, 
independent individual born to natural rights and free will is the foundation of 
the mythology of the American dream.”27  
 An interesting comparison of hers involves ethnographic museums 
where rooms are kept dark except from the light in the showcases, therefore 
“blackening” out the museum context.28 It is important to keep in mind that 
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that which seems neutral and autonomous to the viewer is arranged with the 
goal to be precisely perceived as such: for the curator neutrality was, initially, a 
goal of effect rather than a fact. In Staniszewski’s words: “But this conventional 
manner of displaying modern culture and art is itself far from neutral: it produces 
a powerful and continually repeated social experience that enhances the viewer’s 
sense of autonomy and independence.”29

 The concept of exhibition room, which I refer to as the white cube locality, is, 
as regards the aspects of architectural design, partly, a generalisation. But in order 
to make my arguments more clear and point out certain issues informing this 
locality, this room should be understood as a space exclusively informing us of 
its roomness and nothing further. The concept of this locality cannot be separated 
from the display methods intertwined with it. Mary Anne Staniszewski ends her 
book as follows: 

Treating the Museum as a neutral, aestheticized framework for artists’ work 
has become the standard at MoMA, whether this involves a one-person show 
or a group exhibition. In 1997, at the Museum of Modern Art the visibility 
of the institution’s role in the production of meaning has disappeared. The 
museum exhibition’s social, historical, and political dimensions have been 
eclipsed; no longer is there self-conscious participation in the power of 
display. The vital and complex dynamics within which culture is configured 
now are unseen and unacknowledged.30

In 1965 Michael Brawne wrote of the aesthetics of museum settings, designed to 
create the proper prerequisites to enable communication between one viewer and 
one object at a time. This situation was partly provided by placing the artworks at 
such a distance from each other so that each of them is given its own visual space. 
This was in contrast to the Carerian leaps, which served to make the interaction 
of art forms in cognitive space legible. By separation the artworks, according to 
Brawne, will then be apprehended as specific. He continues: 

The museum is, like the cinema or television, also a mass medium, but 
unlike them, does not presuppose a simultaneous audience; it is [...] able 
to communicate to an individual at a time. [...] Museum architecture and 
display must, therefore, exploit this unique sense of immediacy, this direct 
encounter between viewer and viewed. Successful communication depends 
on the clear reception of signals and this clarity is dependent on the absence 
of interference — of “background noise”, that is to say any intruding 
element — and the correct adjustment of the receiver.31

Around the 1950s/1960s the situation emerged where the white cube was not 
only regarded as providing the best rhetorical context for experiencing modern 
art, but — with historical hindsight — we can now see that art creation began 
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to address this particular room. In other words, there was now a specific location 
in accordance to which art was made, and where art became theoretically framed 
as autonomous visual fields.32 Would it, for example, be possible for Barnett 
Newman’s Who’s afraid of red, yellow and blue, of 1966-67,33 to maintain its all-
overness effect, or a monochrome by Ellsworth Kelly to resist an apprehension 
of it as merely decorative, if they were placed either close to each other or in a 
room with a bright green wall-colour? 34 My answer is no. At least not anymore. 
The meanings of these paintings and the way we are expected to apprehend them 
is hitherto tightly bound to the context of the white cube locality. Architecture 
and display design thus co-operate as a (modernist) mode of addressing its ideal 
viewer. The history of modernist art as it is framed, hence “written”, by museums 
of modern art, exclusively inscribes these artworks within the white cube locality. 
Modernist art’s home address is (for the moment) this specific locality.
 In order to understand the artwork as autonomous it has to be conceptually 
separated from everything else. That is, except for the theoretical framework in 
which it is inscribed and from which interpretations of it depart. Thus, this is the 
reason for the necessity of a room apprehended as neutral. In western art history 
the idea of an artwork being autonomous, self-referential, and disconnected 
from our real, daily, world has had a short time span. Even so, the grip of these 
ideas on art has proved to be a firm one, hard to obviate, but efforts to break 
its grip have been made repeatedly. Art before the abstract era of the twentieth 
century was evidently nothing but contextual and representative, whereas art 
of the postmodern period and after is not necessarily representative but by all 
means contextually oriented.35 Logically, autonomy thus stands only as long 
as we regard the white cube locality as neutral. When neutrality fails, so does 
autonomy. Brian O’Doherty argues that this seemingly un-articulated concept of 
room actually does express ideological issues and is bound to certain conventions 
and values; it therefore works both towards exclusion and inclusion. O’Doherty’s 
critical discussion is concerned with both aesthetical issues and commercial 
ideologies, which, he argues, are the foundations on which this neutral room 
was made possible. He writes: “things become art in a space where powerful 
ideas about art focus on them”.36  According to him the white cube locality is 
anything but neutral — in fact, it is an art context that governed by strict rules 
and values, frames particular kinds of art.37 These rules and regulations further 
imply an aesthetic attitude as well as a particular idea of what part and conduct 
is required from the beholder.38 For example, Jackson Pollock’s Number One of 
1948 — which I argue is (by now) addressed to the white cube locality — is 
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given as grand expressive potential as possible only in this kind of space, and 
in order to mediate the all-overness that is ascribed to it (as contrary to mere 
decoration) its surrounding situation must be understood as neutral and non-
interfering. The painting should not have to compete with other more or less 
intense sensations.39 
 In considering the art historical operation to inscribe the works by the 
Abstract Expressionists into the context of the white cube locality, one can 
discern a displacement of action that was to be taken a further step by Minimal 
art practices. Whereas abstract painting expresses an action on the surface of the 
painting, making the corporeal viewer otiose, I argue that Minimal objects take the 
expressive action from the work and out to the (real) room of the kinaesthetically 
engaged beholder. But before discussing the Minimal issue, I shall consider the 
white cube locality from a Number One-perspective a bit further, along with a few 
other artworks that have involved this locality specifically.
 
Among other things, Pollock’s painting can be understood to account for how 
his own movements around the canvas directed the flow of paint thrown down at 
it. The resultant choreography of paint would fade in clarity if paint were found 
elsewhere but nearby — for example, on the wall where it is hung. The viewer 
was, and still is, expected to experience this work quietly and in physical stillness. 
Or, as O’Doherty puts it: as an eye without a body.40 Staniszewski also points 
out this underlying idea of a viewer bereft of her/his corporeity as an immanent 
aspect of this display aesthetics. By way of the documentation of exhibitions, she 
notes that there are seldom any visitors in the photographs — they are cleansed 
from bodies interrupting a full view of that which mattered: the artworks.41 
Viewers present or not did not seem like an issue of interest, but the contrary 
appears as the 1950s turned into the 1960s. 
 Another example is the gallery room that was specifically organised for Mark 
Rothko’s Seagram Murals, 1958-59, at the Tate Gallery, London.42 Initially this 
series of nine large paintings was intended for the Four Seasons Restaurant in the 
Seagram Building, New York. But as Rothko did not think that his paintings 
would function satisfactorily there he withdrew the commission. Instead he 
offered them to the Tate Gallery on the condition that the series was to be 
displayed in a room of its own.43 In that rather dimly lit room — as I remember 
it — separated by doors from the rest of the museum, one could peacefully sit 
down on the bench in the centre of the room experiencing the rhythmic pulse 
of the different colours of the surfaces. This kind of situation — the silence and 
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non-disturbance from other artworks (and occasionally other visitors) — would 
have been impossible in a restaurant environment. The fact that Rothko changed 
the locality for his paintings is an argument for the specific location type that 
these paintings were (re-) addressed to already during the making process of 
them. Moreover, this particularly addressed location turned out to be inescapable 
if they were to be experienced the way Rothko intended them to be. In order to 
make the required experience possible, the location in which they are displayed 
must not offer a maximum of resistance but that of complete “neutrality”. The 
push-and-pull effect of the canvases demands the white cube locality in order to 
appear and thus to be apprehensible. Carol Duncan argues that out of the New 
York School, to which both Rothko and Pollock belonged, many of the artists 
“produced large quantities of their most characteristic, signature works precisely 
to feed a rapidly expanding, seemingly insatiable art-museum market.” Moreover, 
she notes that individual abstract expressionists are often displayed in gallery 
rooms of their own and that “almost every major museum in America and many 
abroad devote one or more galleries to the New York School collectively.”44  
 In order to pin down the origin and widely spread modes of displaying 
artworks as separated (autonomous) items so as to assure that they would not be 
interfered by other artist’s works, Nicolas Serota indicates three developments. 
The wide international distribution of the white cube locality, I suggest, can 
also be related to the same three developments. This “new form of monographic 
display”, Serota writes, ultimately originates from:

[...] three significant developments associated with the evolution of modern 
art during this [the twentieth] century: firstly, a change in the relationship 
between the work of art and the space in which it is shown; secondly, the 
transfer by some artists of their place of work from the seclusion of the 
private studio to the public arena of the museum; and finally, an ever greater 
awareness by artists of the conventions of the museum itself.45

O’Doherty considers this mode of displaying art as taking part in the way in 
which we see and apprehend art. He argues that the history of Modernism is not 
only framed by the white cube (locality), but that the history of modern art can 
work as a correlate to changes of rooms for art display and to how we perceive it.46 
In the art historical narrative performed by museum display, the kind of large-
canvas abstract painting that both Pollock’s Number One and Rothko’s Seagram 
Murals represent addresses and is addressable only in the white cube locality. 
The contextual framing of these works, internationally spread, is a framing 
that operates to assure, and secure, the aesthetic and theoretical framework 
ascribed to these works. The specific locality to which they belong and where 



68 69

their meanings are worked out is not (necessarily) physically bound to a fixed 
geographical point, but is instead a site conceived of as ideologically neutral 
ground.47 Without doubt the white cube locality affects art theory. Moreover, it 
serves as the safe ground where objects and events are turned into artworks. In the 
initial phase of conceptual art, art made of ready-mades, and art looking the same 
as non-art things, this locality, with its well-defined features, is what primarily 
makes the defining act possible. Duncan notes that “in the liminal space of the 
museum, everything — and sometimes anything — may become art, including 
fire-extinguishers, thermostats, and humidity gauges, which, when isolated on a 
wall and looked at through the aesthetizing lens of museum space, can appear, if 
only for a mistaken moment, every bit as interesting as some of the intended-as-
artworks on display […].”48

 Contrary to the appreciation of the neutrality of this locality that both the 
Pollock painting and the Rothko-series attest, Yves Klein found this specific space 
itself interesting enough to undertake an investigation of its modes of address. 
In April 1958 Klein’s exhibition Le Vide opened at Galerie Iris Clert in Paris.49 
The work consisted of an emptied and white painted room (even the windows 
were painted white), in which only a small group of visitors entered, one at a 
time, in order to maintain the sensation of “the emptied room”. Klein’s intention 
with this exhibition was “to transform by mental effort the intangible spirit that 
filled the place, creating an exhibition of immaterial painting.”50  With this work 
Klein objectified this locality as he exhibited it as an artwork in its own right. The 
exhibition was foremost about a gesture (as apart from aesthetic objects) that called 
attention to the way this locality ought to be apprehended: as specific.  

38. Joseph Beuys: I like 
America and America Likes 
Me. 1974. Mixed media.
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A further step which aimed at an intensified awareness of what powers a gallery 
room might enhance by working as a frame, and as an active part of semiosis, 
was Joseph Beuys’ 1974 performance piece I like America and America Likes Me 
(fig. 38).51 Beuys, who for a long time had refused to exhibit in the USA, spent 
three days in the gallery accompanied by a coyote. Covered in a blanket and 
armed with a stick, Beuys wanted to demonstrate the possibility of a harmonious 
coexistence between a human and “the wild”. However, capitalism interferred: 50 
copies of the Wall Street Journal were spread around in the gallery space. Without 
penetrating the complex iconology of Beuys’ work, I shall only point out two 
discernible features of consequence for my discussion. In a very direct way I like 
America and America Likes Me manifested that the specific context of the gallery 
space is: 1) a locality for staged situations, and 2) that this locality is not only 
intimately connected to economic systems but is a site for commercial activities. 
 Jens Haaning’s and Magnus Wallin’s We live here of 1994 is reminiscent of 
Beuys’ piece (fig. 39). Created twenty years later, it shares the mode of addressing 
the white cube locality with the former work. In an otherwise empty gallery, 
designed in accordance with the locality at issue here, they simply placed two 
German shepards; dogs bred for guarding. The dogs were on chain leashes, attached 
to the walls. By their sheer presence, they surely triggered the apprehension of this 

39. Jens Haaning & Magnus Wallin: We live here. 1994. Gallery room, 2 German shepherds. 
Courtesey Galeri Nicolai Wallner, Copenhagen.
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particular room as a heightened, not to say nervous, sensibility. And, moreover, 
they affected the ways in which the gallery visitors moved around in the room. 
Whether one interprets this work in terms of aesthetic, ideological, or commercial 
perspectives, the white cube locality was demonstrated to be a guarded site, a site 
in need of protection. And, possibly, as a locality where one enters at one’s own 
risk: beware of the dog/the system of this site. 

Minimal objects reconsidered

In “Specific Objects”, from 1965, Judd emphasises that the works in focus were 
neither painting nor sculpture, but instead claimed a position in-between the 
two. The broad range of various artworks referred to all operate explicitly from 
their three-dimensionality, which according to Judd “opens up to anything”.52 
The features advocated most strongly by Judd, aside from three-dimensionality, 
are shape, material, and modes of arrangement. The new works all had clear 
shapes with as few parts as possible, preferentially a single unit, and emphasised 
the material employed. In due time this essay became something of a manifesto of 
Minimal art. However, of the many artists that Judd refers to only three of them 
would still be characterised now as Minimal artists.53 When first published in Arts 
Yearbook, the article included several illustrations, but whenever it is reprinted 
these illustrations are excluded.54 This censured reprinting of “Specific Objects” 
is an extreme example of the historicising powers at play in the narrowing down 
of an artistic movement. It is only with the illustrations excluded from the text 
that it is possible to read it as an important statement of Minimalist aesthetics 
in particular. “Shape” could be almost anything: shape in a work by John 
Chamberlain is quite a different thing than shape in a work by Morris. What this 
study foremost shares with Judd’s view as it is presented in “Specific Objects” 
are the emphases on the material and three-dimensionality of sculpture. But my 
understanding of Minimal sculpture is also much indebted to the writings of 
Robert Morris; especially his “Notes on sculpture part I-IV”. Here the shared 
space of art object and viewer is stressed as the site of semiosis. 55 
 But before turning to the particularities of Minimal practices, I shall briefly 
account for the changing situation of art practices, in the context of when the 
Minimal artists began their careers.

By the end of the 1950s, when the Minimal artists were in the initial phase of 
their artistic careers, the (eastern) American art scene was dominated by Abstract 



72 73

Expressionism. As with the denomination Minimal art, “Abstract Expressionism” 
was not a stylistically restricted notion — including such widespread artistic 
projects as those of Jackson Pollock’s, Willem de Kooning’s, Barnett Newman’s, 
and Ad Reinhardt’s.56 Meanwhile, artists like Robert Rauschenberg and Jasper 
Johns received increasing attention.57 Despite the fact that Minimal art in many 
ways seems like a radical antithesis of Abstract Expressionism, this painterly 
practice worked as an important point of departure. Like Frank Stella, some of 
the Minimal sculptors had begun their career as abstract expressionist painters. 
In retrospect, the paintings of Newman and Reinhardt are perhaps the most 
easily recognisable precursors to both Stella’s paintings and to Minimal sculpture. 
What several of the Minimalist artists found to be essential issues of Abstract 
Expressionism were the emphasis on surfaceness, so-called literal size, issues 
regarding form, the effect of frontality, and consequently the directness that 
characterise these paintings. These qualities, which were to become important in 
the theorising and practice of Minimal sculpture, were to be found in the work of 
the Abstract Expressionists, and several scholars establish this genealogy in their 
historical accounts of Minimalism.58 
 Taking both the paintings of Pollock and Newman as examples, their 
individual styles and manners of using paint both implied a reducing of the 
effect of illusionist (three dimensional) depth — even if different colours 
working next to each other always seem to work from different picture planes, 
this difference is minimised. In the case of Pollock, the effect of the repeatedness 
of the pattern achieved by pouring the paint over the canvas was another issue 
that Minimal artists drew much attention to. This repeatedness of Pollock’s has 
been described by Clement Greenberg as a continuum: “it just goes on and on 

40. Robert Morris: 
Untitled. 1966. 
Painted plywood. 
10,2 x 20,3 x 20,3 cm.
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all over the canvas, repeating itself like wallpaper”.59 At the core of the Abstract 
Expressionism aesthetics was the idea that painting worked as a vehicle for the 
individuality of the artist him-/herself. In the article “The American action 
painters”, Harold Rosenberg emphasised the impact of the gesture — interpreted 
by way of the manner of applying paint — as directly expressing the individual 
self of the artist. A prerequisite for this argument was to think of the artwork in 
terms of a link between the artist and the beholder, communicating a message 
of the personality of the artist’s self. But, this is to simultaneously claim that 
an image can hold a strict autobiographical meaning and work as a vehicle for 
communication. Rosenberg considered painting practices to be a matter of 
experiencing the act of painting, and the painting to be the result of that action. 
The acknowledgement of the painting was further determined by the degree of 
emotional commitment (both of the painter, and the viewer, respectively).60 

Contrary to these ideas, Minimal artists did not accept that art was foremost 
an issue of personal expressions and matters or that the personal expression was 
convincing as a criteria for “good art”: “Art was a force by which the mind could 
impose its rational order on things, but one thing that art definitely was not, 
according to Minimalism, was self-expression.”61 
 The theoretical foundation for Minimal aesthetics was partly derived from 
philosophy.62 Particular attention was drawn to Wittgenstein’s investigations of 
language. The primary issue, as recognised by Minimal artists, was the question as 
to whether verbal language can communicate inner personal experiences. By giving 
a certain word a strict personal meaning, you would not be able to understand 
what I am trying to communicate since you don’t have first hand experience of 
my thoughts or feelings: since you are not me. In order to communicate, there has 
to be a well-established and well-defined meaning of the words: we need a shared 
convention of sign systems. Interpreting abstract expressionist paintings from the 
view of a personal language implies a contradiction in terms.63 One cannot claim 
the manifestation of a strict autobiographical meaning and expect the viewer to be 
receptive to that particular meaning. Mukarovsky has remarked on this issue:

For every mental [or emotional] content that transcends the limitations of 
individual consciousness gains from the mere fact of its communicability 
the character of a sign. […] The work of art can neither be identified (as 
psychological aesthetics claimed) with the creator’s state of mind, nor with 
any of the states of mind that it provokes in the subjects who perceive it: it 
its clear that every state of subjective consciousness has something individual 
and momentary about it that makes it ineffable and incommunicable in its 
totality, whereas the work of art is intended to mediate between the author 
and the collectivity.64
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Mukarovsky argues that the work of art as a sign operates both as an “autonomous 
sign” and as a communicative sign. The first is “characterised solely by the fact 
that it serves as a mediator between the members of the same collectivity”.65 I 
understand his “autonomous sign” as the work of art recognised as a vehicle 
of meaning, not as a self-referential sign. For several of the Minimal artists 
communication — the establishment of relations — became more important 
to their ideas of art than the idea of performing a strict personal expression. 
According to Craig Owens, the very title of Barthes’ essay “The death of the 
author” encapsulates a “widespread crisis of artistic authorship that swept the 
cultural institutions of the West in the mid-1960s”.66 Owens even stipulates 
that postmodern art is definable as responses to the Barthian question. In “The 
death of the author” the idea of a single authoritarian voice empowered to make 
meaning is seriously questioned.67 However, the Barthian assumption that 
perhaps the reader/viewer or language per se are more adequate as the nucleus of 
semiosis has not been left unquestioned. Owens, seeking to surmount modernist 
repression, proposes instead the frame as a more legitimate locus of semiosis: 

Where do exchanges between readers and viewers take place? Who is 
free to define, manipulate and, ultimately, to benefit from the codes and 
conventions of cultural production? These questions shift attention away 
from the work and its producer and onto its frame—the first, by focusing on 
the location in which the work of art is encountered; the second, by insisting 
on the social nature of artistic production and reception.68

In the 1957 paintings Factum I and Factum II, Robert Rauschenberg had evinced 
the possibility of repeating the up-till-then unique expressionist gesture. Jasper 
Johns had also, with a similar strategy, tried out the expressionist gesture in his 
number-paintings.69 For example, the number “2” painted with expressionist 
gestures does not convincingly claim any particular meaning of the “2” in 
either a numberly regard or an artistically autobiographical one. With the art 
of Rauschenberg and Johns came another focus on ordinary items per se and on 
impersonal signs such as numbers and letters. The idea of an individual artistic 
expression began to lose its hold. The notion of style can partly be defined in 
terms of individualistic expressions. According to Colpitt, it is not appropriate 
to speak of a Minimal style: Style was something that the Minimal artists strived 
to surmount since it was found to be too closely attached to the notion of 
the personal.70 Furthermore, Colpitt argues that Minimal art — contrary to 
both Abstract Expressionism and Pop art — lacks every form of comment, 
representation and reference content.71 But this is one of the issues that becomes 
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urgently problematic in my continuing discussions of both Minimalism and the 
works by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread. This is due to which aspects we 
eventually claim hold references to the understanding of ourselves and to art. 
I cannot argue with certainty that an anthropomorphic shape in bronze would 
communicate more about ourselves — about how we take place in the world 
— than would an abstract shape or form. Trying to avoid the referential here 
becomes rather a question of what one refers to. Comments and representational 
issues are, like references, a type of personal statement, and they may very well 
be interpreted as such even if there is a claim of having done away with the 
personal. One can simply not dismiss the personal choices that make up a work 
of art. With historical hindsight working in my favour, I argue that Minimalism 
was apparently involved with a stylistic attitude fairly common in the artworks 
produced by the Minimal artists. Regarding Minimal sculptural practices as a 
particular system of signs, the idiom of three-dimensional shapes is stressed as the 
norm, from which the individual artworks may deviate with slight alterations. 

Minimal sculpture can be interpreted and defined as works of art where 
representation is lacking; that is, read as objects that do not hold any meanings 
of, or likeness to, anything else but their own physical appearance. Interpreted 
as self-referential, Minimal sculpture 
connects to formalist modes of reading 
artworks. Descriptions regarding 
shape and size would thus suffice or 
even cancel further speculations on 
meaning and reference. Contrary to 
painting, the issue of (or demand for) 
representation has had a much harder 
grip on sculpture. Traditional sculpture 
was firmly tied to the demand for 
likeness — most of all to likeness of the 
human body. Thus, for the Minimal 
artists, this particular reference was the 
most acute one to eliminate from their 
art practices. It is important to bear in 
mind, though, the decisive difference 
between a sculpture representing the 
human body and a sculpture to which 

41. Tony Smith: 
Die. 1962 (fabricated 1968). 

Steel, oiled finish. 
182,88 x 182,88 x 182,88 cm. Edition of 3.
Courtesy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York.
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the real body of the viewer establishes a relation.72

 Krauss argues that despite the fact that the degree of abstraction of Minimal 
sculpture makes it hard to recognise references to the human body, our own 
bodies, and our experience of our bodies, continues to be the primary issue and 
theme of these sculptures.73 Consequently, it was the persistent illusion that 
the sculpture per se represents the human body (or any other object outside 
themselves) that the Minimal artists strived to obtain, and not the fact that a 
relation between object and viewer is unavoidable. As opposed to sculpture, 
Judd considered that the “new three dimensional objects” were not about 
creating ordinary anthropomorphic images. To Judd’s mind, the very notion 
of “sculpture” was implicitly a term for mimesis and balanced composition.74 
Due to the lack of mimetic references and the claim of non-referentiality, several 
critics argued that Minimal objects turned away from human matters, and this 
aspect was sometimes argued in order to question the very status of the art of 
these objects. 
 Furthermore, Minimal objects were described as more “real” than sculpture 
prior to these works.75 Alongside the notion of “objecthood”, circulating in the 
contemporary critique were also theories of deductive structure pointing out that 
the art object is not to be deduced from nature, as is the fact of “abstraction”, but 
instead from theoretical conceptions and understandings. According to Colpitt, 
there was “less agreement on the validity of reduction as a historical process, 
although most agreed to an interest in what was essential rather than inessential 
in art. Since their [the Minimal artist’s] objects lack what were traditionally 
necessary conditions for being works of art, Minimal art appeared to many 
observers as not art at all.”76 
 In certain cases (or situations) Minimal art is interpretable as a critique and 
an investigation of what the denominations art and sculpture (and painting) were 
about — or could be about. With Minimal objects new criteria for the creative 
process of making art appeared. The artists’ own doings could very well be 
limited to coming up with the idea and then leaving the actual production of it 
to others.77 In my view, “sculpture” after Minimalism is not the same as before.78 

The discursive implications of “sculpture” imply that changes in a system of signs 
(i.e. the practice of sculpture) is a constant since every new work affects the 
category it is inscribed to. It is from this perspective that I argue that the works by 
Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread, in order to be discussed in the following, by 
necessity have to be interpreted from the theoretical ground explored by Minimal 
objects preceding them. This logically implies that the notion of sculpture is at 
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the core of this interpretative perspective. 
 The efforts made to surpass the realm of figurative art/sculpture are not 
necessarily revolutionary in themself. During the twentieth century Western 
painting has to a large extent sought other ways and strategies than representation. 
Forerunners like Brancusi, Jean Arp, Hepworth, Moore, Caro, and David Smith 
— to mention but the most well known — had all initiated the arrival of abstract 
sculpture, even though their own work is still related to or representative of the 
human body and organic processes. On Smith’s Tanktotem I of 1952, Krauss 
writes: “one feels confronted not so much by a surrogate for figural presence as by 
an abstract sign for it. […] As is true of every object in the series, the work locates 
itself at a strange border halfway between the human figure and the abstract 
sign.”79

 
The Minimal object as understood as dealing with neither individual expression, 
nor the mimetic tradition of sculptural practice, leaves only two meaningful 
aspects to deal with: the relation set-up between object and viewer and the 
artwork as mere physical object. In the following, these two options are to 
be discussed as two Minimalist strategies employed in order to change the 
conditions of sculpture. 
 Rosenberg had focused on the relation between artist and canvas regarding 
the practice of Abstract Expressionist painters. According to this view, the viewer 
turned up as a third party whose activity (or reception) was to comprehend the 
expressive surface of the canvas as a site for an already terminated set of relations 
and actions. But in order to establish a situation where a physically direct 

42. Donald Judd: 
Untitled. 1970. 
Brass. 55,9 x 127 x 94 cm. 
© The Chinati Foundation
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relationship between art object and beholder is made possible and sensed in a 
legible way, the idea of “real objects occupying real space” became an important 
part of the theoretical framework. Situating viewer and art object in the same real 
space and situation was a necessity in order to eliminate the grip of representation 
and illusionist space. The site of experiencing art hence became a most urgent 
issue.80 In Judd’s words: “three dimensions are mostly a space to move into”.81 He 
regarded three-dimensionality itself as real space. Morris also emphasised that the 
space shared by viewer and artwork became an increasingly important factor to 
consider, whereas Andre spoke on sculpture as a cutting into space.82

 To the Minimal artists the gallery room, not the artist’s studio, is the most 
important site for interaction; that is, interaction between viewer (not necessarily 
artist) and the work of art. The primary achievement of the artist is to establish 
a situation at a site that makes interaction possible. Thus, my (Morrisonian) 
argument here is that it is possible to speak of a discernible shift regarding where 
the primary interpretative activity takes place. With Minimal sculpture a shift 
from focusing on the expressive surface to an expressive room and situation 
occurred. A re-orientation from issues of surface qualities to issues dealing with 
an expressive, thus activated, site that primarily alters the interrelationships 
acknowledged within the physical boundaries of an artwork. This is accomplished 
by a system of signs taking a broader contextual grip without losing sight of the 
perceived artwork at which the system aims to explain in the first place. 
 To further clarify this shift of attitude as to where the act of experience 
and thus interpretation takes place, I shall give three examples. On a two-
dimensional surface, one can depict an illusion of a room with figures acting in 
it. Another alternative of active space is that of Pollock’s: the artist acting on the 
two-dimensional surface. Thirdly, there is the alternative presented by Minimal 
sculptors: to settle up and thus offer a three-dimensional field for interaction. 
The gallery room, the objects on display, and the viewer moving about and 
experiencing the situated artwork make up the latter. Alex Potts claims that with 
Minimalism a turn in the understanding of sculpture emerged. He writes:

Minimalist objects may not necessarily have produced more resonant or 
complex bodily responses than other forms of three-dimensional art, but 
they did more to provoke critical opinion into taking these levels of response 
into account. The distinctive combination of a substantive and complex 
occupancy of space with spare, non-imagistic shapes put the viewer in a 
position where a sense of the work as physical presence, which prompted a 
variety of shifting apperceptions, was made to seem just as important as any 
form or image it presented.83
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Michael Fried’s essay “Art and Objecthood” is still debated and his claim that 
Minimal objects are foremost about theatricality is still criticised.84 As Colpitt, 
Potts, and Hal Foster have noted, however, the notion of theatricality is not 
completely reprehensible since several of the Minimal artists used and presupposed 
the viewer as an active part.85 Theatricality, in the Greenbergian/Friedian sense, 
implies a disturbance of the purity of the separate art forms. But juxtaposed to 
Rosenberg’s interpretation of Action Painting, a useful comparison of the different 
fields of action can be discerned. The field of action which the canvas constituted 
for some of the Abstract Expressionists during the creative process can simply be 
argued to be equal with the field of the real floor and white cube locality that the 
Minimal artists engaged for the experiential situation of the viewer. 
 Carl Andre considered the very verticality of traditional sculpture to make 
a reference to the human body.86 The perhaps most innovative aspect of his 
sculptural practice is his re-direction of sculpture to the horizontal plane, a 
strategy which both cancels mimesis and involves the physical movements of the 
beholder in the aesthetic experience. 

The prime examples of this re-direction are the pieces made of different kinds 
of metal plates placed directly on the floor, on which the beholder was invited 
to walk (fig. 43). Through his horizontal sculptures, Andre created a real field of 
interaction by recognising the movements and actions performed by the viewer. 
The material of which the sculpture is made plays a significant part here; it is at 
the moment of noticing that one walks upon another material than the actual 
floor that one discovers the sculpture itself. On Andre’s works, Barbara Reise 
writes: “Andre makes one feel the particularities of place: whether this ‘place’ be 
the area of a metal field whose components clink when walked upon, or the cubic 
volume of a room articulated or punctuated by individual ‘pieces’, or a boundless 
outdoor space circulating around a pile or ‘line’ of rocks or blocks.”87 To close his 
work off from the viewer, that is, to prohibit the intended walk, is thus to thwart 
the very intention of the work at hand.88 According to Judd, a base always supports 
statues and this marks their mimetic intention.89 The Minimal artists discarded 
the base precisely because it worked as a sign for figuration, and consequently as 
a sign for the separation of (theoretical) fields where the art object and the viewer, 
respectively, take place. In the case of Andre’s horizontal sculptures, one’s own 
steps mark and therefore dissolve the separation of illusionist and real fields. This 
is real action taking place in real space. Connected to the efforts made to create 
a real sphere of actions and experiences, the problem of artworks working in an 
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illusionist sphere demanded an urgent solution. Each two-dimensional image 
where a relation between figure and ground is set up presupposes that we interpret 
the ground as a space in which the figure acts. But as we all know, this room does 
not exist in terms of real space where we, too, can act. The illusory space of that 
artwork represents the field of actions where imagined inner connections make it 
possible to interpret a work of art as if any action at all can take place there. The 
idea of illusory space implies that one considers the space occupied by one’s own 
body as separate in kind from that of the artwork. A sculpture traditionally works 
in similar ways. In order to make a mimetic human figure out of, for example, 
marble, it is necessary to interpret the mass of the sculpture as identical to our 
own and thereby project our emotions and bodily functions on the sculpture so 
as to make it “act” a certain way, for example, mourning or running. But in real 
space, marble and human bodies are very unlike each other and consequently 
Minimal artists were not interested in pretending that marble can mourn or 
run. When this pretending fails, then illusory space fails, and so do the inner 
structures in alliance with it. The denial of the existence of anything like illusory 
space is essential to recognise when interpreting Minimal art. (The revolutionary 
rupture that this denial makes in the history of sculpture — where illusory space 

43. Carl Andre: 144 Magnesium Square. 1969. Magnesium. 1 x 365,8 x 565,8 cm. 
Courtesy Tate Modern.
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had been a condition for its ‘artness’, even — can be paralleled with the space, or 
reality, that we call virtual.) 
 Another aspect that comes with illusory space is the idea of inner structures. 
In order to integrate the spheres of action of the viewer and artwork, respectively, 
and therefore activate the relation between them, the problem of presupposed, 
and apprehended, inner structures also had to be solved. This, I argue, is a 
problem more related to sculpture than to painting. The inner structure of a 
sculpture of marble is in reality the structure of marble itself keeping its material 
parts together: It is, so to speak, marble through the whole stone.
 Furthermore, inner structures in the aspect of material have to do with one 
part of the piece carrying another part. This does not imply that we necessarily 
interpret the piece to have as its subject “carrying”. It is simply a matter of 
construction. There is a distinction to be made between interpreting a carrying 
structure as a sign referring to the real world and understanding it as mere physical 
construction. The inner structures dealt with here, though, are agreements made 
so as to make a piece of marble legible as a running figure, where muscles and bones 
are the proper inner structures to consider. Otherwise, “a running figure” becomes 
hard to detect. Rosalind Krauss argues that there is a distinction between the 
viewers’ interpretations of inner relations and the experience of the structure when 
confronted with a work of Anthony Caro’s. This results from the incompatible 
viewpoints that his pieces provide. It involves a situation of discontinuity between 
every single viewpoint one has of his sculptures. Whereas one position may render 
an image, another position may instead explain the physical construction of the 
work. There are no two positions which apprehend both image and construction 
simultaneously.90 This implies that while the image can be interpreted to work in 
illusory space, the physical structure cannot. Minimal artists could not agree on 
this twofold understanding of physical art objects since a possible interpretation 
of their work as image would, if not cancel, then at least diminish the quality of 
objecthood (the three-dimensionality) within the work. Moreover, a work that 
consists of different parts related to each other by their functions as carrying and 
carried elements, respectively, makes it harder to conceive of it as a mere object. In 
other words, a relation always offers alternative interpretations, and in a situation 
of alternatives, the directness of the Minimal object is lost.91 In confronting a cube 
(or other basic shape), there are no inner structures or relations to deal with, and 
we can apprehend the object primarily as physical mass and shape. The single, or 
unitary, shape and compositional aspects are also decisive in establishing a direct, 
and immediate, relation between sculpture and viewer. It is about understanding 
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the cube by way of its three-dimensionality, that is, its occupying of space. In 
Susanne K Langer’s words: “Sculpture is literally the image of kinetic volume in 
sensory space.” 92

 Literal size was an aspect frequently mentioned in the theorising of Minimal-
ism. Since Minimal objects were not representative in a traditional sense, their 
size could not be described in other terms than those of a 1:1 relation. Scale, on 
the other hand, is not measurable in exact terms but is instead empirically mea-
sured. 93 Scale is therefore a relational matter involving the dimensions of the lo-
cality where the sculpture is placed. The viewer judges scale in relation to her/his 
own body. Judd’s works in particular were sized according to the human body, 
but Morris’ Minimal objects were also able to be approached from a corporeal 
point of view.  
 Moreover, traditional principals of composition, according to Judd, were 
based on a relational attitude where the different elements of a sculpture were 
balanced in relation to each other (as in painting).  He writes: “The order is 
not rationalistic and underlying but is simply order, like that of continuity, one 
thing after another.”94 Balancing different elements implies setting up a set of 
supporting relations within the work. These relations in turn imply a further 
tension between them. This tension then, has a centre somewhere in the work, 
which, inevitably, will become the focal point of the work. If, as was the case for 
several Minimal sculptors, a centre of this kind — like any kind of centre or focal 
point — has to be dismissed in order to present an object directly, then these 
principals of composition had to be left aside. 

From a Minimal point of view one could argue that “art” had been exhaustively 
concerned with composition, and that there might be a way of making art/
sculpture without employing this principal. According to both Judd and Morris, 
a three-dimensional object should be directly apprehensible. The fewer parts 
that made up an object, the easier the apprehension of it. A single element, the 
shape of a mass, would be the ultimate artwork. In cases of several elements 
making up a work, the separate elements should preferably be identical units 
and arranged in a simple order: “progressive, permuted or symmetrical”.95 The 
dominating principles of organising Minimal objects include the right angle, the 
square, and the cube.96 Judd explained his own anti-compositional principals as 
“one thing after another” and his method of staging his works as rational order. 
Discussing works by Judd, Morris or Andre, it is perhaps more appropriate to 
talk about placing, or staging, objects rather than about ideas of composition. By 
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repeating identical objects, Judd argued for a focus on visual likeness, whereas 
Morris preferred using objects with the same shape, but placed differently so as 
to bring about a situation of different perceptions of a single shape. Morris’ idea 
was primarily based on an interest in phenomenological issues.97 
 The staged situation where the viewer encounters a single Minimal sculpture, 
or an installation of several units, is not far removed from the ways we encounter 
and learn about the Real world. From the beginning of our lives we learn about 
objects, and spatial conditions, by moving around and by examining a thing by 
twisting and turning it in order to grasp it from every possible perspective. On 
the issue of repetition and variation in Morris’ Minimal works (fig. 45), David 
Antin has stated that “even the pillboxes don’t look the same, because you can’t 
see them in the same way at the same time. If it is repetition, what is repeated is 
not the same. Identical twins don’t occupy the same space.”98

 As regards compositional or arrangement aspects, Pollock’s paintings 
may be treated as forerunners, since his work was regarded as a kind of non-
relational composition. His paintings lack a centre from which balance could 
have stemmed. Instead, every part, or section, of the complete surface is equally 
manifested.99 The non-centric result is also further revealed in his methods of 
applying paint: moving around the horizontally placed canvas and applying 
paint from all its sides but never working towards a/its centre. Thus, during the 
working process the canvas has no obvious up or down — it functions instead as 
a field (horizontal plane) on which the artist moves about and acts in relation to. 
But a profound difference between a Pollock and displayed Minimal objects is 
that the former loses its character as a field of action and interaction as soon as it 
is hung on a wall.

44. Donald Judd: Untitled. 1966. Glavanized iron. 6 units. Each 120 x 120 x120 at 30 cm intervals. 
© The Chinati Foundation
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In discussing the traditionally mimetic viewpoint on sculpture above, I mentioned 
a second alternative regarding choices of materials and shapes applied in Minimal 
art: that a material only represents itself, not ideas about, for example, “human 
flesh”. In order to achieve a situation of real space and real place, this alternative 
implies that the work of art is apprehended as mere physical object and not as 
a representation of something outside of its physical boundaries. That is, aside 
from representing “sculpture” and demanding a position within the discursive 
field of “sculpture”.
 Whereas illusionary aspects more or less vanished from sculptural practice 
along with the figurative and representational, structural implications could 
be treated by way of the material used. The most common materials used for 
Minimal objects were galvanised iron, cold roll steel, fluorescent tubes, bricks, 
styrofoam cubes, copper plates, and industrial paint. These industrial materials 
were employed so as to render the works of art abstract and non-referential 
characters. Krauss notes that materials like firebricks “remain obdurately external, 
as objects of use rather than vehicles of expression”.100 And she continues: “In 

45. Robert Morris: Untitled (Battered Cubes). 1965. Painted plywood. 4 units. 
Each 61 x 91,4 x 91,4 cm.
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structural or abstract terms, compositional devices of the minimalists deny the 
logical importance of the interior space forms [...and] the sculpted object might 
be seen as nothing but inert material.”101 A minimal object was expected to stand 
for itself. It was not to work as a sign for anything outside it, but to solely exist 
as the placed material it (also) is. Therefore, anonymous and un-natural materials 
were preferred, since they were not considered to have either the bendability or 
the connotations that, for example, bronze, stones such as marble, and wood 
were regarded to have. Furthermore, these latter materials, used throughout art 
history for mimetic sculptures, were argued to be too intimately connected to 
ideas of the organic (which works by Arp, Moore, and Hepworth testified to). In 
order to break with these long-lasting ideas of symbolic matter in the practice of 
art, Minimal artists found that industrial materials would enable the works to cut 
loose from the symbolic. Andre, for one, attempted to remain true to industrial 
material, since works of art begins with materials, “which, in the end, are the 
subject and content of his work”.102

 Considering the material issue of Minimal art, Colpitt argues that the 
employments of material traditionally not belonging in the practice of art belong 
to a “Dadaist sensibility”. She writes that the copper and steel in Judd’s work 
“were nothing before they were sculpture. [And they...] were not real in the sense 
of previously being things in the world” — like the ready-mades things pointed 
out as art by Duchamp.103 Colpitt further argues that a Duchampian ready-made is 
transformed in sort when turned into art and that “its [the ready-mades’] origin in 
the world outside of art cannot be overlooked without collapsing the concept of art 
in question.”104 On the other hand, argues Colpitt, non-art materials like steel can 
“straddle the art/non-art boundary, while the sculptures they compose rest squarely 
in the art world”.105 But, in contrast to Colpitt, I argue that the materials applied 
in Minimal objects are used ostentatively, that is, to point not at connotations of 
symbolic matters but away from these and therefore at the transformation into 
art that also occurs here. Employing material hitherto unfamiliar to sculptural 
practice emphasises the material per se, as its physical qualities make up the work at 
hand. Thus, the materials used in Minimal art hold meanings derivable from the 
particular material, that is, it should be understood as art as material, or material 
as art. According to Krauss, in “their seemingly obdurate refusal to transform 
the commonplace, the minimalist sculptors produced work that appeared to be 
aspiring toward the condition of nonart, to be breaking down any distinction 
between the world of art and the world of everyday objects”.106 The materials used 
were part of an artistic strategy to move beyond the symbolic order of art, instead 
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attempting to situate a stage where the viewer and artwork occur in the same real 
space and time. Andre has put it this way: “Up to a certain time I was cutting into 
things. Then I realized that the thing I was cutting was the cut. Rather than cut 
into material, I now use the material as the cut in space.”107 
 Furthermore, Colpitt argues that the modernist concept of truth to material 
was not a concern of the minimalists: there is no such thing as a sculpture already 
implicit in the material. Rather, it is the intention and working process of the 
artist that shapes the material (e.g. a block of stone).108 Again, I hold a somewhat 
different view on this matter. “Truth to material” understood as a predetermined 
shape (sculpture) already existing within the material does not hold good from a 
Minimal point of view, but Minimal artists show a great sensibility towards the 
materials they did use. The original character of the bricks, steel sheets et cetera 
were of great importance to these artists’ work.  Neither bricks nor steel sheets 
hold infinite possibilities as to what they may be turned into. Not only shape is 
at issue here. One has to consider aspects like surface qualities, density, et cetera. 
The shift seen has to do with the choices of materials used. As I discussed above, 
this was largely concerned with symbolic or other referential issues. 
 Using sheets of steel (like Judd or Smith) or fire-bricks (like Andre) does not 
necessarily imply that one forces the material to, so to speak, behave differently, 
but rather that one tries to keep its original characteristics. As seen in the 
sculptures by Arp, Hepworth and Moore, material and shape are as intimately 
bound together in Minimal objects, too. A larger degree of manipulation with 
these materials than is the actual case would suggest a more personal interference, 
contravening the primary ideas of minimalism. By using industrial materials 
the number of shapes possible was limited. But this limitation did not conflict 
with the ideas of the artists. To choose material is simply to chose one’s idiom. 
According to Colpitt, there is still another important difference in viewpoint 
regarding the attitude towards materials. She writes that an attitude involving 
the consideration of “the potentiality of the material, and that form and material 
coincide […] is an inherently moralistic proposition, held to not so much for 
aesthetic reasons as for ethical ones” and that aesthetic issues are not normative, 
whereas ethical ones are.109 But what does an aesthetic attitude testify to and offer 
if not a set of criteria for the viewer to act on and interpret? Ethical aspects of 
an aesthetic attitude cannot be dismissed that easily. Minimalism, to my mind, 
implies a very strict and normative aesthetic attitude. 
 
A difference of more profound importance in this matter is how the work is 
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produced. The industrial process in making the art objects — whether actual or 
imitated — turned focus to a new attitude regarding the relation between the 
creative process, the making of the work, and the finished art object. The making 
process of an art object per se was no longer necessarily the artist’s own doing. 
Handing over both the making process and, in a sense, the interpretative process 
to others was increasingly regarded as part of the conception of artwork.

From a strictly idiomatic point of view, an interpretation of Minimal objects 
can hardly escape issues of basic sculptural concerns: namely material, scale, and 
placing. Three-dimensional Minimal artworks are easily described in terms of 
their shape and size, since they are often restricted to geometrical figures like the 
cube, the rectangular block, et cetera. Cubes in a strict sense are not as frequent 
in Minimal sculpture as slightly altered “cubes”.110 Tony Smith’s Die of 1962, is 
one of the few regular cubes (fig. 41). It also deviates in yet another way; by its 
title, which allows for numerous possibilities of connotative meanings (e.g. that 
every projection of connotative meanings is cancelled, dies, at the instance of 
impact with the work’s surface). Robert Morris developed his theories on shape 
from ideas of the gestalt, which implies that an easily apprehensible shape has a 
strong gestalt and resists perceptual separation since it does not consist of many 
different elements. Characteristic of a gestalt is that once it is apprehended and 
established, all information about it is exhausted.111 This concerns the visual a 
priori understanding of the shape. Experiencing the object is something different 
and commands the viewer to walk around it. Morris writes:

The better new work takes relationships out of the work and makes them a 
function of space, light, and the viewer’s field of vision. The object is but one 
of the terms in the newer esthetic. One is more aware than before that he 
himself is establishing relationships as he apprehends the object from various 
positions and under varying conditions of light and spatial context.112

It is but a slight exaggeration to say that the Minimal objects of the 1960s have 
been to contemporary sculpture what linear perspective has been to painting. Both 
enforced a revolutionary new way of looking at and understanding sculpture and 
painting, respectively.  Both changed the ways by which we apprehend a room, 
whether illusory or real. 
 
In the mid-1960, sculptural practices performed in both the US and Europe 
further opened up the possibilities of the art form. These possibilities not only 
involved the site of display (hence also the ideological and commercial aspects of 
it) and the viewer on site as Minimal sculpture had done, but also loosened up the 



88 89

idiom of shapes and physical boundaries of prior sculptural practices. Minimalism 
stands neither as a conclusion of modernism nor as a finally traversed moment 
into postmodernism. Rather, it bridges the two.113 
 Minimal objects opened up new ideas of what sculpture, and art in general, 
could both be made out of and refer to: sculptural practice was emphasised as 
a set of dialectical relations. Sculpture as an art of discourse opens up the field, 
the site, of experiencing and therefore interpreting art, and will be thoroughly 
discussed in the following. 
 Theoretical standpoints became an integrated part of artistic practices 
to a re-newed extent. On the other hand, making art as well as performing 
interpretations of art has never been a non-theoretical business. Conceptual art 
of the late 1960s and early 1970s is to a large extent founded on the theoretical 
heritage of Minimalist theories. Dematerialisation was one of the most urgent 
issues in the aftermath of Minimalism.114 In the domain of sculpture, both Morris 
and Richard Serra turned to anti-form issues and practices in their felt-pieces, 
respectively.115 Morris also turned the exhibition situation into an unfinished 

46. Robert Morris: Untitled (L-Beams). (1965) 1966. Painted plywood. 2 units, 
each 243,8 x 243,8 x 61 cm.
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project: Continuous project altered daily of 1969.116 Dissolving not only structural 
issues of sculpture, but also its materiality per se, Robert Morris made the work 
Steam in 1974. As the title indicates, the anti-sculptural work consists of steam; 
“intangible and physically tentative” and could thus be interpreted as a (anti-) 
commercial work of art.117 In 1968 Serra made the piece Splashing, a work of lead 
melted and cast towards a wall. Serra, with affinities to the theories of Abstract 
Expressionism/Action painting, thought of sculpture as a practice, that is, as 
action. In his 1969 piece Stacked steel slabs he works out these ideas. Serra made 
a long list of sculpture as practice in 1967-68 that begins as:  

to roll
to crease 
to fold
to store
to bend
to shorten
to twist118 

Artworks such as Continuous project altered daily can serve as example of bridging 
practices which combine a sculptural aspect with performance. Conceptual art is 
a comprehensive notion often used for ephemeral works constiting of material 
with a short time-span (like Morris’ Steam) and/or works with a political and 
ideological edge. I maintain that Minimalism pointed not only to the site of 
the physical gallery room, but also to the commercial aspects informing that 
location. Hans Haacke, Daniel Buren, and Mierle Laderman Ukeles are but 
three examples of artists who have departed from these issues in their work.119 

Theorising on modern and contemporary sculpture, one has to “recognize the 
collapse of its generic disciplines ⎯ carving, modelling and construction ⎯ and 
the movement away from the ‘prioritizing of perception’ […]”.120

 I will conclude this chapter with yet another example of the strategies 
employed to overcome the blind alley that Minimalism had wandered into — or, 
the full stop realised.  In 1967 Stephen Kaltenbach made a piece called Room 
Cube. Reviewed by Cindy Nemser, it is described as a work where “the neutral 
objects of the minimal artists, used their perceptual theories, and […] the latent 
horror of those enigmatic presences” are manifested.121 The work is made up by 
a large cube situated in a gallery space just large enough to contain the piece, 
leaving a small corridor to make space for viewers walking around it. This is “a 
white Don Judd gone quietly mad”.122
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Framing the space of art experiences: 
Site-specific art and art for specific sites

It should be apparent by now that one can assume the white cube is a specific 
locality, and as such it offers a limited set of possible interferences and comments 
on the artworks. It is a locality coloured by a particular culture and its immanent 
valuations and ideologies. Jackson Pollock’s enormous canvases, Rothko’s 
redirected Seagram Murals, Yves Klein’s Le Vide, as well as Haaning’s and 
Wallin’s installation all work from the context of this specific locality. But 
whereas the Pollock makes use of the (then and there) established contention 
that this kind of room was neutral and did not interfere with the autonomy of 
the painting (albeit this neutrality is in effect what makes “autonomy” possible 
in the first place), both the Klein-piece and Haaning’s and Wallin’s installation 
make use of and consequently manifest the apparent sensitivity and the attentive 
experience exhorted by this specific location ⎯ even if this involves rather 
different intentions and methods.
 In his essay, O’Doherty makes clear that when the white cube locality is 
understood as collaborating with the art theory framing, for example, Pollock’s’ 
work, it presupposes a viewer viewing and experiencing the artworks from 
a fixed position — that is, a non-walking viewer engaged not physically but 
solely intellectually and emotionally. The autonomous work of art — whether a 
painting or a sculpture — is, theoretically, captured in anonymous and neutral 
space and it therefore has no connection to the body of the beholder. But what 
if one made a work of art that was particularly directed to that particular body 
of the beholder? Could it possibly be that if one addresses this body then one 
also, inevitably, addresses “autonomy” by the sheer engagement of phenomenon 
outside the physical boundaries of a work of art? And if, by shifting focus from 
“autonomy” to the subject of sculptural and spatial experience (i.e. the viewer) 
and the kinaesthetic experience as it is induced by the staged object, would it not 
then be possible to uncover the performative system subservient to this specific 
locality? If one assumes the white cube as a specific locality, then the artist who 
addresses and strives to activate this particular space consequently works site-
specifically to involve the corporeal viewer. 

During the Minimal art period, particularly Robert Morris and Carl Andre were 
interested in problematising the conventionally assumed immobility of the viewer. 
In all situations, human beings encounter, experience, and relate to the world by 
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and through the body. In many areas of cultural practices during the 1950s and 
1960s there appeared a widespread interest in sounds and movements as they 
appeared in ordinary life, in contrast to invented and fictitious phenomena. One 
must keep in mind, though, that the two, art and life, can never fully merge into 
one as long as these two notions are in practice. Still, narrowing the gap between 
art and life was the ambition within the performing arts at the time.123 As Morris 
took part in new ideas of dance choreography, both as a choreographer and a 
dancer, the step to involve these ideas in his practice of sculpture seems logical. 
Alongside his idea of desublimating art, viewer experience and interaction became, 
partly, the subject of his sculptural practice.124 In “Notes on Sculpture”, Morris 
writes: “For the space of the room itself is a structuring factor both in its cubic 
shape and in terms of the kinds of compression different sized and proportioned 
rooms can effect upon the object-subject terms.”125 However, Morris continues: 
“That the space of the room becomes of such importance does not mean that 
an environmental situation is being established. [...] Ideally, it [the ideal space 
of experiencing (his) works] is a space, without architecture as background and 
reference, that would give different terms to work with.”126 Thus, judging from 
this quote, it does not seem like Morris is addressing this locality ideologically. I 
am inclined to read it, however, as a wish to broaden the context of the artwork 
at hand. The modes he argues he works from do not necessarily undo the 
possibility of ideological issues. That he prefers the white cube locality seems clear 
and further on in the second part of “Notes on Sculpture” he claims repeatedly 
that placement of the object has become critical, and that the ways by which the 
viewer’s body responds to the artwork are taken into consideration.127 His show 
at the Green Gallery, New York, in 1964 is but one example of the structuring of 
the gallery space that his plywood works implied (fig. 47).128

According to Maurice Berger, Morris’ concern that cultural institutions are 
repressive was an aspect immanent in all of his work during this time. This 
critical approach of Morris’ was later recognised, especially by artists working 
conceptually to challenge the presumption that political considerations are not 
manifest in aesthetic experiences and art institutions.129 As a result of this changed 
attitude in parts of the (American) art world towards the media of sculpture, and 
consequently the experience of sculpture, the exhibition room and the status of 
the art object were subjected to altered circumstances. In due time the white cube 
lost its neutrality, and the art object its autonomy.130 The white cube locality now 
entered the art scene as a specific site/locality. It was now a means to intensify and 
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problematise the context in which art objects appear and are interpreted, that is, 
inscribed, in art historical discourse. 
 
The idea of the site-specific artwork has its origin in the attempts of the Minimal 
artist to integrate the (architectural) surrounding and the active viewer in a 
broader, contextually defined experience of the art object. As mentioned above, 
the notion of site-specificity is essentially used for artworks made and situated 
outdoors (but not necessarily outside) of the art institution, or for temporary 
artworks made on the occasion of a particular exhibition.131 Placing is treated as 
an integrated and significant element of the site-specific artwork, of which earth 
art is one branch. But despite the physical location of the earthwork, which, in 
most cases, is inaccessible to the ordinary gallery-visitor, geographical boundaries 
are transcended by documentary photography. When exhibited, most earth 
works are not displayed site-specifically but mediated — by the artists themselves 
— through photography (or in certain cases, by bringing soil or stones into the 
gallery room). I therefore suggest that a more precise differentiation between 
what is site-specific and what addresses a specific locality could intensify the 
discussion of the Minimal cube and its local boundaries. 
 Concerning the applicability of site-specific as regards Minimal sculpture, 
Colpitt argues that these artworks were created with neither a specific location 
nor a specific context in mind.132 But as I have never seen Minimal objects 
exhibited (and only rarely reproduced as displayed) in any other site or context 
than that of the white cube, it seems to me that Minimal art was made and is 
presented with this specific locality in mind.133 At the very moment when the 

47. Robert Morris: 
One-person show, Green 
Gallery, New York. 1964.
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white cube locality is no longer either thought of or employed as disengaged from 
ideas and historical processes, then — as a site of particular performativity — it 
consequently has to be re-conceived as an ideologically and culturally framed 
situation actively partaking in the semiosis of artworks.  
 According to Douglas Crimp, the Minimal artists failed to critically address 
sites as specific since they did not criticise the commercial system represented by 
the exhibition rooms of galleries and museums. For Crimp, it is particularly the 
aspect of critique that stems from the commercial system regarded as a site that 
is conclusive when defining a work of art as site-specific or not.134 He writes: 
“the true specificity of the site […] is always a political specificity.”135 Aesthetic 
issues do not define the notion of site-specificity, according to Crimp. But, if 
nothing else, it should at least be evident that through the materials and the 
methods of production employed by Minimal artists, they did in fact question 
the framework of aesthetic meaning and value. As previously accounted for, 
Minimal art was to a large extent questioned as art, and upsetting the notion 
of “art” consequently upsets any evaluation of “art”, from both an aesthetic and 
economic perspective. What remained of the prior framework was the locality 
and its economic determinants. Setting the stage for the viewer her/himself, and 
thus incorporating the locality of the event, should be enough to preclude the 
idea of Minimal art as being uncritical of the commercial system intertwined in 
its framework. In Berger’s investigation of Morris’ oeuvre of the 1960s and 1970s 
he argues, contrary to Crimp, that the entirety of Morris’ work from this period 
has its origin in a well-defined and lasting critique of the art object (as a fetishized 
commodity) and the art institutions (which are the localities where the art object 
becomes a fetishized commodity). Berger’s claim is that the Minimal work by 
Morris has been discussed and analysed within a framework much too narrow and 
single-minded to grasp the complex of critical ideas from which his art derives. In 
the broader context of Morris’ artistic enterprise, as outlined by Berger, it is made 
sufficiently clear that the Minimal objects do act critically within two intertwined 
phenomena: firstly, sculpture as a discursive artistic practice, and secondly, the 
notion of art institutions as a discursive site for displaying art.136 The fact that 
this critique of Morris’ has been neglected in art historical interpretations of his 
Minimal objects makes it even more necessary to indicate it here.           
 If one broadens the political and ideological framework of institutional 
space for displaying art, instead of only acknowledging this space in terms of 
economical issues, then I see no contradiction in applying the notion of site-
specific to Minimal objects. This is applicable, speaking from a Morrisonian 
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point of view, if there is an attempt to broaden the experience of art to not 
only seemingly be about visually perceiving the art object, but to include the 
surroundings and the beholder as conditioning aspects of the experience as well. 
Maurice Berger writes:

Rather than just formal, neutral gray plinths, Morris’s minimalist sculptures 
of the mid-1960s were committed to reshaping the traditional relationship 
between object and viewer. Morris was committed to the idea that the 
art object could transgress the repressiveness of rarefied and precious art 
objects–a notion directly rooted in his political and philosophical education 
in the 1950s and ‘60s.137 

Krauss has argued that sculpture, by its logical inseparability from the 
monument, “sits in a particular place and speaks in a symbolical tongue about 
the meaning or use of that place.”138 It is true that Krauss aims at an explanation 
of the prerequisites of phenomena which are neither monument nor sculpture. 
Nevertheless, she follows this line of reasoning to state that sculpture during the 
1960s became siteless and autonomous, and therefore self-referential. Minimal 
sculpture underwent a categorical shift: it is now only what the surrounding is 
not. Minimal sculpture became a negation, whereas the other categories given 
by her extended field theory are positive, and operate as marks or re-structuring 
phenomena in different ways. By axiomatic structures, Krauss refers to artworks 
that imply interventions of “the real space of architecture”. She writes: “the 
possibility explored in this category is a process of mapping the axiomatic 
features of the architectural experience—the abstract conditions of openness and 
closure—onto the reality of a given space”.139  
 What I want to suggest, then, is that this is exactly how the Minimal cube 
works when it is displayed in the white cube locality. The primary reason for this 
is that in this situation of display there is a formal and aesthetic correspondence 
between locality and object. Furthermore, it is only in a space framed by the 
notion of neutrality that such an unarticulated artwork, as for example the 
slightly modified cubes Untitled (Battered Cubes) of 1965 by Morris (fig. 45), 
can activate this space in such a way that the focus of experience is not exclusively 
directed towards aesthetic values, but also towards the construction of that space, 
the limitations of space made by the objects, and the way the viewer moves and 
behaves in this space. The formal correspondence between the white cube locality 
and the sculpture by Morris results in indicating that the most apparent difference 
between the room and the object is our, the viewer’s, physical position in relation 
to them: that is, to simultaneously be inside and outside of the two, respectively. 
The sculptural quality that Minimal artists like Morris and Andre wanted to use 
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seriously involved the viewer’s physical movements around (or on) the three-
dimensional objects displayed and therefore addresses exhibition conventions. 
 If one argues, like Krauss, that the notion of nomadic sculpture refers to an 
object which solely by loss of its pedestal and hence its indexical meaning of 
defining its domicile is nomadic, then one cannot argue that the Minimal object 
belongs to this category. But this loss only refers to a structural aspect prevalent 
during a now-closed historical period: namely, that once upon a time sculptures 
used to be placed on pedestals. The white cube locality is, by virtue of its claimed 
detachment from society at large, a mobile phenomenon — and as such, the 
artworks that travel with it become site-specific. 
 My standpoint is that Minimal objects mark — hence function as an index of 
— this particular kind of exhibition space as a specific locality framed by specific 
and implicit meanings. The notion of bel composto, as derived from Careri, can 
be understood as a spatial coordination between the art forms employed to aim 
at elucidating the message and facilitating the experience of it by the co-operation 
of the art forms involved. This is how I read the Minimal object. 
 Even though I will discuss neither political nor ideological issues explicitly, 
the effect of the gallery room and the imperatives of our behaviour inscribed by 
it is the primary concern in the following.  

Theatricality and performativity: addressing a corporeal viewer  

In his much-debated essay of 1967, Michael Fried declared that Minimal objects 
turn against artness per se by involving the viewer to a degree that (more or 
less) cancels the border between artwork and beholder.140 This was more of an 
accusation than praise. 
 However, the notion of theatricality and its locus in Fried’s analysis of 
Minimal art introduced an aspect to the critical framework of Minimalism that 
was unequalled in previous critical writings on the subject of viewer-response 
(Morris’ “Notes on Sculpture” excepted). Fried, though performing a polemic 
attack against this art, drew attention to the importance of the corporeal viewer 
who experiences these artworks and the situation in which this experience took 
place. The literal object, which Fried also doubted but which is intimately 
related to his notion of theatricality, was, on the other hand, an issue discussed 
by several other critics. According to Alex Potts, Fried’s notion of theatricality 
was a response “to a larger shift in the artistic culture of the period, from the 
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making and inner formal constitution of the artwork to viewer response and 
processes of consumption.”141 It even worked as an issue of great importance in 
the re-conceptualising of sculpture —although this might not have been Fried’s 
goal. Nevertheless, the viewing experience and the site for this event became an 
issue in critical writing on (contemporary) art. It may seem contradictory that 
Fried simultaneously stated the nullity of Minimal objects as art, and undertook 
such a profound analysis of this art form. But, crudely speaking, Greenbergian 
formalism was at stake, as was the autonomy that hitherto had given abstract art 
much of its viability.142 
 Fried begins his essay with declaring that Minimal art is primarily ideological. 
In other words; a Minimal object is a theoretical standpoint. It seeks a position 
to define itself from, and that defining position, between modernist painting and 
sculpture, is what makes it a theoretical standpoint in his view. 143 According to 
Fried, the critical factor for Minimal sculptors like Judd and Morris is that of 
shape. Shape in the hands of these two artists would be the physical outer shape 
of the art object, whereas Fried argues for shape as belonging “to painting—it 
must be pictorial, not, or not merely, literal”.144 And whereas literalist art, 
according to Fried, (wrongly) displays objecthood as such, he argues for a 
suspension of objecthood in order to talk about “art” at all. Furthermore, Fried 
acknowledges that presence may very well stem from both the size and “the look 
of non-art”, but he argues against such (origins of ) presence in the domain of art-
works.145 Objecthood is a condition of non-art, and this condition occurs when 
theatricality intrudes in the situation of experiencing art. Theatre is the negation 
of art, Fried states, since it shifts focus to “the actual circumstances in which 
the beholder encounters literalist work”.146 In other words, theatricality disposes 
the symbolic necessity of understanding paint or physical matter as something 
else; as an image, and therefore as a representation. Fried writes: “the experience 
of literalist art is of an object in a situation —one that, virtually by definition, 
includes the beholder”.147 And this is precisely the issue here. Instead of accounting 
for Fried’s reasons to discredit Minimal art (as art) by way of its theatricality and 
objecthood, I will focus on the aspects he comprises in the notion of theatricality, 
and subsequently apply them (in positive terms). 

The new awareness of the beholder that Morris speaks of is regarded by Fried 
as mere theatre. The (necessary) distance between viewer and art object that 
Morris espouses and which allows reality (real bodies in real space) to intervene 
in situations of experiencing art, subsequently introduces one’s own sense of 
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presence. Fried contests the primacy of the beholder, since the “object, not the 
beholder, must remain the center or focus of the situation”.148 By staging the 
viewer, as Fried argues literalist art does, the experience of an artwork is blurred 
rather than intensified. The artwork becomes more of an obstacle intruding in 
the (kinaesthetic) space of the beholder, rather than declaring itself present in its 
own right. Therefore, it posits the viewer in a state of prostration rather than that 
of convincing aesthetic appreciation (which was what Fried advocated).
 As I have argued and accounted for above, there was a critical issue included 
on the agenda of Minimalism: namely that of investigating the site, and its 
parameters, in terms of encountering art. Fried’s notion of theatricality unveils 
this investigation and the means by which it is performed in a very sensuous way. 
The intrusion of reality does not constitute an “unexacting” situation but rather 
a different situation and awareness than that which is demanded by Greenbergian 
formalism. To experience art as “an eye without a body” is no less complicated 
or predetermined than to enter the discourse of art experience/interpretation as a 
corporeal body with both eyes and mind. That is, as a subject. Often quoted — and 
much to the point — is Fried’s conclusion that “being distanced by such objects 

48. Robert Morris: Untitled (Mirrored Cubes). (1965) 1971. Plexiglass mirrors on wood. 4 units. 
Each 53,3 x 53,3 x 53,3 cm.  
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[literalist objects] is not, I suggest, entirely unlike being distanced, or crowded, by 
the silent presence of another person”.149 Another person becomes, for Fried, another 
way in which to claim that Minimal objects do have anthropomorphic qualities.150 
However, in interpreting the situation of experiencing art, the corporeal body of 
the viewer becomes an anthropomorphic aspect of any artwork. Thus Fried is, 
again, very much to the point in this respect. 

To regard artworks as autonomous is to render them a power of their own. 
Theatricality challenges this power by inscribing the entire situation — including 
the bodily dimensions of viewing — by the interpretative act. Theatricality 
implies a possibility of exchange; that is, the particularity of an artwork is no 
longer the foremost prerequisite of an artwork’s identity. Theatre, for Fried, is 
an “empty, or ‘abandoned’, situation” where the artwork itself is expendable, 
as whatever you place in a room creates a situation of some kind, and as the 
experience of that situation is particularly what is espoused by Minimal artists, 
the art objects (might) become unnecessary.151 Fried writes: “inasmuch as literalist 
work depends on the beholder, is incomplete without him, it has been waiting for 
him.”152 It is not the waiting that is an issue here, but instead the fact that any 
artwork is pointless if it is not experienced, not inscribed by the situation where 
an interpretation is performed. In short, this perspective implies that all artworks 
are site-responsive. 
 As different art forms demand different actions and strategies for 
interpretation by the viewer, so do different artworks. The ideal viewer Fried 
argues for (and which may well correspond to the demands of the theoretical 
framework of abstract painting) is simply not the one the Minimal sculptors 
had in mind. There is a difference in the sensibility demanded by Fried, which 
he also points out in several places in his essay. Shifting the focus to a wider 
concept of the interpretative act than that which Fried advocates, however, does 
not imply a shift of the art object into mere commonplace things and situations. 
What rescues the specific objects of Minimalism from degrading into the sphere 
of mere commonplace things is the situation — and locality — in which we 
encounter them. This attentively includes the viewer’s perceptual activity in 
order to come to terms with the sculpture and situation at hand, and does not 
dispense with intermediaries, therefore acknowledging the apprehension of “art” 
as other than that of “mere things”. As Danto has advocated repeatedly, “art” 
outside the art world (in a theoretical/ideological, not physical, sense) becomes 
difficult both to detect and to defend.153 The employment of semiotic theories of 
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signs and meaning production comes to the rescue in a situation where artworks, 
by their sheer appearance, no longer reveal the status given to them.
 
In the context outlined here and in the following discussions on sculptures by 
Whiteread, Gormley, and Kapoor, it is this sense of another person (or object) 
alongside the awareness of the experience as such taking place that is in focus. 
Hence, another point of departure for the interpretative act is outlined. The 
intrusion — and appliance — of theatricality is thus usable as a corrective; 
interpreting (experiencing) an artwork must be related to when, where, and how 
it is interpreted. The notion of theatricality becomes a means of investigating 
the very process of semiosis. In Fried’s interpretation, it is as if the self-aware 
corporeity of the viewer gets in the way of aesthetic issues. However, aesthetic 
issues are not universally unbound but rather contextually definable — and by 
engaging viewer and locality in the process of semiosis, there may be a strategy to 
detect the parameters of particular situations of art experience/interpretation.154 

Actual viewing in the round is therefore of paramount interest. 
 The notion of theatricality implies that the art experience per se is staged. Both 
viewer and object occur in the same ambient space, and are thus both “real”. In 
a broader sense of this notion, it follows that meaning is also staged. That is, 
meaning takes place in particular situations, and is not something universally 
fixed, speaking to a universalised viewer, but rather is performed on various 
occasions.155 In the introduction to their anthology Jones and Stephenson write:

Since the 1960s, visual art practices, from body art to Minimalism, have 
opened themselves to the dimension of theatricality in such a way as to 
suggest that art critics and art historians might reassess our own practices of 
making meaning through an engagement with the process of art production 
and reception as performative.156 

If meaning is performative, then, logically, so is interpretation — whether it is 
performed in an artistic or theoretical form. Meaning as overt, in the sense of 
being non-fixed but contextually framed, is what comes out from Fried’s notion 
of theatricality. That is, if one exerts oneself to apply it in a positive way, not 
as aggressively limiting. Experiencing, hence interpreting, an artwork with the 
notion of theatricality in focus is in contrast to O’Doherty’s description and 
critique of the modernist viewer as bodiless (as an eye with a mind); that is, the 
viewer who was initially subsumed in the neutrality of the white cube locality. 
Sculpture’s theatricality aims at implicating the situation of interpretation, and 
I will re-define it as opening up the limits of and challenging the closed ways of 
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(properly) encountering art as seen in the Friedian perspective. Spectatorship is, I 
argue, a condition for making meaning. Amelia Jones puts it this way:

I stage Die as instantiating the capacity of any artwork to open out the 
intersubjectivity of interpretation as an exchange, the contingency of our 
interpreting bodies/selves on the particularities of the environments in which 
we experience works of art as well as on the specificities of these works in 
their relation to our bodies (that is, specificities that are not inherent, in that 
they have no meaning until engaged).157

 

Performativity, on the other hand, is a notion aimed at circumscribing the cultural 
(social and political et cetera) foundations for certain behaviours — like those we 
perform when encountering art. Berger states that instead of undertaking analysis 
and definitions of Minimal art objects solely from their formal or aesthetic 
prerequisites, another notion has begun to be used: the notion of performativity. 
The notion incorporates a variety of human enactments and interactions, and is 
used for mapping 

the direct and seemingly ordinary interaction between the individual and 
society and culture at large. [...] Performativity, in short, is the infiltration of 
performance into the social and cultural sphere, an infiltration that is never 
less than meaningful, never less than ideological.158  

Performativity is thus acting the interpretation out:
the very deployment of the term performative […] proposes a dual critical 
project. First, it is one that opens out onto and questions the continuing 
assumptions of a reified conception of the artwork as a static object whose 
meanings are inherent in its form or structure and easily disclosed to the 
knowing interpreter. And second (and related to the first point), it scrutinizes 
the correlative assumption that the art critic or art historian has but to stage 
himself and his privileged ‘eye’ in a proper relationship to the work in order 
to decipher its semiotic codes...and elicit the work’s ‘true meaning’ and 
cultural value, cloaking his findings in the legitimizing aesthetic rhetoric of 
an earlier interpretative regime […].159 

The following three sections will deal with one respective work by Whiteread, 
Gormley, and Kapoor. The way in which these works come to mean is founded 
on the sculptural means by which they connect the viewer. The physically open 
structures and the occasions of representation in these three sculptures work to 
engage the corporeal viewer in “a performative fashion […] in order to point to 
the act of interpretation itself as a kind of performance”.160

 Both theatricality and the awareness of the performative action will be 
employed as we turn to three staged situations in the white cube locality. The 
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spatial imperative that Minimal objects are argued to imply aims partly at 
intensifying the awareness of how the white cube locality operates in the process of 
semiosis.161 In the following I will discuss how I understand Whiteread, Kapoor, 
and Gormley to make use of this elucidated awareness, implied by both the idiom 
of the white cube object, and the relation between it and the site of its display. I 
argue that these artists continue the integral relationship between their work and 
the Minimal cube, and, furthermore, that Minimal sculpture has become a sign 
for this relational situation. Thereby, this sign has come to work as an imperative. 
In the aftermath of conceptual art of the 1960s and 1970s, one cannot escape the 
ideological and aesthetical changes this kind of art brought upon the white cube 
locality. Working in this locality, one cannot ignore the relational imperative, 
even less so if one chooses to depart from the idiom of Minimalism. The white 
cube, both as object and locality, is argued to be a sign for the inevitable relation 
between viewer, artwork, and the space in which they occur.

 

Rachel Whiteread’s Ghost

The purpose of considering the white cube locality as an integral part of 
interpreting and apprehending art is that it allows for a more explicit account of 
how sculptures can be understood to activate their relation to this room in order 
for it to become a structural element in the arrangements of their works. As I have 
described the situation above, it is made clear that the exhibition room operates 
neither as an equal category nor as a neutral background, but instead as one of 
the structural components in displaying art objects. The exhibition space should 
thus not be overlooked. The categories room and object, respectively, do not 
(necessarily) have to be apprehended as strict demarcations between two different 
realms of phenomena. Instead they can be seen as two phenomena interrelated in 
the experience of sculpture. 
 The most striking likeness between Ghost by Rachel Whiteread and the kind 
of Minimal objects of concern here is of course the affinity as regards geometrical 
structure and colour. But whereas Minimal objects integrate the exhibition room 
into the aesthetic experience by way of structural correspondences (thus upsetting 
the idea of the autonomous work of art), Whiteread’s sculpture rather involves 
the exhibition room and the viewer in a more specifically oriented experience, 
simultaneously addressing two contradictory formulations of space and room. 
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 The quality of objecthood commonly ascribed to Minimal sculptures is, 
as I see it, a result of the integration of the white cube locality within the act 
of experience. This close liaison between the two categories is brought out by 
the recognised likeness of shape. This liaison, or likeness, is also at work in 
Whiteread’s Ghost, of 1990, which is a cast of an empty room. The structural 
correspondence with the exhibition room is made by its actual process of coming 
into being (fig. 49-51).162 Furthermore, the process of making a cast from a real 
room clearly makes the cast the same size, and volume, and scale of the real 
room (its mould). When displayed, these two qualities of Ghost are placed in 
interaction with the size and scale of the room where we meet the sculpture. Thus, 
these qualities of the exhibition room play important parts in our experience of 
Ghost. In a small exhibition room, the confrontation with Ghost would, perhaps, 
give rise to a claustrophobic experience (with the viewer squeezed in-between 
the two sets of walls), whereas a larger room would permit a greater distance 
from the sculpture. In Careri’s words, the leaps of space framing the sculpture 
in the gallery room, which make corridors of cognitive space inhabitable by the 
viewer, are determined by the particular site of one’s encounter with Ghost. As 
a consequence of the established sign discussed above, the white colour helps 
to establish a relational likeness between the sculpture and the room where it is 
displayed. Ghost as sculpture displayed in the white cube locality vacillates along 
the border of representing a room (of its own) and of the cancellation of cognitive 
space, making the room a mere physical object. 

Ghost was Whiteread’s first cast from an architectural room, and a departure 
from the more intimate and small-scaled spaces of, for example, Table and Chair 
(Clear), (fig. 56) and Closet, (fig. 55). The mould of Ghost was a living-room in 

49-50. Rachel Whiteread: Ghost. 1990. Plaster. 270 x 318 x 365 cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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a Victorian terrace house, maintaining the connection to the domestic spheres 
of daily life. The sculpture is therefore large. The surface of Ghost is moderately 
articulated — there are traces indicating that the piece was cast from an actual 
room: imprints of skirting-boards run around the piece, a door, windows, a 
light switch, and the open fireplace (where even some remaining ash points to 
the site of the casting process, the mould). Even the pattern of the wall-paper is 
occasionally visible. 
 In an abandoned house in London, Whiteread had the walls of the living-
room cast in units of plaster (since neither ceiling nor floor can be seen, there 
was no actual purpose in casting them).163 The separate cast units were then 
mounted together so that the structure and volume of the original room is 
revealed. Moreover, the many units making up the construction of the piece have 
two references of importance here. Firstly, connotative meaning can be derived 
from the block units (buildings built by stone blocks), but more important here 
is that the units map the surface ⎯ they make it readable in terms of a grid. 
The piece’s size and interrelated scales are visually emphasised by the grid. The 
overall structure of the sculpture is a space formulated as solid mass in terms of a 
monumental white cubic shape. The indexical relation to the mould is manifested 
by the inscriptions on the surface that testify to the interior decorations and 
human activities taking place in the original living-room.   
 In Ghost there is a play with monumentality. As an artwork, the cubic shape 
is enormous — one cannot see over it and it is too broad to grasp with one’s 
arms outstretched. Understood as a room, it is not particularly large, but rather 
intimate. The room-space (that is, its volume) constructed as mass (closed space) 
seems to give the piece a smaller scale than a living-room might have. To grasp 
the piece conceptually is to intellectually hover between contradictions: openness 
versus closeness, a small-scaled room versus a large solid object. The shift from 
intimacy to monumentality lies in when and how the scale/size seems to shift. 
Therefore the concepts of both room and art object are triggered for further 
interpretations.  
 Walking round the sculpture, there is no immediate problem grasping it as a 
real room, or as a concept of a “room” (or even as part of a row of Victorian terrace 
houses). The volume and structure alongside the imprints of door, window et 
cetera, appear as evidence for this conclusion. It may also appear at first glance to 
be the outside of a room, but what gives the actual situation away are the skirting-
boards and the open fireplace, which are clearly negative imprints. It becomes 
clear that what we are looking at is a cast of the inside of a room. The interior 
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(open) space formulated as a material object, and hence closed space, affects the 
apprehension of one’s own position — which suddenly seems uncertain. At this 
point, Fried’s sense of prostration when confronting a Minimal object seems to 
be echoed.
 As the structure of Whiteread’s “room” is actually a re-construction of the 
original room’s void (volume of space interpreted as volume of mass), it turns 
out that the display situation puts us, its viewers, in a situation between two 
contradictory concepts of “room”: perceiving the volume of one room (the 
living-room) while standing in the volume of the other room (the gallery room). 
Visually, we are not confronted by the look of the room from which Ghost was 
cast. Instead, the experience of the work, and consequently the interpretation 
of it, is about a conceptual re-casting of the interior of the room to which the 
sculpture refers. Neville Wakefield describes the experience in this way: “For the 
space that we are presented with is an impossible space, viewed from a position 
we could never assume: the space between the object and the cast, the space of 
release.”164 The specific room that Ghost indexically refers to is now destroyed; the 
space pointed to does not exist anymore, and consequently, both the sculpture 
and the destroyed living-room are closed (terminated) spaces.165 
 The details on the sculpture’s surface are necessary in order to make it possible 
for us to recognise that the sculpture originates from a room. The dominating 
shape is that of a cube large enough to be read as a “room”. Whereas the door-
imprint indexically marks the place of the real door, it simultaneously operates 
as a symbolic sign representing the “entrance”. The window-imprint likewise 
symbolises a “view to the outside”. Still, there is an instability in our sense of 
direction as a result of the two conceptually juxtaposed versions of “room”. This 
lies partly in the vacillation between two opposite apprehensions of “room”; the 
familiar room-coordinates which are in work in the exhibition room are not valid 
in the case of Ghost. The looping sense of (conceptual) reversals between insides 
and outsides works so as to blur and destabilise the sense of our own (physical) 
abilities to orient ourselves within a room. 

Despite the fact that Ghost so evidently manifests particular architectonical 
references, the piece opens up a relation of correspondences to the white cube 
locality in manners akin to both Minimal objects and Le Vide by Yves Klein. As I 
mentioned above, in discussing Le Vide, Klein’s work aimed at an experience of an 
emptied room. The idea is nevertheless a paradox: as soon as someone entered Le 
Vide, it was no longer an empty room. But in contrast to the piece by Whiteread, 
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Klein’s work still consisted of open space and assumably the intelligibility of what 
an empty room could be like. Confronted by Ghost, one has instead to “construct 
presence out of absence, solidity out of the void” and vice versa — one cannot 
experience her work as the room from which it was made and to which it refers.166 
Still, both Ghost and Le Vide imply that in order to apprehend the works as (in 
a sense) being about roomness, the viewer must relate to something indexically 
referred to by the two works (a real living-room and an empty room, respectively). 
The indexical relation at work here emphasises an important difference to 
Minimal objects — the latter can hardly be interpreted as index signs since they 
are not taken from in the sense that a cast, or a photograph, is. 
 The fact that the mould of Ghost is now lost also indicates that it is impossible 
to produce further examples of the work. Ghost is only possible once and thus 
Whiteread breaks with one of the most prominent aesthetic features of the 
Minimal artwork: the repetion of the same shape. The interest in phenomenology 
of, for example, Morris, appears in his work where he offers us the same shape 
several times: The viewer, moving in and around the arranged cubic shapes, is 
asked to repeatedly relate to a new and different point of view of a cube: to “re-
know” the world again and again as it unfolds before us. Seriality is a conceptual 
tool connected to the (demanded) act of attentive experience — of gathering 
the various perspectives of a (repeated) cube into a single idea of the three-
dimensionality of the object at hand. But, as I see it, Whiteread does not dismiss 

51. Rachel Whiteread: Ghost. Detail. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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seriality altogether; it is evoked by the relation between the room of display and 
the sculpture. This relation would evidently be lost, however, if Whiteread’s work 
was exhibited in a different locality than the one discussed here. Ghost as a cast of 
a room interior is most obvious if it is located within the white cube locality: here 
the articulated surface of the sculpture is manifest. It would not appear with the 
same clarity in another kind of room. 

Ghost is particularly interesting in the context of the white cube locality, due 
to the apparent differences of aesthetic concepts involved in the architecture of 
the two. And with different aesthetic concepts follows a different referentiality; 
Whiteread’s work testifies to different ideologies than the white cube locality 
does. Since Ghost refers to a historically identified period, it upsets the assumed 
trans-historicalness and thus the self-referentiality (and neutrality) of the white 
cube locality. We know different kinds of rooms and act according to the 
performative framework of each. While the gallery room is a public room where 
most of us walk silently looking at works of art from different positions in that 
room, Ghost is simultaneously that observed artwork and an image of a room 
where a different set of actions used to take place. Ghost’s mould was a place for 
the most trivial and commonplace activities we perform on a daily basis: opening 
the door, walking in or out of the room, opening the window, switching the 
light on or off, warming up the room by lighting a fire in the fireplace et cetera. 
All of these are activities that engage us in a physical, bodily, sense. Activities of 
more specific characters taking place in the pre-moulded room would lead us 
to speculations, as would the guessing of who used to live there — they remain 
anonymous to the viewer. 
 Traditional figurative sculpture represents frozen actions and states of 
moods. In comparison Ghost, too, is a traditional sculpture in the sense that it 
represents a frozen stage of the performative. The terminated field of activities 
that Whiteread’s work refers to works as a full stop, emphasising instead the 
performative implications of the gallery room. There are several discussions 
on absence as the main theme in Whiteread’s work, and in the case of Ghost I 
find absence most relevant as regards human movements and activities: the lost 
performative space of the sculpture’s mould. Considering the way Whiteread 
usually designates her work — “untitled” followed by a bracket declaring the 
name of that particular object — one could imagine another title for Ghost: 
Untitled (Living-room).167 The bracket would then immediately have told 
us what particular kind of room we are confronted by, and thus how it was 
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used: for getting-togethers with friends and family. Instead of telling us this, 
Whiteread points to what is left: a ghostly apparition — Ghost is nothing like a 
living-room.168 Still, the details on the surface are logically localised, meeting our 
expectations, and still appeal to our physical capacity of spatial orientation. 
 Working from a domestic setting intensifies the difference between the two 
versions of “room” experienced by the viewer. The likeness in shape between 
the white cube locality and Ghost and, furthermore, the room-referent of the 
sculpture, places them in a conflict with each other. As a living-room is associated 
with intimacy and meetings with other persons, the sculpture — if associations 
are made in this way — is conceptually filled with sounds and experiences far 
from the real room we are standing in. The white cube locality, on the other 
hand, formerly conceived of as excluding both the corporeity of the viewer, and 
the movements and activities of daily life, enters the conflict at the moment we 
re-consider it and apprehend it as a performative space framed by cultural values 
and behaviour. The two versions of “room” imply that while the body of the 
viewer (that is, her/his physical presence) integrates with the gallery room by 
way of Friedian theatricality, the opposite is at play in relation to Ghost. Our 
corporeity (and our awareness of it) works against Whiteread’s piece, conceived 
as a structure of closed space. In this sense, the piece moreover echoes the worries 
of Michael Fried: another person intruding in our space. 

Both of the localities discussed here — brought together side by side in the display 
situation — work as signs, but with different ideologies. While aspects of locality 
have been discussed above in relation to Whiteread’s House from 1993, similar 
issues are harder to find in the writing on Ghost. Therefore I want to briefly 
consider the original locality of the work, that is, its mould. The work refers 
strictly to not just any Victorian living-room but a real and particular one.169 As a 
result of the making process of Ghost, the imprints indexically refer to a particular 
site, while the work travels with the white cube locality. The  meaning of Ghost 
is therefore simultaneously located in two different concepts of site. Arguing that 
meaning is site-specific inscribes the piece in the theoretical framework of the 
white cube locality. However, as mentioned above, the title indicates that its 
signified no longer exists. The space from which Ghost was cast certainly does not, 
but the kind of room chosen as mould is pertinent and should not be dismissed 
in an interpretation focused on kinaesthetic responses and implications. Thus, I 
interpret the placing of Ghost within the white cube locality as an expression of 
ideologies placed in conflict with each other, based on my claim that the white 
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cube, whether an object or a locality, is a sign for the relation between ideological 
and aesthetical realms. In this way, it is possible to consider the employment of 
the Minimal idiom as an immediate activation of interpretations of this kinds of 
relation. 
 Ghost thus approximates the notion of site-specificity, if we allow ourselves 
to extend the notion to refer to a mobile sign for a specific locality. For example, 
one can compare the way in which earth art is often displayed — as photographs 
of the “real” work — with the process of making Ghost; that is, casting. In both 
cases the gallery visitor is presented with a site implicitly referred to. Neither Ghost 
nor a photograph brings the actual site to us, but instead functions as a mobile 
sign of a particular locality or site.170

Antony Gormley’s Testing a World View

The work by Antony Gormley which I have chosen to focus on in this section 
is not constituted as a cube or block — far from it. Testing a World View, from 
1993 (fig. 52-53), is made up of five figures cast in iron with Gormley’s own 
body as the matter from which their mould was taken. However, as will be made 
clear in the following, this work still upsets and integrates the white cube locality 
in ways which explore and display this room and the relations inscribed in it to 
such a degree that his work almost seems to directly work from the notion of 
theatricality. As accounted for in the introductory chapter on Gormley, his oeuvre 
consists in large part of figurative sculptures cast from his own body in different 
positions. Testing a World View thus belongs to this group of works, where several 
sculptures explore the space in which they are displayed.171 Nevertheless, since I 
am aiming at works akin to minimalist objects (as regards both the idiom and 
the strategies of displaying them), this particular work serves to bring forth the 
implications of the viewer-informed issues that my readings strive to elucidate. 

The piece is made up of five identical figures (or body cases, which is the term 
Gormley uses), each cast in iron. On each figure torso and legs are stretched, with 
arms following the torso. But the legs are bent so the angle between torso and legs 
is ninety degrees. Each of the units thus has the shape of the letter “L”. When 
displayed they are placed in varying positions in relation to the structure of the 
room. In Levinson’s words, the figures are “tested against the orthogonals of the 
room”.172 On the occasion of his touring exhibition in 1993-1994, the five units 
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were placed as follow: one figure hanging on the wall following the angle between 
ceiling and wall, two of the units placed lying on the floor — one with its back 
downwards and legs pointing right up and the other lying on its side, the fourth 
unit placed standing in right angle to the wall, and the fifth forming a triangular 
shape in relation to the floor — with head and feet downwards touching the 
floor.173 

The position of the figurative body — that is, the L-shape — echoes Robert 
Morris’ Untitled (L-beams) of 1966.174 The latter is a three-unit work of fibreglass, 
where each unit is identical to the others as regards material and size. When 
displayed, they are positioned differently, and thus relate to the viewer’s own 
body and the gallery room differently as the viewer performs kinaesthetically in 
the staged gallery room (c.f. fig. 46). A lying “L” is like a low bench, a standing 
“L” evokes a chair. The triangularly placed “L” opening up beneath relates in yet 
another way to the body of the kinaesthetically engaged viewer. Morris’ work 
investigates how the same shape, due to placement, affects the viewer differently. 
Interpreting the units like obstacles for the viewer’s tour in the gallery room 
brings to the fore how differently placed objects differ in the ways they operate, 
both mapping and restricting the staged site of sculptural experience. Testing a 

52. Antony Gormley: Testing a World View. 1993. Detail. Cast iron. 
5 units, each 112 x 47 x 118 cm @ Antony Gormley
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World View — as the title clearly states 
— is about the exploration of a body 
in a room. The figures are placed so as 
to invoke the testing of a room in an 
explicitly body-affirmative way.175

  What the encounter with the 
Minimal object has taught us (in the 
context of this study) is that a work 
of art simultaneously presents itself 
as a mere object and prompts us to 
further investigate it for meanings not 
literally there. Thus, as a departure 
from the imperative of a performing, 
that is, an active, viewer, inscribed by 
the Minimal object as sign, Gormley’s 
work manifests the sculptural object 
(whether figurative or non-imagistic) 

as an obstacle directing our way in the gallery space: What is a room like seen 
from the ceiling? From lying on the floor? From bending towards the wall facing 
downwards? As each unit is cast from a real body, and thus by sheer iconic likeness 
is conceptually attached to our own sensed bodies, each unit is easier to relate to 
one’s own body as one circumscribes them than Morris’ L-beams. Still, they seem 
impossible without the Morris-work preceding them. I will not linger much on 
the particularities with which Gormley applies Morris’ work, as the relationship 
between shapes and positioning is already accounted for. I shall instead go right 
to the implications of theatricality in this case. 

Recalling Fried’s analysis, it is as if Gormley performed an artistic interpretation 
of his discursive essay, literally rendering the minimal obstacle to the shape of 
“another person”. At the core of Gormley’s oeuvre — in its entirety — lies an 
interest and investigation of how we perceive and apprehend the world outside 
our physical boundaries. But if the Minimal object shifted focus to the ideology 
informing the white cube locality, and the art viewing rituals taking place there, 
Gormley’s work is more restricted to finding out the physical parameters of this 
locality as well as of our bodies. Of the five spatial positions given to the units of 
Testing a World View, only one would be impossible for us to copy: that which 
bends between wall and ceiling. (Hard to achieve, but perhaps not impossible, 

53. Antony Gormley: Testing a World View. 
1993. Detail. @ Antony Gormley
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is another position, with only the forehead and feet touching the ground.) The 
other stances echo unproblematically in our own bodies as we view them and take 
them under consideration. 
 The fact that Gormley’s sculpture is figurative makes the space that we share 
it with not completely the same. That is, representation may be argued to stand 
in the way of encountering the objects literally, in a physical sense as opposed to 
symbolically comprehended. But each figure is more anonymous than a statue 
representing an individual since they are part of a sequence. They are subsumed in 
a situation directed to an investigation of a room as such, rather than standing out 
as separate, or individual, sculptures. Literalism may seem a farfetched notion to 
apply in a discussion on this particular piece by Gormley. However, it is precisely 
at the point of recognising the sculpture not as representation (of Gormley’s 
individual body) but as part of a situation taking place then and there — that the 
situation becomes one in which we (the beholders) play as an important part as 
the artworks do. Our engagement in the situation is the other prerequisite for a 
process of semiosis to occur at all. Our presence being acknowledged is what brings 
theatricality into play, and, furthermore, opens up the situation of the staged white 
cube locality to the point that meaning occurs then and there. 
 The units considered to map the room out for us work as landmarks for the 
viewer as we scan the room seeking to understand and define it in spatial terms, 
acknowledging the implications of our corporeity. In their physical encounter 
with the locality, each unit thus operates as a stand-in for the corporeal viewer, 
pointing to the constitutive elements that make a room (that is floor, ceiling, 
walls, and door openings et cetera). The figure at the angle between wall and 
ceiling marks a full stop upwards in the room (its limits regarding height). The 
figure standing with its head towards the wall marks a full stop of the horizontally 
furthest point of the room, whereas the three other units rather seem like an 
investigation of what the room might look like from different body- and eye-
positions. However trivial these marks seem (as to what elements they point 
to) they are nevertheless what comes out of encountering this piece from a 
perspective informed by the notion of theatricality: They work as devices to help 
us understand how we inhabit (and do not inhabit) rooms. 
 This installation seems, to me, rather pointless if one does not take into 
account how our own bodies play a constitutive part in apprehending three-
dimensional artworks such as this one. What are these units to “mean”, as 
sculptures, if we do not involve how we sense our own bodies interpreting this 
work? Executing movements in front of a mirror may give us a glance as to what 
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we look like using our body, but the physical sense of moving our own bodies can 
never equal what it is like watching another body in its movements. One’s own 
physical engagement, I argue, is at the core of this work.176

To stage the room as a space worthy of closer consideration, Gormley has used 
five units identical in shape but not in placement. The symmetry and repetition 
of shape are interrupted, and even though the units are identical in shape their 
placing intrudes by simple means: a figure lying on its side does not work its 
shape out in the same way as a figure placed on its back with legs pointing 
upwards to the ceiling. To work a movement out in sculpture by using identical 
units did not begin with Minimal sculptures like Morris’ L-beams, however, even 
if it was a Minimal achievement to set this aspect in particular focus. The three 
top figures of Rodin’s The Gates of Hell, of 1887-1917, is a pedagogical example 
of the same shape (identical figure) re-positioned by a slight turn so as to display 
a sense of (harmonious) movement within the group. 
  The units in Gormley’s work operate in a semiotic interpretative context so as to 
capture the well-framed space of the white cube locality. Considered together, the 
five units establish themselves as signs informing the situation and process in which 
we define meaning. The implication of theatricality opens up our engagement 
in this locality, whereas performativity (here) is the process of framing meaning 
semiotically. From this point of view, we are able “to formulate interpretations 
in intersubjectively accessible ways”.177 Taking theatrical implications to the fore 
simultaneously acknowledges the subjective experience (and process of association), 
and reveals the open-endedness of interpretation as such. 
 Considering how Testing a World View is encapsulated in the white cube 
locality shifts focus to sculptural issues akin to those of Minimalism. How 
does the room enclose the sculptures? How does an object function in this 
locality, and how does the work take place, that is, how does it work out its 
three-dimensionality? The white cube locality that is so familiar to us turns into 
a vehicle worth investigating, and to physically challenge. The contesting of 
the (gallery) room’s parameters echoes yet another work: Richard Serra’s post-
minimal Casting. In this piece, Serra used the angle where floor and wall meet as 
a mould against which melted lead was thrown. The congealed lead-formations 
were than detached from the area of its becoming, and when displayed, staged in 
the centre of the site. 
 A sustained process of viewing, which I advocate, does not merely mean to 
acknowledge the five figure-units of Gormley’s work, but also to assign them 
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meaning as they are considered signs. The five units are thus capable of more than 
just instantiating a pluralistic method of view points as regards identical objects 
(or as understood as “the same” three-dimensional shape seen in more than the 
round). Interrelated, they work as pointers (indexes) revealing how we address 
this locality and situation ourselves. The one meaning I would like to claim for 
Testing a World View would be that of its ostentative capacity of pointing to 
semiosis per se. Taken as five focalisers, these five instances address the viewer 
by evoking one’s kinaesthetic part-taking — hence the staging of the white cube 
locality itself, as the figures’ positions resonate in our own bodies. Ideas of fixed 
meanings ascribable to works of art also seems to be contested by Gormley’s work 
(as this would seem to contest Fried’s conclusion but not his understanding of 
how Minimal objects operate when displayed). Displayed artworks seem fixed 
due to their hanging, or staging, in the exhibition at hand (as Gormley’s work 
presents itself at first glance). By way of the interrupted seriality, however, the 
sequence of the five units disposes of fixation (of any kind). Actually, there is no 
such thing as passive viewing, or passive (fixed) meaning. 

Anish Kapoor’s Untitled 

In terms of material, Kapoor’s Untitled from 1997 belongs to a body of work of 
stainless steel. This particular sculpture is a rather large standing rectangular box. 
On the upper half it has a circular shaped opening running through it. Its surface 
is highly polished, mirroring the site in which it is placed (fig. 54).  
 During the 1990s Anish Kapoor made several sculptures of this material. 
Untitled’s counterparts are to be found as both wall-mounted pieces such as 
Untitled of 1995, and to some extent also the aforementioned floor-piece Suck, 
1998. Both of these works appear to be site-specific as they not only involve the 
space of the white cube locality, but actually intervene in its very structure by 
placing successful pressure on its wall and floor, respectively. Moreover, these two 
works also mirror the room and its visitors in a disorderly fashion. Both of these 
works could hence be treated in depth in the context of this chapter. But, since I 
prefer to stay within the Minimalist perspective of this thesis, I shall focus on the 
Minimal-like work Untitled. 
 Kapoor’s sculpture, which is 230 centimetres in height, reflects the entire 
person looking at it at close distance. The opening placed at the approximate 
height of a relatively tall person furthermore situates that viewer in a situation 
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where her/his face is revealed as a distorted mirror image inside the opening, 
looking almost headless. Fried’s idea of the Minimal object as another person 
(another presence) is highly applicable to this piece by Kapoor. The viewer is, in a 
sense, playing out her/his own presence on the very surface of that other presence 
made up by the work at hand.     
 Due to these mirroring effects, this work by Kapoor is reminiscent of 
Minimal sculptures like Morris’ four-unit work Untitled (Mirrored cubes) of 1965 
and Judd’s brass sculpture Untitled of 1970 (fig.48, 42). Both of these works are 
much lower in height than Kapoor’s piece. They reflect the floor and the viewer’s 
feet standing in front of it or walking round it. Thus, the viewer’s own presence 
appears as an image on the sculpture’s surfaces, as the corporeity of the active 
viewer. The sequential images reflected by the viewer’s movements appear almost 
like a one-time film on the surface, presenting the kinaesthetical implications of 
viewing artworks in the round in a very distinct fashion. The spatial leaps that 
surround Kapoor’s sculpture and inscribe it in the space of the white cube locality 
also operate in contradictory ways. They are the space that the viewer inhabits 
and from which the viewer experiences the staged object. These spatial leaps are 
mirrored simultaneously on the sculpture’s surface, and it therefore operates both 
as cognitive space and represented space.
 This situation violates one of the principal ideas of Minimalism: namely, 
that “the experience of the objects should be exactly coextensive with its physical 
description.”178 Barbara Reise has written on Judd’s sculptures that by employing 
different materials Judd:

explores the ontology of traditional plastic form: volume, space, mass, light, 
colour, and surface are examined in and of themselves as timeless artistic 
concepts. […] Judd recreates them in deeper more relative terms: surface to 
volume, volume relative to space and mass, space and mass relative to light 
and colour, line relative to plane and volume, part relative to whole.179 

What Reise lists are sculptural qualities that may be considered in interpreting any 
sculpture and its relation to its context of being displayed. Thus, the quote could 
serve as a description of Kapoor’s Untitled as well. This is not to diminish Kapoor’s 
work, but to instead stress the Minimal heritage that his sculptures refer to and 
continue to explore. In sculptural terms, Untitled displays sculptural qualities like 
mass, volume, and size working in contradictory ways. The massiveness of the 
large standing block is visually contradicted by the surface mirroring its physical 
context. Likewise, the apprehension of the sculpture’s volume is problematised 
and upset by the mirroring effects, judged by the reflected image of the viewer. 
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The sense of volume is directed both to the sculpture and to the viewer seeing and 
sensing her/his own volume: the sense of inhabiting space. 

In contrast to the sculptures by Whiteread and Gormley discussed above, 
Kapoor’s piece is not figurative — at least not as regards its physical construction. 
Its relation to the white cube locality comes about in a different way, and semiosis 
is performed with different referents than the two first mentioned. Whereas 
Whiteread’s piece dramatised the viewing situation by presenting the inversed 
space of Ghost’s origin, upsetting the apprehension of the space the viewer 
inhabits, and Gormley’s five figures worked out the relationship to the site of 
display and the corporeal viewer by figuratively testing the borders of the former, 
Kapoor’s sculpture foremost connects to the site and the viewer by its reflective 

54. Anish Kapoor: Untitled. 1997. Stainless steel. 230 x 125 x 105 cm. © Anish Kapoor
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surface. Thus, more strongly than both Whiteread’s and Gormley’s sculptures, 
Untitled stages and visually and repeatedly recasts the site of its display, while 
simultaneously manifesting its own position as a staged object on view. The 
sculpture is placed as an obstacle, too. Its large scale and compact impression, 
not disregarding its opening, manifest it physically in the gallery room. The 
mirroring effects do not (entirely) diminish the sense of it as a solid stable body 
of mass. The circular opening through it rather emphasises the massiveness of the 
sculpture by visually enhancing its depth. The sculpture offers two divergent sets 
of images; the sculpture as solid shape of a particular material, and the sculpture 
as (mere) reflective surfaces. Using Juddian terminology, the “specific object” in 
the hands of Kapoor theoretically balances between the idea of a sculpture as self-
referential, or separate from what goes on outside its physical boundaries, and 
sculpture interpreted as a vehicle of reflections of the outer world. With Untitled 
“sculpture” as visualised formal ideas collides with “sculpture” as a reflective 
surface visualising the site-specific cues that make it sculpture/art in the first/that 
place. Thus, what one reads into the work is reflected on its surface as the site and 
context of the interpretation, acted out then and there. The art object, the viewer, 
and the white cube locality visually merge into the same image. 
 Since one cannot look at the work without looking at oneself looking, the 
space actually taken up by the sculpture is visually handed over to the viewer.180 
The hard and solid sculpture is blurred as both structure and image, since the 
reflections partly dissolve the materialness of the work. Issues of the inside of 
the sculpture as a centre, or focal point, for meaning production are obviously 
visually cancelled with this work. Instead, the sculpture per se seems to manifest, to 
forcefully stress, that semiosis is subordinate and restricted to contextual settings, 
that is, particular sites. It simultaneously displays that the act of performing 
interpretations is an act of projecting thoughts on a work of art reflected, and, 
so to speak, thrown back onto the viewer/interpreter. That meaning ascribed to 
an artwork has its origin in the context, theoretically and site-specifically, of the 
viewer is pedagogically performed here. 
 In 1977 Morris made a work entitled Untitled (Williams Mirrors).181 It consists 
of twelve mirrors; four pairs of one-sided mirrors were placed so as to frame the 
centre space of the gallery room, and two double-sided mirrors were placed in 
front of each other in that centre. In the catalogue of his 1994 Guggenheim show 
the piece is described as follows: 
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As the space reflected at the work’s edges seemed to multiply, so did the 
viewer’s reflection, receding on the surrounding surfaces in a rhythmically 
diminishing pattern of ever-changing gestures. This landscape of mirrors 
mirroring mirrors generated an enveloping space that disrupted the viewer’s 
perception by confusing or denying location. Organized around duplication 
and reflection, on the one hand, and mirroring as a temporal event, on the 
other, the installation was experienced as a complex interplay of shifting 
identifications, recognitions, and misrecognitions.182

Unlike the duplications, or rather multiplications, of the Morris-piece, Kapoor’s 
object comes about as that particular (one) surface on which experience is “re-
cast”. That is, one does not only see oneself looking, but senses oneself in one’s 
acting out an interpretation. The notion of re-casting works in two ways here: it 
tells us of the reflected image, as cast on the sculpture’s surface, and furthermore, 
suggests that there is an alteration at play. This alteration of reflections and 
meanings is never-ending — at least as long as one stands there experiencing 
Untitled. What remains (the longest) is the sculpture, the material object, while 
the reflections emphasise the ephemeral business of experiencing artworks, and 
performing interpretations of them.
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3

Possible space 
— Works by Rachel Whiteread

In the previous chapter, I have accounted for a re-orientation of focal points 
in more recent writing on Minimalism, particularly where meaning arises and 
is produced. The discussion of the specific object in Judd’s sense has been left 
behind in favour of a new interest in how the notion of performativity works in 
interpretative discourse, as an indirect activation of the relation between artworks, 
the exhibition room, and the viewer.1 As noted earlier, I have also found the 
Friedian notion of objecthood useful as an interpretative tool. The Minimal object 
seen as a “thing”, seemingly free from aesthetic (and commercial) value and 
judgement, which also permeates traditional ideas of the ready-made, is set aside. 
Instead, its critical and political implications have been brought to the fore.2 I 
will not argue that the sculptures by Rachel Whiteread to be discussed in the 
following are essentially political in their connotative meanings.3 Nevertheless, 
her methods of working and her focus stand in conjunction with other aspects of 
Minimalism, which will be thoroughly discussed in the present chapter. It is by 
recognising these aspects that I claim that her work is possible to regard as dealing 
with “sculpture” as an art of discourse, as a system of signs. Investigating and 
interpreting a particular sculpture (parole), is to investigate the system in which 
it is posited: that is, the notion of sculpture (langue).4 The discussions of this 
chapter further develop my contentions and interpretative issues of Whiteread’s 
Ghost, dealt with above. 
 I have grouped the sculptures within this chapter under different themes or 
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by indicating similarities in terms of their idiom. This means that there is no 
chronological path to follow, but since these sculptures were all made in the 
1990s this will hopefully not present problems to the reader. The first section, 
“Disrupted cubes and the poetics of commonplace areas”, deals with her so-called 
furniture pieces, that is, sculptures cast directly from found furniture. In addition 
to a discussion on representational issues and the use of commonplace objects, I 
will also situate these sculptures in a discussion on the index and the icon signs, 
as well as problematise them in relation to location and spatial orientation. In 
“Fallacious Seriality”, the second section, I will deal with Whiteread’s play with 
what has been regarded as one of the most pertinent aspects of the Minimal 
object: seriality. The third section, finally, “Locations without space”, revolves 
around problems of representation and the staging of both object and viewer.  

Disrupted cubes and the poetics of commonplace voids

A characteristic of Rachel Whiteread’s sculptures is that they are cast from, and 
thus refer to, ordinary objects. We meet and use these commonplace things 
every day, but rarely pose philosophical questions or interpret them as if there 
would be implicit meanings to detect. In the hands of Whiteread, these kinds of 
questions are brought to the fore. In this context a relationship to the tradition 
of the ready-made in twentieth century art has been introduced. The fact that 
Whiteread is using household items can of course not be dismissed when one acts 
out interpretations of her work.5 However, I find this connection rather elusive, 
especially regarding issues of semiosis, since her finished work never displays 
ready-made objects per se. They are only used as moulds and what is displayed is 
nothing but the hardened innards of these objects. 
 The fact that she is using commonplace objects and places (such as a living-
room) in the making process might seem to place the relationship between her 
work and Minimal objects that I so strongly put forth here in serious doubt. 
Nevertheless, the relationship as regards idiom is as inextricable in an analysis of 
her work as the performative issue. She employs the idiom of Minimalism in her 
sculptures, but never tries to pass as a Minimalist.6 What Whiteread’s works stress 
is a particular concomitant attentiveness that follows from the application of 
Minimal idiom. Her work has a minimalist look about it, which is used attentively. 
Her plaster sculptures have been described in terms of almostness: “apparently 
abstract, almost regular, almost monochrome. Almost, but not quite.”7 Almost, 
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but not quite Minimal, one could add. Furthermore, Whiteread’s work tends to 
approximate the almost representative — almost, since representation itself here 
refers to absences, voids; that is, circumstances that lack the presence of what we 
usually regard as representable at all.
 In more recent years, there has been a noticeable trend in acknowledging 
Minimal art (sculpture) deconstructively. The reason I will discuss it in terms 
of deconstruction is that Minimal art has become increasingly stressed as art 
pointing beyond itself; as a never ending process of re-directing focus on issues 
earlier hidden or neglected. The idea of the Minimal object as self-reflexive, 
outside any system of signification, and therefore logically meaningless is a 
paradox as inscribed by art theory. Contrary to the idea of self-referentiality, 
Minimal objects point to erasure per se by their sheer lack of narrative or expressive 
content. What was/is not apparent in the gallery room is the question asked. For 
one thing, ideological implications of these places were hidden — that is, under 
erasure — by the aesthetic framework of abstract expressionism. Deconstruction 
as an artistic method in this sense is another interpretative aspect by which 
Whiteread’s work is joined in congeniality with Minimalism. 

 By leaving the idea of the self-referential object and instead discussing the 
artwork in terms of the performative, meaning becomes located outside the 
physical boundaries of the object, and therefore relations which have been “under 
erasure” turn up elsewhere (between viewer, object, and gallery room). Crudely 
speaking, minimalism’s pragmatic deconstructive attempt would foremost be 
that of canceling representation of the art object, highlighting the representative 
issues of the locality. That is, it would involve issues not previously dealt with. An 
analysis of this type serves as to deconstruct the concept of the viewer. The dual-
ism of object and subject being recognised as two separated locations of semiosis 
will be further dissolved as the interpretations unfold.8

* * * * * 

By 1988 Whiteread had begun to use furniture as moulds. Closet, of that year, 
was one of her first furniture-pieces. It is a plaster sculpture cast from the interior 
space of a wardrobe (fig. 55).9 The manufacturing process implied that the closed 
wardrobe’s interior was filled with fluid plaster through a drilled hole. After the 
congealment of the plaster, the wardrobe-mould was removed and simultaneously 
destroyed. The result of peeling the wooden structure formerly known as a 
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wardrobe off the plaster is a 160 centimetres-high monolithic upright rectangular 
parallelepiped. The plaster construction was then covered with black felt and thin 
wooden stripes that articulate the positions of the shelves in the original closet.
 The sculpture’s surface, despite the felt-cover, testifies to the structure of the 
original closet. Traces of stripes, the door-lock, shelves, and the panelled doors 
are clearly visible as reliefs, and are thus identifiable as indexical signs of the 
artwork’s origin.    

Closet looks very much like the exterior of a real closet. But what we see looking 
at Closet are merely indications of the structured space of the original wardrobe’s 
interior. The wooden stripes, for example, refer to the instances of ruptured space 
caused by the shelves. But to display Closet as a representation of (a particular) 
space is to ask for a disordered experience of our very spatial comprehension 
— since space is contrary to matter and matter is what we are actually confronted 

55. Rachel Whiteread: 
Closet. 1988. Mixed media. 
160 x 88 x 37 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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with when standing in the gallery room. The location where the artwork takes 
place becomes problematic with regard to the position of the beholder. What 
is hence problematised is the location of semiosis: does the artwork take place 
as a physical object or as mere conceptual meaning? This question stresses the 
importance of how we understand our own (spatial) position in relation to the 
sculpture. To understand Closet as mere physical matter demands that we think 
of ourselves as physical bodies in that same and real space of the gallery room. On 
the other hand, if we think of meaning by way of Closet as an index, our position 
has to be acknowledged as a concept of how to understand presence and locality. 
The latter involves that the actually erased, which is the real wardrobe, plays as 
crucial a part in semiosis as does the present cast of it. 
 Conceptually, Closet is an inversion of the real closet’s interior and exterior. 
The original closet — understood as the wood-construction, hence unlike, 
considering its function as furniture, that is, a repository for clothes — was the 
physical divider of these two circumstances of space: interior versus exterior space. 
The black felt cover of the sculpture seems to have the same function: to divide 
exterior space from interior space. But it turns out that the criteria for defining 
a closet as such (i.e. according to its use) depends upon whether we define the 
closet as a structure of matter or as limited and therefore structured space. To 
derive the conceptualised space from where one stands — the exhibition room 
— is to try to intellectually return to the interior of the wardrobe (as if its inside is 
illuminated, and the closer to the doors, the darker it gets). To imagine the kind 
of place the mould was would be to think of Closet in terms of the site-specific. 
The single aspect that remains the same in both mould and cast is the volume of 
space that they occupy. This is where we find the indexical relation between the 
two. Closet looks nothing like the empty space of a closet. An iconic reference 
therefore seems outruled. But to “function as substitute it [the signifier] must 
resemble in some essential way what it replaces”.10 Representation rather occurs as 
the indexical relation between artwork and mould, manifested in the measurable 
and identical volume of the two.
 In a discussion on signs and meaning, Whiteread’s work attaches itself rather 
easily to the sign category of the index. An indexical relation between mould 
and cast is, of course, an inescapable result of the casting process here. But it 
does not necessarily follow that this indexical relation is a prime source for 
meaning production — as I argue to be the case with Whiteread’s sculptures. 
Contrary to traditional cast sculpture, where meaning is to be found in narratives 
of mythologies or individuals portrayed (as, for example, with a Rodin or an 
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antique sculpture), we will find that regarding Whiteread’s work semiosis, and 
thus also meaning, in their most convincing forms take place within the relation 
of the cast to the mould. To identify the mould is in this context to identify and 
establish meaning (whereas the mould of e.g. a cast bronze sculpture by Rodin 
has a certain importance insofar as the implications of the surface texture serve 
as an expressive means of his figures, the mould has less importance as regards 
representation in a Bernini sculpture). In Whiteread’s work the notion of the 
index operates explicitly in order to upset our pre-conception of presence and 
absence — more precisely, our understanding of the paradox of present absence.11 
To claim that the index has an operative function here is to say that not only 
does it contain meaning by causation and thus reference, but also that it is an 
active component of how we detect, or rather invent, meaning at all. It works in 
the empirical situation where semiosis is taking place. But then, do not all signs 
work this way? The difference with the index category and this case is that it 
(the object, Whiteread-sculpture, as index) points to the mould-object, and not 
primarily to ideas that the mould in its turn is recognised to stand for. In other 
words, interpretation of Rachel Whiteread’s sculpture revolves not only around 
types of signs, but also around the very use of pointing.

In children’s stories and mythologies (and in rituals) the passage sometimes works 
as a link between two different spheres (or worlds).12 The figures and the system 
of rules in the first area have no self-evident place in the other. The situation 
in which one confronts and experiences Closet approximates a kind of Alice in 
Wonderland-like state, where things and circumstances are almost the same, but 
not quite. When the children in C.S Lewis’s book of Narnia, The Lion, the witch 
and the wardrobe (1959), enter the wardrobe, they simultaneously enter a new 
world with a (somewhat) different set of rules.13 Occasionally they find nothing 
but a closed wall (the back of the wardrobe), but at other times they do enter the 
other side, where familiarity is ruled out. 
 One enters the closet and shuts the doors. It becomes dark and silent. A sense 
of compact space occurs — which corresponds to the black, sound-absorbing felt 
in Whiteread’s work. One senses the streaks of light stemming from the narrow 
gaps around the door: the wooden stripes in Closet. In the fantasy world of the 
child, the world exterior to the closet becomes irrelevant, whilst the closet itself 
becomes both the passage to and the vehicle of another world. By definition 
“another world” implies another set of rules and rituals. This alteration between 
the two possible situations could serve as a purposeful metaphor in order to 
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explain pedagogically the situation in the gallery room; the oscillation between 
interpreting the works of art at hand and seeing the boxes as things without other 
significance than their physical qualities. That is, to acknowledge the gallery 
room as a different playground than, say, the street outside, is to acknowledge 
altered sets of rules for our behaviour, and consequently for how we perceive 
objects around us. In the gallery room, objects that are nominated artworks are 
supposed to have meaning — and it is our job to figure this meaning out. 
 Figuring out one’s own location in relation to what Closet actually represents 
is at the core of semiosis.14 And the two are not only dependent on each other, 
but also direct each other. The present black object conceived as an obstacle in 
the room directs our own spatial orientation in one direction. To think of it in 
terms of an inside liberated from its outer shield directs our understanding (and 
thus the meaning we ascribe to it) in another direction. How we behave when we 
are confronted by Closet is put to the fore and becomes explicitly urgent in the 
experience and working out of semiosis.
 When we confront Whiteread’s sculpture, the question consequently raised 
is: what kind of space are we standing in? The interior of the wardrobe serves as 
an important conceptual source or point of departure for our spatial orientation 
when confronting this work. If one cannot imagine the location of the interior, one 
cannot grasp the concept of Closet. As I argued to be the case regarding Ghost in 
the previous chapter, Whiteread elaborates here, too, with our orientation and our 
experience of spatial locality. To conceive of Closet as a closet seems unproblematic 
on the one hand: a fixed wooden structure belonging to the category of things we 
call furniture. But on the other hand, a closet is also a structured space and it is 
precisely when we begin to think of space as a (delimited) location that one easily 
loses one’s certainty of a fixed spatial orientation. The conceptual interior of the 
sculpture Closet serves as a base for our spatial orientation and for our sense of 
balance. I shall give three comparative examples to further explain the import of 
Closet’s interior as a conceptual vehicle of meaning production.
 In order to comprehend a kouros sculpture as a male figure about to take a 
step forward, it is necessary to grasp the illusory muscular location from which 
the entire pose has its source and from which point the depiction of the almost-
taken step emerges. Regarding narrative sculpture, the story told plays a decisive 
part for an adequate discussion on meaning and meaning production. It is in 
these respects that Closet’s interior operates as a conceptual focal point of the 
sculpture. 
 My third example is that of Robert Smithson’s non-site works. The funda-
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mental aspect of these works is that the work presupposes the gallery locality as 
a discursive frame in which ”to document or map interventions into inaccessible 
sites”.15 The site is read ”in terms of its absence, and [as] focusing upon the elu-
siveness of the actual or ’real’ site”.16 The collected and removed materials from 
the original site were displayed in the gallery room along with maps and other 
information on the site. The non-site artwork therefore indexically refers to a 
site, a particular place, that the viewer cannot inhabit, or have visually direct ac-
cess to. My argument is that Whiteread’s Closet operates in a similar way; the site 
to which it indexically refers and which is crucial to a discussion on semiosis as 
regards this piece is not available to the viewer, but is instead a concept derived 
from the knowledge of what object the piece was cast from. In a sense, Closet also 
points to the very process of making meaning; that is, interpreted as a sign. 

The importance that lies within the interior of Whiteread’s sculpture in order 
to grasp the meaning of it, the point to which it indexically refers, stands in 
opposition to the Minimal cube, whose surface and shape are the only physical 
qualities worth speaking of. Its interior is of no importance to our comprehension 
of the structure of the object. Would it have been a monolith it would have 
been a solid cube, and if hollow (and thus empty) it still would not have an 
interior structure to consider, besides the hollowness possibly being understood 
as testifying to the Minimal artists’ non-engagement with issues of either inner 
relations or tensions. If its hollowness were to be understood as a sign, it would 
be a sign of non-illusionism, or as a mere aspect of the making process. Nor does 
Closet have the kind of illusory structural complications that Minimal artists 
turned against. Whiteread’s piece is solid and does not, of course, express any 
kind of movement (as, for example, the ancient sculpture Discobolus). However, 
meaning production and referentiality do not arise in the immediately graspable 
gestalt of Closet, like a Minimal object, but conceptually vacillates between where 
and how we apprehend the closet’s/Closet’s interior and exterior. The familiar 
domesticity of a wardrobe is withdrawn. It is instead displayed with the anxiety 
of the well-known turned into a spatial puzzle. It becomes a puzzle of impossible 
standpoints that the viewer has to perform intellectually, but that she can never 
possess physically. Semiosis is a process which vacillates between the two opposite 
sides of a dichotomy: the artwork Closet, and the closet the work was taken from. 
The two are not possible in the same time and place, the presence of one effaces 
the other. In terms of semiosis they are, however, both conceptually necessary to 
acknowledge as two instances of difference.17  
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 Were I to set out to establish and offer meaning in a more specified sense, 
then I would argue that Closet is about disturbance, about undermining our 
spatial orientation and thwarting the spatial security we might experience when 
confronting a closet or any other commonplace object. 

* * * * * 

Whereas Closet was made from a space already closed and thus limited, Table 
and Chair (Clear), of 1994, is cast from the space underneath a table and a chair 
(fig. 56). This framed space does not refer to a situation of an interior versus 
an exterior — its limits are simply not that stable and precise. One question 
derivable from the work is whether the space beneath a chair is different, or 
separated, from the space surrounding the chair. Table and Chair (Clear) seems 
to draw such a limit. The sculpture’s structure follows the table as if it was a stable 
frame of a particular void. On the other hand, this work is much more within 
the possibilities of conception, since the viewer’s position is not as problematic 
as it is in relation to the work discussed above. The primary issue of dichotomies 
at play in Whiteread’s work involves a single opposition: void space versus solid 
matter (whereas the interpretation of Closet also recognises the inside-outside 
opposition). 
 Table and Chair (Clear) is cast in rubber. Unlike the light and semi-
transparent coloured resins of Untitled (One hundred spaces) (fig. 58), Table and 

56. Rachel Whiteread: 
Table and Chair (Clear). 
1994. Rubber. 
69 x 102 x 75 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread



128 129

Chair (Clear) is made of a dark greenish dyed rubber. The layers, which are 
an effect of the successive making processes, render the surface an articulated 
character (an impossibility for a strict Minimal object). 

Referentiality and meaning production operate in slightly divergent directions in 
this sculpture as we deal with three different types of signs: the index, the icon, 
and the symbolic sign. 
  The shape and size, by way of the index (that is, causation) refers to the 
volume of void space beneath the original table and chair used as moulds.18 
It is a three-dimensional print taken of that volume and it displays in a very 
straightforward manner the framing instances caused by the physical structure of 
the furniture used. The legs of the table, the border running vertically to the table-
top, the instances of attachments between border and table-top, and the structure 
of the bottom of the chair’s seat are all clearly represented as cuts in the two 
cubes. A larger cavity on the chair-side of the sculpture refers to the cast chair’s 
position of being pushed halfway underneath the table. The act of referentiality 
versus the original domestic objects is in this piece helpfully facilitated by the 
accidental likeness between a real table and a chair and their shapes of space from 
which the sculpture was rendered its formal shape. The sculpture could very 
well function as a table and a chair — if one disregards the quite fragile material. 
Even if likeness is accidental, the piece still becomes involved in iconic relations, 
by which representation of visual art is most often understood. Accordingly, the 
idiom of Whiteread’s sculpture works both indexically and iconically. 
 It has been suggested that Whiteread applies her furniture-moulds as 
ergonomic frames of body measurement, which in this particular case would 
imply that the indexical relationship between cast object and human body is kept 
legible.19 Still, our understanding of this relationship (how the sculpture points to 
our body) and its part in semiosis is made strange. It turns unfamiliar since the 
experience and comprehension of a piece like Table and Chair (Clear), as rooted 
in our daily confrontation and use of tables and chairs, is not concordant with the 
awareness of what the piece is actually a cast of: the (framed) space — the place 
where we keep our legs when using the table sitting on the chair. Moreover, it is 
a space that is now presented to us as completely closed. 
    A second relation of referentiality important to an analysis of Table and 
Chair (Clear) is to be found in its dark colour. If the index operates by causation 
regarding the relation between the volume of space cast and the shape framed 
by the furniture, then colour operates by way of the iconic sign. The dark 
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colour of Table and Chair (Clear) simply refers associatively to the (normally) 
different densities of light underneath objects and the light surrounding them. 
Furthermore, the iconic relation seems logical; it is darker beneath objects than 
above them (if the source of light is above the object), hence the colour of 
Whiteread’ piece seemingly operates by way of causation. If we think of the cast 
in terms of taken from (like in photographs), then the dark shape seems caused by 
the diminishing light underneath the real table. However, one cannot make a cast 
of light. 

Furthermore, Rachel Whiteread’s work is also iconically related to Minimal 
objects. By using an idiom akin to the latter objects, her own piece seems to 
upset the aspects that have worked (traditionally) to define a work as Minimal or 
not. The disruption of the idiom of Minimalism — played out by the cuts in the 
cubes — calls for an intensified attention to what the sculpture is about in the 
first place. For if it is not a Minimal sculpture, then what, or how, is it sculpture? 
In this question lurks the almostness of Whiteread’s work; the almostness which 
makes up the difference between her sculptures and Minimal objects, namely, the 
question of representation. As a result of this twofold strategy of making sculptures 
that look like Minimal objects while simultaneously stressing representation as 
paradigmatic of “sculpture”, Whiteread’s works testify to sculptural practices as 
discoursive practices. 

An elaboration with representation is also characteristic of Whiteread’s Untitled 
(Double Rubber Plinth), of 1996 and which, as indicated by the title, is cast in 
rubber (fig. 57).  As is the case with Table and Chair (Clear), the two units appear 
to conflate visually with their mould. Optically, there are no decisive details 
indicating that the casts are not the “real thing” but artworks. Index and icon 
seem confusingly merged in this two-unit piece. A well-known artwork where a 
similar confusion is at play, and where the confusion is decisive both for its status 
of being as artwork and how it consequently means as art, is Andy Warhol’s Brillo 
Boxes of 1964 — painstakingly analysed by Arthur Danto. According to Danto, 
the status of Brillo Boxes as art is not only intimately but also inevitably tied to the 
notion of art as representation (and not “mere real things”).20

 Whilst Closet could hardly be mistaken for a/the real wardrobe, or Ghost for 
a real room, Untitled (Double Rubber Plinth) could probably be mistaken for a 
pair of real plinths. They could also very well function as plinths. Neither visually 
nor by tactile means is there any hard evidence to be found as to whether the 
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“plinths” are the real thing, or if they are artworks and thus work as signs. Only 
if we interpret Whiteread’s piece semiotically — as a sign of specific meaning 
content inscribed by a particular context, that is, as a sign from which to derive 
meaning (production), can the work appear as an iconic and/or index sign. The 
work interpreted by way of the iconic sign is arbitrary insofar as it only refers 
to a likeness between the structure and volume of the casts and that which it is 
presumed to be cast from. The index sign, however, demands an investigation of 
the casting process, and consequently, of the object it was cast from. 
 In the explicit situation of experiencing Untitled (Double Rubber Plinth) 
displayed in the gallery room, what is the actual difference between them 
(merely) being plinths standing in our way (disguised as found minimal objects) 
and being as sculpture cast from ordinary things? “Real” plinths, or furniture in 
general, may very well work as signs. That is, they may not only hold a functional 
value as resting seats for us, but can of course also bear testimony to individual 
taste et cetera. But a real plinth is rarely conceived of as signifying itself reflexively 
(as a sign of a “real plinth”). This is the decisive difference between mere real 
things and artworks, and that which posits Whiteread’s sculptures within the 

57. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Double Rubber Plinth). 1996. 
Rubber and polystyrene. Each unit 68 x 76 x 87 cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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realm of representation.21 The only two evident factors that seemingly separate 
the mould from the cast, are the material that Whiteread has employed in her 
cast and the context in which they occur. On display in a gallery room, we can 
still be assured that it is art we are looking at, and that it is the meaning of these 
particular artworks that we are contemplating. 
 Whiteread assures that semiosis per se stays in focus by her titles. By suggesting 
a referent to the pieces (plinth in this case), the iconic relationship by which 
meaning and context becomes comprehensible is stressed. In order to talk about 
meaning at all, one must talk about semiosis. But meaning production can be 
more or less in the foreground of the actual work on sight, and my argument here 
is that Rachel Whiteread’s sculptures explicitly deal with meaning production 
itself — as a theme explored in its own right.
 
In all this talk about representation regarding Untitled (Double Rubber Plinth), one 
crucial aspect has been left out so far. I have discussed Untitled (Double Rubber 
Plinth) as if it represented two plinths as iconic signs, which, I still argue, is the 
case, though only partly. It also represents, as indexical signs by causation, the void 
space beneath a mortuary slab from which the two units were actually cast.22 
 Iconicity, the question of likeness, in Whiteread’s work thus plays a delusive 
part here. That which we seek the visual resemblance counterpart for — the 
specific kind of furniture used as moulds — somewhat misguides us. This is 
due to it pointing only at one possible representation, while there is actually at 
least one other possibility to investigate. Indexicality, on the other hand, departs 
from the making process (which is a quite unusual point of departure for any 
interpretation of sculpture), and the material used. By tracing the index referent 
we will consequently reach another suggestion of what is represented in this 
sculpture: icon and index do not point to the same circumstances. Whereas the 
assumption that the likeness between the two units and real plinths was founded 
in a recognition of iconic likeness, the artwork’s significance by way of the 
index sign takes us to a point where the nucleus (or origin) of semiosis has to be 
reconsidered.  
 The index sign points to what I have described above as circumstances that 
lack the presence of what we usually regard as at all representable. Representation 
here refers to absences, voids: the almost non-representable. What does void 
space look like? Does it have definite shapes? Does it operate as resemblance 
in any sense? Is void space ever of a light yellow colour, as is Untitled (Double 
Rubber Plinth)? Can we conceive of the sculpture’s material, rubber, as related 



132 133

symbolically or otherwise to void space? Doubtedly these are questions that help 
us understand Whiteread’s piece as representing space.
 Moreover, the idiom of Untitled (Double Rubber Plinth) testifies to its 
propinquity with Minimal objects. Some aspects of Whiteread’s work would have 
been ideal of a Minimal object, for example, the material employed. The rubber 
resists all reflections of light and thereby shuts out insistent references to the 
gallery room. The two rubber casts are identical. Even so, they are not Minimal 
objects. The cuts, reminiscent of what might have been decorative borders, 
or of having a functional purpose, of the moulds, modify the otherwise cubic 
shape enough to make it suspiciously unlike a Minimal sculpture. Whiteread’s 
sculptures often turn before us like riddles; the viewer (the addressee) must 
actively search for details revealing the sculpture’s origin in the real world where 
the moulds belong. Meaning production within her work is a continuous process 
of adjustments of our (pre-)expectations. Subtle vestiges (as the cuts and the 
title) prompt the viewer to undertake a more profound analysis of her pieces if 
meaning is to occur at all. 

Fallacious Seriality

Works by Rachel Whiteread not only play with the established definition of 
“abstract art”, (i.e. non-figurative art internally systemised by rules not valid 
in the real world) by re-presenting that which we normally define as abstract 
in the first place.23 Her work also is a departure, and departs from, the perhaps 
most abstract sculpture of the last century by playing with one of the most vital 
concept intrinsic to our understanding of Minimal objects: namely seriality. With 
a piece like Untitled (One Hundred Spaces) of 1995, Whiteread not only makes a 
representation of the framed voids of one hundred different chairs (fig. 58). The 
artwork also deals with seriality as a theme in itself, while actually deviating from 
the strict seriality of Minimalism. I have called this section “Fallacious seriality” 
since the seriality applied in this installation turns out to be insincere. The work 
only seemingly displays seriality. The dichotomy explored in this sculpture is 
seriality versus variation, the modified versus the repetitive. As discussed above, I 
argue that Whiteread’s strategy to visualise and problematise this dichotomy is 
basically grounded in a deconstructive practice simultaneously acknowledging 
the dichotomies at play and the irrefutable play of opposites in order to get close 
to any meaning at all.24 By unfolding the given (the “present”) at every instance 
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of semiosis, a new possibility for meaning arises. Because of the dislodging of 
seriality, the disruptive counterforce of variation is introduced to the process of 
meaning (and subject) establishment. As the subject of the sculpture, seriality 
seems impossible without variation haunting somewhere from behind. Seriality, 
as repetition, is a notion that is inseparable from a notion opposite it. It can only 
exist within a dualism with variation: that is, the non-same. 

 Throughout Whiteread’s oeuvre, questions about traditional casting 
processes are posed and, as a consequence, dichotomies such as original — copy, 
seriality — variation, and presence — absence/representation are questioned 
and problematised. In a sense, Whiteread’s method of staging the notion of 
representation is deconstructive: what we are asked to visually encounter are 
abstract phenomena (neglected space) captured as physical matter, and thus 
under erasure.25 The question that permeates her entire oeuvre up to today is 
how to represent that which we know only as absence, as void space. How to 
communicate to a viewer a sense, and even meaning, of void space by way of 
something touchable, of something we actually can get in real physical contact 
with: sculpture. 
 

Untitled (One Hundred Spaces) is made of one hundred physically separated units. 
Each of them is a resin cast taken from the framed space beneath a specific chair. 

58. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (One Hundred Spaces). 1995. Resin. 100 units. 
Variable dimensions. © Rachel Whiteread
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Whiteread has also used different colours to further differentiate the otherwise 
rather homogeneous units: a light grey, a dark green, brown, orange, light blue, 
and mauve. The size of the particular installation discussed here consists of one 
hundred elements, but this piece is variable regarding the number of units.26 Since 
one hundred different moulds were used, the separate units differ slightly in size. 
Regarding the composition of the displayed work, a viewer could easily walk 
between the units ⎯ there is enough space permitting such a performance. But 
in the display situation we are only allowed to walk around the installation, and 
whatever the reason might be for this restriction, it affects our comprehension 
of how the dualism of seriality and variation is operating in the work.27 As it 
is, we can only observe it from a distance that renders it a spatial perspective. 
Differences in height could therefore be comprehended as a result of this optical 
obstacle, rather than an actual fact of the physical elements. By closing the inter-
space of the installation from the corporeal viewer, this piece is framed from the 
viewer and hence operates in ways similar to painting. Illusory space, rather than 
the same real space, intervenes in the experience of the piece. 
 
The impact of repetition/seriality in Whiteread’s oeuvre is a result of the exclusive 
casting of her sculptures. But it is also a gesture inherited from Minimalism and 
applied as a subject in its own right. In a piece like Untitled (One Hundred Spaces) 
this is made very clear. All of the one hundred units of this work are cast from 
the framed void underneath slightly different chairs, inferring that repetition in 
the traditional minimalist sense (a repetition of exactly the same shape) is only 
pretended here — not actual. The different colours used also stress that seriality 
is not actual but only suggested. Again, Whiteread’s work forces us to undertake a 
profound analysis of the details of her sculptures in order to grasp them, and not 
satisfactorily end our interpretations at the point of the “almostness” of the work 
at hand. 
 As should be clear by now, variation actually appears in several instances 
of Untitled (One Hundred Spaces), and yet I argue seriality to be one of its 
subjects. Variation does not mean conspicuous or decisive alterations, but subtle 
modifications of a shape (or gestalt). Variation is thus only a step from the border 
of actually turning into repetition or seriality, wherefore the notion of seriality 
should not be dismissed from any discussion and interpretation of this artwork. 
First of all, the making process, which is utterly significant within Whiteread’s 
oeuvre, has connotative references to “seriality”. Casts are, traditionally, taken 
several times from the same mould, and then numbered in order to attain a 



134 135

falling scale of commercial value. The casting process as such refers to repetition, 
to seriality: to the making of the same, over and over again. As variation implies 
small changes in an otherwise identical group of items, it has no self-evident 
place in traditional casting. To detect and therefore speak of variation implies a 
constant and simultaneous allusion to the notion of the same. The two cannot 
exist without each other. 
 Whiteread’s work is deceiving: this work seems at first, and perhaps even 
second, glance to be a series of identical casts (only colour is varied). Furthermore, 
in this piece she problematises the notion of representation again. Like the 
sculptures discussed previously, this work, too, has its multiple references in 
found objects. What we have learned so far is that these casts represent the void 
spaces circumscribed by the locations or objects used as moulds. In Untitled 
(One Hundred Spaces) we are dealing with shapes that clearly resemble the cast 
of space underneath the chair in Table and chair (clear) or the void under the 
mortuary slab from which Untitled (Double rubber plinth)’s shapes are derived. 
The reference to representational content that one has begun to look for is at 
play here, too: her casts are sculptures that signify structural implications of the 
found objects’ framings of void space. However, as the viewer is fenced off from 
the inter-space of the installation, the unit’s individuality, as regards shape and 
details, tends to be visually cancelled. Since the separate identities of the units 
are (nearly) impossible to visually comprehend, the notion of seriality intervenes 
instead in the experiential/interpretative act. Due to the large number of moulds 
used (one hundred), the narrative implications of individuality are distorted, as 
is the implication of representation. That each unit signifies a specific immaterial 
structure (the void space underneath each chair) becomes visually blurred, and 
therefore the work rather displays a more general signification of void space, but 
within the particular idiom characterising Whiteread’s sculptures.28 
 Is this work figurative then? It certainly is, since this work represents specific 
instances of space as much as the others do. But, the specificity important 
to acknowledge as regards Untitled (One Hundred Spaces) is that it visually 
juxtaposes indexical representation with fallacious seriality (which, in turn, 
becomes a fictitious reference of the installation).
 On the question of identifying the moulds of her work, Krauss writes: 
“Whiteread’s work self-evidently attaches itself […] to the whole array of 
indexically produced forms that extends from death masks to photographs, all 
of these extremely resonant with the sense that they have been cast (whether 
physically or optically) from ‘life’.”29 Death masks and photography are two 
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issues that Krauss’ text revolves around, and like them Untitled (One Hundred 
Spaces) stresses the question of whether we are dealing with a documentary 
representation or a fictitious one. But in either case, the point of “life” that they 
have been taken from is crucial to semiosis. Comparing Whiteread’s sculptures 
with Bruce Nauman’s cast Platform made up of the space between two rectilinear 
boxes on the floor from 1966, Krauss describes these casts as follows:

 […] for this reason, the ambiguity that grips these residues of Nauman’s 
casts of interstitial space, the sense, that is, that they are object-like, but that 
without the title attached to them like an absurd label, one has no idea of 
what they are, even of what general species of object they might belong to, 
seems particularly fitting. It is as though the congealing of space into this 
rigidly entropic condition also strips it of any means of being “like” anything. 
If the constant utilitarian character of Minimalist objects – they are “like” 
boxes, benches, portals, etc – or the more evocative turn of process works, 
continued to operate along the condition of form, which is that, having an 
identity, it be meaningful, it is the ultimate character of entropy, Nauman’s 
casts force us to realise, that it congeals the possibilities of meaning as 
well.30 

The meaning of Whiteread’s work operates on the constant cusp between our 
everyday habit of perception, and particularly our comprehension of space 
(as voids rather than matter) and its failure, that is, our acknowledgement of 
mistaking represented space for represented matter. Due to the ambiguous 
character and elusive figurativeness of Whiteread’s sculpture, they have been 
pertinently described as “slow sculpture”.31 Another term used to describe her 
work is Andreas Huyssen’s notion of memory sculpture.32 Whilst the first term 
implies that it takes time to experience and figure Whiteread’s work out, the 
latter term tries to grasp a broader context — namely the obsessiveness of our 
contemporary culture to attempt to memorise everything. And as it turns out 
in Whiteread’s work, even space is physically manifested — turned into an 
indexical sign of memory. The almostness mentioned in the beginning of this 
chapter, is, according to David Bachelor, the instance where one finds clues to 
the crux of representation inherent in her work.33 Descriptive content in her 
sculpture is to be found in the instances of pointing: in the vague indications 
caused by irregularities on the surfaces, and the disruptions of strict geometric 
shapes. Through all these subtle details our suspicion should be roused. What is 
seemingly abstract and Minimal is a representation after all. 
 That which has actually been set “under erasure” due to the making process 
of Whiteread’s sculptures is the reference to search for. To locate the cancelled 
presence of spatial phenomena would be to locate the sculptures’ origin, that 
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is the mould, and consequently the point where meaning can be said to arise. 
According to deconstructionist theory there is no such thing as a centre, and 
consequently no peremptory meaning or content. Endless chains of signs and thus 
semiosis are what deconstruction is about — crudely speaking. However, I argue 
that there are points where semiosis is possible to locate (if only momentarily, 
as one single interpretative act) and that the signified (i.e. the erased) is, 
occasionally, to be found in Whiteread’s manner of entitling her sculptures 
— within brackets, she gives us a hint as to the representational references of the 
work. This manner of hers is also a link she makes to Minimal art, whose works 
were programmatically given Untitled as a title. The artists could therefore stress 
the non-figurativeness of their work. The fact that Whiteread also uses brackets 
to point out the presence of representational references in her work is of course 
a deviation from Minimal practices. But deviation is at the core of Whiteread’s 
relation to Minimal art. Deconstruction as artistic method and deviation as a 
strategy to problematise the dichotomies mentioned above are crucial elements of 
Whiteread’s artistic practice. What is deconstructed in her work includes, to my 
mind, both representation as such and the specific references that representation 
suggests or implies.

* * * * * 

In the early 1990s, Rachel Whiteread made a number of so-called floor pieces. 
These works are casts from floors, mattresses, the space beneath beds and 
bathtubs.34 The materials employed differ with each work, even though they are 
all typical of Whiteread: plaster, resin, rubber, and wax. All of them are possible 
to melt down and use in a cast-process. These works have been described as 
“platforms slightly raised from the ground”.35 With these sculptures, Whiteread 
firmly connects her works to the category of horizontal sculpture that was highly 
explored by, for example, Carl Andre, Robert Morris, Lynda Benglis, Eva Hesse, 
and Richard Serra in the mid-1960s and early 1970s. Since then we have seen a 
horizontal expansion in a variety of artworks such as, for example, painting (e.g. 
by Polly Apfelbaum, Rudolf Stingel, or Twan Jansen), and installations (e.g. 
by Tony Cragg, Wolfgang Laib, and Jessica Stockholder).36 Three-dimensional 
art working horizontally to the surface of the floor has thus become a common 
feature not only of sculpture but in a broader context of artistic practices as well. 
 Whiteread has spoken of her relationship to Minimalism, and especially 
to the work of Carl Andre’s. In a discussion such as the present, where the 
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performative implications of viewer response and the process by which meaning 
of these sculptures are worked out are emphasised, it is urgent to stress the most 
important difference between Andre’s horizontal sculptures and Whiteread’s 
floor-pieces: the latter are, with one exception, not meant to be walked upon.37 
They are often of a more fragile material than Andre’s metal or brick pieces. Still, 
Whiteread’s floor pieces are addressing a moving spectator, so as a consequence, 
placing is very important. Whiteread also states that the size and scale of a 
floor piece have to do with decisions regarding composition and proportion.38  
Walking is then basically at the core of the experience and understanding of the 
piece — the interpretative act is thus founded on a phenomenological experience 
and understanding. The issue of the importance of a walking spectator further 
connects her work with the work by Judd and Morris discussed above.

In 1992 Whiteread made her first floor piece: Untitled (Floor) (fig. 59, 26).39 It 
consists of a large number of regular cast units of plaster. As the title indicates, 
the piece has been cast from a floor and, to be more exact, from a wooden floor. 
The units are placed in eight rows with a narrow gap of space between them. On 
each of the longer sides of the piece the rows are shortened at opposite corners, 
though one side has two shorter rows and the other only one. One has to look 
carefully at the surface texture to detect the imprints of the wood-structure of the 
floor-boards, the cuts between them and the sculpture’s disruptive cuts between 
the cast units (i.e. the width of the cast units does not correspond with the length 
of the original floor-boards), as well as the imprints of nails and marks from the 
wearing-out of the floor. These imprints are the only evidence of the sculpture’s 
representational origin, that is, the particular floor from which it was cast. 
 Briony Fer writes that the floor pieces occupy “a space that replicates the floor 
of the gallery”,40 but I prefer to discuss Whiteread’s floor sculptures in terms of 
spatial extension and direction — which is different from having, as in occupying 
or containing, space. The only thing that Untitled (Floor) does replicate is the 
surface area of the floor from where it was cast — its mould. Consequently, 
Whiteread’s piece is a representation of the notion of a floor and as a rather evident 
representation of a floor (although it represents hitherto unseen aspects of actual 
floors), it is secured from being mistaken for a real floor. In the interview by 
Iwona Blazwick, Rachel Whiteread said that her floor pieces were like corridors: 
“as abstract spaces that didn’t exist”.41 Due to the fact that the surface of Untitled 
(Floor) is 24 centimetres above the gallery floor, there is no risk in mistaking 
the sculpture for the (real) floor, which is possible in the case of Andre’s works 
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involving different kinds of metal plates (fig. 43). Surely, metal plates are a rare 
material for floors, but the crucial difference in the situation of confronting an 
Andre and a Whiteread is the kind of step necessarily taken in order to make such 
a mistake. Whilst an Andre sculpture very well can be walked upon without one 
being aware of the sudden change of walking on a floor and on a sculpture, a walk 
on Untitled (Floor) demands that you take another kind of step — namely that 
you climb up on it. You would suddenly have to lift your foot higher due to the 
height of the work. Performative rules within the gallery context prevent us from 
taking such a careless step. 

The question of representation is still urgent. This particular floor piece was her 
first and it was made especially for Documenta IX of 1992.42 Whiteread regards 
the sculpture as site-specific, even though it has been shown since its first occasion 
of display at several other locations. About this sculpture she says: 

Initially I couldn’t decide whether or not I wanted to map a particular room 
or to invent a space. There is a certain honesty required if you are going to 
cast from an actual space. It was far too complicated in the Fredericianum 
because of the doors and other architectural details. So I decided to make 
a piece that represented a fictional space where the viewer becomes like a 
microscope. There are two simple indentations on opposite corners of the 
piece, so that the viewer has a more intimate relationship with the surface 
of the piece.43

59. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Floor). 1992. Plaster. 24,1 x 280,7 x 622,3 cm. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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This sculpture lacks an indexical point of reference in a real found object. 
Her otherwise straightforward way of casting and displaying her non-fictitious 
sculptures, by casting interiors and then unwrapping the moulding shield (the 
real object) and placing it on the gallery floor, becomes more complicated with 
Untitled (Floor). This is primarily due to the surface, because — as with painting 
— the only instance of representation is the surface texture of the piece. Its 
shape and volume have no such evident relations to a “real floor”. In traditional 
figurative sculpture, the shape and volume is the image; that is, the location of 
representation. The surface of Whiteread’s sculpture is thus also the only instance 
of dismissing it as a Minimal work of art: it is abstract to the point of its surface. 
The strange thing with Untitled (Floor) however, in order to be understood as a 
cast floor, and with respect to how her casts are usually displayed, is the fact that 
the representative surface is faced upwards (it is the piece’s top). It seems as if she 
has turned the cast over in order to make this surface visible, since in the casting 
process the representing surface would have been of the real floor and hence been 
directed downwards. However, since it is cast from a specifically made mould 
(fig. 26), the location of the imprints is of no importance. 
 As this is the actual case, this is the only reason that one can speak, like Fer 
does, of the sculpture as replicating a floor. The instance of representation hovers 
above the real floor of the gallery room, separated only by 24 centimetres of 
massive plaster. Whereas, for example, Ghost and Untitled (Room) were united by 
their subject of depicting the space (volume) of rooms and therefore exchanging 
the “abstract” with physical mass, abstractness seems to play a somewhat different 
part in Untitled (Floor). Whiteread takes a further step in exploring the duality of 
representation in sculpture — the picture versus the object — since they appear 
separated within this particular sculpture. The representative surface is rather 
attached to the mass beneath it, instead of the two operating as one image — or 
gestalt.   

Fer discusses another floor-piece, Untitled (Floor) [resin] of 1994-5, 44 in connection 
to the abstractness of Gerhard Richter’s paintings, arguing Whiteread’s work to 
be “the sculptural equivalent of the monochrome in painting”.45 The modular 
blocks of the piece are, according to Fer, “its most uniformly repetitive as well 
as frequently repeated form.” The floor-pieces of Andre are of course undeniably 
the first that spring to one’s mind. As comparative objects they, like monochrome 
paintings, “set in train a reverse movement: for what is it that returns [...] a 
sculpture to the floor, if not, [...] a deflationary impulse.”46 The congeniality 
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between both floor pieces by Whiteread and, for example, Equivalent VIII, (fig. 
71), or 144 Magnesium Square, (fig. 43) by Andre, is not only to be found in the 
horizontality of the two sculptures but also, as Fer has it, “with the conventions 
of sculpture and the apparently simplest elements that make a sculpture”: that is, 
units placed directly on the floor.47 For Andre, the implications of internal space 
understood as a nucleus for meaning production concealed the actual qualities 
of the material used: its structure, texture and, not least important, its weight.48 
The “deflationary impulse” has thus to do with a resistance to illusionary space as 
performed by Andre in his sculptures — an aspect which was in Krauss’s already-
cited words: as space “literally being squeezed out of the sculptural object”.49 

The effects of weight become interesting when one compares Untitled (Floor) 
[plaster] with the later floor piece: Untitled (Floor) [resin] (fig. 60-61). The latter 
is made of seven units of green coloured resin — another material frequently 
used by Whiteread. As is the case of all works of resin by Whiteread, the colour 
(whatever the colour might be) naturally changes according to light and can thus 
only be described approximately. In a well-lit room, when the coloured resin turns 
more transparent (as if illuminated from within), the units seem to balance on 
the border of the weightless. And in contrast, diminishing light makes the colour 
denser and the units thus seem not only heavier but also cancel the possibility 

60. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Floor). 1992. Resin. 25,4 x 27,4 x 39,6 cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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of perceiving their interior. One’s own movements around the resin-sculptures 
furthermore affect the experience of the colour, and thus the comprehension of 
the work’s weight and gravity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 According to Fer, the original mould of Untitled (Floor) [resin] was the 
underside of the kind of wooden floor often found in Victorian London houses. 
The seven units are arranged close to each other, forming a large rectangular 
square on the floor with narrow channels between them. These channels are also 
said to have their origin in the sculpture’s representational referent: they refer to 
the spaces “left by the joists of the floor”.50 The arrangement of Untitled (Floor) 
[resin] not only takes part in a dialogue with minimalist ideas of serial order, 
arrangement and one-thing-after-another, but is also a direct consequence of 
what it represents — of that from which it is taken. Since Fer prefers to discuss 
Whiteread’s work in abstract rather than figurative terms, her discussion revolves 
around Whiteread’s sculptures displaying negative space represented in positive 
terms. Other works display “the negative space or cavities of other domestic 
objects such as mattresses”, entire rooms, or even a house. Fer continues: “What 
is visible now as a solid, [...] is that space which is normally unseen.”51 Still, 
Whiteread “resists being categorised as an ‘abstract sculptor’”, and this is due to 
the “inadequacy of the antithesis between abstraction and representation.”52  

 According to Fer, the problematic of this antithesis is increasingly causing 
artworks to fall in between the two categories. This falling-in-between of 
Whiteread’s work is also what interests Fer. “For Whiteread’s work”, she writes, 
“stages the abstract in its phantasmatic dimension; in particular, her work triggers 

61. Rachel Whiteread: 
Untitled (Floor). 1992. Detail. 
© Rachel Whiteread
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a thematics of visibility and invisibility and, as sculpture, does so in distinctive 
ways.”53 In her view, uncertainty thus speaks in a phantasmatic voice, and she 
concludes her discussion of Whiteread by referring to Freud’s concept of the 
uncanny. The unseen, or hidden, may open up to interpretations based on 
psychoanalytic theories, but I would argue that exploring strategies of semiosis — 
as is my prime goal — is too general a task to take psychoanalysis in consideration 
(which I rather think of as a much more privately directed activity).
 So, even though the surface texture of the cast units testify to their origin 
(that is, the floor mould), and therefore to the procedure of constructing them, 
there is a very limited likeness to what most of us would recognise as an actual 
floor. It is by this very delicate diversion from a real floor that the piece enters 
the realm of representation, instead of just repeating the gallery floor. (Repeating, 
in a strict sense, would demand that the artwork was made of real floor-boards, 
ready-mades, and that these could be walked on.) Whereas the surface texture 
posits both floor-pieces in a symbolic realm by way of representation, the solid 
block units rather dwell in that same space shared by the corporeal viewer. Again, 
the immanent dichotomy of acknowledging representation is emphasised. 
 Whiteread’s seemingly re-arrangeable and variable cast units that, installed 
together, make up the work is an elaboration of the concept of replaceable 
and exchangeable units of Andre’s sculptures. The origin, that is, the mould, 
of Untitled (Floor) should not be discarded from a discussion on seriality and 
exchangeability with reference to Whiteread’s floor pieces.    

Locations of closed space 

As already mentioned, when Whiteread made her first floor piece she had ideas 
of mapping a floor. Mapping is an activity that by necessity has to have been 
preceded by occasions of finding, of discovering a terrain, new or not already 
satisfactorily mapped. Exploring this terrain is then the foundation on which 
the success of the final map rests — the more painstakingly undertaken, the 
more exact the resulting map. Manifesting, and thus making visible, hitherto 
unknown territory is what Rachel Whiteread actually does when she turns void 
space into concrete palpable shapes. Mapping the floor amounts to measuring 
the horizontal extension of the area, whereas a room might best be mapped 
in topographical terms (as terrain, not only territory). The latter would be to 
consider its height as well as its volume. This was first done by Whiteread with 
Ghost in 1990 (fig. 49-50). 
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 But whereas Ghost is located in a specific kind of architecture (an English 
terrace house) well known to all Englishmen, and thus possible to comprehend as 
a vehicle of social/cultural memories — or even familiarity — the circumstances 
of her next room-project were different. Like Ghost, Untitled (Room), of 1993, is 
a plaster cast of the interior volume and structure of a room (fig. 62). While the 
mould of Ghost was a parlor in a Victorian terrace house, Untitled (Room) was 
cast from a room-structure built in Whiteread’s Berlin studio. We are thus again 
confronted by a kind of fictitious reference. As already argued to be the case with 
Untitled (Floor) we are here, too, rather to deal with the concept of a room (floor), 
than an actual, real room. In relation to Ghost, the title of this later room-piece 
further indicates an altered status of reference; that is, “untitled” is less specific 
than is “Ghost”. In the 1993 conversation with Ivona Blazwick, Whiteread spoke 
of an idea that seems to have been realised as Untitled (Room). She said: 

Architectural spaces have always intrigued me. I intend to make another 
room [than Ghost], perhaps using a featureless council flat, or a space which 
I invent in the studio; one simple room with maybe a 3 inch skirting board, 
a blank door, a window and possibly a light switch. There would really be 
almost nothing there.54

The surface of Untitled (Room) is not particularly articulated, but there are 
traces which indicate that the piece was cast from an ordinary room: imprints 
of skirting boards run around the piece at floor level, and a door, windows and 
a light switch appear in high relief. The sculpture is large, which implies that its 
sheer size approximates that of a real room. Due to the impersonal imprints (i.e. 
the lack of wall-paper marks, indications of wearing and tearing of the room, et 
cetera), one can easily mistake the work to represent some kind of “neutral room”. 
There are no particular indications in the surface texture by which to identify 
an architectonic or regional domicile of an (imagined) real room. Building the 
mould construction in her studio, the cast sculpture tends to recognise a kind of 
archetype of a room rather than a “room” in more specific terms as regards Ghost. 
The few details revealed on the surface represent only the minimum of necessary 
traces which make it possible for us to recognise the sculpture as originating 
from a room: the dominating shape is that of a large cube, the door-imprint 
marks an entrance, the window implicates a view to the outside. If Ghost can 
be pertinently described as hinting at “things unknown within the landscape of 
human domesticy”, then the latter room-cast appears much more anonymous in 
character.55 Untitled (Room) is perhaps easier to think of as a visualisation of the 
notion of a room, since narrative issues such as traces of interior decoration are 
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far lesser than in Ghost. Still mapping a locality, there is an uncertainty of where 
to find its references in the real world, that is, outside the gallery context. Yet it 
appears more likely to actually be a real room than does Ghost, since it looks more 
like an “outside”. Interpreting Untitled (Room) as representing a conceptual idea 
of a room, rather than of a particular site, is, to my mind, possible due to the fact 
that there are so few indications of representation in this piece. This work does 
not appear as spatially puzzling as Ghost. Aside from the negative imprint of the 
fireplace, all other features could (almost) escape us as real: that is, as positive 
rather than negative forms. In Untitled (Room) there are no means of physical 
entry which may lead us to interpret the work as a room in the negative. But in 
order to determine the kind of space in which we are standing, we have to re-
orient ourselves in relation to the work. 

Rachel Whiteread had ideas of mummifying the air within the parlour when 
making Ghost ⎯ as if the air itself would be specific and noticeable.56 This 
would be to think of an atmosphere of a room, a locality, as possible to manifest 
in material terms. The idea is strange in many ways, a paradox, actually. Its 
opposite — dematerialisation — was highly explored in the late 1960s and 
1970s, especially by the artists repeatedly referred to here. Notions of the 
dematerialised artwork revolved around ideas of art as idea, as narrative, as 
myths even (rather than interpreting art in terms of objects, even specific ones).57 

After his Minimal period, Robert Morris, for one, explored sculpture made of 
steam (adjacent to immateriality), Plexiglas (optically transparent), and mirrors 
(reflecting the surroundings and hence hiding its own physical surface qualities). 
A question that was foregrounded in these works was: What is it that constitutes 
an artwork? A sculpture? Is it its materiality? That it “happens”? Or is it ideas of 
art? The notion of dematerialisation as linked to the discourse of conceptual art 
argues that the idea of a work is the purport of art. Material circumstances are 
only secondary. What Whiteread does is contrary to this. She seeks that which is 
intangible yet perceivable — as an atmosphere of a place might be. But to think 
of Untitled (Room) — or Ghost — in terms of materialised air (atmosphere) does 
not really make it easier to understand the sculpture in relation to one’s sense of 
present locality. 
 
On the TV-news I once saw a feature about an exceptionally cold winter in 
Siberia. The air became so dense due to the freezing temperature that walking 
through it literally created a trace in the shape of a corridor behind you (where 
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the air was now less dense, due to the higher temperature caused by the passing 
human body). If a corridor suddenly stopped it implied that someone had fallen 
to the ground and probably frozen to death. The fact that air could be so white 
and dense — and the image of this — is what I see when trying to figure out 
Untitled (Room) as void space, as air materialised. 
 On the floor piece by Whiteread, Briony Fer writes: “The art object becomes 
a record not of an absent object but of an absence (the space that no longer 
exists). And the job of sculpture, through the cast, is to make visible that hollow 
or cavity.”58 But how visible is the space that Untitled (Room) indexically refers to? 
Is space at all transcribeable into matter? That is, is space legible as signified by 
solid matter? To conceive of sculpture in the context of anti-form is one thing, 
but the sculptural opposite of that — manifestations of absences, of voids — is 
far harder to grasp. What is actually absent in Whiteread’s piece? Is absence at 

62. Rachel Whiteread: Untitled (Room). 1993. Plaster. 275 x 300 x 350 cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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play in this sculpture after all? If we consider it in terms of an index — what then 
is it pointing to?

As yet another interpretative tool to frame how meaning is established in Rachel 
Whiteread’s work, I have found it useful to continue the discussion of the site-
specific. In its proper sense, it would be most relevant for an analysis of House 
(fig.34), aside from her official and permanent commissions. But in works like 
Ghost and Untitled (Room) there is, again, a disruptive manœuvre at play: the 
specific space of the mould (i.e. the place possible to inhabit) is transformed into 
a volume we can never possess with our bodies. The specific site of the mould 
(which was the mould) and of which the sculpture is an index, are in conflict 
with each other. The arbitrariness of signs themselves is revealed. There can, 
of course, never be a one-to-one relation between signifier and object signified 
— they can never be the same, never be exactly as each other. The experience and 
the conceptual sign are, when confronted by Whiteread’s work, continually and 
repeatedly displayed as never-ending opposites which semiosis (interpretation) 
uninterruptedly tries to solve, and thus cancel. The two notions, index and site-
specific, are working against each other in several of Whiteread’s sculptures since 
the site is actually lost, forever terminated. The index points not to the loss of 
that particular place, but to the volume and structure it had. In this context, the 
index presents itself as unstable, even as a destabiliser. Reference per se is evidently 
part of semiosis, but what it is that is referred to is (seemingly) much less evident. 
What we encounter as palpable mass and volume is actually referring to what we 
hitherto have known only as something unphysical and untouchable: air, space, 
and voids. However, the main purpose of the (causal) index sign is to explicitly 
point at the absence of the signified while simultaneously depicting it. In other 
words, the job of the index is to manifest “the absent” as the semiotic core of its 
own validity.59 
 In her critical book on notions of the abstract in twentieth century art, 
Briony Fer concludes with a postscript where she considers “the problems posed 
by contemporary art and the pressure they put on a conventional distinction 
between abstraction and representation.”60 Whiteread serves as her example of 
contemporary art, alongside paintings by Gerhard Richter. Fer problematises 
the term abstract, which stands both for a “refusal to figure objects” and for a 
refusal to interpret “it with reference to what is depicted, as a figure painting or a 
still life might”.61 The work by Richter seems more easily assimilated within this 
definition of the abstract. Whiteread’s sculptures, on the other hand, are much 
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more difficult to label abstract in this sense, but this is precisely what Fer aims at: 
to describe her work in terms of the abstract rather than the figurative.62 My aim 
in this chapter has rather been that of describing and interpreting the abstract and 
the figurative (representational) as completely inter-dependent: as the necessary 
dichotomy that any meaning presupposes.        

* * * * * 

In this chapter on Whiteread’s work, I will finally turn to a phenomenologically 
informed discussion on one her sculptures. Taking off from Michael Fried’s 
theory concerning objecthood and theatricality, my argument will revolve around 
the staging of an object, and how meaning can evolve from this aspect alone. As 
I have clearly stated earlier, I hold Fried’s interpretation of Minimal objects to be 
one of the most compelling analyses of these sculptures.  
 The most forceful implication of confronting a Minimal object, according 
to Fried, was its strong appearance as another presence (despite the claim from 
Minimalist artists that anthropomorphic content was excluded altogether from 
the artwork). Presence, Fried argued, was so strong in these works as to appear 
as surrogate persons. There was a conflicting debate whether to agree on symbolic 
surrogate persons, or to rather acknowledge the kinaesthetic response evoked from 
the viewer by the object and the character of its staging. The first alternative implied 
that the sculpture was comprehended as staged (as another person rather than a 
stage prop) and the other staged circumstance would thus be the viewer. From 
this analysis arose Fried’s concept of theatricality. On the issue of presence, Colpitt 
writes: “Because all sculpture is, in one sense, real rather than illusory, it evokes a 
physical response. Presence is the obdurate force of Minimal art, which links the 
spectator to the object, in lieu of anthropomorphic gesture or the multiplicity of 
viewpoints of traditional sculpture.”63 The presence of Minimal objects should thus 
be understood as manifesting the physical qualities of the object displayed —not 
as symbolic subject matter. What troubled Fried was that the work of art — as it 
was conceived by Minimal artists and their allied critics — demanded a spectator 
in order “to be”. Moreover, art claiming references and contact with the world 
exterior to its own physical boundaries was degraded art. It was theatrical and thus 
false. At the time Fried published his article on the subject, he and Greenberg 
advocated clear cuts between the (traditional) art forms. However, other artists and 
critics simultaneously and rapidly broke down these categories.  
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Whiteread’s plaster cast False door of 1990 seems like a late response to the 
conflict of how to perceive the staged object: as prop or as another (person). 
Whereas the sculpture conceived of as a stage prop would foremost stress the 
demanded kinaesthetical full-stop of the viewer walking towards it, the sculpture 
as another presence would emphasise the situation of interpretation, of semiosis. 
 The unusual aspect of False door — regarding it explicitly as a Whitereadean 
work, that is, is that it has both a back and a front that are clearly separated from 
each other, which could be interpreted as symbolic references to a person (fig. 
63, 64). The one side is representative: it was cast against a panelled door surface 
and thus accounts for the structural details which make it possible to identify it as 
an indexical sign of a door. The other side of the sculpture does not display any 
of this. It is a plain plaster wall mapped by the grid constituted by the six units 
that the piece is built from. Identification is therefore possible from one position, 
but not all — that is, identification of representative content. The piece is about 
two metres high; its height being slightly higher than a tall (male) person, its 
width corresponding well to the length of a shorter person stretching her arms 
out sideways. It is within reach of a human physical body – an aspect that much 
concerned Minimal artists.64 

 
Interpreting False door from its representative (front) side, there are certain aspects 
to consider. The “door” is not left ajar. It is closed. Nor is there a door-knob, and 
consequently it is not able to be opened in this state: it is useless as a doorway. The 
space closed to us by the “door” does not exist. It is cancelled by the sheer fact of 
the pointlessness of False door — it neither separates two areas of space nor carries 
the possibility of re-connecting them by the doorway. The space is the same 
both in front of and behind the “door”. In a deconstructive sense, Whiteread’s 
sculpture iteratively emphasises the dichotomy of “the real”/ “the representative”; 
of presence and absence. Reading the sculpture in ergonomical terms makes this 
point clear. As passage, and thus as an architectonic device, “the door” refers to 
the human body. Its size makes it easily entered, and the location of the door-
knob is adjusted to the location of our arms in reference to our entire body. But 
in the gallery room in front of False door, our own body’s normal interaction with 
a door is cancelled. There is no passage, no threshold to conquer. We can only 
react with a full stop in front of an obstacle blocking our way — similar to what 
another person or a stage prop could cause. Phenomenological response has to do 
with actually being there, in the real situation of confronting and experiencing 
something first-hand. The references to the viewer’s own body, location in the 
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gallery room, and the awareness of one’s own presence are brought to the fore by 
the references that False door appears to turn back, pointing to the viewer’s body. 
The cancelled gestures of pressing the door-handle down and entering the other 
room stress cancellation itself.  False door, being useless as a door, further points 
to the withdrawal of our normal physical interaction and response to a door. 
 As the sculpture False door is freestanding, we can walk around it. This is a 
tour that will make us discover — literally — the other side of representation. 
Which is blank, in this sense. Of the sculptures by Whiteread that I’ve chosen to 
discuss, there is only one other piece that so clearly manifests the implications (and 
rules) of representation as this one. Interpreting representation in Untitled (Floor) 
[plaster], I argued that there is a gap between the surface, which is representative, 
and the massive volume of the piece, which has no evident function as a sign, 
except for physically manifesting its sculptureness. The same duality is at play in 
this piece and I interpret it accordingly; that semiosis per se is a subject in the art 
of Whiteread’s. By frankly visualising both sides of the concept of representation 
(the indexical image versus the physical vehicle), meaning production is placed 
in focus. Representation always demands its opposite — that which is under 
erasure. 

63-64. Rachel Whiteread: False door. 1990. Plaster. 215 x 152 x 41 cm. © Rachel Whiteread
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4 

Shaping the absent body
— Works by Antony Gormley

In the early 1980s a new interest in figuration re-emerged within sculptural 
practice, even though it was not a question of a revival, according to Andrew 
Causey. He refers to Gormley as a singular artist working with representation 
of the human body at this time in England.1 Since the 1950s the human figure 
has played little part in western sculpture.2 Between the 1950s and the 1980s 
human figure has instead played a crucial part in art forms such as performance 
and body art. Furthermore, in these latter categories figuration of the human 
(body) was often related to or was a direct use of the artist’s own body. Gormley’s 
employment of his own body is thus not a (re-) invention of his own. Rather, the 
usage of his own body is posited within a contemporary artistic methodological 
discourse. 
 This chapter is in some aspects closely connected to the former chapter, as 
possible spaces are to a certain extent also what Antony Gormley has thematised. 
His notion of bodily space will be discussed later in this chapter. The primary 
concern here, though, is what I interpret as an explicit employment of the absent 
body in Minimal sculpture that the selected works by Gormley display very 
pedagogically. 
 This may sound like a paradox: how can one employ something that is 
absent? By acknowledging that something is absent is to already confirm that 
particular something — even if in negative terms. As stated in chapter 2, the body 
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referred to in the experiencing of Minimal objects implied a transference from a 
depicted body (as in traditional, figurative sculpture) to the viewer’s real body. 
The presence of a human/”human” body was thus still recognised as part of the 
experiencing situation and meaning production. 
 Gormley has worked in close relation to the aesthetics of Minimal sculpture 
in a number of works, foregrounding an iconic likeness between his work and 
the latter ones. A more profound analysis of Gormley’s sculpture makes it 
evident that by positing the body as absent — not as circumscribing the cube 
as the Minimal viewer did but instead suggesting the body as being inscribed by 
the cube — he not only engages his work in a dialogue with Minimal art, but 
establishes a more direct relation to the viewer (primarily based on identification 
with the human shape inscribed in the block). His strategy seems to manifest 
processes of reduction which could have preceded Minimalism, but which were 
not an issue of the latter movement. The question of whether there was a reduced 
body in Minimal objects will be related to one of the most significant aspects 
of Gormley’s sculpture; the human body shaped as absence, as a hollow shape 
within the sculpture. 
 Maurice Berger has argued that what seemed to be a formalist dead-end, that 
is, Minimal sculpture, turned out to be a source of issues that other artists began 
to explore. Whilst Berger is focused on art which developed issues of political, 
racial, or gender matter inherent in Minimalism, I argue that Gormley has drawn 
attention to ideas and questions of sensibility, and of viewer response inherent in 
the context of Minimal objects.3 Gormley’s work is thus possible to locate within 
a broader context of artists’ re-interpretation of aspects of Minimalist theory and 
(the traditional) understanding of the Minimal object.  
 The notion of touch is at the core of each interpretation performed here. It 
will be discussed both as a theme (Representational function) and as a modal 
function applied by Gormley. The purpose of the modal function is to apply the 
artistic devices available in such a way as to establish connections to the viewer. 
The concept used here is derived from Michael O’Toole.4 In accordance with 
his functional semiotic system I will use the notion of touch as an interpretative 
tool, as distinct from what is tactile. Touch is a capability of the beholder and is 
thus directly related to action, whilst tactility is a quality of a physical object and 
perceptible by way of touch. 
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The rhetoric of reduction 

As accounted for in chapter two, there was never an on-going process of 
elimination, or reduction, of a figurative element within the Minimalist 
movement. The artists did not simply go from a figurative art towards a non-
figurative one. What made their immediate occupation with the non-referential 
object possible was foremost a new interpretation of painting as represented by 
Frank Stella. With the hindsight of fifty years of abstract art, and of sculptors who 
had pushed the representation of the human figure towards a point where it was 
just about recognisable, the step taken by the Minimal sculptors does not seem less 
revolutionary, even if it apparently seems logical. Sculptures like Julio Gonzalez’s 
thin welded figures which seem to twist around their own axis (shoulder) and 
thereby approximate a cubist multiplicity of viewpoints — from every viewpoint; 
Giacometti’s thin-as-thread-figures, or the Henry Moores which often appear 
to be free-floating by their voluminous shapes, to give but a few examples, had 
all shown a variety of possible artistic strategies towards abstraction while never 
aiming at abstraction per se. Compared to early modernist sculpture, such as the 
ones by Rodin, Degas, or Matisse, the examples given above are all undoubtedly 
figurative. Simultaneously, they push the limits of representation by loosening up 
the bond between representation and the notion of what is life-like. 
 Even though abstract art had been accepted by art historians, art dealers, and 
museum curators by the 1960s and therefore had lost its oddness as art, abstract 
painting was still — in general — intimately connected to representations of 
feelings or spirituality, often understood as an imprint of the maker on the 
canvas.5 Imprint, in this context, refers to a legible presence of the maker by way 
of her/his personal brushwork working as an index sign of the gestures made, 
or by symbolic relations. Sculpture had not yet participated, or been included, 
in the context of acquired emotional responses; the artform was still primarily 
concerned with depiction. The Minimal objects did not follow the emotional, 
or spiritual, rhetoric of abstract painting. Emotional associations were regarded 
to be just as unnecessary as representation. Both were understood as parts of the 
symbolic order from which the Minimal sculptors strived to liberate sculpture.6 
 While imprints in this context are a matter of the (abstract expressionist) 
painter expressing himself with paint on the canvas, it does not seem relevant 
to talk about imprints in this sense when discussing a work by, for example, 
Moore. This is primarily due to the presence of a representational aspect in his 
work. Nor is it relevant when examining a work of Judd, since the whole idea 
of his work was to exclude all traces of personal imprints: that is, traces of the 
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maker. Unconnected to its maker, the Minimal object is solitary. But it still has 
qualities of presence and position, as do all physical objects. When traditional 
features such as (iconic) representation or more elusive emotional or spiritual 
subjects are abandoned, other qualities predominate. As pointed out in chapter 
2, the Minimalist sculptors fought against three categories of either content or 
art historical relation. Firstly, the idea of biographical content or relations within 
the work was discarded. Secondly, they did not agree that their cubes or blocks 
were in any sense interpretations of representational content.7 And thirdly, they 
tried — in both their work and their writing — to make a complete break with 
European art tradition (primarily with ideas of composition).8

 Clement Greenberg once wanted to replace tactility and palpability with 
opticality in sculptural practices. In his 1958 revision of “The New Sculpture” 
(1948), he argued that the human body was “no longer postulated as the agent of 
space” and that “eyesight alone [...] has more freedom of movement and invention 
within three dimensions than within two”.9  But how would these replacements 
be possible within sculpture? On the one hand, he argued that each art form 
should strive towards its most significant features (“to achieve concreteness”), 
while on the other he suggests that visibility and “physical independence” should 
be the goals of modern sculpture.10 To me, these arguments are nothing but 
contradictions in terms.
 As opposed to Greenberg, I argue that sculptures displayed in the round 
always have three inseparable aspects in common: material physicality, the notion 
of touch, and the three-dimensional imperative of a walking beholder. Touching 
and walking are furthermore impossible without a human body (i.e. a viewer/
interpreter). Thus, both tactility — that is, haptic recognitions of the viewer 
— and a walking performer that Greenberg wanted to turn optical and cerebral, 
are, to my mind, inherent aspects of sculpture and they are thus inescapable when 
performing interpretations. That is the case, that is,  if we are to restrict ourselves 
to speaking explicitly about sculpture, and not artistic practice in a much wider 
field of three-dimensional art in general.

A peculiarity arises in the discussion of Minimal sculpture as abstract art. What 
is abstract in this so-called non-representative sculpture to which the notion of 
objecthood is glued? They are undoubtedly physical, so it cannot be a question 
of depicting something not present; they are their presence, they are their shape 
and their material. Is the shape, the cube, perhaps abstract in any sense? Of course 
not, a cube is a three-dimensional thing: it is a physical fact. So what — since 
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they are concrete things — is abstract, then? 
 My proposition is that what lies behind the perception of Minimal objects as 
abstract works of art is that they do not seem to be engaged with touch. I do not 
consider Minimal sculptures to be abstract works of art, as their physical factness, 
for one, argues against such an understanding. The one aspect held in common 
by all existing three-dimensional objects is the possibility of touching them. 
Indeed, it is an aspect of a Minimal sculpture as well. But, when posited within 
the history of sculpture, Minimal objects lack all traditional features of touch. 
There are no narrative indications working as signs for “touch”, no traces of any 
hands producing it (no machines either); there are no splices, no dents on their 
surfaces. We may see the qualities of a surface, that is, we can judge by perception 
whether a surface is smooth or rough, soft or hard, sometimes even if it is warm 
or cold. And of course one can touch a Minimal object, but it does not show any 
visible trace of having been touched. These objects correspond to the museum 
rule: Do not touch the object. The do-not-touch imperative creates a distance 
between beholder and artwork. Nothing invites you to touch, but if touched, 
a perfectly smooth surface would be the only thing experienced along with the 
temperature of that particular surface (disregarding flatness, inclinations, and 
other like features). A perfectly smooth surface is felt as nothing and temperature 
is not a property of material but an effect of exterior circumstances (and non-static 
ones). Touch is both a faculty and a capability of the beholder, and, traditionally, 
of the maker of the art object. I shall give some examples of touch where it is 
either foremost a part of the expression of the sculpture, or is connected both to 
the production and the expression of the sculpture. 

In Bernini’s Pluto and Proserpine (1621-1622), Pluto is depicted violently 
catching Proserpine, who seems to seek for help from above rather than making 
actual physical resistance to this violation (fig. 65). But in my view, the two details 
of the sculpture that render this scene its intense drama of violation are the two 
instances of touch between the two figures: Proserpine’s left hand pushing the 
man’s head away, and his hands grabbing her so hard that his fingers squeeze her 
marble flesh. This is an example of depicted touch. In Walking Man (1900-07), 
Rodin’s own struggle with the clay model has not been wiped off in the final cast 
(fig. 66). On the contrary, the marks left by this struggle are kept for expressive 
purposes. The marks further imply a narrative aspect, referring to both the force 
of its maker and the visualisation of the tormented and decapitated man who 
tries to walk but is unable to lift his feet from the ground (symbolising the death 
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of the classic ideal man).11 The traces of the artist’s hands working the clay are 
a common feature in Rodin’s production.12 A new feature of Modern sculpture 
was that perfection (in a classical sense) was not sought. Instead, expression by 
way of production means or the creative act was used purposely.13 Brancusi’s Bird 
in space (1919) is useful as a third example (fig. 67). The highly polished bronze 
surface of this piece has a metaphorical quality that intensifies the subject matter: 
a bird about to take off. The surface’s mirroring quality renders the material an 
elusive character — ephemeral images surface mirrored on the material — which 
links to the subject of the volatility of a bird about to take off into flight: 
one rapid movement and the bird is gone. Whilst touch was depicted in the 
Bernini-piece, and expressively used by Rodin, it could be argued that Brancusi’s 
sculpture displays untouchedness in the sense that the Minimal cube does, but 
since the polish has a metaphorical purpose, this is not the case. 
  The tactile aspect — which would be palpable through touch — becomes so 
much more urgent regarding the Minimal cube when it is related to examples 
such as the above. I suggest then, that it is tactility’s (touch’s) opposite, an 
untouchedness, that renders Minimal sculpture its conceptual aspect and lies 
behind interpretations of abstract and conceptual matter.14 We know physical 
objects by way of touch. We do not necessarily need to touch them to know that 
they are physical, but by the experience of having touched objects we can extend 
this knowledge intellectually to the artwork. The notion of touch is thus at the 
core of sculptural experience, whether touch is a present aspect of the work or 

Left to right:
65. Gian Lorenzo Bernini: 
Pluto and Proserpine. 
1621-1622. White marble. 
H 255 cm. Detail.
66.  August Rodin: Walking Man. Bronze. 1900-07. 
213,5 x 71,7 x 156,5 cm.
67. Constantin Brancusi: Bird in Space. 1919. 
Polished bronze. H 135,7 cm. 
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eliminated and thus spoken of in negative terms. 
 What shall be investigated in the following is the means by which Gormley’s 
works explore Minimal aesthetics as revealed by the notion of untouchedness and how 
this can be read in terms of a sculptural strategy, and even as a rhetorical device. 

* * * * *

The rhetorical aspect of Gormley’s employment of untouchedness occurs in its 
most direct, not to say aggressive, way in Bed of 1980-1 (fig. 68). The piece is 
made of slices of white bread coated with wax and arranged into a rectangular 
block approximately two meters long and one and a half meters wide.15 When 
displayed, it rests on a low base. During a period of about three and a half 
months, Gormley ate from the bread to create the negative imprint of two bodies. 
The shape was thus duplicated as imprints on the bed of bread. The duplication 
itself holds connotations to a double bed. There is no direct contact between 

68. Antony Gormley: Bed. 1980-81. Bread, wax. 28 x 220 x 168 cm. ©Antony Gormley
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the two imprints, even though they depict two separated figures lying close to 
each other. The lengths of the arms are too short to be read as full arms. Instead, 
they suggest arms folded upon the chest: a gesture for a corpse that is arranged 
in a coffin. As Thomas McEvilley has pointed out, the two hollows together are 
“identical to the volume displaced by the artist’s body [and are…] half on one 
side, half on the other, so the empty volume would be directly in the center if the 
piece were folded over on itself like a closed coffin.”16

In his sculptures from the 1990s Gormley makes frequent use of polyhedrons 
in the shapes of cubes, crosses, and rectangular blocks. These shapes, when kept 
as the dominating structure of a sculpture, establish themselves in an intimate 
relationship with Minimal sculpture as regards idiom. The rhetorical system of 
meaningful propositions on Minimal sculptural practice that Gormley performs is 
referentially threefold: the ready-made, the geometrical shape, and the notion of 
touch. In Bed, he uses the Minimal-like shape as the principal one, that is, the block, 
built up by pre-fabricated items (ready-mades) and employs this constellation as a 
rhetorical device for figuration to appear dramatised by small and yet conspicuous 
means (by eating and thus touching). If we agree that the Minimal object has 
become the untouched object, by way of historical hindsight, it is an adequate 
figure to use for its opposite thematic purpose. Gormley’s method, eating from 
the bread, implies a strategy of reduction and this in turn leads to the shape of an 
absent body. That is, he makes use of reduction to reveal the absence of something: 
not only the bread eaten up, but also the absent body (also possibly interpreted as 
the representative figure eliminated by the Minimal artists). By making us aware 
of this circumstance in Minimal sculpture, it is its rhetorical use that gives the 
absence meaning in Gormley’s piece. This rhetoric was partly already invented 
(though only as a suggestion) in the Minimal object as a means of re-orientating 
the position of the body: the body of the beholder is given importance instead of a 
depicted body. What seems to be claimed with Bed, then, is that a body is always 
present — as a figurative negation or as a performing body. 
 
The American artist Janine Antoni has also used eating as a creative method of 
producing art in her triptych Gnaw from 1992 (fig. 69-70). Gnaw’s three parts 
are made up of two cubes, one of chocolate and one of larder, from which the 
artist has bitten, chewed, and then spit out the softened substances, forming 
them into the shapes of lipsticks and a heart-shaped box just like that in which 
chocolate is usually delivered. 
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 Antoni’s eating method has been interpreted as a critique of the unwillingness 
of, or avoidance by, Minimal artists to physically and personally engage in the 
creation of the art object.17 Her employment of a process of metamorphosis 
has been recognised as an effort to underline and repel the male body 
culturally inscribed in male-dominated movements such as American Abstract 
Expressionism and Minimalism. This critical perspective may also be attached 
to an interpretation of the similar method applied by Gormley. But criticality 
in a comparison like this easily turns out to depart from the sex of the maker: 
is Antoni critical through her work or by being a woman artist, or by both? Is 
Gormley actually critically pointing at the male dominance of the Minimalist 
movement by leaving traces that correspond to his own physical volume in Bed 
(and later as inscribed within the cube)? Or is he, on the contrary, affirming the 
male body? He regards the usage of his own body not as manifesting maleness, 
but thinks of it instead as a vehicle of individual experience. As such, it should 
not be interpreted as foregrounding gender.18 
 The rhetoric of the touched versus the untouched object does not necessarily 
imply a gender issue. However, the context may. As this study primarily 
concentrates on issues of sculptural modes of address, and since I find the specific 
individuality of the missing human rather irrelevant to this context, I shall leave 
the gender aspect at this. 

The material used, bread, is symbolically linked to transubstantiation as the 
Catholic interpretation of the sacrament commemorating the Last supper, as 

 69-70. Janine Antoni: Chocolate Gnaw (left) and Larder Gnaw (right). 1992. 
The works are made of 272 kilos of chocolate and larder, respectively. 

Each unit: 61 x 61 x 61 cm.
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suggested by McEvilley: “This bread is my body”.19 In the content matter a 
link to Roman-Christian beliefs and symbols is close at hand, as are adjacent 
interpretations focusing on more ordinary human conditions such as presence 
and absence (death). However, the commonplace use of bread is as daily 
nourishment, and it is therefore a prerequisite of life itself. From my viewpoint, 
it is more appropriate to treat it as the ready-made it becomes in an art context. 
The Minimal sculpture presents itself immediately for comparisons with Bed is 
Carl Andre’s series Equivalent I-VIII of 1966, originally made of ordinary sand-
lime bricks (fig. 71).20 The most evident likeness between them is that both of 
the works were made of piled items arranged in geometrical (and possibly re-
arrangeable) shapes on the floor. Andre’s ready-made, which is a construction 
material, has the untouchedness of the pre-fabricated item, while Gormley’s 
bread is a soft and perishable ready-made. 
 The material employed by Gormley has two divergent relational aspects that 
should be considered, if only briefly. The use of a ready-made obviously links 
Gormley’s work to the twentieth century tradition of re-using already existing 
and produced commonplace objects. But whereas a Minimal sculptor like Andre 
would reject any kind of physical manipulation of the ready-made, Gormley 
attacks it with his own body. Still, both of them are acting in accordance with 
their choice of ready-made: Andre is laying bricks (as bricks usually are laid when 
used for building construction) while Gormley is eating from the bread (which is 
what most of us do with bread). Consequently, both works establish an indexical 
relationship since the process of making them points to the usual handling of 
these materials (ready-mades) outside the art context: by arrangement by Andre 
and by physical (bodily) treatment by Gormley.21

 

71. Carl Andre: 
Equivalent VIII. 1966. 
120 bricks. 
12,7 x 68,6 x 229,2 cm. 
Courtesy Tate Modern.
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The other relational aspect of Bed has to do with symbolic meaning. If we 
interpret Bed as a coffin, and consequently the shapes of absent bodies as 
symbolising dead bodies, then the connotations of the material bread lead us to 
meanings of perishability and decay. The condition of absence as a ground for 
semiosis may hence be described by two different types of signs: the index and the 
symbol signs, respectively.

The Equivalent series seems sterile when compared to Gormley’s Bed. Sterile, 
that is, in its meaning as untouched (marks of touch are excluded). And even 
with this easy and nearly unnoticeable exchangeability of the bricks, we — its 
audience — are not allowed to touch them, even less to re-arrange them, would 
we feel like it. In contrast, Gormley used an artistic method when making Bed 
that implies direct physical contact with the material used and which is, indeed, 
the most common method applied to all traditional production of sculpture, 
but not to Minimal ones. In this context, eating in order to create a shape is 
a statement of bodily interaction — of touching violently (even though the 
method is concordant with the material, and logical in terms of its commonplace 
use outside the art context). 
 Stephen Bann compares Bed with Andre’s Equivalent VIII and asserts that the 
former work

[...]could be seen as a directly contestatory gesture, whereas in fact Gormley 
has emphasised that the relationship involves a kind of revaluation of the 
work by André [...and where the...] new work [...] does not reject, but more 
exactly recuperates its predecessor: in a sense, it humanises retrospectively a 
work which had suffered [...] from the effects of a particularly arid artistic 
controversy.22 

Bann’s remark conforms to conceptual interpretations of Minimal sculpture 
and thus overlooks issues which in more recent writings have been discussed as 
predominant within this sculptural practice: This includes, for example, reading 
Minimal objects as opening up to relational issues, including the room in which 
they are displayed, and to an experiencing agent in the shape of the viewer.
 With Bed, my suggestion instead is that of Bed as thematically and rhetorically 
linked to Minimal objects precisely by way of exploring the untouchedness of 
the latter. In order to talk about a visual rhetoric at all, at least two necessary 
conditions need to be pointed out. Firstly, rhetoric demands that the elements 
(signs) of a statement (which is here represented by the artwork Equivalent VIII) 
are transcribed into another form (Bed) “and that the receiver is thought to be 
capable of regaining the original concepts beyond the series of elements perceived 
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in their place”.23 Secondly, a rhetoric of visual statements demands that there 
is a system of norms from which other statements can deviate. The norm in 
this context is sculptural practice on a general basis, and Minimalist sculptural 
practices in particular. 
 Arguing above that the notion of touch is inseparable from experiencing 
sculpture, it logically follows that Minimal objects refer to this notion, but in 
negative terms: by eliminating traces of touch. To regain this notion, then, 
Gormley eliminates by touching (eating). My argument is thus that Gormley has 
made rhetorical use of the notion of untouchedness, and that it works as metonymy 
in relation to Minimal sculpture. The rhetorical function of metonymy is that by 
referential dislocation it highlights an aspect of one phenomenon at the expense 
of another, and hence directs our attention to the-then dominate aspect.24 
Metonymy in this case, then, is to be understood as “negation”. The notion of 
untouchedness is consequently conceived as a negation of depicted touch. Touch 
is negated in Andre’s piece, whereas Gormley employs negation by way of the 
eating process so as to highlight the touched material/work of art. Moreover, if 
the notion of touch, irrespective of it appearing in positive or negative form, is 
intimately connected to the experience of sculpture — a quality of that experience 
— then Gormley has interpreted the Minimal cube as negating the notion of 
touch and subsequently visualised this particular experience as lacking by way 
of reduction —  as absent — in Minimal sculpture. My argument is therefore 
that Gormley’s rhetoric, as revealed in Bed, serves to attract our attention to 
fundamental aspects of the process of experiencing sculpture.  
 My claim is thus that Gormley’s work visualises Minimal sculpture as 
experienced. Krauss made an early re-interpretation of Minimal objects in her 
work Passages in Modern Sculpture (1977), where she argued that the source of 
meaning and meaning production, as understood by Minimalist artists such as 
Judd, was located in “a public, rather than a private space”, thereby “declaring the 
externatility of meaning”.25 Upsetting the idea of artworks as autonomous things 
necessarily implied that meaning, semiosis, was re-located to a situation outside 
the physical boundaries of artworks. Krauss also made further remarks on the 
interpretative connection between the body of the viewer and the experience of 
these objects.26

The subjects of Bed to be explored in the following are what the reduction refers 
to and how absence and the material used per se can be interpreted to mean by 
themselves, apart from their working as vehicles of symbolic or iconic meaning. 
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Jackson Barry discusses ostended meaning, which is meaning by (indexical) 
exemplification and he states “that ostention is a particular kind of sign process”.27 
He argues that not only does depiction have meaning, or can mean, but also that 
the particular material or colour used in an artwork partakes in the production 
of meaning. For example, when he discusses Kenneth Noland’s painting Shoot, 
1965, he argues that the painted triangular shapes ostend triangularity.28 Barry 
also suggests that ostended meaning is non-coded.29 I find it hard to agree with 
him on the grounds that artworks by definition mean within a coded context 
(i.e. the art world), be they abstract or figurative. Another problem with Barry’s 
analysis is that he separates meaning as derived from the signifier (i.e. ostended 
meaning) from that of the referential meaning of the signified (which is iconic, 
indexical, or symbolic). He separates ostended meaning from iconic meaning, 
arguing that the concept of iconicity is too unstable for his purpose, since the 
latter ignores what is actually there.30 What Barry aims at is a close reading of the 
physical qualities of an artwork. By holding on to the terminology that Sonesson 
employs, ostended meaning could simply be called plastic meaning, since both 
notions aim at the same aspects of the signifier: materiality and form.31 To 
“mean by itself ”, that is, by material properties and physical shape, cannot expel 
contextual framings and cultural conventions any more than it can by way of 
index, icon, or symbol signs. Consequently, I disagree with Barry on this point.32 
However, Barry’s close reading of the abstract Noland-painting is encouraging 
in that it seriously scrutinises the physical factors of that painting and poses the 
question “what does it means to mean?”.33 It is these aspects of his writing which 
intersect with my following discussion. 
 
Physical qualities, that is, the plastic features of the sign/sculpture, are necessary 
to consider in a discussion on how a sculpture plays out its sculptureness: how it 
means as sculpture. The plastic dimension of semiosis is intimately connected 
to the contextual framework of the interpretation. As material and shape were 
emphasised aspects in Minimal sculpture, I consider these aspects as prerequisites 
of an attentive analysis of sculpture now. By focusing on the plastic dimension 
(Barry’s ostended meaning) of Bed, the physical constitution of the sculpture and 
the visible traces of the making process are scrutinised as partaking in semiosis. 
There are (at least) three important aspects of the plastic dimension at play in 
Bed; the first is imbedded in the material itself, the second in reduction as such, 
and the third in the notion of sculpture. For example, the slices of bread, with 
some eaten from and others not. Whether manipulated or not, they foreground 
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breadness (as Andre’s bricks foreground brickness) as an indexical meaning of the 
signifer. However, meaning in this sense is not separable from the notion of 
the signified: “Bread”, or “breadness” are as much concepts as “absent figure”. 
When considering artworks (as different from “non-art texts”), Barry claims 
that all aspects of the signifier have intended meaning: “meaning is simply the 
referent of the sign”.34 Paradoxically, he writes: “The power of the symbolic mode 
of signification to represent things of ideas not present is at the very center of 
civilization, but this very power to stand for but not to be is radically antithetical 
to the power of art to be that which it represents.”35  
 Emphasis on physical qualities fits well into the aesthetic framework of Minimal 
sculptures. If one argues there to be no representational aspects (of any kind, 
figurative or abstract) in an artwork, then what is left are the physical entities of that 
material which constitutes the work at hand. And if one still wants to argue that 
the Minimal object is meaningful (which some of us do, otherwise we would not 
occupy ourselves with these objects) then the question of how they are meaningful 
arises. Clearly non-figurative art does not mean in the same way as does figurative 
art. Both mean as signs of a coded context. In the present context, it is apt to point 
out that Andre’s Equivalent series not only posited itself within a discourse of what 
is and what is not sculpture, but also emphasised its meaning as sculpture by the 
material chosen. Its meaning is furthermore emphasised by the arrangement order 
in which it is constructed (a common feature of Minimal sculpture, especially in 
works by Judd and Andre). Choosing bricks as the physical matter of the artwork 
was, if not an entirely new sculptural material, an unusual one. Moreover, it 
turns out to dominate, as the material is a stranger in artistic practices. Logically, 
“brickness” is also an important aspect of the Equivalent series. 
 As Gormley’s Bed intersects with Andre’s piece on several levels, this 
comparison highlights how the first-mentioned works as sculpture. At the 
time Bed was made, the use of ready-mades was already a traditional feature of 
twentieth century art. Gormley’s employment of a ready-made is therefore no 
big issue in itself. But by the similarity of the formal aspects of slices of bread 
and bricks, and by the arrangement into a piled block, the way Gormley has used 
his ready-mades directly links his piece to the kind of use that Andre performed. 
Bed’s references to breadness cannot be said to be as forceful as that of brickness, 
since the bread material is occasionally manipulated and figuration is an obvious 
issue. Still, by the particularity of using, and finding, bread within an art context, 
the action of choosing material is elucidated. The many elements (i.e. slices of 
bread) that are assembled in Bed further recognises repetition as a means of 
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making sculpture, and thereby manifests a certain sculptureness (even if the 
repetition is occasionally disturbed by the negative imprint): sculpture conceived 
as piled units.
 Furthermore, in Bed the perhaps most pertinent of Minimal strategies is at 
play: reduction. But whereas Minimal objects are often interpreted as reducing 
traditional sculptural concepts (such as representation, expressive surface, the 
work ⎯ that is, labour ⎯  of producing an artwork, et cetera), reduction in 
Bed is employed as a method of production in order to emphasise both what is 
experienced as lacking in Minimal sculpture and the absent figure that the piece 
refers to in negative terms. Reduction as a meaningful plastic dimension of the 
signifier is made manifest in the context of a relational dialogue with Minimal 
sculpture. Through this dialogue, conventions of experiencing sculpture establish 
both “reduction” and “the absent figure” to be stated aspects of the artwork. 
Emphasised (ostended) reduction operates in two ways here: as a sculptural 
feature, and in representative terms, by referring to the absent body/figure. 
 If the series by Judd provokes the beholder to start walking and thus postulate 
her/himself as the agent of space by the lack of contemplative meanings (as, e.g. 
representational or expressive meanings/content) and thus as a meaningful 
response to the situation, then the lack itself seems to be an issue of relevance in 
Bed. The absent body in Minimal sculpture is only an absence in the question 
of what is depicted, and not, as I have argued, in the sculpture experienced. 
Rhetorically, Gormley visualises that missing body in a negative imprint. The 
non-materiality of the absent body and the negative figure is thus not replaced. 
What is assumed as missing in the sculptural practice of Minimalism is presented 
by Gormley in a negative form: the human body is absent.

 

Eliminating the body — problematising the figure

After the advent and establishment of abstract art, figurative art must be seen in 
contrast to the former — as non-abstract. Even though a broad analysis of Antony 
Gormley’s work makes it necessary to link up the symbolic and metaphorical 
content of his work with figurative art dealing with similar issues, the material 
used and the methods applied also insist on an interpretation related to non-
figurative traditions of art. In this context I suggest that non-abstract is a better 
categorical notion than figurative to attach to the pieces by Gormley presented 
here, and the reasons for this will be clarified in the following.
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 As in the case of Bed, the sculptures discussed in this section deal with 
figuration by way of absence. From early on in his career, Gormley has been 
occupied with the no longer present body, and with the traces left behind by 
that passed presence. To mediate an immediate and present understanding of 
absence, he juxtaposes figuration with abstraction, that is, figuration is merged 
with physical absence.

For a long time in the practice of western art, and especially in sculpture (due 
to its three-dimensionality and due to its occupying the same, real, space as 
the beholder) the “essential copy” was at the core of art production. This was 
abandoned with the emergence of abstract art. However, in the work by Gormley 
it re-appears, but in a new way: as dematerialised. The essential copy, as defined 
by Norman Bryson, is an ever-unreachable pictorial goal, since it is subordinate 
to historical change. The essential copy may be fabricated, that is, understood 
as such, at an historical instance, but it will inevitably be discarded only a 
moment later.36 The essential copy is the endeavour to make the most precise 
(and universal) re-presentation of an object or phenomenon of the “real world” 
(thought of as unmediated). But since the notion of anything like a real world, 
out there and unmediated, must be said to have collapsed, so has the essential 
copy long since lost its relevance. 
 What Gormley does, in my opinion, is to put this classic notion of the essential 
copy into play in his own work. As usual, this is performed as a loss, as absence. 
I do not claim that Gormley has made his work departing from the Brysonian 
notion. Nevertheless, interpreting his sculptures with this particular notion in 
mind, it is possible to emphasise aspects of Gormley’s operational methods of 
linking the notion of the essential copy to the dichotomy of non-figuration, that 
is, figuration by way of absence. Hereby Gormley further problemises figurative 
representation in his works. Instead of discarding figuration as an impossible 
artistic device altogether (as in Minimal art), Gormley connects the representation 
of a real human body (his own body) with a mark (the hollow interior of the block) 
to the idea of the impossibility to ever catch the “real” as it passes by. The notion of 
the essential copy may be said to have found its way into Gormley’s work through 
his own conception of universally recognisable human experiences.37 For Gormley 
personally, it is important that his own body is used in the casting process, and that 
his sculptures come from an individual experience of a particular moment. Since 
he cannot experience anyone but himself in a corporeal sense, using his own body 
is his only option. This is also connected to the importance Gormley attaches to 
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his method of “making sculpture from the inside”, as he terms it.38 This method 
of designing from life is evidently not related to aspects of Minimalism — but the 
modes by which Gormley inscribes the depicted body are.

Nearly ten years passed between the creation of Bed and the sculptures to be 
discussed in the following. During this period Gormley made some of the 
sculptures he is most well known for: the so-called body cases of lead. They do not 
approach the human body from an absent perspective, but more traditionally, 
as physically present figurations. The connection between Minimal sculpture 
and Bed and the concrete pieces of the early 1990s is thus a connection with a 
clear rupture as regards the oeuvre of Gormley. I would not argue that the body 
cases have much (or anything) in common with Minimalism (except for aspects 
of Testing a world view). The artistic practice of Gormley in its entirety should 
therefore not be understood as departing from Minimal aesthetics. 
 In the early 1990s Antony Gormley made a number of sculptures of concrete 
in the shapes of rectangular blocks, cubes, and cross-shaped blocks. Causey has 
termed them “reverse body images”.39 Flesh, of 1990, is one of them. This piece’s 
outer shape is that of a large cross. Since it is displayed lying horizontally on the 
floor, it evidently has symbolic relations to both the crucifixion and a coffin (fig. 
72-73). In both cases loss and/or death are symbolically suggested as subjects. 
Like the other pieces of this group of sculptures, Flesh is hollow, and its cavity has 
the shape of Gormley’s own body. A plaster cast of his naked body was made and 
then used as an inner mould (an outer mould is also necessary when shaping the 
fluid concrete into a cross shape).
 As if the length of the cross was just a little too short for the artist, his 
fingertips and the soles of his feet have pressed against the concrete surface, 
and subsequently made openings on the cross-ends. The top end of the cross 
is (symbolically) cut off — the head of the “inner body” would have found no 
room at all within the concrete block. In a religious context, the prime issue of 
Flesh would of course be as a depiction of the crucifixion of Christ and his future 
resurrection indicated by the openings — death being too weak to hold him and 
the spirit being larger than the body. But since I do not wish to make anything 
more of these suggested symbolical meanings, I will leave it at this. Instead, and 
in accordance with my interpretation of the bread of Bed as a ready-made rather 
than a Roman-Catholic symbol, I will treat the mutual resistance between matter 
and hollowed shape in this same manner.  
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When confronted by Flesh the instant thought that occurred to me was how the 
heaviness of that massive concrete cross places pressure on the (imagined) body 
inside of it. Would there ever have been a real body surrounded by the concrete it 
would have squeezed life out of that body — hence it opens up to associations of 
the claustrophobic. Gormley has spoken much of the situation when the body, as 
matter, meets space.40 Flesh, obviously, reveals this situation inverted — the body 
represented as air (as space) meeting space as matter and exterior pressure (akin 
to the works by Whiteread). 
 For the artist himself, this is closely aligned with his interest in our senses, 
which make it possible for us to reach out to our surroundings, to get in contact 
with it (you). The space we occupy may be physically limited, but our limits 
as humans do not stop at the boundaries of our bodies; perception, hearing, 
speaking, and mind have a much wider scope than our materiality as bodies. 

These faculties and capabilities not only are concerns of the sculpture itself, or of 
the artist making it, but are most acute for the viewer. As Stephen Bann, for one, 
has pointed out, one of the connecting aspects between the work of Gormley and 
that of Minimalists like Judd is the use of the sculpture’s interior.41 But where 

72. Antony Gormley: Flesh. 1990. Concrete. 36 x 198 x 174 cm. © Antony Gormley
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Judd used the interior hollowness 
of his cubes as a rhetorical means to 
elucidate that there was nothing going 
on on the inside — no structure, no 
inner tension useable for meaning 
production, only a plain interior of 
air — Gormley (re-) enhances the 
interior as a location for meaning and 
(semiotic) purpose.42 With Flesh, my 
argument is thus that the Minimal 
cube is interpreted as a physical object, 
that is, another body, which serves to 
literally confront us. Physicality itself 
is confronting matter and as such it 
has presence. The concrete sculptures with their differently shaped voids (due to 
the posture taken by Gormley) should, according to Bann, not be seen to stand 
“for or represent the body and its parts, but actually indicate the presence of the 
body”.43 These arguments, then, urgently reveal the legacy of Fried’s (disputable) 
other person of the situated Minimal art object. 

Since the absent body as absence (as terminated presence) is only marked by the 
instances where the body-mould has pressed through the concrete surface, thus 
opening up to the same space that the viewer occupies, the relation to a “real” 
physical body tends to be established with oneself as viewer. One’s own presence 
is echoed by the piece’s hollowness. Resurrection, then, does not necessarily have 
to be interpreted in religious terms, but can instead be a consequence of the 
situation in which one examines the sculpture.44

 The viewer cannot actually see the body-shape within the concrete block. 
This is a matter of trust and a priori knowledge about the work at hand. The copy 
of Gormley’s own body-shapes escapes us, since it is literally imbedded within the 
concrete block. Of the concrete sculptures, Gormley has said:

The block describes the space between the body and a compressed notion of 
architecture, and what I find makes them quite tender is that the principle 
gesture of all those works is touch. Materiality in sculpture invites touch. 
They don’t. The body that touches is not there and what is touched is space, 
engaging the air.45

From my viewpoint, however — of being a beholder and interpreter, which is 

73. Antony Gormley: Flesh. Detail. 
© Antony Gormley
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very distant from that of the artist’s — I do not agree with him. Touch is not 
eliminated here, since the body “that touches” is not primarily his but mine 
(or any other viewer’s). For Gormley the use of his own body — the work as 
designed from him — is of an indexical relation (and hence not primarily of an 
iconic relation) pointing out that his touch is gone, but my sense of it is not. My 
prime interest does not at all concern Gormley’s body specifically.46 
 Engaging his own body makes the sculpture designed from life, though only 
partly, since the outer shape of the block is not. Figuration as shape (or volume) 
has a scale-relation of 1:1 to that which it indexically refers to from the real world: 
that is, Gormley’s own body. In accordance with my primary interests, I will treat 
the biographical body as a working tool, as part of the manufacturing process — 
or even simply as just a mould — rather than as a referent to an individual body. 
As a mould its only specificity is that it is made after human material, that is, it is 
special in that it has had direct contact with a living human (which is seldom the 
case of e.g. cast bronze figures throughout the history of sculpture).47 In terms of 
my primary issues this individuality has no importance at all, as making art is a 
very personal occupation. The use of one’s self, be it in the sense of mind or body, 
is foremost part of the producer but not necessarily of the displayed object.
 Figurative art may embrace all art that relies on an iconic likeness to things or 
phenomenon in the real world. To name a certain category of art as non-abstract 
does not cancel either figuration or abstractness, but it hopefully makes clear a 
position of ambivalence towards both of them. And this ambivalence is what 
Gormley uses both as method and subject. The Cartesian duality between body 
and mind is at the core of his artistic practice (and many writers on his art are 
concerned with this matter).48 But this duality does not appear in the shape of the 
ancient idea of the body as prison for the mind. Gormley rather tends to interpret 
the body as a prerequisite to mind and knowledge and experience themselves. 
There is no struggle between the materiality of the body and the immateriality of 
mind; rather, they co-operate.49 
 If you are still, as an artist, interested in the conflict and/or co-operation 
between the body and the mind, how would that be possible to investigate 
within the media of sculpture without entirely returning to traditional figuration? 
Gormley has solved the problem by giving special attention to what is not 
materially there. 
 
Immersion, of 1991, is an upright standing rectangular plinth of concrete with no 
extremities like Flesh (fig. 74). But here, too, we find traces of hands — not only 
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fingertips, but also the palm of the hands — on two sides of the block. Like the 
former piece, Immersion is also hollow. The cavity is again shaped after Gormley’s 
body, and the sculpture seems like a box perfectly fit for the artist — a repository 
for the body.    

 
 
 

Here, again, Gormley has created the exact void of his own bodily presence. He 
has made an imprint of his presence as a place. The concrete material operates as 
the approximate exterior mark for his cancelled position, while the interior hollow 
functions as its exact mark. The traces of hands and the tunnels shaped from the 
artist’s arms lead into the cavity while simultaneously marking the belonging, or 
connection, to the outer room (place) where the block is placed — a situation 
that is also revealed by the title. The perfect match between the block’s cavity 
and the shape of the artist’s body argue against a universally recognised place to 
inhabit. But what makes it possible for any viewer to respond in bodily terms 
to that hollow shape is circumstantial to the fact that we know that the cavity is 
shaped from a person. The specificity of that body, however, escapes us visually, 

74. Antony Gormley: 
Immersion. 1991. Concrete. 
181 x 50,5 x 36,5 cm. 
© Antony Gormley
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and may thus appear as a universally recognised body-shape. 
 On the relation between Minimal objects and Gormley’s concrete sculptures, 
Stephen Bann writes:

The cast concrete pieces, with their abstract forms, and smooth surfaces
infringed only by the external sign of a body part breaking through to 
the outside edge, are surely inescapable metaphors for the implicit human 
presence in the minimal form.50

By its outer shape Immersion evidently plays with a particular Minimal work 
of art. In 1961 Robert Morris staged a performance, Column, where he used a 
grey rectangular block.51 On an otherwise empty stage, the block stood upright 
for three and a half minutes, and then fell to the floor. The stage light focused 
on it for another three and a half minutes, and was then switched off — the 
performance’s end. On this work, Maurice Berger writes:

[…]Column presaged many of the major concerns of Morris’ orthodox 
Minimalist sculptures of the mid-1960’s. In its literal fall from illusionism, 
its rejection of formalist sculpture’s defiance of gravity, Column reasserted the 
anti-illusionism that would become central to Morris’ transgressive strategy.52

What Morris did was to use the object itself to confront the viewers as a performer 
in its own right. His original plan was to stand inside the block, but instead he 
used a string in order to tip the block over.53 The object was later duplicated 
and presented as sculptures, Two Columns (1961-73), reminiscent of the two 
positions of the block in the earlier performance: one standing upright, the other 
lying on the floor (fig. 75). What Immersion refers to is simply the intended 
performance procedure of Morris’. Gormley has literally immersed his own body 
into the concrete block. The actual procedure was the same as with Flesh. For the 
inner hollowness he had first made a mould of his own body, and then used it in 
the process of shaping the concrete. The impressions of the two works have both 
connections and divergences. 
 Both Two Columns and Immersion appear as stage props. They both have 
a very direct physical presence, literally standing in the way of the beholder. 
But where the two units of Morris’ work are as much related to each other as 
to the viewer and the room that they occupy, relational aspects of Gormley’s 
piece foremost depend on from which side the viewer approaches the sculpture. 
Standing in front of it (as in front of the “body inside” of it) it appears more 
like a marker in the room, and is therefore strikingly Minimal-like. But as one 
walks around it, the imprints of hands on two sides are revealed, and relations 
are extended to involve the object’s interior as well as to strengthen the relation 
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already established by and to the viewer. 
The fact that Immersion is erected is 
important when relating the absent 
body to one’s own position. Whereas 
Flesh has an evident symbolic meaning 
directly related to the dominance of 
the cross shape to the entirety of the 
work, symbolic referents are harder to 
assert in scrutinising Immersion.  It is 
rather a matter of indexicality at work 
in the latter piece. In the interpretative 
process of confrontating Immersion, 
the body shape functions to establish 
a reflexive relation. It is the body of 
the agent who interprets where the 
questions of position (in the room) and presence are directed. There is a stronger 
stress on the present traces of an absent body in Immersion than in Flesh. Since 
we are here confronted by the marks of hands — the indexical signs of touch 
— the traces invite us to try our own hands against the marks (would they fit each 
other?), which also works to loosen up the otherwise hard and strictly shaped 
concrete block. The rhetorical employment of the strict geometrical block shape 
emphasises, too, that the strict Minimal object operates as the sculptural norm 
from which Gormley’s work both departs from and deviates. The surface of 
Immersion manifests its closeness to the Minimal object at every instance except 
the two points of traces of hands. What makes it inappropriate to categorise 
Immersion as a late Minimal work of art are these two traces of touch. They 
not only operate to manifest the Minimal object as norm, but simultaneously 
emphasise that the piece deviates from a traditional norm of sculptural practice: 
namely, representation.  

Representation is treated as a rhetorical device in Immersion; the dichotomy of 
the notions abstract and non-abstract are intertwined in a complex play with 
traditional features of sculpture. For example, Immersion does not have much of 
a narrative turning point. It does not depict an action or event.  There is perhaps 
one figure — if we agree to consider the hollowness in representative terms — 
and, moreover, the position of that figure is hard to actually take into account, 
since it is hidden inside of the concrete block.54 There is a representational crux in 

75. Robert Morris: Two Columns. (1961) 
1973. Painted aluminium. 2 units. 

Each 243,8 x 61 x 61 cm.
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the concrete sculptures by Gormley, since figuration appears by way of absence, 
and this crux is underscored when one tries to test the notion of representation 
against its opposite: as a physically manifest shape. By visualising a representative 
content by way of absence, the sculpture can be interpreted as manifesting the 
issue of representation per se; that is, what is recognised as a sign of semiosis is 
physically not there. This leaves us with two different systemic categories and 
functions to somehow interrelate with each other: two different references 
to abstractness. The work as a system of signs not only points to locations 
of meaning production, but to the abstractness of the signs themselves — to 
semiosis as a conceptual business.    
 Perhaps the question of density should also be addressed. Do we apprehend 
the air/space inside the sculptures differently from that space which surrounds 
the block and in which we ourselves stand? Michael O’Toole argues that “the void 
enclosed by the wire outlines of linear sculpture [such as the work of Gonzalez], 
or by the solid limbs or pelvis of a Henry Moore, is [...] read as having a denser 
texture than the surrounding air.”55 I believe that to most viewers the non-material 
figuration in Gormley’s concrete sculptures seems to have a more dense texture 
than the air that we breathe when looking at it. This is caused by the simple 
fact that the interior is dark. When looking up into the tunnels shaped from 
the artist’s arms, we cannot see very far since the light does not reach into the 
centre of the sculpture’s cavity. By this circumstance then, the body shape is not 
apprehended as having the same degree of abstraction as the space surrounding 
us.

In 1992 the French artist Pascal Convert made a three-dimensional work that 
is related to issues and features accounted for as regards Gormley’s concrete 
sculptures. Autoportrait, which is the title of the work, consists of three imprints 
that have been cast from the artist’s head and arms (fig. 76-77). The body-parts 
are presented in negative form, as openings into the wall, which seems to have 
been pushed back. On one wall and approximately 150 centimetres above the 
floor, the imprints of the arms work like winding tunnels into the wall. Like 
the temptation of testing one’s own hand against the marks in Immersion, one 
feels tempted to try that specific arm-space of Autoportrait. The two works 
relate to each other by the similar issues dealt with: traces left by a human body 
confronting matter. Both of them reveal physical imprints of where and how the 
body has interacted with space: the white cube locality, to be explicit.
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The notion of touch as a potential 
meaning of relational responsiveness 
to Flesh and Immersion is underscored 
when related to instances of touch 
in Christian art. For instance, the 
fractional space between the fingers of 
God and Adam in Michelangelo’s fresco 
of the Sistine Chapel, or in Giotto’s 
Noli me tangere (Arena Chapel, Padua) 
where Christ as not yet human refuses 
to touch Mary Magdalene, could serve 
as examples where the notion of touch 
is fraught with potential meaning.56 
The notion of touch could thus be 
charged with symbolic meanings 
of Christianity — and, considering 
works by Gormley, becomes a 
tantalising target for interpretation. 
But, my contention is that there is 
the possibility, or justification, of 
foregrounding symbolic meaning to a 
relational function in the works that 
followed Flesh. With Immersion, a 
Christian symbolism is subjected to 
the relational functions of touch. This 
shade of meaning from symbolic matter 
to relational issues becomes even more 
evident in Sense. The notion of touch is 
increasingly taking on the function of 
addressing the assumed viewer. 
 My argument is that the left-out imprints in Minimal sculpture are also 
connected to the notions of touch and tactility, respectively. And since all thinkable 
objects are touchable, a well-founded strategy to make the non-figurative Minimal 
sculpture specific and thus categorically separate from every other commonplace 
object or art object, it had to turn against perceived tactility. In a viewer situation 
as outlined in chapter two, the Minimal sculpture (cube) presents itself as the 
untouched object, and is interesting precisely because of the idea of disconnecting 

77.  Pascal Convert: Detail of arm imprint.

76. Pascal Convert: Autoportrait. 1992. 
Silver on copper. 

Head-imprint: 27 x 28 x 31 cm. 
Each arm-imprint: 10 x 16 x 60 cm. 
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the object from the notion of touch, even though this is an aspect of the Minimal 
cube made recognisable (only) in retrospect. It is a traditional way of reacting: 
what is eliminated, or argued against, will appear as a negation. Nevertheless, it 
is my interpretation of Antony Gormley’s work as an employment of Minimal 
aesthetics that reveals untouchedness as an artistic strategy.
 However, before turning my focus to Sense and Home of the Heart, I shall 
consider a few aspects of the modes of address employed in Flesh and Immersion.  

Michael O’Toole has asserted that learning semiotics instead of — or at least 
complementary to — learning art history will enable serious discussions on how 
art affects those experiencing it. His principal subject is that of how a work of 
art is perceived and responded to. Arguing that art historical studies foremost 
seek explanations outside the specific artwork (its context), he emphasises that 
the discipline could benefit from semiotic theories by focusing on the artwork 
itself (the text). The semiotic system he presents includes three main functions: 
the Modal, the Representational, and the Compositional.57 O’Toole argues the 
modal function to have been highly neglected by art historians, and therefore he 
is primarily concerned with this particular aspect. In short, the modal function 
includes artistic options serving to engage the viewer, and is therefore argued to be 
the one systemic function that would improve anyone’s abilities to talk about and 
relate to art. He then ranks three different systemic categories, all of them as part 
of the modal function: Mass as a system, Equilibrium as a system, and Modality as 
a system. In the first, “Mass as a system”, the aspects to take under consideration 
are 1) where the centre of gravity of the sculpture is located, 2) if it is solid or 
penetrable, 3) how it interplays with space, 4) if it is linear or in relief, and 5) its 
degree of plasticity.58 
 By focusing on the modal function, O’Toole argues that we may avoid 
factors outside the artwork, and instead limit our discussion to why we talk 
about it at all, that is, why we are engaged by the work at hand — and by which 
properties.59 Systems of scale, mass, equilibrium, palpability, and home address 
are all examples of parts of the modal function and are therefore artistic means 
that the sculptor can use to engage us in her/his work.60 The interpretative goals 
of O’Toole and Barry intersect at several points: they both focus on the physical 
qualities of artworks. But whereas Barry describes these qualities as ostended 
meaning, O’Toole uses these characteristics in order to explain the source of 
our, the viewer’s, engagement in the work at hand. However, as I found Barry’s 
notion of “ostended” meaning to be adequately replaced by plastic meaning, I 



176 177

shall simply exchange O’Toole’s “modal function” with modes of address. What 
I am aiming at here are the means by which Gormley’s works manifest and 
communicate themselves as sculptures; in other words, how plastic features 
operate as modes of address. 

Regarding Immersion — and Flesh — it is the concrete block in particular that can 
be systematised and interpreted as a mode of address, while the marks of hands 
and the inner body-shaped hollow should also be examined as both iconic and 
indexical signs. 
 When discussing sculpture in particular, O’Toole claims that this artform 
“makes us acutely and immediately aware of our body” to a degree that no other 
artform does.61 This awareness is primarily due to three aspects or consequences 
of sculpture: its three-dimensionality, its imperative of a walking beholder, and 
its physical presence.62 
 Immersion’s centre of gravity is not difficult to find — for a block not to 
tip over it, has to be at the centre of the block. It would be hard to argue that 
Immersion would testify to experimental attempts of gravity by Gormley, since 
the block simply stands upright and has no extremities that could display 
any aspects of gravity (e.g. no “arms” raised). But what may be interesting to 
recognise as modes of address is that the centre of gravity is made (or taken) up of 
air instead of matter. Depending on from which side one approaches Immersion, 
it appears entirely solid or partly penetrable (the tunnels made from Gormley’s 
arms can be seen if one looks into the sculpture from the marks of hands).  

Likewise, depending on where one stands, the sculpture either seems to rather 
brutally take up space standing in one’s way, or instead, a more sophisticated 
interplay with space is revealed. If one stands by one of its sides (like the side of 
a human body) one becomes aware of how the piece both occupies space and has 
space. Furthermore, the marks of hands on two sides of the sculpture interrupt 
the otherwise even surface and thus re-orient our focus from the comprehension 
of the block as solid and its smooth surface to instances of both sunken relief and 
representation. As a result, different aspects of the system of plastic dimensions 
are interrelated, and our response to the sculpture will differ depending on how 
and where these aspects meet. 

Sense, also of 1991, is the concrete piece which geometrically stands closest to the 
cube — but not even here is it strictly speaking a “cube” (fig. 78). On the top, 
there is one opening which narrows as it slides down towards the inner cavity, 
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and on one of the sides (read as a body’s front) two marks from hands (again, as if 
pressing out from the inside) open up the concrete surface. While the two earlier 
discussed concrete pieces have interiors exactly shaped after Gormley’s body 
when it was stretched out, the interior of Sense refers to a very different posture. 
The posture chosen for Sense seems to be derived from an effort of taking up as 
little volume (space) as possible. If it was appropriate to talk about claustrophobic 

78. Antony Gormley: Sense. 1991. Concrete. 74,5 x 62,5 x 60 cm. © Antony Gormley
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associations regarding Flesh, it seems to be even more relevant in the case of 
Sense. Since the body “inside” crouches, and the hands seek for support to hold 
the position, the illusionary tension stemming from inside appears more forceful 
than in both Flesh and Immersion. Even though we are actually unable to see it, 
the posture is predominant in a way that the standing figure inside Immersion 
is not. There is a difference between how one experiences a standing figure (or 
block) and a crouching one. My interpretations previously have been based on 
the presumption of a bodily sensed response in confrontation with Gormley’s 
sculptures. Holding on to that presumption would in this case imply that when 
interpreting Sense, one has to imagine one’s own body in that posture — and that 
sense is very different from the sense of standing upright. It is this kind of bodily 
sensation that, interpretatively, re-acts to the piece as a claustrophobic situation. 
Again, the posture operates as a rhetorical device in order to address the corporeal 
viewer, thereby enhancing the indexical relation between representation and 
viewer.   
 In several sculptures by Rodin, there is a sense of the figures forcing their way 
out of the block. Much influenced by the unfinished slaves of Michelangelo, the 
depicted physical struggle of gaining form in Rodin’s figures appears, for example, 
in the Gates of Hell (1880-1917), and in The Sleep (1892).63 Furthermore, in 
several works by Rodin the figures’ attachment to the marble block from which 
they are carved out is kept as a pictorial device.64 The opposite appears to be at 
play in Sense; the (imagined) body inside tries hard to adopt the physical shape 
of a cube, or, to make it possible to (at least) be framed by one. Sense not only 
conforms to the thematic issues concerning the dichotomy of opposition versus 
co-operation between our bodies as physically limited, and our sense faculties as 
having a wider communicative scope. According to the context outlined in this 
chapter, this piece also testifies to the close boundaries to Minimal aesthetics, and 
reveals by way of its sheer size and body posture how Gormley tries to visualise 
the human (male) body, as understood to be inscribed in the experience of the 
Minimal cube. There is a work by Rodin that with nearly one hundred years 
of anachronistic advantage illustrates the pedagogical strategies by which Sense 
relates to the Minimal cube: Thought of 1888 (fig 79). On top of a roughly cube-
shaped marble block, a head is carved out. The facial features are partly shadowed 
by a veil that continues on the sides of the block. The introverted expression of 
the face links it by way of illusionary space to the marble block to which it is 
attached. 
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Returning to the relation to Minimal objects, Morris’ work Untitled (Mirrored 
Cubes) actually refers to the body of the viewer, but by different means. The 
work, made in 1965, is comprised of four wood cubes covered with Plexiglas 
mirrors (fig. 48). The viewer walking around them makes mirrored images 
on the surfaces. From certain angles the floor and perhaps other details of the 
room are reflected, but when one approaches the cubes, the reflection of oneself 
appears on the surface. As if by happenstance, the image of the viewer becomes 
part of the work, even if only as an image of a fragmented body. Morris’ work 
also functions in a reflexive way, since the surface is perceptually affected by our 
movements around it. Unless we crouch before it, trying to make our whole body 
visible on the surface, it is the circumambulating body that appears to be stressed 
and framed by the mirrors. With this work, then, the immediate empirical 
surrounding is manifested by reflections. 

Finally, I will turn to Home of the heart, which is a triptych of three concrete 
pieces made between 1992 and 1993 (fig. 80-82). In addition to having the same 
measurements, they all look almost the same. All of them have five openings 
of different sizes and are placed with 
varying orientations. When standing 
upright, number I has one opening 
on one of the shorter ends, and on 
each side, one opening close to the 
top end. On one of the broader sides 
(the front), it has two larger openings 
just above floor level. In number II, 
a slight modification has been made: 
the two smaller openings are placed 
on the same side, but above the two 
larger ones. Number III, like number 
I, has two smaller openings on the 
narrower sides, but only one small one 
on the “front side”, and on one of the 
shorter ends are the two larger holes. 
Technically, their interiors are cast only 
from the artist’s torso, and the openings 
can consequently be interpreted as 
openings for the neck, arms and legs. 

79. August Rodin: Thought. 1888. Marble. 
 74 x 52 x 55 cm.
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When displayed, the three pieces may alter their positions, including lying 
down on the floor or standing erect, though the locations of the orifices limit 
the possibilities of variation.65 Seriality is operating here in a manner close to the 
previously discussed work Testing a world view. It is not performed in the strict 
sense of Judd’s, that is, as one thing after another, but instead as alternations of 
a few possible positions with reference to the human body and to the differing 
locations of the orifices of the blocks. All sculptures included in the body of 
concrete works by Gormley display the figurative element as different postures 
of a body. But whereas Flesh, Immersion, Passage and Sense are four individual 
artworks, Home of the heart is a series, and that is why the notion of seriality 
belongs to this three-part work only. Due to their relatively small size and the 
obvious fact that they could not have been cast from a whole body, the figurative 
element is not as manifest as in the other pieces. Nor are there any handmarks 
on the surfaces of Home of the heart, which I have argued plays a crucial part 
in interpretations based on reflexive bodily response. Consequently, the absent 
body cannot be claimed to be the prime issue here, and other aspects thus become 
predominant. Seriality in a strict sense implies that things which look exactly 
the same are repeated in an exact order. Obviously this is not the case with the 
Home of the heart series. Still, Gormley has put the notion of seriality into play 
by making us aware of the variation of details: the location of the orifices and 
the placing of the blocks (lying down or standing erected). By slightly deviating 
from strict seriality, Gormley uses this compositional arrangement as a mode of 
address which serves to engage us and thus sharpens our attentiveness. 
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5

The Sublime in a box
— Works by Anish Kapoor

On a fairly simplistic level, Anish Kapoor’s sculptures transgress the head-strong 
formalist inquiries and attached notions like seriality traditionally ascribed to 
the Minimal object. Without completely leaving the hard-core object behind, 
Kapoor’s objects simultaneously display an interrogation of the literalising 
shape (i.e. the physical object) as – paradoxically — contradicting a perceptual 
dematerialisation of the same. With the exception of one work, the void is 
a predominant trope of the sculptures in focus within this chapter. By the 
interaction performed by the attentive viewer sneaking around at close distance 
to each sculpture interpreted, sensations of dissolution and astonishment 
are brought to the fore. Crudely speaking, the phenomenological artwork 
controverts the formal description of it. The viewer/reader who agrees with my 
interpretations acted out in the following will be postulated to play an essentially 
corporeal part. That is, the viewer-situations to be explored are far from the idea 
of the ideal beholder as a “mind with no body”, on which Brian O’Doherty 
performed his rather harsh critique.1 

Seriality and gravity interrupted

As mentioned in the introductory section on Kapoor’s oeuvre, he made a work 
entitled Place in 1985 (fig. 19). It is a cubic structure with an open front and top. 
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On its back wall, there is a small wound-like opening which was later to re-occur as 
rifts in works like The Healing of St Thomas of 1989-90 and Tomb of 1989 (fig. 22). 
On a wooden structure covered with gesso, Place was then covered with raw blue 
pigment. The stability and hard physicalness of its structuring material that one can 
only imagine is visually put aside by the pigment cover. This perceptibly turns it 
into a rather light and ephemeral object. Place becomes unstable, almost floating.
 The relationship between an object’s form and the ground on which it sits is 
spelled gravity. Several of the most well-known Minimal sculptures of the 1960s 
perceptually resist gravity. Consider, for example, Morris’s white cube Untitled 
(1966) (fig. 40), where its whitish surface renders the physical cubic block a sense 
of weightlessness, as if it is suspended just above the ground. Or his mirrored cubes 
of 1965, which by the mirroring effects upheaves its sense of materialness, hence 
its gravity (fig. 48). Or Judd’s many Plexiglas works made up by cubes rowed up in 
a line, or his relief pieces (fig. 44). Their transparency momentarily cancels weight 
by the sight through them. But, of course, no sculpture can actually escape gravity. 
In the Kapoor sculptures to be discussed in this section, the dichotomy of weight 
versus weightlessness is a predominant issue. It is not a situation of either-or, but 
instead one of juxtaposed aspects of the very same objects. On the issue of gravity 
in twentieth century sculpture, William Tucker writes: 

Gravity unites sculpture and spectator in a common dependence on and 
resistance to the pull of the earth. Materials and structure, volume and 
space, the unity of proportions of sculpture, do not speak for themselves but 
articulate a complex and profound sense of our own being in the world.2

Angel of 1990 is a several-unit work of large slate blocks resting directly on the 
floor (fig. 83-84). As with Void Field (see below), the number of units may vary 
depending on the site of its installation.3 Each block is approximately two and 
half metres long, half a metre high, and nearly one and half metres wide. They are 
completely covered by blue raw pigment. The instant predominant installation 
sight of Angel is that of mass distributed on the gallery floor. Symbolic references 
to fallen clouds, or even more farfetched associations to unearthly rocks spread 
on the ground, may be made. The blue in Kapoor’s work is to be metaphorically 
understood as “the spiritual or transcendent element, that which did in fact go 
beyond the body—beyond blood, life, death, and birth”, according to Thomas 
McEvilley.4 But I shall stay within the theoretical framework explored here, and 
continue in trying to answer how this work is a sculpture and how it addresses a 
corporeal viewer. Kapoor has stated that colour “for me is stuff and not covering. 
It is therefore a material like any other. Its materialness acts to dematerialise.”5
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83. Anish Kapoor: Angel. 1990. Slate and pigment. Variable dimensions. © Anish Kapoor



186 187

The scattered installation character of Angel, held together by the limitations of 
the gallery room, may be conceived of as a performative field. The sense of one’s 
own presence, then, is that of walking in-between. Sculpture is acknowledged not 
only as shaped material, but also as a means of establishing a site for particular 
situations enhancing the corporeal dimensions of experiencing art in the round. 
The variations of shapes of the individual blocks are nothing but clearly evident. 
But whilst walking around and between them, one’s own heightened awareness 
of these variations becomes a focal point of experiencing them. A block of slate is 
a block of slate, with the deep blue colour enhancing the overall similarity: blue 
coloured blocks of slate. 
 However, I argue that suggested seriality — one (the same) after the other 
— is an underlying principal stressed by the uniting colour. Returning to the 
either-or issue in Kapoor’s art, seriality (questioned) co-exists with interruption. 
As argued above concerning Whiteread’ work, Kapoor’s work, too, manifests 
the necessity of dichotomies in a situation where semiosis is investigated. In that 
sense, Kapoor’s sculpture also approximates a deconstructive sculptural practice. 
In a sense, the juxtaposition of dichotomies as such is a very pedagogical manner 
of displaying the notion of seriality: its opposite — interruption — is necessary to 
simultaneously acknowledge as its counterpart. Thus, what comes to the fore as 
one walks inside this field of blue blocks of stone is an apprehension of the same, 
and of the non-same. Delicate variations come into focus; the formal particularities 
of each element are discovered, and the situation of experiencing Angel turns into 
(a lesson of ) careful viewing. However unnecessary it might seem, I still want 
to argue that scrutinising Angel seriously is to take one’s enhanced awareness of 
details seriously. Alongside gravity, notions of likeness, repeatedness, seriality, 
and interruption are established as subjects of Angel, emphasising the plastic 
means and features as not only vehicles of locating semiosis, but as meanings on 
a plastic level. Interrupted seriality, which I prefer over non-seriality or diversity, 
also re-constitutes composition, whereas Minimal art enforced the display notion 
of “one after the other”. Seriality, as argued in relation to both Gormley’s and 
Whiteread’s sculptures, is also important to acknowledge regarding traditional 
making procedures of sculpture: the casting of issues of the same, from the same 
mould.  Hence, a historically bound characteristic of sculpture production may 
be connotatively discerned from these works.      
 Furthermore, seriality is an expandable notion  ⎯ it does not have an end. 
As was argued to be the case with 1000 Names, both Angel and Void Field share 
the aspect of expandability with the Minimal object.6 The physical frame of these 
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installations is that of the gallery room, and it is the size of the actual site that is 
decisive for the number of displayed items (i.e., apart from Kapoor’s decisions 
when making these works).  Interrupted seriality is one of the predominant issues 
of Angel. Another is that of colour. In the presentation of Anish Kapoor’s oeuvre 
in chapter 1, it was made clear that colour is a central aspect of nearly all his 
works. In that sense, there is nothing inter-artistically particular with this piece. 
The blue pigment used for Angel, however, works optically in a slightly different 
way than, say, the red and yellow of 1000 Names. In the latter work, the raw 
pigments used visually stabilise the sculptural constructions to a higher degree 
than is the case with the blue Angel-units. Sculpture in stone, normally, has a 
visual impact which brings out its weight, hence its gravity, as to affirm that the 
sculpture sits firmly on the ground. But with this work, the situation is rather 
that of contradictions, mainly due to two aspects. Firstly, the Kapoorian blue is 
raw pigment — as is his entire use of colour in his stone and wood-constructed 
sculptures. He does not apply it so as to tune the surface (which e.g. both Caro 
and Judd did), but instead as matter laid over the surface of the block of stone. 
In relation to the viewer, it comes about as something touchable, not merely 
optical. 

In an interview from 1995, Rita Roos opens by asking Kapoor about the way his 
works “evoke the basic verbs — to see, to look at, to perceive”.7 Kapoor answers 
by talking about his occupation with “the skin”, which is the surface of his 
sculptures and that is “the point of contact between the thing and the world”.8 
Intimately attached to seeing is the evocation of touch stressed in his sculptures. 
In his own words: “One of the areas of confusion between the body and the 

84. Anish Kapoor: 
Angel. Detail. 
© Anish Kapoor
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eye, between the hand and the eye, is the skin.”9 Many of his other sculptures 
in stone share the characteristics of a rough outside and highly polished inside. 
In this regard, they work in similar ways to the pigmented Angel blocks: we are 
teased to touch. But Kapoor says that they are “not to be touched, actually. I 
have a feeling that they remain sensual in the imagination for longer when you 
can’t feel them.”10 Looking closely at the surface of Angel, one becomes aware 
of the powdered effect, almost of all those small pigment particles clinging 
tightly together so as to cover every inch of the slate surface beneath. And that 
is the contradictory point: the slate surface is beneath, not visible. The shape of 
each block is visible, but not the blocks as matter. And since colour pigment is 
lightweight, the surface presented before us is a light one and cancels — if only 
momentarily — the presentness of the solid, heavy stone underneath.11 On the 
effect of colour in Kapoor’s work, it has been said that:  

The vivid colour simultaneously affirms and denies. As forms lose their 
outlines and shadows are eradicated, normal spatial co-ordinates are 
suspended momentarily and the eye is unable to judge the position of a 
solid. Gravity loses its power; elements stand or hang effortlessly from walls 
or ceilings.12 

Secondly, the particular hue of blue in Angel diminishes all effects from the 
lighting of the gallery room. There is, of course, a play of shadows at work. The 
different shapes of each individual block cast shadows on its lower parts, and on 
the floor immediately around each block. But there are no light effects such as 
reflections or vague mirror images (as in a polished bronze statue, or Kapoor’s 
Untitled of 1997). Perhaps it is due to the sharp difference between the colours 
of the gallery room (white walls and grey floor) that these blocks seem to lie just 
above the floor: resting in a kind of still floating. Hence we are taken back to the 
issue of gravity ⎯ a sculptural aspect placed in doubt in Angel. The gravitational 
instability one apprehends — due to the effects of the blue — appears to release 
each massive block from the pull of the earth. We know weight perceptually 
through ordinary experiences of lifting things up. Most of us can estimate an 
object’s weight by looking at it (at least whether it is a heavy or a light object). 
But the slate block’s sheer physical weight being covered speaks in negative terms. 
We cannot seem to get at it; weight as acknowledged by touch is perceptually 
cancelled. 
 From this complex operation of contradictions in Kapoor’s work, it follows 
that what Angel seems to communicate is its explicit sculptural qualities. In the 
context of this study, the meaning of Angel is primarily to be sought for in its 
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physical conditions as sculpture. What I argue, then, is that this work foremost 
communicates how it is sculpture, and that this “how” is intimately connected 
to the viewer and the situation of experiencing it. Despite the title indicating 
metaphors of the celestial, Angel communicates its sheer sculptureness.13 In 
addition to tactility and materialness, gravity is yet another inescapable aspect 
of sculpture, and in this work gravity is treated as an expressive purpose in its 
own right ⎯ as a subject, even. In his essay, “The condition of gravity is grace”, 
Yehuda Safran writes: “The long-held tradition of the competitiveness of the 
picture with the world has been superseded by the work that discovers in the rules of 
its own making the rules that it tries to portray.”14 Seemingly akin to a Greenbergian 
point of view — that each art form should manifest its own inherent qualitites 
— Safran’s idea is rather that of art finding its place in a world indifferent to 
it. That is, for art to make sense, structures of reality have to be examined, “for 
reality is the central reference for art.”15

 Simultaneously, with Angel seeming to constantly slip away from the 
defining aspects of anything categorised as “sculpture” — mass, weight, gravity, 
objecthood — these characteristics of sculpture are elaborated on in this work. 
Whereas symbolic meaning could be derived from the title Angel, the index sign 
does not appear to make any sense in interpreting this work. Considering Angel 
as an iconic sign, then, it can only return to its own plastic qualities: that is, the 
physical object it is. In other words: its objecthood. Thus, it repeatedly leads 
us back to its sculptureness ⎯ that is, how it is art in three dimensions. The 
resistance of Kapoor’s work to be dealt with as icon, index or symbols leaves us 
with its own plastic dimensions as the focal point of meaning production. What 
is left is — akin to Minimal objects —the situation in which one encounters this 
installation. An interpretative act searching for meaning of this work constantly 
returnes to the discrepancy of experiencing the work and of describing it. In 
Morris’ view, the artwork conceived as a single gestalt is interpretatively exhausted 
by the sheer description of it.16 In the interpretative context outlined here, it 
then seems as we have made a loop and returned to the starting point: what 
one stands before is the sheer physical object. However, an image’s function as 
sign is twofold: aside from representative content/meaning, it also operates on a 
plastic level.17 The latter is, however, far from a neutral level. Whatever aspects 
the description of the physical art object may take into consideration, these are 
inevitably contextualised by concepts of experience, interpretation, sculpture, and 
art, et cetera.  
 If this is so, there is but one further aspect to consider here; that the 
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objecthood of the Minimal object, as interpreted by Anish Kapoor, is addressing 
a corporeal viewer. Minimal sculptures, as practiced by especially Judd, Morris, 
and Tony Smith, stress the unavoidable condition of any sculpture: the three 
dimensional fact that the shape is also the image. Regarding other features of 
sculpture, I remarked that the Minimal object speaks in negative terms on aspects 
traditionally defining sculpture, for example, representation. Moreover, I went 
on to claim that sculpture unavoidably operates in a media-critical way — or 
media-investigative (which is probably the case with all art making, but which 
has come to the fore since the late 1960s and the emergance of conceptual art.) 
Sculpture since has had to regain traditional aspects of encountering sculpture, 
hence to perform itself as primarily sculpture.
 Within a semiotic context, Angel signifying “weight” on a plastic level 
thus has its signified in the material properties of the slate blocks. Addressing 
how this piece is and means as sculpture brings us back to the work’s physical 
characteristics. What makes it especially appropriate to talk about “weight” as a 
meaning of Angel is foremost the fact that the block is covered — and that Angel 
means as sculpture. By this covering, Kapoor’s work reveals how pertinent the 
issue of weight and gravity is to our understanding of sculpture in general, and to 
this work in particular. The blue pigmented covering operates forcedly upon the 
stone block, that is, to speak in negative terms on its own physical qualities. The 
covering works to highlight both the implications of touch and the stone block 
as solid structure.  
 Celant has interpreted the works as follows:

Angel, a further step toward the desired union of opposites, expresses a 
yearning for a mutual reappropriation between heaven and earth, a step in 
which the purity of the immaterial becomes material. The fluidity of air is 
solidified, translated into the surfaces and limits of a volume. At the same 
time, the texture and weight of stone begin to flow, to move like a cloud or 
stream. The intangible becomes tangible […].18  

Returning to the quote by Tucker, gravity is there argued to operate as a 
consolidating factor in the relationship between object and viewer. They are both 
physically subordinate to the pull of the earth, to gravity. Thus, our apprehension 
of gravity would confirm that viewer and sculpture are situated in the same real 
space — an understanding of sculpture advocated by Minimal artists. But since 
gravity is set in doubt, seemingly cancelled in the situation of experiencing 
Kapoor’s work, it rather operates to question that same real space, and to 
destabilise our sensory co-ordinates of our own physical presence in that space. 
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In 1994-98 Anish Kapoor made a series of sculptures called White Dark. Like Angel 
and Void Field, this work approximates notions of seriality and identicalness, even 
though these notions are only applicable as regards the material, exterior size, and 
shape. “Series” should, in this context, not be understood as a compositional or 
arranging device — as it is in relation to a work by, for example, Judd or Kapoor’s 
Void Field for that matter — but rather as a body of work consisting of a certain 
number of modified box shaped sculptures that all work independently of each 
other, but are produced during the same time span. The significance of each 
piece’s orifice, however, is emphasised when all units of the sequence are displayed 
juxtaposed to each other. Although the series may very well be displayed as such, 
their modifications are too varied to subordinate to the strict installation seriality 
of much Minimal sculpture practices. It should, perhaps, rather be spoken of as 
a sequence. Furthermore, the degree of variations concerning the White Dark-
series is much more obvious than in Kapoor’s Void Field or Angel. 
 White Dark I-IV are all equal 
in size. (White Dark VI stands out 
from this series, partly due to size, 
but foremost due to the effects of its 
opening. Therefore I will treat this 
piece separately in the last section of 
this chapter.) Number V, 1998, is the 
only strict cube. The exterior shape and 
size are identical as regards the first four 
pieces. At this moment they present 
themselves as a strict geometrical 
series, even if — as was the case at 
Kapoor’s show at the Hayward Gallery 
in 1998 — they are not displayed in a 
strict line, but placed less rigidly in the 
gallery space. What distinguishes each 
piece are the shape and size of their 
openings. On each of them, that is, 
of numbers I-IV, there is an opening 
that runs through the boxes. This implies that the sculptures are hollow. 19 White 
Dark III, (fig. 85) for example, has a large oval opening on one of its sides, but it 
narrows successively and ends as a small circular opening at the opposite side.

85. Anish Kapoor: White Dark III. 1995. 
Wood, fibreglass, paint. 

206 x 152,6 x 127,8 cm. © Anish Kapoor
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White Dark II (fig. 86) also has a 
narrowing opening running through 
it, but on one side it opens as a large 
rectangular shape, and on the opposite 
side as a small square. The interiors 
of each unit are completely hollow, 
that is, the walls of the sculptures are 
rather thin. Hence, as regards White 
Dark III, the narrowing opening is 
not to be understood as a cone shaped 
hole, but as two separate and opposite 
openings. (However, on the occasion 
of experiencing these works in situ, 
there is no doubt about these formal 
issues. Structurally the sculptures are 

very clear.) White Dark I is the only one of these five pieces in which the opening 
on the one side mirrors that on the other side. It has a rectangular opening 
through it, looking like a large frame or three-dimensional passe-partout. The 
distortion of symmetry that characterises number II-IV is not an issue in number 
I. The slight alterations within these five works have some affinity with Morris’s 
L-beams. The latter work, even if it is made up of two or three pieces of identical 
shape, displays alteration as a mode of addressing the viewer by simply placing 
the units differently.
 A series of sculpture constituted as white cubes in the white cube locality 
displays both the identicalness between these two categories, and that between 
the separate sculptures. As was argued to be the case when experiencing Angel, 
walking within the installation of White Dark is to take an active part in this 
performative field that the units and the gallery room frames. Due to the 
placing of each unit, the openings are predominant as a theme. Whereas the 
exterior shape and size manifests seriality, the openings upset this strict feature. 
Scrutinising each individual piece, it becomes evident that the interiors are of the 
same shape and size, too. What is employed as an interruptive aspect is rather the 
varying openings. Each unit opens up to us differently; hence they address our 
corporeity, our sense of our selves as physical beings, differently. 
 However, the corporeal dimensions of encountering White Dark I-V are not 
as predominant as I will argue to be the case with Void Field and White Dark VI. 
The situation of performing interpretations of this particular sequence of works is 

86. Anish Kapoor: White Dark II. 1994-95. 
Wood, fibreglass, paint. 

206 x 152,6 x 127,8 cm. © Anish Kapoor
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rather that of acknowledging the ways in which Kapoor has re-worked Minimalist 
concepts: seriality and the activated field of art-experiences constituted by way of 
the display aesthetics of objects of the same size. Distortion, interrupting strict 
seriality, and the play with dichotomies are manifested here as a strategy through 
which Kapoor’s sculptures signify a re-interpretation of the historical Minimal 
object.
 

* * * * *

Suspension (real) as a mode of display characterises the 1995 hanging sculpture 
Cloud (fig 88). By way of material, size, and the modifications of a strict 
geometrical figure, the piece is akin to the White Dark series. This work is yet 
another example of how I find Kapoor’s works to elaborate on the historical 
Minimal object. As a consequence, his work is situated in relation to the notion 
of sculpture, which therefore needs to be adjusted. Suspended from the ceiling, 
the sculpture has literally left the ground. Wall-oriented sculptures frequently 
appear in Judd’s oeuvre, but these works do not so much emphasise gravity as they 
manifest placement and strict order. More importantly, from a Juddian point of 
view, is that they upset strict borders between “painting” and “sculpture”.20 

87. Anish Kapoor: Installation view, Hayward Gallery, London, 1998. © Anish Kapoor               
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Cloud is a solid white cube, though 
modified on one side. How it means 
as sculpture implies here, too, an 
investigation of how the notions of 
solidness and weight are employed 
as discursive elements of the artform. 
Emphasising sculptural qualities like 
gravity by using soft materials that lack 
the immanent abilities of standing erect 
on their own became a predominant 
issue within some post-minimal 
works. Foremost, gravity was displayed 
as a collapsing moment inherent in 
the works’ physical characteristics. 
I think, for example, of works like 
Lynda Benglis’ Bounce of 1969, Eva 
Hesse’s Untitled (Rope Piece) of 1970, 
and the felt-installations performed 
by Serra and Morris, respectively.21 

These investigations of gravity as a sculptural quality, perhaps foremost served 
the purpose of changing the definitions of what sculpture might be. Logically, 
an interrogation of the domain of objects we call “art” simultaneously also 
places focus on prevalent modes of response. With Cloud, Kapoor allies these 
investigations of sculptural qualities, of re-defining sculpture, with Minimalist 
objecthood. 

In 1962 Robert Morris made two interrelated sculptures entitled Untitled (Slab) 
and Untitled (Cloud) (fig. 89-90). The first-mentioned is placed on a supportive 
(but invisible) structure rendering the piece its free-floating character. Visually 
it resembles ordinary museum plinths for displaying, for example, collections of 
smaller items: that is, a device for displaying art within institutions. The latter piece, 
a large square, was instead suspended from the ceiling. By reducing the sculpture 
to one single shape, one colour, and by suspending them, they operated as “pure 
displacement of space”.22 On a plastic level of the sign (“sculpture”), these works 
manifest sculptures’ occupancy of space as a theme in its own right. Furthermore, 
Morris’ strategy of working in the literal space shared with the viewer is infused 
by kinaesthetic demands stressing the spatial relationship between object, site, 

88. Anish Kapoor: Cloud. 1995. Wood, 
fibreglass, paint. 205,7 x 152,4 x 126,9 cm. 

© Anish Kapoor
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90. Robert Morris: Untitled (Slab). 1962. 
Painted plywood. 

30,5 x 243,8 x 243,8 cm. 

89. Robert Morris: Untitled (Cloud). 1962. 
Painted plywood. 

25,4 x 182,9 x 182,9 cm. 

and viewer. The display manner of suspension is what foremost brings out these 
relationships as aspects worth considering in themselves.   
 The title and the employment of suspension as a mode of address makes 
Kapoor’s piece a seductive target for interpretatively positing it in juxtaposition 
with Morris’ Untitled (Cloud). Whereas the latter overcomes restraints of the 
sculptural medium by simply upsetting traditional modes of display, Kapoor’s 
work furthermore upsets the traditional comprehension of the Minimal cube by 
opening up one of its sides. The semi-sphere on the one side gives the otherwise 
strict white cube Cloud a real visual depth — however, it is a depth that one’s 
eyes can only catch from certain spatial positions. Thus, it formally, hence 
theoretically, transgresses the boundaries of the Minimal object. Moreover, it is a 
play with gravitational effects; the semi-sphere, visually, lightens the piece. It is as 
if weight was redrawn from the physical object, and suspension was therefore a 
characteristic immanent of the cube object per se.

Opening up the block: performing viewers 

On the limitations of the gallery room, that is, the white cube locality, Henry M. 
Sayre writes: 

It was as if, in fact, the gallery had become art’s “frame”, had imposed a way 
of seeing on them [works of art] that was, in many ways, even more stricter 
than Renaissance perspective. For the gallery wall, with its four corners 
echoing the structure of the frame, so reinforced the two-dimensional surface 
of the picture plane that it had become nearly impossible to see sculpture, 
for instance, except as a three-dimensional object set against a rectangular 
field.23 



196 197

As accounted for in chapter 2, several artists intercepted Minimalism’s 
engagement with the exhibition space, and undertook further investigations 
of this relationship involving its physical parameters and cultural framings, 
examining it as a culturally and ideologically informed field of performativity.
 Above, I stated that Angel is displayed as a performative field — or, as Sayre 
puts it, as a mere “object set against a rectangular field”. Interpreted as such, 
but compared to Void Field, Angel is a rather loose installation in the sense that 
there does not seem to be an overall system (i.e. a strict geometric system) of 
the internal relationship of the installation. But as we turn to Void Field, of the 
same year, a strict geometric pattern manifests itself: a three-dimensional grid is 
revealed as the compositional device (fig. 91-92). With this work, Anish Kapoor 
instantiates Minimalist ideas of aesthetics and modes of address by way of display 
manners, while simultaneously literally opening up the cube to such an extent 
that the viewer’s performance becomes unavoidable in a discussion on semiosis 
and meanings resulting from the performance of the viewer.24 

Void Field of 1989 consists of a variable number of units: each a roughly cubic 
sandstone block and, as it first seems, with a blackish pigmented circle on its 
top surface.25 Each unit measures approximately one cubic metre. When the 
installation was displayed at the Ars Nova Gallery in Turku, Finland, the ten 

91.  Anish Kapoor: Void Field. 1989. Sandstone, pigment. Variable dimensions. © Anish Kapoor
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units were placed rather close to each 
other, allowing the visitors to walk 
between them — but attentively so. 
As one walked towards the group of 
cubes, Void Field presented itself as 
a massive field of heavy, unpolished, 
and rather un-worked gathering of 
pinkish sandstone shapes. The narrow 
corridors between the units seemed 
almost un-enterable, in order to 
not touch or bump into the pieces. 
Already at this instance, one’s physical 
behaviour and control are made most 
acute. Approaching the group of stone 
blocks, the corridors turn out to be 
enterable, and the sense of one’s body 
is that of its lightness in relation to the 
heaviness of the cubic shaped blocks. 
But as one comes close to one of them, leaning forward, the carved-out circle on 
top of it makes the situation immediately contradictory. The black-pigmented 
circular pit, apprehended as shallow, stabilises the physical relationship between 
viewer and object: the block remains heavy and solid. But, keeping to the good 
behaviour demanded by the art gallery situation, and hence not touching the 
pit, it suddenly seems like a hole drilled out of the surface, opening up the entire 
block. The cube therefore presents itself as hollow, and consequently more fragile. 
The former sense of stability is acutely questioned: if the cube is made up only 
of thin walls of stone, it might be lighter than one’s own body. Leaning too 
closely over the cube consequently becomes a hazardous action — losing one’s 
balance could result in a pile of crushed stone. The experience is somewhat like 
standing on a balcony high up, leaning securely over the parapet to look down, 
and suddenly noticing that there is no balcony parapet to secure you from falling 
right down. One’s physical attentiveness has to be immediately sharpened so as 
to prevent such an accident. Performing an interpretation of this suggested direct 
experience of this piece involves two instances of shifts regarding its apprehension. 
Firstly, there are the narrow gaps, or corridors, between the units, apprehended 
as non-enterable then as enterable. Secondly, there is the understanding of the 
blackish circles on the top surfaces as either shallow pits or as openings into the 

92.  Anish Kapoor: Void Field. Detail. 
© Anish Kapoor
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hollow stones. Thus, the piece holds two instances of ambiguity that have to be 
solved. Whereas the first one is unproblematic (one has only to walk between 
them), the second one is not as easily solved.26 The actual physical construction 
of Void Field is that each unit is hollow, and that each interior is coloured with 
blackish pigment. 

On the dualities in his work, Kapoor says: “Binary oppositions are the fundamental 
elements of the human condition. Capturing the void in matter is one way of 
creating drama, of placing the scene in a physically and psychologically clear 
language”.27 The enhanced drama of experiencing Void Field is to be located in the 
problem of estimating to what extent the blocks are excavated: interpreting the 
piece from the point of view of the corporeal viewer, the issue of fragility becomes 
exceedingly important.28

 The use of shallow interiors by Gormley, pointing to the absence of a 
physical (massive) representation of a body, therefore relating to the beholder’s 
own body, is to a certain extent comparable to that of Kapoor’s. But the pits on 
the top surfaces of Void Field seem to question the very material condition of 
these cubic blocks. However, the corporeal viewer’s engagement with Void Field 
addresses one’s own body in a very direct way. It is not as straightforward as that 
enforced by the representative element of Gormley’s works, but, as traditional 
representative issues are suspended in Void Field, the focal point of the sculpture 
becomes instead the event of experiencing it in a physical sense. What I am 
arguing, then, is that Void Field addresses and posits the corporeal viewer, and 
therefore elucidates the performing viewer. Asking how this piece by Kapoor works 
out its sculptureness necessarily leads (back) to by what means the work implicitly 
addresses, hence stages, the viewer. 
 On Rodin’s The Walking Man, Tucker writes: “The perceived illusion of move-
ment is countered by the enormous physical stability of the pose […] For any hu-
man being to stand erect, to resist gravity, means a continual if imperceptible mus-
cular effort; Rodin uses the figure to recapture this effort in sculptural terms.” 29 The 
situation of encountering Kapoor’s work is reminiscent of Tucker’s interpretation 
of Rodin. However, what is depicted in the latter, is instead explored in Void Field 
as situating the viewer in sculptural terms. Experiencing Void Field is a somewhat 
risky situation, and the vacillation between understanding the black circle as a pit 
versus a hole is what dramatises the situation. This is also the means by which the 
viewer is invited to the corporeal dimensions of viewing the sculpture. Void Field 
thus comes about as a rather Friedian-theatrical piece. It is not only staged before 
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us, but also around us. We are thus 
not solely confronted by that “other 
person” which Fried speaks about, but 
surrounded by a whole crowd of them. 
 
In 1969 Richard Serra made One-Ton-
Prop (House of Cards) (fig. 93). The 
work is constructed of four rectilinear 
flat plates of lead antimony, each 122 
x 122 cm, leaning against each other 
so as to form a cubic frame open at 
floor-level, due to the angles where 
the plates meet with each other. The 
title indicating the weight of the work, 
one ton, does not, however, affirm any 
security of the construction. As with 
Kapoor’s work, Serra’s piece also presents itself as rather fragile, since the metal 
sheets are only anchored to each other by way of gravity. According to Potts, 
Serra’s prop-sculptures not only physically involved viewers “in an interplay 
between exteriority and interiority” so as to enhance “formal or perceptual 
effects, but carried a certain psychological charge.”30 The psychological dimension 
foremost comes about as his works intervene in the space shared by the viewer, 
and as this space is not clearly either exterior or interior to this particular piece 
of Serra’s, the space actually occupied by the work turns ambiguous. Potts writes 
that: “Serra was much more phenomenological [than Morris] in envisaging the 
shifting partial views as the basis of any sense one had of the work as a whole, and 
in also insisting that the latter was not reducible to a fixed structure or Gestalt.“31

 Comparing the Serra-piece with Void Field serves the purpose of directing 
focus to the theoretical inquiries of real versus illusionist space, and the 
discussions of regarding (or disregarding) a sculpture’s interior as a locus of 
semiosis that informed much of the initial critical writings on Minimal art. 
The interior space of One-Ton-Prop (House of Cards) — that is, if one can talk 
of an interior at all in this case — is an extension in space certifying that there 
are no complete borders framing off the space occupied by and surrounding the 
viewer from the area inscribed by the four plates. There are simply no clear limits 
separating two opposite versions of space (i.e. exterior versus interior space). With 
Void Field, the situation is somewhat more precarious. The psychological charge 

93.  Richard Serra: 
One-Ton-Prop (House of Cards). 1968-69. 

Lead. 122 x 139,7 x 139,7 cm.  
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is enhanced, but here, too, there are questions posed as how to regard the voids, 
that is, as exterior or interior space. Hence: is the viewer part of a space shared by 
both block and void? What is it to be part of the extensions of these dark voids?

Restricting the Minimal cube object to solely be understood as manifesting art’s 
physical characteristics such as shape, material, massiveness or transparency, 
and sometimes colour, (i.e., reading the work in a formalist mode), would be 
something like arguing that the dematerialisation of conceptual art only serves as 
a refusal to create physical items of commercial interests. Evidently, this is far from 
the whole picture. What I want to suggest is this: whereas the minimal object can 
be interpreted from a kinaesthetical point of view, conceptual art pointed out that 
experiencing art can be about reading a stencil of some sort, and thereby shifting 
focus to what we usually do not dwell upon in ordinary life, but which will 
nevertheless present us with a situation of special attentiveness.32 Furthermore, 
much conceptual art of the 1960’s and 1970’s specifically interrogated modes 
of frames and the framing of “art”. By departing from the strict categories of 
painting and sculpture, a first frame was elicited. Then, in examing the framing 
power of art institutions (regarding both physical boundaries and ideological 
ones) a second frame was questioned.33 The frames of art and the act of framing 
art have both become urgent issues to deal with when performing interpretations 
of artworks. Anish Kapoor’s Void Field posits itself somewhere in-between these 
two categories of attentiveness. Normally, we do not dwell upon the kind of 
matter stone is or on intangible phenomena like voids, and hardly ever on how 
we move around props that come in our way (e.g. street-lamps, parking-meters et 
cetera). But, in front of Void Field, we probably do.
 The physical aspects of the work would be hard to escape when analysing 
it, primarily due to its instantaneous massiveness of both the material and the 
number of units assembled together. But what Kapoor manages to do with these 
cubic objects is to render them — or rather present to the viewer — a sense 
of cancellation of this massiveness. That is not to say that its physical impact 
diminishes; it only takes on another way of affecting the viewer. Its presence 
as physical matter is strongly felt in the instance of heaviness, even when the 
pit seems to open up the whole interior of the stone object turned fragile. 
At the point of that uncomfortable instance when one trembles to decide 
whether the piece is solid and heavy or hollow and fragile, the attentiveness and 
comprehension of one’s own body is at the core of this puzzling experience. Being 
a threat to the artwork, as one would be walking around in the field of the fragile 
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Void Field, opens out into a dramatically intense situation. And, arguing from 
my own experiences, the instance of apprehending the fragile work comes about 
suddenly. One is unprepared for this. 
 
There are at least four instances of framing at work when experiencing and 
performing interpretations of Void Field that I will examine in the following.34 
Firstly, the gallery room framing the installation, and thus the situation of 
encountering the piece. Secondly, the compositional manner employed: 
installing the units as to make up a three-dimensional grid in which the viewer 
walks around. Thirdly, the title that renders the piece its literary subject. And 
fourthly, the cubic blocks that frame the dark coloured voids.
 Firstly, the display room limits the work to the field of which the title speaks. 
As mentioned above, the size of that room, together with the number of units 
on display, have decisive implications on how the work is apprehended. As the 
work is itself installed as a tight grid, the corridors between the installation and 
the walls of the gallery room affect the initial visual impact of the work. It also 
spatially regulates the performative field of the viewer in working out its embodied 
interpretation of Void Field. In the previous chapters I have already spoken much 
on the subject of the white cube locality and the imperatives it places on the 
interpretative act. In this case, the gallery room is crucial to the process of making 
meaning from this piece since it operates as a physical frame, and logically as a 
supplemental aspect of the artwork, by framing the grid of the installation. The 
three-dimensional grid, as the overall structure of this work, spatially organises it. 
Simultaneously it functions as a mode of both display and repetition. But whereas 
the grid is additive, potentially infinite, the gallery room serves as a grip which 
holds this potentially expandable work together, rendering it a higher degree of 
intelligibility. On infinity as attached to one’s sense of the Sublime, Burke says: 
“But the eye not being able to perceive the bounds of many things, they seem to 
be infinite, and they produce the same effects as if they were really so.”35 
 Interpreting Void Field from a performative view-point of the corporeal 
viewer, the grid furthermore works as a mapping device, directing the movements 
of the viewer. It is this system that constitutes walkways within the work, and 
could consequently be comprehended as a work-internal mode of framing the 
viewer: of siting the corporeal beholder.
 Secondly, the grid pattern used for the display installation of Void Field 
evokes much modernist art. Among others, Rosalind Krauss has written on the 
grid as a device of modernist ideas: “the grid announces […] modern art’s will 
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to silence, its hostility to literature, 
to narrative, to discourse”.36 Despite 
arguing that the modernist grid rejects 
narratives, Krauss discusses the grid as 
both emblem and myth in modern 
art: “In the increasingly de-sacralized 
space of the nineteenth century, art 
had become the refuge for religious 
emotion; it became, as it has remained, 
a secular form of belief.”37 Using as her 
starting point the paintings and ideas 
of Mondrian and Malevich, which 
both saw “the grid as a staircase to the 
Universal” and as an emblem of “Being 
or Mind or Spirit”, Krauss argues that 

the grid in the hands of artists like Ad Reinhardt and Agnes Martin became more 
of a mapping of the reality of the painting’s surface.38 In the domain of sculpture, 
the grid has foremost come to stand as an emblem for Sol LeWitt’s oeuvre. His 
three-dimensional grids display space mapped, hence structured. The outer 
borders of LeWitt’s grids follow strict geometric configurations like the cube. In 
an essay on LeWitt’s work, Krauss puts forth her opinion that the meaning of his 
art is to be located in the realm of destruction and disorder (aporia is the notion 
Krauss prefers) rather than in “a false and pious rationality”:  “To get inside the 
systems of this work […] is precisely to enter a world without a center, a world 
of substitutions and transpositions nowhere legitimated by the revelations of a 
transcendental subject.”39  
 Adopting this view on LeWitt’s sculptures, it can serve as a point for reference 
of Kapoor’s piece, however different the experiences of the white openwork 
lattices of LeWitt’s may be from those of Void Field. The notion of aporia seems, 
however, to be too strong a word to employ with the latter. Nevertheless, there 
are experiential instances of disorder here, too. The experience and interpretative 
act of Kapoor’s work is to hence solve the perplexing situation that the pits/voids 
cause. But, contrary to the “design spinning out of control” which Krauss argues 
LeWitt’s lattices to visually perform,40 the three-dimensional grid of Void Field 
serves to frame and hold steady the implicit contradictions of the work. Even 
if this grid also vacillates along the border of false rationality, it simultaneously 
operates as an element of recuperating security. It operates as the structuring 

94. Sol LeWitt: Open Modular Cube. 1966. 
Painted aluminium. 

152,4 x 152,4 x 152, 4 cm.
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mode of this field of voids. Each stone unit frames its own void, whereas the grid 
frames actually constitute the field. The grid, by nature, is infinite. However, its 
structural forces shape and tighten the installation. 

Morris began his so-called “mesh works” in 1966. Untitled (Floor Grid) is one 
of these works (fig. 95). The idea of these works had its origin in Morris’ wish 
to counteract critical interpretations of Minimal art that were too simplistic, 
according to his own opinions.41 Characteristic of the mesh pieces is that they 
are shaped out of steel mesh, hence simultaneously adopting the strict geometric 
idiom of his earlier Minimal sculptures, as they are perceptually open structures. 
This three-dimensional grid maps the floor while it closes the viewer out from 
the space it occupies. Interpreting this work from the point of view of the 
kinaesthetical engagement of the viewer, and therefore as an interrogation of that 
particular space where it is located (the gallery room), it can be described in terms 
of signifying those contextually bound sets of screens that any interpretation 
forces upon the work.
 Both Morris’ piece and Kapoor’s installation work in intimate co-operation 
with the white cube locality. The field of which the title of Kapoor’s work speaks is 
not infinite. Neither are the voids, however difficult they are to estimate regarding 
their depth. But the voids of the title also refer to the space-corridors between the 
units of stone cubes, and to the resultant framing of the corporeal viewer. The 
third instance of framing the work is worked out by an interpretation that locates 
semiosis in the interplay of locality and title. 
 Furthermore, the piece by Morris approximates a cancellation of the 
kinaesthical field, since it literally excludes the viewer from inhabiting the piece 

95. Robert Morris: 
Untitled (Floor Grid). 
1968/1979. Aluminium. 
27 x 762 x 671 cm.
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in a corporeal sense — that is, there is no walking in-between at play here. From 
the point of view of infinity, or expandability, the possibly sensed pressure of 
walking between the field of Void Field would in the Morris-work foremost push 
the viewer further away from the centre of the grid. 
 The fourth instance of framing spoken of above — the stone blocks framing 
the voids — will be further discussed below.

The Sublime: captured in a box

The void is not silent. I have always thought of it 
more and more as a transitional space, 

an in-between space. It’s very much to do with time.
Anish Kapoor42

I would not like to argue that experiencing Void Field evokes a sense of 
terror. However, at the instance when the dark pits are revealed as voids, the 
work changes dramatically in character, and immediately alters the situation, 
demanding that the viewer sharpen her/his kinaesthetical attentiveness. Due to 
the darkness of these voids, their depths bring forth a moment of uncertainty: 
they are indistinct, hard to estimate, and operate explicitly to render the piece 
this sense of obscurity. Thus, this work contains within it two opposite aspects. 
From the outside Void Field is presented as a strict composition of cubic blocks, 
manifesting both the hard and touchable materialness of the sandstone employed, 
and a comprehensible structure of display aesthetics. 
 Traditionally, the concept of the sublime is defined as that which is boundless 
and overwhelmingly outside the (physical) borders of the artwork. With Edmund 
Burke, terror sensed as astonishment at a secure distance entered the discourse of 
the sublime: “When danger or pain press too nearly, they are incapable of giving 
any delight, and are simply terrible; but at certain distances, and with certain 
modifications, they may be, and they are delightful”.43 He writes about terror 
as the principal origin of the Sublime. Delight, in Burke’s definition, is closely 
attached to relief.44 According to Anders Olsson, the changes of the Sublime 
incorporate four stages. The fourth stage (foreshadowed by Kant, Modernism, 
Lyotard) Olsson nominates as the abstract or negative sublime, where the objects 
tend to dissolve and art is given “the radical and paradoxical ambition to represent 
that which essentially lies beyond the reach of language”.45 With Void Field, Kapoor 
plays with the notion of the sublime while simultaneously and literally inverting 
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its traditional definition.46 The Void Field blocks serve as vehicles of the moment 
of uncertainty by capturing the dark voids. What then enters into the situation 
of experiencing and acting out interpretations of this work is the need for trust: 
of trusting both its physical properties, and the artist. That is, trusting your own 
experience, and therefore your interpretation of the work. Moreover, it requires a 
willingness on the part of the viewer to fall into that void in both an emotional and 
an intellectual sense. On the art-object issue, Kapoor himself has said that after his 
return from his 1979 visit in India, he no longer wanted to make art, but “belief”.
When discussing the return of the sublime within contemporary art, Mark 
Cheetham takes off from Derrida’s concept of the “parergon”: ”parergonality, 
that ‘remainder’ which is ‘neither work (ergon) nor outside the work (hors 
d’oeuvre)...[ yet  which] gives rise to the work”.47 The “remainder” refers to the 
rest, that which is left over. 
 The voids of Void Field can hardly be claimed as the residue of the work 
— nor are they working as frames. To claim them as remainders also seems 
difficult, unless one prefers to read the work as a strictly material proposition. 
Then, the voids might be argued to work as remainders of the excavated stone 
interiors. They can, however, be acknowledged as parts of the artwork if they are 
treated as that which is captured, hence framed, within the physical boundaries 
of the work. The comprehensibility of the voids depend on them being framed. 
(Voids un-framed could not be conceivable, even if it was possible.) At the core 
of experiencing Void Field is the sudden impact of the altering power of the dark 
voids. In a split second the void, as one leans over it, causes a change of one’s 
apprehension of the cube’s physical structure. This moment, then, is an instance 
of sensing the sublime.48 The sublime defined as an untouchable, physically 
ungraspable presence is relevant to this piece. The voids operate as signs for the 
sublime – as the vehicles needed to locate the rise of that sensation. Reading the 
traditional definition of the sublime literally implies that that which gives rise to 
sensations of the sublime is not to be found within the work, but rather beyond 
it. Kapoor’s work contradicts this definition by inverting it: the source of the 
sublime is located within the sandstone cubes. 
 In his 1984 article “The sublime and the avant-garde” Lyotard takes off 
from the now often quoted text “The Sublime is now” by Barnett Newman.49 
At the core of Lyotard’s notion of the (contemporary) sublime lies the idea 
that experience is a discontinuous business — the “here” and “now” aspects 
of experiencing (the sublime) are questioned. According to Lyotard, we cannot 
know “the now” since: 
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Before finding out about the what [i.e. the what of what happens] and its 
significance, […] we need the “before” so that it “may happen” […] The 
happening always “precedes” the question of what happens. It happens comes 
“before” is it happening?, is it this?, is it possible?. “Only then” can any point be 
determined through inquiry: is this or that happening, is it this or something 
else, is this or that possible?50

The most pertinent idea to be extracted from this quote is that the sublime as 
something occurring “now” and “here” needs an after-that-moment to make any 
sense of it. Hence the sublime cannot be grasped, not presented, in any such 
time and site terms as “the here and now”. Furthermore, the now in Lyotard’s 
mind is not to be conceived of as a link between past and present time; rather, 
it constitutes a rupture. The sublime in the hands of contemporary/avant-garde 
artists, then, testifies to ever-ending efforts made so as to present the unpresentable 
as a/the rupture in an experiential sequence: “The avant-garde task is to undo 
spiritual assumptions regarding time. The sense of the sublime is the name of 
this dismantling.”51 Lyotard, however, never describes but rather circumscribes 
the sensing of the rupture caused by the sublime.52 In a strictly meta-theoretical 
discourse, the unpresentable may be most accurately discussed in implicit modes, 
especially if one, as Lyotard claims, cannot single out a moment of “now”. But, 
having passed the “now” as well as the “before”, at least the site of where that 
unspeakable took place can be described in rather exacting words. 
 Returning to Kapoor’s Void Field, then, the ruptured experience —the 
presentness of the sublime — is located in the moment in-between the 
apprehension of the black circles as shallow dark pits (“before”) and the perception 
of them as large voids (“after”). Lyotard’s discussion evolves around the threat 
implicit in the “now”: namely, that nothing further will happen. Indeterminacy 
is what foremost characterises the “now”. Using Lyotard in a very pragmatic way, 
the indeterminacy is precisely what I argue is at the core of experiencing the pits/
voids of Void Field.

* * * * *

White Dark VI, 1998, stands out from the former five sculptures in this series, 
due to its larger size and the effects of its opening ⎯ therefore I will treat it from 
another point of view.53 Whereas a description of the idiom of White Dark VI can 
easily be given, a rendering in words of the actual physical experience of the work 
is quite another task. The discrepancy between the shape of the sculpture and its 
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effects on its corporeal viewer is vast. Nevertheless, it is exactly at the instances of 
this discrepancy that the specific character of Kapoor’s work is to be found; in the 
immanent conflict between the concept and the body-related experience of it. It 
is at the very point where these two aspects shift that the singularity of the work is 
apprehended — and that the sculpture becomes interesting in the context of this 
thesis. It is also from this point of view that this piece intersects with the issues 
dealt with regarding Void Field. 
 The sculpture is a large white shape of fibreglass on an inner structure of wood, 
approximating a regular cube (fig. 96). It is modified on one single side where 
a deep half-sphere concavity appears. The most apparent difference singling out 
number six in the White Dark series, is ⎯ aside from its much larger size ⎯ the 
fact that the other five sculptures could preserve their modifications as themes in 
themselves in any other room than the white cube locality. The differently shaped 
openings, and the design of their hollow interiors would remain sufficiently 
clear, hence comprehensible. As I will make clear in the following, the specificity 
of White Dark VI is that it would lose all its significance if displayed elsewhere 
(or, its significance would simply be of a completely different kind). Homi K. 
Bhabha discusses what could be described as a difference between object and 
artwork when discussing Kapoor’s work: whereas the object only has a formal 
structure at its disposal, the artwork also provides possibilities of situations of 
phenomenological experiences.54   
 From certain spatial positions, this piece by Kapoor is apprehended as a cube. 
This geometrical figure is not unimportant, since it is connected to an idea of 
likeness, and perhaps even an idea of ideal form. Even though the discovery that 
the sculpture is not equilateral in a strict sense is made more or less instantly, it is 
of importance to the attentive experience made and formulated into knowledge 
by the viewer walking round the work. If aesthetic experience is understood as 
something taking place within the viewer looking at an artwork, then of what is 
the viewer to take part when confronted by White Dark VI? As I argued above, 
with reference to Maurice Berger, analysis of Minimal objects has shifted focus 
from the previous conception of their lack of expression and the “is-it-art” issue 
to regard them as spatial obstacles, and as such they are signs for the imperative of 
a walking beholder.55 The viewer is thus to take part in the actual room of display, 
moving attentively around the art objects placed there. The visual likeness 
between these objects and the white cube locality makes it possible to conceive 
of them as spatial obstacles. The simplicity of shape of the Minimal object, and 
its serial positioning, are strategies to direct the viewer’s experience to oneself 
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— seriality is in a sense experienced by the serial movement we call walking. 
 Three of White Dark VI’s sides are completely even, while the fourth bends into 
a half-sphere. (Due to the size and placing on the floor, the top and bottom sides are 
not visible.) Depending on the position of the viewer, the palpability of this orifice 
differs: if one stands far away from, but still in front of, this side, the concavity 
is visually very distinct. This is also the case if one moves towards the corners of 
this side. From any other position taken by the viewer, except from in front of the 
concavity, the sculpture appears solely as a large white cube. Experiences of the 
work are then mainly based on size, scale, and how the piece occupies space in the 
gallery room. The size plays a somewhat different part than in Whiteread’s Ghost, 
since White Dark VI — from these viewpoints — lacks any kind of interruption on 
its surface (like the imprint of a door, in Whiteread’s work). Kapoor’s piece works as 
mere physical object of a certain formal mode from every position taken except in 

96. Anish Kapoor: White Dark VI. 1998. Fibreglass, wood. 300 x 300 x 200 cm. © Anish Kapoor 
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front of the concavity. But whereas Whiteread’s sculpture invokes a contradictory 
spatial recognition other than that of the gallery room, and where the discrepancy 
between the two formulations of “room” imply a certain friction, or vacillation, 
between two opposite understandings of the category room, Kapoor’s piece is 
rather about a situation where two different formulations of space occur at the 
same site. It is about voids: of comprehending two versions of “space”. 
 Its relation to the gallery room is more striking due to the structural similarities 
between object and room: at a distance, the sculpture thus holds an idiom akin 
to the gallery room. An aspect of great importance to the way the piece affects 
the viewer — as in the work by Whiteread — is the sculpture’s relation to the 
gallery room, and how it operates and affects the spatial orientation of the viewer; 
that is, the cognitive understanding of one’s own position and body. White Dark 
VI as a mere object works as an obstacle and as a relation of scales and sizes, 
hence as a relational field of action between room, object, and viewer. The 
structural simplicity and the whiteness of the white cube locality co-operate with 
the sculpture so as to loosen up the spatial orientation of the viewer and make 
possible a formulation of endless space. It is in this aspect that one can talk of the 
sculpture as a spatial suggestion: it seems to contain endless space, but from any 
other position taken it is made clear that it cannot. 

Bhabha claims that emptiness is not possible to create, but only possibilities for 
emptiness to appear as a sign for it: “It may be the most valuable insight into 
Anish Kapoor’s work to suggest that the presence of an object can render a space 
more empty than mere vacancy could ever envisage.”56 The sign of emptiness 
as it occurs in Kapoor’s work is thus not the same as the mere physicality of 
the framing material employed. “The sign of emptiness”, Bhabha writes, “can 
neither be fixed as form, nor preserved as an image or an idea.”57 Then how is 
one to acknowledge this sign at all? It does not come about as a form, image, or 
idea. For one thing, Bhabha acknowledges that the viewer is part of “the making 
of the work itself ”: “The spectator’s relation to the object involves a process of 
questioning the underlying conditions through which the work becomes a visual 
experience in the first place”.58 He continues:

The practice of ‘true making’ occurs only when the material and the non-
material tangentially touch. The truly made thing pushes us decisively 
beyond the illustrational, the ‘look of the void’; the sign of emptiness 
expands the limits of available space.59
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The sign of emptiness is not to be derivated from the measurable space/void 
contained within Kapoor’s work. Rather, it is to be located in the phenomenological 
experience that affirms that the work is more than the sum of its physical parts. 
The only way that this possibility of emptiness can be experienced is in the corporeal 
experience made there and then — as something that happened in a here and now 
moment. 

Standing in front of the concavity a shift occurs between the sense of tactile 
matter and of space. Kapoor speaks of a wish to dissolve the object (which is not 
to be understood in terms of conceptual art as striving to eliminate the art object 
completely). On this issue Stuart Morgan writes: 

In the second half of the 1960’s a new talking-point arose: the possibility that 
art could exist unencumbered by an art-object. For more than a decade the 
doctrine of “dematerialization” remained a heresy. Anish Kapoor’s response 
was to review the assumptions of formalism in the light of this provocative 
new contention.60

It is, in this context, a question of creating a possibility to experience a repeating 
transition between the apprehension of White Dark VI as solid object and as void. 
This vacillation occurs by way of the effect of disorientation that the sculpture 
makes possible from this specific position. At this point, the palpable structure of 
the cube object and its materiality shifts back and forth between the formulations 
(suggestions) of emptiness and voids. That is, close up to the opening one senses a 
loss and emptiness, while from a distance the void is clearly perceivable as such.
 What happens as one takes a closer position in front of the concavity is that 
one is perceptually lost. There is nothing but an all-over whiteness upon which 
to rivet one’s gaze. Spatial coordinates like corners, floor, and ceiling are vanished 
from sight (but remain in the other pieces of this series). The edge, which is the 
physical point of transition between the even surface around the concavity and the 
open concavity, becomes blurred, distorted. Due to the whiteness of the concavity, 
the material around it, and the walls of the room in which the experience takes 
place, (almost) every sensory focal point of materialness becomes indistinct. This 
all-over whiteness occurs since the border between object and surrounding is no 
longer visually clear. At this instance one can speak of a perceptual dissolution of 
the solid physical object, opening up to a “now”, and therefore as a threat that 
nothing further might happen. On this issue, Kapoor has said: “I think what 
I’m after is that ephemeral presence, that fleeting moment.”61 Moreover, that he 
searches “for something that’s not contained in the mere materiality”62    
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 At the instance of distortion, of the physicalness of the object being 
perceptually dissolved, there occurs a radical effect addressing the corporeal 
viewer; the loss of perceptual focal points destabilises the room. When we lose 
visual contact with spatial coordinates like corners, floor, and ceiling, one’s own 
body seems unstable — one’s balance keeping us standing in an upright position 
becomes urgently more difficult to maintain. This experience is close to standing 
upright closing one’s eyes; one senses how one’s body is never completely still, 
and how one constantly corrects one’s stability by slightly alternating between 
muscular tensions and relaxations. But as soon as one opens one’s eyes again, 
the awareness of these muscular corrections diminishes, and instead corporeal 
stability seems attained by way of sight.   
  Confronting Kapoor’s sculpture therefore affects the core of the viewer’s 
corporeality by interfering in the co-operation between our spatial stabilisers: that 
is, muscles and sight. Instead of collaborating, sight and muscle abilities seem to 
collide. When room-coordinates are lost to sight, we have to trust our body’s 
ability to stabilise itself, but at the very instance that corporeal stability is re-
gained, one has already tried to perceptually orient oneself in front of White Dark 
VI. In vain. Spatial and temporal incoherence unsettles our need of and trust in 
our own capacitates of finding our way in a room/in front of a sculpture. 
 Kapoor says: “The void has many presences. Its presence as fear is towards 
the loss of self, from a non-object to a non-self. The idea of being somehow 
consumed by the object […] towards a sensation of vertigo, of falling, of being 
pulled inwards.”63  This is akin to Lyotard’s “now”. Kapoor’s desire to render a 
situation of belief, would, in Lyotard’s words, be the “relief ” of the passed “now”; 
the relief that something did happen.
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As often as language teaches us to see, 
art instructs us in telling.

Michael Ann Holly1

Conclusion

Jonathan Culler writes: “the test of theoretical discussion is its success in 
providing instruments to help the critic provide better interpretations”.2

 By turning to semiotic theory, it has been possible to approach meaning 
production as a never-ending process, and to acknowledge the sign as a “project”, 
that is, as working.3 The notion of sculpture has been dealt with accordingly: as a 
discursive artform in constant motion. A primary aim has also been to establish 
a reciprocal relation between the interpretations based on experiences made in 
a then-and-there situation, and the semiotically informed discussion of signs 
and semiosis. In this study, this relation has been stressed as necessary and as 
chiasmically operating within the present pragmatics of interpreting sculpture. 
In other words, in this semiotically informed investigation the specific artworks 
analysed have worked as the impetus for variations of a set of objects signifying 
“sculpture”, whereas the experiences made by the corporeal viewer/interpreter 
have been analysed as the locus of the semiotic process where meaning is 
established. 
 These two factors have played crucial roles that run through the dissertation 
as determinants of the discussions. The four principal corner-stones that have 
framed the object of study are: 1) a selection of sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, 
and Whiteread, respectively; 2) the notion of sculpture as departing from 
the historical Minimal object; 3) semiotic theory; and 4) the two notions of 
theatricality and performativity which both presuppose analyses departing from 
a corporeal viewer.  

Throughout the dissertation I have emphasised an interrelation between 
Minimalist objects as primarily performed by Judd, Morris, Andre, and LeWitt, 
respectively, and sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread, respectively. 



214 215

Foremost, the investigation performed in this study has rested on a recognition 
of an idiom working indexically between the two historical sets of sculptures, and 
on a recognition of viewer activity as inscribed in the staging of the artworks. In 
the introduction I mentioned the tentative term applied minimalism, which by 
now should seem like an adequate, if still limiting, term attachable to the works 
discussed. Moreover, this indexical and therefore interdependent relationship has 
been grounded in and interrogated from a set of sculptural aspects and constituent 
features, which in turn has established the sequence of paradigmatic interpretations. 
As regards sculptural aspects, these have primarily been acknowledged as 
representation versus the non-figurative, and simplicity of shape. The constituent 
features have been accounted for and employed in terms of the white cube gallery 
room/locality, minimalist theory, sign theory, sculpture as staged, and the corporeal 
viewer’s own presence and movements within the gallery space.
 I have furthermore interpreted the sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and 
Whiteread as readings and transformations in themselves of the Minimal idiom: 
as an idiom under inflection. Primarily, this has been discussed in terms of simple 
shapes that are easily comprehensible as basic geometrical figures. The critical 
instances of inflections, however, have been argued as the instances where the 
parallelepipeds have been submitted to representative content — preferentially 
by way of the indexical sign — or investigated in terms of closure and openness. 
A presupposition to my arguments of the indexical relation regarding idiom 
between the two sets of sculptures was that Minimal sculpture is by now readable 
as a sign for a set of relations between the object, the gallery room, and the 
active beholder. The prevalence of the white cube locality as the predominant 
site of displaying these artworks has been asserted as one of the grounds on 
which this inter-referential relationship is built, and as operating as the physical 
frame for the performative field where the nucleus of semiosis has been located. 
The probing of the idiomatic relation between the two sets of sculpture further 
opens up to a recognition of the idiom as operating as an iconic index. That is, 
the idiom has been dealt with here as representing an indexical relation based on 
a close approximation of likeness. This relation, then, not only concedes to the 
legacy of the Minimal object and theories alike, but emphatically corroborates 
the reciprocal paradigm of art historical interpretative discourse. 
 
Returning to Careri’s notion of “leaps”, it has been postulated through the 
study that the performative field is foremost constituted by the recognition of 
cognitive space inhabited by viewer and sculpture as framed by the white cube 
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locality; the “leaps” have been discussed in terms of the open space where the 
viewer moves and from which experiences are made. In the works by Gormley, 
Kapoor, and Whiteread, respectively, I have then argued that the referential 
relationship signified by Minimal sculpture has been further investigated in terms 
of a performative imperative inscribed in the conventionalisation of Minimalist 
idiom and the returning to figurative references (Gormley and Whiteread), 
or by elaborations with the strict shape, serving to manifest the object as the 
release of intensified awareness of one’s own corporeity as a/the locus of meaning 
production (Kapoor).  Having grounded a great part of my interpretations in 
a conditional imperative of a walking beholder as logically inscribed in the 
inter-relationship of object, locality, and viewer, the performative field is here 
consequently to be understood as affecting the very notion of sculpture. 
 Whereas much post-minimal art further explored the economic, ideological, 
and political implications of art definitions, art institutions, particular sites of 
display, professional interrelationships of the art scene, et cetera, as subjects 
relevant to much Minimal art (even if not always explicitly stressed), I have 
chosen different aspects of the Minimalist heritage as regards sculptural practices 
as a departure point for my interrogation. I have therefore emphasised a much 
more subjectively informed recognition of sculpture throughout the study. 
 
As the practice of sculpture has been discussed in terms of an intertextual practice, 
informed and informing the notion(-s) of itself at every instance(-s), meaning has 
also been located in the study of the conventions of this discursive artform. This 
implies that every new object that is inscribed in a particular discourse affects our 
understanding of objects already inscribed. Therefore, a recurrent issue of mine 
has been that of stressing how an active interrelationship between the two sets of 
sculpture effect a theorisation and discussion on semiosis of both these sets. As a 
consequence, my interrogation has departed from an idea of regarding sculpture 
as an inevitably tentative practice. Signification, in this context, is therefore 
framed and restrained by the reciprocal relation between not only the two sets of 
sculpture, but also by each comparison made of the artworks. 4 
 In his account of deconstruction theory, Culler notes that meaning derives 
from contrast; from difference.5 In the present context as regards both the notion 
of sculpture and individual artworks, this implies that meaning as sculpture is 
only conceivable by a recognition of difference between each of the sculptures 
(statements) inscribed in the preconceived notion of “sculpture”. Therefore, in 
making an “account for signifying events (parole) one attempts to describe the 
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system [langue] that makes them possible.”6 Moreover, in the interrogations 
worked out here, the acknowledgement of a reciprocal, or referential, bond be-
tween Minimal objects and the sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread, 
respectively, presupposes that the presence and possible significations of the latter 
are recognised as differentiations (supplements) of an already given: that is, the 
Minimal object. 

Whereas Bryson, for one, advocates semiotically informed analysis of artworks 
and stresses that new understandings are possible to gain if interpretations are 
performed that way,7 one of my principal goals has been to acknowledge the 
choreographic field as the nucleus of semiosis as regards sculpture. This implies 
that the (meta-) theoretical field of studying art has been opened up to include the 
perceiving subject: that is, the viewer/interpreter. As I wrote in the introduction, 
I have often found that advanced theory (at least to a certain extent) leaves not 
only the viewer behind, but also the art object. As a consequence, I have tried to 
de-compartmentalise the field of theory from the recognition of the site and place 
where firsthand-experiences of the artworks are made. Choreography is thus to be 
acknowledged as an immanent quality of sculptural viewing. Furthermore, this 
choreographic quality has been at the core of my interpretations of Gormley’s, 
Kapoor’s, and Whiteread’s works, respectively. If one can talk of results of a study 
that initially claimed the ever-openness of interpretative discourse, I would assert 
that the imperative of a moving beholder as advocated by Minimalist sculptors 
has been acknowledged in the sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread 
as the core of choreographic relations interdependent and further framed by the 
white cube locality. Thus, I have interpreted the sculptures by these artists as 
deriving from the critical staging of sculpture and thereby asserted that meaning 
of an art object is framed, hence directed, by the physical context in which it is 
encountered. The ways in which I have constructed a theoretical context, and 
from which I have performed my interpretations, by necessity impose constraints 
upon the interpretations themselves — and therefore also upon the results as 
regards meaning.
 The perspective chosen for any interrogation inevitably restrains what 
questions are to adequately be asked of the object of study. Consequently, the 
answers one arrives at reveal a certain understanding. Employing notions of 
theatricality and performativity in the present manner allows me to conclusively 
speak of the notion sculpture as a choreographically informed notion as regards 
the works by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread.
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Michael Ann Holly writes: “It has become a commonplace in poststructuralist 
theory to argue that the interpretation always betrays the presence of the 
interpreter.”8 Holly’s compelling writing on the subject of interpretations, viewer 
response, and their role in art history discourse has been important to the present 
project. Throughout the dissertation I have argued that the viewer/interpreter 
posing questions to the artwork at hand is inevitably exposed as a performing 
subject. Likewise, I have stressed a certain context and historical points of 
departure that further restrain the possible outcomes of the analysis made. Holly 
further notes that “representational practices encoded in works of art continue 
to be encoded in their commentaries”.9 This reciprocal liaison has been an issue 
of relevance here, too, insofar as I fully adhere to the acknowledgement that 
the viewers/interpreters are set-up “as spectator-historians to say certain things 
in certain rhetorically persistent ways”.10 The consultation of the theoretical 
framework as regards Minimal sculpture and the white cube locality, respectively, 
has been employed as a rhetorical determinant of how to think of the notion of 
sculpture in general, and particular sculptures in specific.
 Art history and interpretative discourse is impossible without artworks to 
project our ideas upon. “Reciprocity is critical”, writes Holly in her discussion 
on the interactions between past interpretations and their continued validity: “I 
take it as axiomatic that our words and those pictures from the past meet in some 
in-between realm, and that spatial locus, so conceived, should be the place for 
contemplating our sense of the fittingness between what we write about those 
images and what we see as we say it.”11 
 Concluding this study, I would like to emphasise that my discussions would 
have been impossible without their departure from the particular sculptures in 
focus here. The sculptures by Gormley, Kapoor, and Whiteread are the necessary 
prerequisites of (nearly) everything I have spoken on above. Which came first, 
my ideas of “sculpture” in general, or the viewing of their works prompting 
me to a certain way of thinking and considering of particular issues, I cannot 
say anymore. What is important though, is that it has been a primary aim of 
mine to repeatedly acknowledge that the sculptural aspects that I have found 
strategic as regards semiosis have been recognised as the nucleus around which 
the interpretations have revolved. The artworks themselves have thus worked as 
constitutive elements for my thinking.
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13 “Anish Kapoor”, Dictionary of Art, Jane Turner (ed), Macmillian Publishers Limited, London, 
1996, vol. 17, p. 805.
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the creation procedure too strong of a symbolic meaning when he suggests that the plaster-
covering of Gormley’s naked body followed by the removing of the then-dry forms of plaster, 
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34 To see Gormley’s sculpture as figurations of actions is to turn against his own view: what 
older sculpture, like the Laocoön or a Bernini, suggests “is that human potential can only 
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43 See, Antje von Graevenitz, “Playing fields of the self: Gormley’s Total strangers”; and Udo 

Kittelmann’s interview with Gormley, both in Antony Gormley. Total Strangers, Cologneischer 
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46 On these works, see e.g. Antony Gormley, (1995), 2001, pp. 160-161. 
47 Causey, p. 251. This new figurative interest was, according to Causey, never a question of 

a revival. However, British post-war art does not reveal the same kind of opposition against 
and problematic relationship to figuration or representation as does American advanced art 
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Stallabrass (eds), 1998, op cit, p. 18. Garnett notes this does not imply that art of the 90s 
is anti-theoretical, only that art did not have to “brandish theory”. C.f. Peter Suchin, who 
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evolutionary tool” and the “artist’s own body as a spiritual object-lesson”. McEvilley, p. 218. 
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Kapoor, Hayward Gallery, 1998, pp. 114-117.
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year after his Paris show. See Marianne Mcdonald, “The colour issue”, Observer Life 12 April 
1998, London, pp. 4-8. The Lisson Gallery in London still represents him alongside artists 
like Bill Woodrow, Tony Cragg, and Richard Deacon. Nicholas Logsdail, director of the Lisson 
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65 Celant, 1998, p. xii.
66 Ibid, 1998, p. xii. 
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88 See, Macdonald, p. 7. 
89 Kapoor quoted from the TV programme, Anish Kapoor, 2002.
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Wahlström & Widstrand, Stockholm, 1995. 
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to the Guggenheim galleries in Bilbao and New York. 

114 Thomas Krens, ”Preface and acknowledgments”, Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, 2001, op 
cit, p. 23.

115 Ibid. On Whiteread and architectonical aspects, see also, Beatriz Colomina, “I dreamt I was a 
Wall”, Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, 2001, op cit, pp. 71-86.  

116 See Looking Up: Rachel Whiteread’s Water Tower, Scalo and Public Fund, New York, 1999. It 
was on view June 7, 1998 to October 27, 2000. C.f. Andrea Rose, p. 35.

117 See Houser, esp. pp. 57-61. Comparisons are made with e.g. Micha Ullman’s Bibliothek 
(1996), situated in Berlin, which is an underground piece viewed from the ground through a 
window. It consists of a single room with bookshelves – but these are emptied, referring to the 
Nazi book burnings. Ibid., p. 60. See also, Simon Wiesenthal (ed.), Projekt: Judenplatz Wien, 
Paul Zsolnay Verlag, Wien, 2000. 

118 Prior to the memorial, Whiteread had made several works cast of bookshelves. These are plaster 



230 231

casts of the space behind the books, representing in solid matter the unseen and unused space 
of commonplace furniture. Simultaneously, these works connote to cultural knowledge and 
amnesia. A wall-installation of these works was exhibited at the Venice Biennale in 1997: 
Untitled (Paperbacks). See, Rachel Whiteread: British Pavilion. XLVII Venice Biennale, 1997. A 
larger installation was Whiteread’s contribution to the large sculpture exhibition “Sculpture: 
Projects in Münster 1997”. See, Sculpture: Projects in Münster 1997, Klauss Bussmann, Kasper 
König & Florian Matzner (eds.), Verlag Gerd Hatje, Stuttgart, 1997, pp. 446-451. 

119 On Whiteread’s public commissions, see Andrea Schlieker, “Pause for Thoughts: The Public 
Sculptures of Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel Whiteread, Serpentine Gallery, London, and Scottish 
National Gallery of Modern Art, Edinburgh, 2001, pp. 59-65.

120 See e.g. Grunenberg, esp. pp. 23-24; Jan Debbaut and Selma Klein Essink’s “Foreword”, 
in Rachel Whiteread, Van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven, 1993, p. 3. C.f. Stuart Morgan 
“Introduction”, ibid., pp. 6-7, where the bath tub-pieces are discussed; and Elliott. The 
presence of death in Whiteread’s work has been discussed by Wakefield, who compares her 
work with death masks. Certainly, the death mask has an indexical function by preserving the 
features of individuals no longer existing, just as Whiteread’s sculpture is an index of a lost 
living-room. See, Wakefield. C.f. Krauss, “X Marks the Spot”.

121 Whiteread, in Blazwick, 1992, p. 11. 
122 For the importance to Whiteread of an object’s history, see, ibid., p. 13; c.f. Patrick Elliott, 

“Sculpting Nothing: An Introduction to the Work of Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel Whiteread, 
2001, op cit, pp. 9-15. For references to (cultural) archaeology, see Morgan. On memory, 
references, and cultural codes, see Greg Hilty, “Thrown Vocies”, Doubletake: Collective Memory 
and Current Art, Lynne Cooke, Bice Curinger and Greg Hilty (eds.), Parkett Verlag, Zürich, 
and South Bank Centre, London, 1992, pp. 14-19.

123 Debbaut and Klein Essink, p. 3. On collective memory see, Blazwick, 1992, p. 11. C.f. 
Bachelor, p. 9; Andreas Huyssen, “Sculpture, materiality and memory in an age of amnesia”, 
Displacement: Miroslaw Balka, Doris Salcedo, Rachel Whiteread, Art Gallery of Ontario, 
Toronto, 1998, passim.

124 Huyssen, p. 32. C.f. Lynne Cooke, “The Site of Memory”, in Doubletake: Collective Memory 
and Current Art, op cit, pp. 23-39.

125 Ibid., p. 32. 
126 Huyssen differentiates between memory and the archive. While the latter is defined as a “static 

feature of storage and retrieval”, memory is conceived as dynamic and instable, forever changing 
in relation to the process of forgetting. Ibid., p. 36. 

127 Whiteread, in Blazwick, 1992, p. 11. On p. 16 Whiteread says that she does not think that her 
work is particularly about death.  

2. Upsetting the white cube: a corporeal critique

1 Yehuda Safran, “The condition of gravity is grace”, in Gravity & Grace: The changing condition 
of sculpture 1965-1975, Hayward Gallery, London 1993, p. 41.

2 See e.g. Krauss, “Sculpture in the Expanded Field”, 1994 b, where she argues that sculpture 
became critically nomadic by its loss of base. 

3 Paul Duro (ed), The Rhetoric of the Frame: Essays on the Boundaries of the Artwork, Cambridge 
University Press, New York, 1996, p. 1.

4 Brian O’Doherty, Inside the White Cube: The Ideology of the Gallery Space, Lapis Press, San 
Francisco, 1986. (Originally published in Artforum, New York: Part I, March 1976, pp. 24-30; 
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Part II, April 1976, pp. 26-34; Part III, Nov. 1976, pp. 38-44). Postmodern artists that have 
worked from the site as a concept highly informed by cultural, social, economic, and political 
ideas are numerous. Postmodern art could in fact be defined in terms of art investigating the 
concept of sites and contexts. For artist projects investigating the sites for display, see e.g. 
Corinne Robins, The Pluralist Era: American Art 1968-1981, Harper & Row Publishers, New 
York, 1984; Carter Ratcliff, Out of the box: The Reinvention of art 1965-1975, Allworth Press, 
New York, 2000; Richard J Williams, After modern sculpture: Art in the United States and 
Europe 1965-70, Manchester University Press, Manchester & New York, 2000; Nick Kaye, 
Site-specific art: performance, place and documentation, Routledge, London 2000; and Kwon.

5 Carol Duncan, Civilizing Rituals: Inside the public museum, Routledge, London, 1995, p. 12. 
Her focus is on what she calls “the construction of a gendered ritual space that [...] accords 
with the consumerist culture outside.” (p. 2.)  “Ritual” as Duncan uses it refers to a specific 
space where certain aspects of culture are both performed and maintained. In relation to fine 
art museums it seems almost too obvious, but — as Duncan argues — spaces for art display 
have generally not been interpreted as manifesting cultural and political values through their 
practices. Duncan believes “that a museum’s central meanings, its meanings as a museum, are 
structured through its ritual.” (p. 2.) She argues that this ritual character of art museums can 
be found not only through the art displayed or by the viewing behaviour of the visitor, but also 
in the plans of these buildings. Alex Potts also writes extensively on museums as sites and the 
encountering of art throughout his book. Potts, passim.  

6 Duncan argues that especially within museums for modern art, an aesthetic rather than an 
educational model for display has prevailed. She differentiates between the museum as an 
instrument (for social, political, and ideological aims) and as a symbol (a symbolic cultural 
object). She does not focus on the contents of museum collections, or on who collected the 
objects, but instead on the culturally framed institution. 

7 Mary Anne Staniszewski, The Power of Display: A History of Exhibition Installations at the 
Museum of Modern Art, MIT Press, Cambridge Mass. & London, 1998, p. 3. I am especially 
indebted to her work for the regarding the first sections of this chapter. For the part that 
framing, in its various forms, plays in processes of meaning production, see also Duro, op cit.

8 C.f. Reesa Greenberg, “The Exhibited Redistributed: A case for reassessing space”, in Bruce 
W. Ferguson, Reesa Greenberg & Sandy Nairne (eds),Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, 
London & New York, 1996, pp. 349-367.

9 Giovanni Careri, Bernini: Flights of love, the Art of Devotion. The University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, (1991) 1995. Translated to English by Linda Lappin. 

10 Ibid., p. 1.
11 Ibid., p. 3. 
12 Ibid., p. 1.
13 Staniszewski, p. 70 and p. 312 note 28.
14 According to Duncan, regarding museums as the most appropriate place for keeping and 

viewing art rests on relatively new ideas and practices. (pp. 13-14.) During the eighteenth 
century ideas evolved regarding the transforming power of artworks, and the secular society 
had to be furnished with new values, such as the morally transforming power of art (p. 16). 
On museums for modern art and the fashion of displaying the most important artists, Duncan 
even describes the gallery rooms as “chapels” (pp. 105-106).

15 Ibid., p. 17.
16 Among others, O’Doherty describes it as thus. See also Staniszewski on display aesthetics, esp. 

pp. 61-83; Duncan on museums of modern art, display fashions, and the framed ritual of 
encountering post-war art, see esp. pp. 102-111.

17  Nicholas Serota, Experience and Interpretation: The Dilemma of Museums of Modern Art, 
Thames & Hudson, London, 1996, esp. pp. 26-30.

18 Ibid., p. 28. Proun Room was reconstructed in 1965 at van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven. It was 
originally designed as a demonstration room for the Russian pavilion at the Grosse Berliner 



232 233

Kunstausstellung of 1923. Lissitsky’s ideas on rooms for art display explicitly implied a moving 
beholder, looking attentively at art. See, El Lissitzky: Maler, Architekt, Typograf, Fotograf, VEB 
Verlag der Kunst, Dresden, 1967, pp. 361-363. C.f. Staniszewski on display aesthetics, pp. 59-
139. 

19 Serota, p. 28. The corner position of the work, has, in Lissitzky’s case, a symbolic reference 
to the traditional hanging of icons. This was even stronger emphasised in the practice of 
Mondrian’s. I am however only interested in the structural relation between artwork and room. 

20 Kiesler created four different areas for exhibition within Guggenheim’s gallery: a study area, the 
Surrealist gallery, a gallery for abstract art and, finally, a kinetic gallery. See Staniszewski, p. 9. 
The gallery was opened in 1942. 

21 Staniszewski, esp. pp. 3-24. C.f. Bruce Altshuler, The Avant-garde in exhibition: New art in the 
20th century, Harry N. Abrams, New York, 1994, p. 149-150.

22 Staniszewski, pp. 22-24. A commercial aspect might be implied in Kiesler’s installation 
design at the Guggenheim gallery. Not only does the painting have hinges, but it was also 
possible to raise or lower the pedestal arrangements of the sculptures. The multitude of 
possible viewpoints helped the presumed buyer to scrutinise the piece in accordance with 
its planned location. Staniszewski prefers to discuss these arrangements as viewer-activated 
means of display. She argues that Kiesler’s concept was “anti-essentialist, culturally specific, and 
dependent on a viewer for the creation of meaning.” (Ibid., p. 8). However, neither of these 
aspects cancells out the commercial reasons behind the overall design. 

23 Ibid., p. 14. Another of Staniszewski’s examples of integrating room design is Alexander 
Dorner’s re-arrangements of the display environments at the Hanover Landesmuseum in the 
1920s. Dorner’s “atmosphere rooms” simultaneously displayed “historically differentiated 
representation of art and culture”. (p.  20.) That methods of exhibitions are historically 
and culturally bound and therefore have a crucial part in a semiosis of meaning of artworks 
is further exemplified by Staniszewski through the ideas of Herbert Bayer. In her section 
“As readers in texts, viewers in exhibitions with ’fields of vision’” (pp. 25-27), Staniszewski 
accounts for Bayer’s 1930 “Diagram of Field of Vision” and notes that his “formulations 
take into account what has come to be referred to in the language of critical theory as ’the 
reader in the text’”.  She continues: “That is to say, in Bayer’s methodology an exhibition is 
not conceived as existing as a timeless, idealized space. Rather, the exhibition is treated as a 
representation experienced by an observer who is moving through the space at a specific time 
and place; and it is through this dynamic interrelation that meaning is presumed to be created. 
Bayer’s, Kiesler’s, Lissitzky’s, and Moholo-Nagy’s installation methods were all intended to 
reject idealist aesthetics and cultural autonomy and to treat an exhibition as a historically 
bound experience whose meaning is shaped by its reception.” (p. 27).

24 See the photographs of exhibitions in Ann Temkin, “Barnett Newman in exhibition”, in idem 
(ed), Barnett Newman, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Philadelphia, 2002, pp. 18-75. On the 
Abstract Expressionist’s shows at the Betty Parsons Gallery, see esp. pp. 26-46. 

25 Alfred Barr’s scheme of abstract art’s developments and ramifications was to a certain extent 
employed in MoMA’s hanging design. It appeared as the front cover to the 1936 exhibition 
Cubism and Abstract Art, Museum of Modern Art, New York. On Barr, see Staniszewski, pp. 
61-72.

26 Staniszewski, p. 70.
27 Ibid., p. 70. Accordingly, the autonomy of paintings by the American Abstract Expressionists 

that I discuss here is inextricable from the display manners accounted for in this section.
28 On this topic, see ibid., pp. 59-139. Furthermore, Staniszewski writes on the connection 

between what she calls “the universalist exhibition technique” of MoMA and the concept of 
affinity that was intensified in the late 1940s. See p. 128 and forward. See also p. 73, where 
she writes: “This attention to the meanings of the installations was no doubt related to 
their [MoMA’s directors and staff ] conscious role in creating conventions for a new type of 
institution: the modern art museum.”
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29 Ibid., p. 66. The Andrea al Quirinale chapel of Bernin’s that Careri writes about offers a 
contrasting situation. There the different art forms were engaged so as to enhance each 
other while simultaneously creating an experience of the entire interior and of the message 
communicated through this collaboration of different art forms. Careri, pp. 87-101.

30 Staniszewski, p. 286. In her “Conclusion”, Staniszewski gives an analytical account of artist-
created exhibitions at the MoMA in the 1990s. Despite several of the artists’ attempts to 
question and problematise the institution and its politics, in most cases the museum remains 
impervious and unaffected by these efforts. The challenging agendas of these exhibitions 
remain a signature of the artists, not of the paradigmatic museum. For a conclusion much like 
Staniszewski’s, see Duncan, p. 130. Duncan also notes that even though art historical narratives 
have been painstakingly revised since the emergence of new art history, “these new art histories 
have won very little ground in public art museums.” (p. 103.) C.f. Bruce W Ferguson, 
“Exhibition Rhetorics: Material speech and utter sense”, in Bruce Ferguson, Reesa Greenberg 
& Sandy Nairne (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London & New York, 1996, pp. 
175-190. Ferguson scrutinises exhibitions of contemporary art as a “medium” through which 
art communicates: through which it is “coded, decoded and recoded” (p. 176). 

31 Michael Brawn, The New Museum: Architecture and display, Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 
New York, 1965, p. 7. For a contemporary idea of displaying one picture at the time, see 
Valery Petrovich Sazonov, “The One-picture Gallery”, in Ferguson, Greenberg & Nairne (eds), 
1996, op cit, pp. 297-305. 

32 See e.g. Serota and O’Doherty. C.f. Debora J Meijers, “The museum and the ‘ahistorical’ 
exhibition: The last gimmick by the arbiters of taste, or an important cultural phenomenon”, 
in Ferguson, Greenberg & Nairne (eds), 1996, op cit, pp. 7-20. Meijers scrutinises a new 
phenomenon in the art museum world: to display works disregarding the chronological 
imperative of traditional art history. 

33 Who’s afraid of red, yellow and blue, is a series of four paintings created in 1966-1967.
34 The essays of the 2002 exhibition of Newman’s work focus on two key aspects: the history 

of the presentation of his works and the extent of his influence. On the first subject, see Ann 
Temkin, “Barnett Newman in exhibition” in Ann Temkin (ed): Barnett Newman, Philadelphia 
Museum of Art, Philadelphia, 2002, pp. 18-75. For the two shows that Newman had at the 
Betty Parson Gallery he both selected the works and arranged them. Ibid., p. 21 and p. 337. 

35 On context and artist’s projects that aims at deconstruct the various instances of framing art, 
see John C Welchman, “In and around the ‘Second Frame’”, in Duro, op cit, pp. 203-222.

36 O’Doherty, 1986, p. 14.
37 For various topics on modes of display and their ideological imperatives, see further Marcia 

Pointon (ed), Art Apart: Art institutions and Ideology Across England and North America, 
Manchester University Press, Manchester & New York, 1994; and Brian Wallis (ed), Art after 
Modernism: Rethinking Representation, The New Museum of Contemporary Art, New York, 
1984. See also, Donald Preziosi, “Brain of the Earth’s Body: Museums and the Framing of 
Modernity”, in Duro, op cit, pp. 96-110.

38 On spectatorship, see O’Doherty, 1986, esp. pp. 35-64.
39 The then director of MoMA Kirk Varnedoe created a room exclusively for Pollock-paintings. 

The hanging appeared as a manifestation of the final, and hailed, narrative of modernism. In 
the adjacent room, on the wall facing Pollock’s Number One, Varnedoe placed Newman’s large 
Vir Herocius Sublimis of 1950-51. On Varnedoe’s installation, see Duncan, p. 104. 

40 O’Doherty, 1986, esp. pp. 35-64. He argues that eye and body are in conflict in this situation. 
41 Staniszewski, p. xxiii. On p. xxviii, she writes that if there are persons in the documentary 

photographs and these are neither curators nor artists, then they are women and children. 
As such these viewers are not the first viewer which, traditionally, was understood as a white 
(middle-class, heterosexual, Christian) male informed in that cultural, political, ideological, 
and art historically framed situation. But, however much Morris or other writers contest that 
the viewer is a performer, photographs never (or rarely) depict a viewer situation. 
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42 Before Tate Modern was opened in spring 2000, this room (at the old Tate) was entirely 
devoted to a selection of this Rotkho-series. At the Tate Modern, there is still a special gallery 
devoted to Rothko’s Seagram Murals. See e.g. Diane Waldman, Mark Rothko: 1903-1970: A 
Retrospective, Solomon R Guggenheim Museum, New York, 1978, p. 65.

43 In total there were nine paintings, eight of which belonged to the Seagram series. According to 
Spalding, Rothko, during the final state of the agreements with the Tate, gave up his demand 
for an exclusive room. Still, he would not allow other artists’ paintings to be hung too close to 
his series. Frances Spalding, The Tate: A History, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1998, pp. 
158-160. 

44 Duncan, pp. 106-107. This discussion of hers is exemplified by the Rothko room at the Tate. 
C.f. Serota, where Rothko’s series is one of the examples of the single-artist display fashion, p. 
18.

45 Serota, p. 20. In order to shut the world out, Brancusi had put up screens in front of the 
windows (p. 25). The change of display modes is exemplified by Brancusi, who bequeathed his 
studio to the French nation on the condition that the studio be opened to the public (p. 26). 
According to Serota, one of the most prominent examples of the artist’s awareness of display 
conventions was that of artists working in the 1960s. His examples two Minimal artists: Andre 
and Serra. (p. 33-34) 

46 O’Doherty, 1986, p. 14. 
47 James D. Herbert has suggested that it is possible to track down the ideas of Abstract 

Expressionist works as self-referential to the launching of Abstract Expressionism 
by Clement Greenberg and Harold Rosenberg, respectively. He illustrates how the 
originally explicitly political ideas of the purpose of avant-garde art espoused by both 
these critics are transformed into a-politically formulated standpoints re-formulated 
in art historical terms. James D. Herbert, The Political Origins of Abstract-Expressionist 
Art Criticism, Stanford Honors Essay in Humanities, Number xxviii, Stanford, 
California, 1985. For another view of Greenberg’s positions in this matter, see Håkan 
Nilsson, Clement Greenberg och hans kritiker, diss., Department of Art History, 
Stockholm University, Stockholm, 2000. 

48 Duncan, p. 20. These are far from new ideas. Danto, and later Dickie, are but two who have 
written extensively on institutional art theory. See Arthur C. Danto, The Transfiguration of 
the Commonplace, Harvard University Press, Cambridge Mass. & London, 1981; On Dickie’s 
institutional theory, see e.g. Stephen Davies, Definitions of Art, Cornell University Press, Ithaca 
& London, 1991, pp. 78-114. 

49 28 April – 12 May 1958. The intention of only permitting one small group of persons at a 
time did not work out. Outside the gallery, thousands of visitors waited for their turn. See e.g. 
Brian O’Doherty, “The gallery as a gesture”, in Ferguson, Greenberg & Nairne (eds), 1996, op 
cit., pp. 322-340. In addition to Klein’s piece, O’Doherty also discusses (among others) Robert 
Barry’s Art and projections Bulletin 17 (1969). The latter work was exhibited at three different 
occasions and galleries. On each occasion, the gallery was closed during the exhibition. Ibid., 
pp. 332-335. 

50 Altshuler, p. 192. 
51 At the René Block Gallery, New York, May 23 to May 25, 1974. 
52 Judd, 1974, p. 120. The neither-nor argument of Judd’s regarding artforms, should primarily 

be read in terms of a desire to make art unframed by restraining categories and thereby 
undoing the possibilities of interpreting works as “a painting” or “a sculpture”, which stand as a 
hindrance to direct experience. 

53 Flavin, Morris, and Stella. In a slightly broader use of the term Robert Bladen and Tony Smith 
would be included. 

54 Judd, Donald, “Specific Objects”, in Arts Yearbook, vol. 8, New York, 1965, pp. 74-81. In 
addition to de Vries, it is, e.g., reprinted in Judd, Donald Judd: Complete Writings 1959-1975, 
Halifax, 1975 and Thomas Kellein, Donald Judd: Early work 1955-1968, Judd Foundation, 
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New York, 2002. Nowhere is it mentioned that illustrations have been excluded. 
55 Robert Morris, “Notes on Sculpture, Part 1-4”, in Gerd de Vries (ed), On Art: Artists’ writings 

on the changed notion of art after 1965, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974, pp. 
192-243. (The four articles were originally published in Artforum, Los Angeles: “Notes on 
Sculpture”, vol. 4, no. 6, Febr. 1966, pp. 42-44; Notes on Sculpture. Part II”, vol. 5, no. 2, 
Oct. 1966, pp. 20-23; Notes on Sculpture Part III: Notes and Nonsequiturs”, vol. 5, no. 10, 
June 1967, pp. 24-29; Notes on Sculpture. Part IV: Beyond Objects”, vol. 7, no. 8, April 
1969, New York, pp. 50-54.)

56 Like the Minimal artists, this group, categorised as Abstract Expressionists, did not see 
themselves as members of a movement, but claimed their inter-independence. However, 
denominations of movements belong to the practice of art history and art critical writing 
rather than to (individual) artistic practices. 

57 See e.g. Calvin Tomkins, Off the Wall: Robert Rauschenberg and the Art World of Our Time, 
Penguin Books, New York, 1980. 

58 For Judd’s paintings and the influence of Barnett Newman, see e.g. Richard Shiff, “Donald 
Judd: Fast thinking”, in Donald Judd: Late Works, PaceWildenstein, New York, 2000, pp. 4-23. 
C.f. “Around Barnett Newman”, in Jeanne Siegel, Artwords: discourse on the 60s and 70s, UMI 
Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1985, pp. 43-62; C.f. Colpitt; Krauss, 1994 a; or Barbara Rose. 
On this topic Krauss writes: “All these qualities—frontality, centralization, and literal size and 
surface—characterize the developed work of most of the abstract-expressionist painters […].” 
Krauss, 1994 a, p. 150. Barbara Reise stresses the sense of volume and surface learned from the 
Abstract Expressionist painters. She further notes that: “Judd studied Pollock’s art in detail and 
became acquainted with Newman and his work while doing post-graduate study in art history 
at Columbia, in Meyer Shapiro’s famous seminar on Abstract Expressionism […].” Barbara 
Reise, ”Untitled 1969: a footnote on art and minimal-stylehood”, Studio International: journal 
of modern art, vol. 177, no. 910, April 1969, London, p. 167. In “Specific Objects” Judd also 
emphasises the tendency of Abstract Expressionism to see the rectangle canvas as part of the 
painting per se, i.e. as a new sensibility of the media as practiced. In surveys of post-war western 
art, the dominance attributed to Abstract Expressionism is unchallenged. The movement is 
treated as one of the greatest moments in twentieth century art.

59 The quote is from the video film Jackson Pollock, Jonathan Cooke (film ed.), Phaidon Press, 
London, 1987.

60 See, Harold Rosenberg, “The American action painters”, reprinted in idem, The Tradition 
of the new, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago & London (1959) 1982, pp. 23-39. 
On individualism versus movement, see Stewart Buettner, American Art Theory 1945-1970, 
UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1981, pp. 88-89. Buettner further states that even if the the 
Abstract Expressionist painters took “as a basic assumption the idea that the content of art was 
feeling” it became problematic to transfer “emotions” to “content” (p. 87). The result was that 
the act of painting was transcribed as the major subject.

61 Gablik, p. 245. Emphasis in original. 
62 For a comprehensive mapping of Minimalism’s philosophical grounds, see Tom Sandqvist Den 

meningslösa kuben: Den minimalistiska bildkonstens teoretiska förutsättningar och bakgrund, diss., 
Department of Art History, University of Lund, Lund, 1988; C.f. Colpitt. 

63 See, Barbara Rose, pp. 291.
64 Jan Mukarovsky, “Art as semiological fact”, in Norman Bryson (ed), Calligram: Essays in New 

Art History from France, Cambridge University Press, New York, 1988, p. 1. (This text was 
first presented in 1934 at the Eighth International Congress in Philosophy, Prague.) C.f. 
Rosenberg, who writes: “A painting that is an act is inseparable from the biography of the 
artist”. Rosenberg, p. 27.

65 Mukarovsky, p. 3. Emphasis in original. 
66 Craig Owens, ”From work to frame, or is there life after ’The death of the author’?”, in Lars 

Nittve & Margareta Helleberg (eds), Implosion: A Postmodern Perspective, Moderna Museet, 
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Stockholm, 1988, p. 207.
67 Roland Barthes, “The death of the author”, Image, Music, Text, Fontana Press, London, 1977, 

pp. 142-148.
68 Owens, p. 208. Emphasis in original. Owens discusses frames and framing using examples 

of artistic practices: Daniel Buren, Gerhard Richter, Marcel Broodthaers, and Michael Asher. 
However, both Barthes’ and Owens’ suggestions of relocating the locus/frame of semiosis 
favours a polyphonous reading as instead of the idea of unitary, universally fixed meanings. 

69 For a seminal discussion on the re-evaluations of gesture and emotional content among the 
American artists working in the wake of Abstract Expressionism, see Barbara Rose.  

70 Colpitt, p. 133. She notes, however, that Minimalism is referred to as a style after its principal 
period, i.e. 1963-68.

71 Ibid., p.1.
72 According to Potts, one can even discern a “phenomenological turn” as regards Minimal 

sculptural practices. He reads, partly, the reorientation towards the viewer and the display 
situation from Merleau-Ponty’s theories on the subject. However, Merleau-Ponty was not yet 
translated into English at the time. But, when Krauss wrote Passages in Modern Sculpture it 
was, and her interpretations of Minimal sculpture are indebted to Merleau-Ponty’s writings on 
phenomenology, viewing, and the viewing subject’s self-awareness. See Potts, esp. pp. 207-234. 
Focusing on the situation of experiencing art and the particular site of this event, logically 
shifts focus from meaning as inherent in the art object to meaning as derived ad hoc at site.  

73 Krauss, 1994 a, p. 279. C.f. Morris, 1974, esp. Part II, pp. 202-210. 
74 Judd, 1974, p. 126-128 He prefers to refer to the works he discusses as “the new three 

dimensional art”. Sol LeWitt preferred the term “structures” for his own works, whereas Morris 
preferred “unitary forms”. See, Morris, 1974, p. 198; C.f. Colpitt, on LeWitt, p. 111, on 
Morris, p. 110. 

75 Colpitt, see e.g. p. 5, and pp. 106-112. 
76 Ibid, p. 101. 
77 Whereas Judd, for one, sent his designs to be professionally fabricated by others, LeWitt’s wall 

drawings are made site-specifically, in situ, at every occasion of exhibiting. On LeWitt, wall 
drawings, ownership, and the discursive notion of public art, see Jon S Weber, “Sol LeWitt: 
The idea, the wall drawing, and the public space”, in Sol LeWitt: A Retrospective, Gary Garrels 
(ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Yale University Press, New Haven, 2000, pp. 
88-99. However, throughout art history there have been artists who have had the possibility of 
employing assistants  hence leaving some of the actual production to others. 

78 C.f. with Baker who writes: “Minimalism was […] the project of disclosing and exploiting the 
contingent, contextual aspects of making—and of instituting something—a work of art.” (p. 
20). It is thus possible to recognise underlying strategies that both exposed and made use of 
the contextual and conditional aspects that operate as defining parameters of “art”. C.f. Krauss, 
1994 a, p. 181, where she writes: “Most importantly, it [minimalism] was to change our 
notions of what a sculpture means”. 

79 Krauss, 1994 a, p. 148.
80 Allan Kaprow saw other possibilities immanent in the action of the action painters: that art 

had to move closer to life and commonplace experiences and situations. Allan Kaprow, “The 
legacy of Jackson Pollock”, Art News, New York, vol. 57, no. 6, Oct., 1958. C.f. Buettner, pp. 
103-126; Welchman.

81 Judd, 1974, pp. 127-128.
82 Morris, 1974, part II, esp. pp. 206. On Andre, see David Bourdon, “The Razed Sites of Carl 

Andre”, in Battcock, op cit, pp. 103-108. C.f. Barbara Reise, who writes that “Its [Minimal 
art’s] three-dimensionality seems unrelated to traditions of painting or sculpture […] it does 
not actively direct a viewer’s participation, or seem to move at all; it seems self-sufficient in 
simply being”. (p. 166.) On Andre’s work, see also Carl Andre, Sculptor 1996: Krefeld at home, 
Wolfsburg at large, Oktagon, Stuttgart, 1996.
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83 Potts, p. 178. Potts undertakes a profound analysis of Fried’s essay, stressing how the 
Greenbergian formalism from which Fried departs is counter-productive, as regards Fried’s 
intentions, when applied to Minimal objects. Minimalism’s hijacking of Greenbergian 
Modernist ideas and putting them in practice by solely presenting mere objects seems in Potts’s 
analysis as to be one of the issues most urgent to contest. See Potts, pp. 178 and forward.   

84 See e.g. Krauss, 1994 a, pp. 203-204, 242; or Foster, 1996. 
85 See e.g. the discussion between Fried, Krauss, and Benjamin Buchloh, in Hal Foster (ed,) 

Discussions in Comteporary Culture, No. 1, Dia Art Foundation, Bay Press, Seattle, 1987, 
pp. 55-87. Potts also regards Fried’s essay to most fully encaspsulate key factors in the 
understanding of Minimal objects: the literal object, the staging of it, and the importance 
of taking the viewer’s bodily encounter with it into serious account. On Fried’s essay and 
theatricality, see Potts, esp. pp. 178-199. 

86 See e.g. Meyer, pp. 192-196; Cf. Colpitt, p. 36, 69.
87 Reise, p. 169. Emphasis in original.
88 By now, Minimal artworks have been transformed into treasured museum items, well 

established and institutionalised, and therefore not as provocative and immediately innovative 
as they once were claimed to be. This transformation is sometimes to such a degree that the 
initial idea of how to experience them has been withdrawn: one is no longer always allowed 
to walk upon a Carl Andre-work. However, these restrictions vary. When Moderna Museet, 
Stockholm, displays its floor-piece by Andre visitors may walk on the sculptures. At the 
Whitney Museum exhibition The American Century: Art and Culture 1950 –2000, Robert 
Morris’ work L-beams (1965/69) was exhibited. Even though the units were placed with a well-
defined distance from each other, no walking in between them was allowed. The staged units 
were hence displayed as framed from the viewer’s perspective. Walking over Andre’s floor pieces 
was not allowed. The second part of the exhibition, addressing the period 1950-2000, was on 
view Sept. 26, 1999 – Feb. 13, 2000.

89 See, Colpitt, p. 36. 
90 Krauss, 1994 a. On Caro’s Early One Morning, 1962, p. 191, 196. Gombrich’s example of 

the image which simultaneously depicts a rabbit and a duck, but which is not possible to 
visually apprehend simultaneously is not far from the experience of contradictory information 
which occurs depending on the viewpoint of the Caro sculpture. See E. H. Gombrich, Art 
and Illusion: A study in the psychology of pictorial representation, Phaidon Press, Oxford, (1959) 
1983, p. 4.

91  See, Judd, 1974, on balance and relations as mimetic elements. C.f. Morris on his theories of 
the importance of a single gestalt. Morris, 1974, part I-II, pp. 192-210.

92 Susanne K Langer, Feeling and Form: A theory of art, Routledge & Kegan Paul Limited, 
London, 1953, p. 92. For an analysis of sculpture’s occupancy of space and “kinetic volume”, 
see esp. pp. 86-92.

93 On size and scale, see Colpitt, esp. pp. 73-79. C.f. Morris, 1974, part I-II, pp. 192-210.
94 Judd, 1974, p. 134.
95 Gablik, p. 246. 
96 Colpitt, p. 1. 
97 On Judd and single shape, see e.g. Potts, pp. 284-295; On Morris and the staging of an object, 

see ibid., pp. 236-244. On the impact of phenomenological theories, see ibid., pp. 207-234. 
C.f. Colpitt, esp. pp. 41-66. 

98 David Antin, “Art & Information, 1: Grey Paint, Robert Morris”, Artnews, New York, vol. 65, 
no. 2, April 1966, p. 23. The work Antin refers to is the four unit Untitled (Battered Cubes) of 
1965.

99 See e.g. Colpitt, p. 42, on Pollock’s Number One  of 1948.
100 Krauss, 1994 a, p. 250.
101 Ibid., pp. 250- 253.
102 Here from Colpitt, p. 15. 
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103 Ibid., p. 11.
104 Ibid.
105 Ibid., p. 12. My emphasis.
106 Krauss, 1994 a, p. 198. 
107 Here from Gablik, p. 249. Even though Andre has declared that his art is not about 

Duchampian transformations and play with institutional critique, I argue, that they belong 
firmly in the twentieth century tradition of questioning the borders of art and non-art. Andre’s 
primary concern was to present the world in a new way. C.f. Baker, pp. 41-53.   

108 Colpitt, pp. 7 and forward. Crudely speaking, in relation to works by e.g. Arp or Moore, the 
concept of ”truth to material” implies that the shape, i.e. the “sculpture”, is already inscribed 
and defined by the material. The job of the sculptor is thus to reveal the sculpture. 

109 Colpitt, p. 7. 
110 On the import of “the cube” in Minimalist practice, see Colpitt, pp. 97-99.
111 Morris, 1974, p. 198.
112 Ibid., p. 206. 
113 Minimalism has been treated by some critics as an extreme isolation of a more general 

Modernist discourse. See e.g. Krauss, 1994 a; idem, “Sculpture in the Expanded Field”, 1994 
b; Foster, 1996; Colpitt, esp. p. 3 and 134; Berger, 1997; Nilsson, esp. pp. 47-48, 72-75.

114 However, e.g. Robert C Morgan prefers to consider conceptual art as primarily those 
artistic practices related to the Informational age, rather than those explicitly stemming 
from “the avant-garde activity of the sixties in New York”. Robert C Morgan, Art 
into ideas: Essays on conceptual art, Cambridge University Press, New York, 1996, p. 
2. See also Lucy Lippard, Six Years: The dematerialization of the art object from 1966 
to 1972. University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles & London, 1973; C.f. 
idem, “Escape attempts”, in Ann Goldstein & Anne Rorimer (eds), Reconsidering the 
object of art 1965-1975, The Museum of Contemporary Art, Los Angeles, MIT Press, 
Cambridge Mass. & London, 1995, pp. 17- 38;. For a discussion of anti-form art, see 
also Williams, 2000. C.f. Yve-Alain Bois & Rosalind E Krauss, Formless: a user’s guide. 
New York, Zone Books, 1997. 

115 I think, for example, of Morris’ Untitled (254 Pieces of Felt) of 1967 and Untitled 
(Threadwaste) of 1968, and Serra’s Belts of 1966-67. For critical writings on the anti-form 
movement, see e.g. Williams, 2000, esp. pp. 18-38; The New Sculpture 1965-75: Between 
Geometry and Gesture, Whitney Museum of American Art, New York, 1990; Bois & Krauss, 
1997; Robert Morris, “Anti Form”, 1968 Artforum, New York, Vol. 6, no 8 April 1968, pp. 
33-35. For postminimal sculpture, see also Pincus-Witten, 1977. Irving Sandler, Art of the 
Postmodern Era: From the late 1960s to the early 1990s, HarperCollins Publishers, New York, 
1996. 

116 The work has been described as hovering “between several statespart exhibition, part 
sculptural project, part perfomancewithout coming to rest in any of them”, Kimberly 
Paice,”Catalogue”, Robert Morris: The Mind/Body Problem, The Solomon R. Guggenheim 
Museum, New York, 1994,  p. 234.

117 Paice, p. 224.  The work has been made on three different occasions; first in 1967 at the 
Western Washington University (now permanently installed there), in his 1969 retrospective 
at the Corcoran Gallery of art in Washington, and finally at his retrospective in 1994 at the 
Guggenheim.

118 Here from Krauss, 1994 a, p. 276. 
119 Haacke, by his preference for commercial issues, Buren, for his stripe posters challenging ideas 

of sites for art, and  Laderman Ukeles, for her ideological aspects. See further: Berger, 1997; 
Ratcliff. On conceptual art and critique of art institutions, see e.g. Benjamin H.D. Buchloh, 
“Conceptual art 1962-1969: From aesthetic of administration to the critique of institutions”, 
in Alexander Alberro & Blake Stimson, Conceptual Art: A Critical Anthology. MIT Press, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1999, pp. 514-537.
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120 Jon Thompson, “New times, new thoughts, new sculpture”, in Gravity & Grace: The changing 
condition of sculpture 1965-1975, Hayward Gallery, London, 1993, p. 23.  

121 Here quoted from Ratcliff, p. 90. (Originally: Cindy Nemser, “Stephen J. Kaltenbach”, Arts 
Magazine, Dec. 1969 – Jan. 1970, p. 56.)

122 Jean Louis Bourgeois. Here quoted from ibid. (Originally: Jean Louis Bourgeois, “Stephen 
Kaltenbach”, Artforum, Jan. 1970, p. 71.)

123 On the import of Abstract Expressionism in these regards, see e.g. Buettner, pp. 103-126. 
C.f. Kaprow. John Cage’s piece 4’33, of 1952, is but one example of how to incorporate the 
actual situation and environment within the musical composition. The assemblage paintings 
by Robert Rauschenberg, including ready-mades, is another example. Rauschenberg’s 
statement that he works in the gap between life and art is a quote often referred to. The Fluxus 
movement radically broke with genre boundaries in various ways. On performance art, see 
e.g. Mariellen R. Sandford (ed), Happenings and Other Acts, Routledge, London & New York, 
1995.

124 See, Berger, 1989. C.f. Colpitt, e.g. pp. 95-97.
125 Morris, 1974, p. 206. 
126 Ibid. 
127 Ibid. pp. 202-210. 
128 See Meyer, pp. 113-116.
129 Berger, 1989, esp. pp. 107-127. C.f. idem, 1997. C.f. Robins. See also Staniszewski, pp. 263-

287, where she undertakes a profound analysis of the changing view of the gallery/museum 
room explicitly due to the founding of the Artworkers Coalition and conceptual art of 
the late 1960s and the 1970s. The MoMA, in fulfilling “its role as a paradigm of modern 
art institutions […] became a target—and a stage—for the political agitations of artists as 
they voiced dissident against war, racism, and sexism, as well as other socially sanctioned 
conventions such as the political dimensions and institutional limits of the modern art 
museum.” (p. 263). Staniszewski also notes that for the MoMA exhibition Information in 
1970, “the galleries became a vast, white, seemingly neutral container for the artist-directed 
installations.” (p. 270). The show included several of the most well-known conceptual artists 
of that time: e.g. Andre, Haacke, Joseph Kosuth, Adrian Piper, Hanne Darboven, Art & 
Language, Vito Acconci, Heizer, and Robert Smithson. 

130 On conceptual art departing from the ”double logic inscribed in minimalism – at once a final 
configuration of the modernism it displaced and a radical opening up of new problems and 
possibilities of representation”, see Welchman. Quote, ibid., p. 207.

131 See, Kwon, esp. pp. 1-9, 11-55. C.f. Colpitt on site-specific art and environment, p. 86 and 
forward. C.f. Douglas Crimp, On the Museum’s Ruins, MIT Press, Massachusetts (1993) 
1995, esp. p. 154; C.f. Kaye, who is interested in the location of meaning production and 
the problematised relationship between site and artwork, of which Minimal art was but one 
artistic strategy of exploration. 

132 Colpitt, pp. 79-88. Anne Rorimer, however, writes that: “LeWitt was one of the first to define 
the surrounding reality of a given architectural enclosure as an integral part of the work. […] 
LeWitt’s works involve the fusion of verbally designanted linear systems with their appointed 
spatial environment”. Rorimer’s discussion evolves mainly around LeWitt’s wall drawings. 
Anne Rorimer, “Approaches to seriality: Sol LeWitt and his contemporaries”, in Sol LeWitt: A 
Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Yale University Press, 
New Haven, 2000, p. 69.

133 See the reproductions in any of the books on Minimalism that I have consulted: Colpitt; 
Krauss 1994 a; Baker; Meyer, 2001; Robert Morris Mind/Body Problem, 1994, op cit; Berger, 
1989. I have never encountered a Minimal object in a setting different from the one outlined 
here. Staniszewski embarks on her discussions from exhibition photographs where no audience 
is captured. This is also the visual frame by which Minimal art is inscribed in art historical 
discourse. 
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134 Crimp, 1995, pp. 154-186. Instead, he argues that Richard Serra has been much more 
successful in critically interrogating art institutions as sites of economic and political interests. 
Crimp’s discussion evolves around two works by Serra: 1968 piece Splashing, which according 
to Crimp defies every economic desire since it was ephemeral and therefore unsaleable, and 
Tilted Arc of 1981 (now destroyed). Meyer is of another opinion; he understands the works by 
Judd, Andre, and Morris as contesting consumer culture/values in their works respectively. See, 
Meyer, pp. 184-188.

135 Ibid., p. 182. When Crimp discusses the notion of site-specific artworks, the example of 
Splashing is, in my view, somewhat misleading. In 1969 Serra made another work produced 
in the same way as the former: Casting. This work is a mobile one, consisting of several lead-
splashed units. The angle between floor and wall was used as the mould. When the lead had 
congealed the Casting-units were removed, and in a display situation, they are placed on the 
floor unconnected to the wall.

136 Berger’s critique has its origin in the art history writings where Morris’ work is restricted to 
the realm of Minimalism and which Berger finds too limited to accurately account for Morris’ 
intentions and interests. See, Berger, 1989. On Morris and conceptual art, see e.g the interview 
with Morris in Alexander Alberro & Patricia Norvell (eds), Recording conceptual art: early 
interviews with Barry, Huebler, Kaltenbach, LeWitt, Morris, Oppenheim, Siegelaub, Smithson, 
and Weiner.  University of California Press, Berkeley, 2001, pp. 56-69. On Andre’s view on art 
and commercial values, see e.g. Jeanne Siegel, “Carl Andre: Artworker”,  Artwords: discourse 
on the 60s and 70s, UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1985, pp. 129-139. According to Berger, 
other artists have noticed this critique: e.g. Haacke’s work Shapolsky et al. Manhattan Real 
Estate Holdings, a real-time Social System, as of May 1, 1971 (1971), which deals explicitly with 
economic and therefore political issues. It is an investigation of art patronages in New York and 
how these persons simultaneously own buildings in poor and neglected neighbourhoods. See, 
Berger, 1997. In a later work, Gallery Goers Residence Profile, of 1972, Haacke undertook an 
investigation of the social and economic background of gallery visitors. Unsurprisingly, most of 
them came from privileged backgrounds. See Robins, pp. 33-35. On art as commodity, see also 
Foster, 1996, esp. pp. 99-124. 

137 Berger, 1997, p. 7. 
138 Krauss, “Sculpture in the expanded field”, 1994 b, p. 279. For a discussion that reconsiders 

Krauss seminal essay, see Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, “Sculpture: Publicity and the Poverty of 
Experience”, in Sabine Breitweiser (ed), White Cube/ Black Box, EA-Generali Foundation, 
Vienna, 1996, pp. 163-173.

139 Krauss, “Sculpture in the expanded field”, 1994 b, p. 287. Her term marked sites includes 
actual physical manipulations (interventions) of sites, and other temporary marks as well 
as photographs. The fourth term she uses is (aside from sculpture) site-construction. For a 
discussion of sculptures’ place in a contemporary art world, see Mitchell, 2001. 

140 Michael Fried, “Art and Objecthood”, in Battcock, 1995, pp. 116-147. Fried’s essay was 
originally published in Artforum, New York, June, 1967. In his analysis of Fried’s essay, 
Potts writes on the status of art: “It [any artwork] only becomes art [...] if something about 
it prompts the viewer to move beyond mere recognition of it as physical thing and look for 
something in it that is not literally there.” Potts, p. 186. For further critique of Fried’s essay, see 
e.g. Hal Foster (ed), “1967/1987: Geneologies of art theory”, in Discussions on contemporary 
culture, Dia Foundation of art, No. 1, Seattle, 1987, pp. 55-87; idem, 1996, esp. pp. 40-
56; Joanna Drucker, Theorizing Modernism: Visual art ant the critical tradition, Columbia 
University Press, New York, 1994, pp. 90-93; Rosalind E. Krauss, “Using language to do 
business as usual”, in Bryson, Holly & Moxey (eds), 1991, op cit, pp. 79-94.

141 Potts, p. 178. 
142 Fried’s critique, to say the least, arose from a very limited geographical point of view. According 

to Potts: “it is important to bear in mind the local art politics that played a role in shaping his 
[Fried’s] arguments.” Potts, p. 179. C.f. Nilsson, pp. 72-75. 



242 243

143 See, Fried, p. 116. Fried does not say “theoretical standpoint”, he speaks of a “position”, but 
the former is more to the point.

144 Ibid., p. 120. Emphasis in original.
145 Ibid., p. 123. Concerning the non-art look, which may have presence, Fried argues from the 

position that whatever presence we talk about it has to originate from quality — otherwise an 
artwork is not more than “nominally” art (painting). (p. 123.) Objecthood-presence is thus not 
qualitative enough. The support of a painting, i.e. the canvas, may have presence in its own 
right, but this is not a presence that comes from art — it is only the physical necessity of any 
painting or picture. Size, in this Friedian context, is foremost a physical entity and necessity 
— not a sculptural quality. On the issue of quality and the authoritarian interpretative 
perspective comprising such a notion, see Amelia Jones “Art History/Art Criticism: performing  
meaning”, in Jones & Stephenson (eds), op cit, pp. 39-55. Jones’ critique of Fried’s essay argues 
that Fried’s interpretations perform meanings that are veiled by “objectivity” ideals of what art 
is and what art is not.

146 Fried, p. 125. 
147 Ibid. Emphasis in original.
148 Ibid., p. 127. 
149 Ibid., p. 128. Emphasis in original.
150 Ibid. See particularly section V, pp. 129-135. Fried’s argument that anthropomorphic qualities 

work against Minimal art (as art), is foremost that it hides behind its objecthood. 
151 Ibid, pp. 134-135. Furthermore, “theatre” is a direct threat to “art” and Fried argues that 

theatre, in its proper sense, does exist for an audience, which the other artforms do not. 
(See Part VII, pp. 139-146). But what would (pictorial) art be if there were no audience to 
experience? A completely unnecessary category of items, I would suggest as an answer. That 
which is between artforms is theatre, according to Fried (p. 142). And as Judd himself had 
stated that the “specific objects” of which he was writing were between painting and sculpture, 
this may have been the instance where Fried found his critical point of departure.

152 Ibid., p. 140. Emphasis in original.
153 See e.g. Arthur C Danto, The Transfiguration of the Commonplace, Harvard University Press, 

Cambridge Mass. & London, 1981.
154 C.f. Stephen C Levinson, “Space and Place”, in Antony Gormley: Some of the Facts, 2001, op 

cit, pp. 68-109. Levinson writes that: “things we naively take to be universal (like sleeping, 
walking or the pursuit of sexual gratification) often turn out to be culturally variable in 
form […].” (p. 71) He continues: “But the anthropological perspective is not shrinking the 
efficacy of communication, by making problematic the bounds of a code. It is rather about 
appreciating the cultural roots of the code.” (p. 73)

155 And this is the instance where Fried unveils his own incapacity to regard interpretation as an 
action taking place somewhere at sometime, according to Amelia Jones. 

156 Jones & Stephenson, p. 1. Emphasis in original.
157 Jones on Tony Smiths’ work Die, p. 49. 
158 Berger, 1997, p. 15. On the notion of performativity, see also Andrew Parker & Eve Kosofsky 

Sedgewick (ed), Performativity and Performance, Routledge, London & New York, 1995. C.f. 
Marvin Carlson, Performance: A critical introduction, Routledge, London & New York, 1996.

159 Jones & Stephenson, p. 7. Emphasis in original. 
160 Ibid., p. 1.
161 Any sculpture in the round could of course be said to imply certain choreographical aspects. 

A Renaissance figurative bronze sculpture would, however, work out these implications in 
different ways than a Minimalist object. 

162 In 1990 Whiteread also made a work entitled Cell, which is a plaster cast of a fireplace 
— much like the one in Ghost. Cell, made before Ghost, leads up to the latter. Viewing Cell and 
locating one’s own position leads, similarly, to an impossible place to inhabit — “behind” the 
fireplace. On Cell and Ghost, see e.g., David Bachelor, “A strange familiarity”, Rachel Whiteread: 
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Plaster Sculptures, Luhring Augustine Gallery, Karsten Schubert, New York, 1993, p. 6. 
163 The building used was an abandoned house on 486 Archway Road, North London.
164 Neville Wakefield, “Rachel Whiteread: Separation anxiety and the art of release”, Parkett, 

Zürich, no. 4, 1994, p. 79. On Ghost, see also Trevor Fairbrother, “Whiteread’s Ghost”, in 
Parkett, op cit, pp. 90-93; Friedrich Meschede, “The Substantiality of the Drawing”, Rachel 
Whiteread: Gouachen, DAAD Galerie, Berlin, 1993, pp. 7-21. 

165 The plaster blocks are only five inches thick, so Whiteread did not have to damage the walls 
of the room when she removed the sections. The actual casting process did not cause the 
destruction of the room, as the building was to be demolished. “But this is probably a minor 
point since the whole building was derelict, corpse-line, and slated to disappear in the process 
of urban change”, writes Fairbrother. Fairbrother, p. 90. 

166 Quote from Wakefield, p. 79.
167 Doreen Massey discusses a similar proposition regarding House: What differences of meaning 

would have occurred if Whiteread had instead entitled this piece “Home”? Doreen Massey, 
“Space-time and the politics of location”, in Rachel Whiteread: House, James Lingwood (ed), 
Phaidon Press, London 1995, pp. 34-49.

168 The experience of Ghost has been described in terms of “the uncanny”, referring to Freud’s 
notion. See e.g., Margaret Iversen, “In the blind spot: Hopper and the Uncanny”, Art History, 
No. 3 September 1998, London, pp. 409-429; C.f. Fairbrother.  

169 Ghost, read as an indexial sign pointing to at a Victorian living-room, could work as an 
impetus for interpretations departing from questions of a more social historical kind: what 
kind of housing the room was located in, in what kind of housing area Ghost’s mould was to 
be found, housing policy, et cetera. Fairbrother even compares Ghost to ancient temples, period 
rooms at museums, and to “the architectural plaster casts that were educational mainstays in 
nineteenth-century museums”. Fairbrother, p. 92. 

170 Whether one reads the photograph and the mould in terms of documentation or as parts of 
the artwork, there are still two separate sites referred to: the situation and site where the viewer 
is confronted by the artwork/documentation, and the site which is cast/photographed. 

171 For this particular discussion on how Gormley’s work can be related to issues put forth in 
Minimal sculpture and how the latter upsets the white cube locality, there are other works 
by Gormley that might seem more obviously related. For example his Room II, from 1987, 
which is a concrete sculpture made up by vertically stacked cubes. There are holes in the 
surfaces to indicate the position of ears, mouth, anus, and penis. Room II is thus made as a 
case — or a very limited architectural space — for one person to inhabit. The look of the 
sculpture would thus immediately connect to a Minimal point of view, but I am dealing with 
performativity imperatively inscribed in sculptural works here. I also wish to point out that 
“applied minimalism” may very well be found in figurative works as well. In 1996, Gormley 
made Allotment II, which consists of 300 units, where each unit has the overall shape of a large 
concrete block with a smaller cubic shape on its top. By answering Gormley’s advertisement 
in local media, 300 persons participated in the work by having their measures taken, children 
as well as adults. The installation of Allotment II is a large field of similar shapes differing in 
size. It evokes a Minimal idiom while at the same time upsets seriality as a result of the variety 
of sizes of the individual units. On Gormley’s Drawn (2000) and its deictic employment of 
gallery space, see Maria Hirvi, “Art in the domain of apperances”, nu: Nordic art Review, vol. 
III, no. 1, Stockholm, 2001, pp. 82-85. On Gormley and space, see also Levinson. 

172 Levinson, p. 109. Levinson’s essay evolves around the idea that “our thinking is fundamentally 
spatial” (p. 69) and he departs from an anthropological perspective on cognitive space. 

173 Acording to the reproductions in Antony Gormley, 1994 op cit. 
174 The “original” L-beams were made in 1965 as was the two-unit Untitled (Two L-beams). See, 

Paice, pp. 92-93. 
175 For a different interpretation of this piece, see e.g. Richard Cork, “Ways to figure it all out”, 

The Times, Jan. 11, 1994, London, p. 29. Cork associates the work to “the aftermath of a 
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bomb attack”.
176 That is, interpreting it from the present context, not as an exhaustive meaning rendered it. C.f. 

Potts on the part Merleau-Ponty’s theories have played for understanding sculpture differently 
than from a formalist perspective. Potts, pp. 224-234.

177 Mieke Bal, “Seeing signs: The use of semiotics for the understanding of visual art”, in 
Cheetham, Holly, and Moxey (eds), 1998, op cit, p.74. The object to which the interpretant 
points may differ based on the individuals engaging in this process. Ibid, p. 75.

178 Paice, p. 174. 
179 Reise, p. 166. Emphasis in orignial. 
180 On this issue, see Georges Didi-Huberman, Ce que nous voyons, se qui nous regarde, Les 

Éditions de Minuit, Paris, 1992, esp. pp. 27-36. Didi-Huberman discusses minimal sculpture 
as a tautology, that is, its “meaning” (as a description of its) physical structure is a tautology 
of the latter. Didi-Huberman’s account of Minimalism sculpture (Tony Smith’s Die of 
1962) is related to Walter Benjamin’s notion of the loss of aura and Michael Fried’s concept 
of theatricality as a deviation from the formal modernist concept of art. In an interview 
conducted by Bruce Glaser, Frank Stella claimed that looking at his paintings was simply about 
“What you see is what you see”. Bruce Glaser, “Questions to Stella and Judd”, Art News, New 
York, vol. 65, no. 5, September 1966, p. 59.

181 The installation was titled after its site of display: Williams College Museum of Art, 
Williamstown. See Paice, pp. 268-269. For a discussion on Morris’ mirror works and their 
relation to the site of display, see also Kaye, esp. pp. 26-33.

182 Paice, p. 268.

3. Possible space — Works by Rachel Whiteread

1 Whereas Judd’s notion specific object defines the artwork in terms of its physical qualities, 
Fried’s objecthood stems from the relation staged between artwork and viewer. 

2 See e.g., Berger, 1997; Foster, 1996; Ratcliff.
3 E.g., there have been connections made between the situation of homeless people and 

Whiteread’s use of found mattresses. I find it hard, however, to conceive of Whiteread’s 
cast mattresses as a kind of social critique. For Whiteread’s own comments on this issue, 
see the interview by Andrea Rose, esp. p. 29. Apropos Ghost, Fairbrother indicates a social 
consciousness implied in Whiteread’s work, references to poor people and to the “social 
deprivation initiated in the 1980s by the Thatcher government”. Fairbrother, pp. 91-92.

4 C.f. Culler, 1982, p. 111. 
5 Fer argues that this “procedure brings together the idea of the cast, which is self-reflexively 

sculptural, and the ready-made — as the ready-made mould had been explored from 
Duchamp to [Jasper] Johns.” Brinoy Fer, On Abstract Art, Yale University Press, New Haven & 
London, 1997, p. 165. Of course, these items cast can be discussed from preferences of choice, 
both from the perspective of the artist, and from the perspective of what values and ideologies 
a household object might refer to.

6 In most texts on Whiteread’s work the relationship to Minimal sculptures is recognised. See 
e.g., Zelvansky; Blazwick, 1992, p. 9; Grunenberg, p. 17; Andrea Rose, p. 35; Elliott, p. 12. 

7 David Bachelor, “A strange familiarity”, Rachel Whiteread: Plaster Sculptures, Luhring Augustine 
Gallery, Karsten Schubert Ltd, New York & London, 1993, p. 5.  

8 C.f. Michael Ann Holly, Past Looking: Historical Imagination and the Rhetoric of the Image, 
Cornell University Press, Ithaca & London, 1996, esp. pp. 1-28, and 170-208.

9 A similar work is Untitled (wardrobe) of 1994. Cast in plaster and with stripes of glass, it is left 
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uncovered and has an even more Minimalist look about it. 
10 Culler, 1982, p. 104. C.f. Cooke, 1992. She writes: “Yet since they [Whiteread’s works] invite 

attention to whatever minute traces of their now absent host remain, identity is restored to 
them: otherwise they would be merely surrogates, replicants.” (p. 38.)

11 On the index and the application of it in interpretations of art, see e.g., Rosalind Krauss, 
“Notes on the Index Part 1” and “Notes on the Index Part 2”, in idem, 1994 b, pp. 196-209, 
and pp. 210-219, respectively. On Whiteread and index, see also Krauss, 1996.

12 The connection between childhood and memories of particular places has often recurred in 
the writings of Whiteread’s sculptures. See e.g. Grunenberg; Andrea Rose; Blazwick, 1992. The 
inversion of pheneomena at play in Whiteread’s work is reminiscent of one of the shorter essays 
in Walter Benjamin’s  Barndom i Berlin kring 1900, (Berliner Kindheit um neunzehnhunderrt).  
He writes on the fascination of encountering a sock; turning it repeatedly inside out, outside 
in, teaching himself that “shape and content, envelope and enveloped, are the same thing. 
It encouraged me to pull the truth out of poetry as carefully as the child’s hand had pulled 
the sock out of the ‘bag’ [the sock itself ].” My translation. Walter Benjamin, “Strumpan”, 
Barndom i Berlin kring 1900, p. 70. Brutus Östlings Bokförlag Symposion, Stockholm, 1994. 
Translated to  Swedish by Ulf Peter Hallberg. 

13 C. S. Lewis, The lion, the witch and the wardrobe, Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1959. The 
connection to Lewis’s books has also been made by Grunenberg, p. 14. 

14 The uncertainty of how to understand one’s own location in relation to Whiteread’s sculpture, 
as it is explored here, can be compared to Siliva Eiblmayr’s discussion of the importance of the 
sculpture (and semiosis) as a “site”. She also makes an interesting remark on Michael Fried’s 
unease about the dissolution of spheres between art object and viewer, which theatricality 
is guility of. According to Eiblmayr, Fried’s “use of words reflects an unease informing the 
status of the […] subject that is experienced as something problematic in this situation” 
of encountering the art object. Eiblmayr compares this with Freud’s image of a site where 
”the I is not master of his own house”. (p. 89.) Silvia Eiblmayr, “The Site of Sculpture: The 
Transformation of the Notion of Sculpture in Terms of the Performative”, pp. 87-96, in 
Breitweiser (ed), op cit. On Whiteread’s work, Freud, and the uncanny see, Iversen, 1998.

15 Kaye, p. 91. However, Smithson’s work stems from a more critical interrogation of the 
localities for displaying art, than does Whiteread’s work. On Smithson’s non-site works, see 
further, ibid., pp. 91-105.

16 Ibid., p. 91. Emphasis in original. 
17 C.f. Culler’s discussion on deconstruction and the Derridean notions of “supplement” and 

“difference”. Culler, 1982, esp. pp. 85-110.
18 In a more rigid employment of deconstructionist theories, the notion of “causation” should be 

problematised as well. Culler, 1982, esp. pp. 86-89.
19 C.f. Blazwick, 1992, p. 13.
20 Danto, 1996; C.f. idem, 1981, passim.  
21 C.f. ibid. 
22 Whiteread in Andrea Rose, pp. 33-34. 
23 C.f Fer’s discussion on the abstract in abstract art.
24 See, Culler, 1982, esp. pp. 107-109. 
25 I.e. leaning on the Derridean notion of sous rature (under erasure), as it is described by Culler, 

1982, passim. However, my employment of the term is very pragmatic, used in relation to the 
sculptural practice of Whiteread’s. A comparative strategy of artistic practice in deconstructive 
terms is Robert Rauschenberg’s work Erased de Kooning drawing of 1953. This piece was in fact 
made by Rauschenberg actually erasing a drawing that he had been given by de Kooning.

26 The work may also be displayed as a smaller installation, e.g., as Untitled (twenty-five places). 
Thereby, the title, too, works site-specifically.

27 On the occasion that I saw the work, displayed at Sensation, Royal Academy, London, 1997, 
visitors were not allowed to walk between the units. 
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28 Whiteread talks on this work in Houser, pp. 55-56.
29 Krauss, 1996, p. 76. 
30 Ibid., p. 75. Emphasis in original. Both Fer and Krauss refer to works by Bruce Nauman’s 

casts and corridor pieces in their discussions of Whiteread’s sculptures. See, Fer, and Krauss, 
1996. For a rather different approach to Whiteread’s work and its relation to Nauman’s, see 
Lisa Tickner, “Mediating Generation: the mother-daughter plot”, Art History, vol. 25, no. 1, 
February 2002, London, pp. 23-46. Tickner discusses Whiteread’s work in terms of gender, 
and parental influence. 

31 David Bachelor describes her plaster casts in these words. Bachelor, p. 5. 
32 Huyssen, 1998. 
33 Bachelor, p. 5.
34 Some of her cast mattresses are leaning against the wall, or are standing upright on the floor, 

e.g. Untitled (Freestanding Bed) of 1991. Consequently, I do not consider them to be floor 
sculptures, since they do not work horizontally.

35 Fer, p. 163. 
36 See e.g. Painting  the Expanded Field, Magasin 3 Stockholm Konsthall, Stockholm, 1996; and 

Sven-Olov Wallenstein’s essay “Painting - the Expanded Field”, in ibid., pp. 35-57.
37 Untitled (Cast iron floor) of 2001, exhibited at Whiteread’s 2001 exhibition at the Serpentine 

Gallery, London, is the exception. 
38 Whiteread in Blazwick, 1992, p. 10. Whiteread speaks herself of placing as one aspect learnt by 

Minimalists like Carl Andre, ibid., pp. 9-10.
39 For Whiteread on this work, see ibid., p. 9. C.f. Corrin, where the discussion evolves around 

references to Andre’s floor-pieces. See esp., pp. 20-22.
40 Fer, p. 163.
41 Blazwick, 1992, p. 9.
42 See, the exhibition catalogue Documenta IX, Cantz, Kassel & Stuttgart, 1992. 
43 Whiteread in Andrea Rose, p. 32. 
44 Since several of these works have exactly the same title, in the following I will refer to them by 

way of the material used: as Untitled (floor) [plaster] and Untitled (floor) [resin] respectively.
45 Fer, p. 163.
46 Ibid.
47 Ibid.
48 See e.g. Krauss, 1994 a, pp. 271-275. On Andre’s Equivalent VIII series, the reception of this 

work, and other horizontally oriented sculptures, see further Meyer, pp. 189-199.
49 Ibid., p. 271.
50 Fer, p. 165.
51 Ibid.
52 Ibid., p. 162.
53 Ibid., pp. 162-163. C.f. Iversen, 1998.
54 Whiteread in Blazwick, 1992, p. 11. 
55 Fairbrother, p. 90.
56 C.f. ibid.
57 On dematerialisation, see, Lippard, 1973. C.f. Williams, who discusses this notion in 

particular, pp. 81-100. 
58 Fer, p. 165.
59 C.f. Sonesson, 1992, on index sign, pp. 171-187.
60 Fer, pp. 5-6. Fer critically discusses a “shift in the prevailing narratives of the history of abstract 

art”. (p. 153). According to her, there is a difference between European and American views 
on the notion of the abstract. While the former (which is also early twentieth century art) 
is characterised by ideas of the pure, the ideal, et cetera, the latter is focused on the media 
boundaries of painting, especially, its qualities regarding surface, colour et cetera (particularly 
as contested by Greenberg/Fried). This duality is an aspect present in all abstract art that Fer 
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discusses, but the stress is laid on the dichotomies of ideal or matter, presence or absence, the 
visible or the invisible. She argues that the duality of the abstract is further explored in the 
paintings of Richter and the sculptures by Whiteread.   

61 Ibid., p. 5
62 Ibid., p. 162.
63 Colpitt, p. 71. The notion of presence is discussed in depth by Colpitt, see esp. pp. 67-73.
64 See ibid, esp. pp 69-70.

4. Shaping the absent body — 
Works by Antony Gormley
1 Causey, pp. 251, 253. 
2 The most evident exceptions are e.g. the works by artists such as Duane Hanson and George 

Segal. But their concept of figuration stems from quite different interests than Gormley’s. For 
example, Segal’s works are installations inhabited by figures appearing to perform ordinary 
gestures and actions: he works with daily life interiors and contexts. In a sense, that is also what 
Hanson may be said to illustrating with his life-size hyper naturalist sculptures of ordinary 
people. It should be pointed out, though, that this outspoken disinterest in the human figure 
in post war-art concerns art shown within the international critic-attended art-scene. 

3 Berger,1997. 
4 O’Toole.
5 C.f. Rosenberg. In writing on abstract art of the early twentieth century, the notion of the 

abstract is often closely related to notions of spirituality and universality — sometimes even 
including a semi-religious character. See, e.g., the writings of Wassily Kandinsky, Concerning 
the Spirtual in Art, Wittenborn, New York, 1947; Kasimir Malevich, Essays on Art 1915-
33, ed. T Andersen, Copenhagen & London, 1971. Purity in art is art purified of worldly 
matters, including the depiction of the human body. For a discussion of the purifying 
process in abstract art, see also Mark A Cheetham, The Rhetoric of Purity: Essentialist Theory 
and the Advent of Abstract Painting, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1991. 
Cheetham links the notion of purity to the rise of and fully developed early abstract painting 
as performed by Gauguin, Sérusier, Mondrian, and Kandinsky. See also Fer.

6 On aspects of emotional and/or representational content, see e.g. Colpitt, esp. pp. 101-132. 
As pointed out in chapter 2, it is possible to see one aspect common to the branch of Abstract 
Expressionism represented by Pollock and Minimal sculpture: the notion of action. In the 
latter case, though, I have argued that action is located within the beholder, and this claim 
concerns Gormley’s work as well.

7 When Minimalist sculpture first entered the art scene, some critics had problems with the 
assumed representational content. Looking for a connection to things in the real world implies 
that a non-representative artwork could mean just about anything. See, Colpitt, pp. 101-132. 
C.f. Barry, who argues against these attempts to (exclusively) ascribe representational meaning 
to artworks. Barry, pp. 112-113.

8 See e.g. Judd, 1974, pp. 41-47.
9  Clement Greenberg, “The new sculpture”, Art and Culture: Critical Essays, Boston (1961) 1984, 

p. 143.
10 Ibid., pp. 139, and 145.
11 Rodin’s problems regarding figurative content were to a large extent connected to the long 

tradition of representing man as an ideal and universally recognised agent. 
12 For Rodin’s handling of clay as a new feature in sculpture, see William Tucker, The language of 

sculpture, Thames & Hudson Ltd, London 1974, pp. 15-40.
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13 For example, numerous sculptures by Degas, Bourdelle, and Matisse reveal the sculpting 
process in the final casts. 

14 In an art historical context, there are at least two different ways of employing the term abstract 
as regards artworks. Firstly, there is abstract art that is gradually abstracted from forms found 
in the real world (Impressionism, Cubism, et cetera). The second is that of thinking of “the 
abstract” as a concept unconnected to any ideas of traditional representation, or successive and 
visual dematerialisation of commonplace objects. C.f. e.g. Fer’s discussion on the subject. 

15 The used bread was leftover bread of the brand Mother’s Pride that had been returned unsold to 
the factory. See Biggs, p. 17. The same year, Gormley also made the work Bread Line (1981). It 
consists of a 15 meter long line of small parts of bread. In 1982 he made another bread piece, 
Mother’s Pride, in which a falling figure has been eaten out from a square of waxed bread. This 
work is closer to the medium of painting, since it is made to hang on a wall. 

16 McEvilley, pp. 212-213. 
17 See e.g. Dan Cameron, “Habeas Corpus”, in Janine Antoni – Slip of the tongue, Irish Museum 

of Modern Art, Dublin, 1995, pp. 41-48. For a critique of Antoni’s way of handling the 
Minimalist heritage, see “Round-Table: The reception of the Sixities”, October, no. 69, 
New York, 1994, pp. 3-21. The participants were Rosalind Krauss, Dennis Hollier, Annette 
Michelson, Hal Foster, Silvia Kolbowski, Martha Buskirk, and Benjamin Buchloh. 

18 This wish of his not to see it as a male body, but as simply a body represented (in figure or by 
absence) may work when it is represented by way of absence, but in the so-called body cases 
it is naive to think that one could (or even should) overlook the fact that it represents a male 
body. By using his own body, Lewis Biggs considers the biographical approach to Gormley’s 
works justified. But then, Biggs’ essay is a biographical introduction. To a certain extent, the 
personal history of an artist may always be relevant in terms of more profound understanding 
and interpretation. However, as regards the works in focus here, neither the outlook nor 
the different meanings able to be grasped when directly confronted by the objects bear any 
evident traces of Gormley’s body as male. There are never any visible aspects of portraiture 
at play in these works. The body case-works, on the other hand, display the sex directly and 
thus manifest a gender issue. In the interview with Gombrich, Gormley, who believes that 
“any piece of work of art in the late twentieth century has to speak to the whole world”, is 
asked about the relationship between using his masculine body as a mould, and about the 
idea of universally recognisable experiences. Gormley responds that even though his works 
obviously are of a certain sex, he is not interested in the male gaze, and that the question of 
gender in his work “is a modified maleness”. He also says that part “of the reason that so much 
of the work tries to lay the verticality of the body down, or re-present it by putting it on the 
wall, is that I am aware that even when a body case is directly on the floor, because I am tall 
there is this sense of dominance, of a male confrontality.” Gombrich, 1995, p. 23. On gender 
and biological sex as regards Gormley’s body-cases, c.f. Mitchell, 2001; Blazwick, 2001. On 
Minimalism and gender, see e.g. Meyer, pp. 222-228; Iversen, 1992.

19 McEvilley, p 213.
20 Each sculpture in Andre’s Equivalent series involved 120 bricks arranged in different 

rectangular configurations based on the various mathematical possibilities. Every piece 
occupied the same amount of space in cubic inches. After the series was first exhibited in New 
York in March 1966, Andre had not sold any of them, and returned most of the bricks to the 
brickyard. Equivalent VIII, owned by Tate Modern, London, was re-made with brick stones 
since Andre was unable to buy back the original sand-lime bricks. See Spalding, p. 182.

21 The making process of constructing buildings with bricks and constructing art might in this 
particular case also be defined as an indexical relation. In both contexts, i.e. the art context and 
that of the “real world”, the handling of the materials are the same hence like each other. 

22 Bann, 1995, pp. 65-66. 
23 Sonesson, 1992, p. 222. My translation.
24 On images and a visual rhetoric, see ibid., pp. 220-228. However, he argues for caution in 
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employing the notion of metonymy in relation to images. It is developed for a rhetoric of 
language, and in relation to images, it is most arbitrary. Ibid., p. 221. 

25 Krauss, 1994 a, pp. 262 and 266, respectively.
26 Ibid., p. 267.
27 Barry, note 1, p. 139.
28 Barry, pp. 103-118. Barry is particularly keen to posit his study against ideas of art speaking 

“of disenfranchisement, of race, gender, and class: of politics.” And in this search for political 
content Barry argues that meanings often are missed, even in those artworks where form is 
stressed. (pp. xiii - xiv.) This does not mean that he discards possible political content, but that 
it should still be performed alongside ostended meanings. ( p. 6).

29 Ibid., p. xii, and pp. 1-11.
30 Ibid., p. 5. That is, as different from ostended meaning.    
31 Sonesson uses the term plastic to differentiate locations of meaning from the iconic (or 

indexical) layers of a sign. Sonesson, 1992, pp. 163-171. Cf. idem, Pictorial concepts: Inquiries 
into the semiotic heritage and its relevance for the analysis of the visual world, Lund University 
Press, Lund, 1989, esp. pp. 150-152. See also Sjölin’s discussion on acknowledging the artwork 
in itself in interpretative aspects, esp. pp. 121-127, and 84-91.

32 Barry argues that the “found and constructed signifier […] presents itself as a tool for making 
meaning.” (p. 109). But what else would there be to make meaning from if not a signifier? 
Analysing Noland’s painting, he claims that the painting ostends rectangularity (by way of 
the canvas shape) and triangularity (by way of the painted chevrons). Earlier in the text, he 
emphasises that culture determines what can be expressed, and acknowledged as expressed, at 
a certain time. He furthermore speaks of meaning as intertextually limited and/or emphasised. 
(p. 20 and 107).  According to Barry, ostended meaning holds no disagreement with ascribing 
aesthetic values to a work of art ( p. xv). He also remarks that ostended meaning may have little 
communicative value. But this seems contradictory, since the very emphasis on the possibility 
of ostended meaning occuring to us must imply that it is successfully communicated. As a 
consequence of his own arguments, it should follow that triangularity as ostended meaning can 
only be recognised within a context where painters (and critics) focus on qualities of this kind. 
It is precisely by way of contextual, and cultural, framings that it is possible for me to speak of 
certain materials and shapes as plastic dimensions of the signifier. 

33 Ibid., p. 2. 
34 Ibid., p. 2. Still, he holds that ostended meaning is not referential, since meaning by reference 

is meaning signified. 
35 Ibid., p. 3. Emphasis in original. This paradoxical statement of Barry’s reveals the uncertainties 

involved in separating the signifier from the signified.  
36 Norman Bryson, Vision and Painting: The Logic of the Gaze, Yale University Press, New Haven 

(1983) 1995. See, pp. 13-35. However, Bryson also claims that an “image that will correspond 
perfectly to optical truth” is impossible, since perception and art are related to a system of 
signs. (p. 21).  C.f. Mitchell, 2001, esp. pp. 174-177.

37 See e.g. the following interviews: Gombrich, 1995; McGonagle; Blazwick, 2001.
38  In the interview done by Gombrich, they talk about these issues. Gombrich, 1995. When 

Gombrich asks him if he wants the viewer to feel what he himself feels, Gormley replies: 
“I also want you to feel what you feel. I want the works to be reflexive. So it isn’t simply an 
embodiment of a feeling I once had”. (Ibid., p. 12).

39 Causey, p. 252.
40 See, e.g. the following interviews: Hårleman and van der Heeg; Gombrich, 1995; McGonagle.
41 Bann, 1995. Bann discusses this relation with reference to George Didi-Hübermann’s thesis in 

Ce que nous voyons, ce qui nous regarde, 1992. 
42 For Gormley’s own view on Judd’s work, see Blazwick, 2001, pp. 145-147.
43 Here from Hutchinson, p. 47. 
44 On the impact of presence and the human body as “the most highly charged place of our 
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experience”, see Mitchell, 2001, p. 169.
45 Gormley in McGonagle, p. 51.  
46 For Gormley, however, this is of significant importance and he says: “I want to confront 

existence. It is obviously going to mean more if I use my own body.” Ibid., p. 49. 
47 Sculptors have, however, been accused of moulding directly from human bodies: e.g. Rodin 

and Donatello. On Rodin, see Ruth Butler, Rodin: The shape of a genius, Yale University Press, 
New Haven and London, 1993. Esp., pp. 99-105. Rodin’s sculpture The Vanquished One of 
1875-77 was later re-named as The Age of Bronze. (p. 108.) On Gormley and moulding from 
human bodies, c.f. Stephen Bann, “Tokens of Presence”, Antony Gormley: Still Moving, 1996, 
op cit, pp. 131-134.

48 See e.g. Mitchell, 2001.
49 The opposite is a common issue in the sculptures by Rodin, where the figures often tend to 

force their way out of the block or clay, which I interpret as symbolising the mind fighting its 
material boundaries.

50 Bann, 1995, pp. 66-67. 
51 This was Morris’ debut performance and his first Minimalist sculpture. The event took place 

at the Living Theater in New York and was arranged by La Monte Young. See further Berger, 
1989.

52 Berger, 1989, p. 47.
53 Ibid., p. 48. Morris had injured himself during a rehearsal the day before.  
54 O’Toole analyses effects of representation as dimensions of the Modal function. Among the 

three systemic categories which are located under the Modal function, the third category is 
that of “Modality of a system” and it contains a scale from what is life-like to what is abstract 
in a stylistic sense. The scale moves from realistic (i.e. life-like) representation, to exaggerated 
representation, to attenuated representation, to the abstract. Thus the modal function of 
modality is how  (in what style or manner) something is visualised and consequently how this 
affects us. O’Toole, p. 37.

55 O’Toole, p. 34.
56 For this comparison of works where relation and meanings of touch and hands are manifested 

both as Christian symbolism and as “Modal function”, I am entirely indebted to O’Toole, 
1994. See his discussion of the Giotto, pp. 202-212. O’Toole argues that the scene depicting 
Christ “is caught at precisely the moment of Resurrection […and thus…] beyond human 
touch until he has been reintegrated into the divine”. (p. 207.)

57 The categories of the O’Toole system of a three-part functional semiotics can be discussed 
separately, but they always intervene with each other in the artwork. A feature that is discussed 
as having a Compositional function (e.g. a path structuring a landscape in a landscape 
painting), may also have a Representational function (depicting a path from nature) and, 
thirdly, a Modal function (the path directing our gaze into the landscape scenery). The three 
categories have different purposes: the Modal function comprises artistic options which are 
used to engage the viewer, the Representational function serves to inform the viewer, and, 
thirdly, the Compositional function serves to structure the information so as to engage us. The 
linguistic labels of theses three categories are, respectively: Interpersonal function, Experiential 
function, and Textual function. O’Toole, p. 5. 

58 The second category is what O’Toole calls the “Equilibrium as a system”. This system helps 
to grade the verticality (or its opposite, its chthonicity) of the sculpture. “Chthonicity”, or 
chthonic, comes from the Greek word chthonos, which means earth and O’Toole uses it for 
grading the degree of horizontality of a sculpture. The third category is that of the “Modality 
of a system” which contains a scale from what is life-like to what is abstract. The scale moves 
from ‘realistic’ representation to exaggerated representation to attenuated representation, and 
then to the abstract. O’Toole, p. 35-37.

59 That this implies a certain degree of subjectivity does not trouble him. On the contrary, he 
argues that the artwork relates to us by way of Modal functions: “[...] it isn’t just a question of 
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us relating to the picture; the picture relates to us. [...]an artist has at his or her disposal various 
devices for engaging our attention, drawing us in to the world of the painting, and colouring 
our view of that world. And he or she does this for all viewers.  In the grammar of painting 
— that is, all those aspects of structure that we all share — these devices fulfil a Modal 
function — and however much our ultimate interpretations may differ, I want to claim that 
the responses evoked in us by the systems of this function are virtually universal. One might 
say that they provide the ‘base-line’ for more individual conceptions and flights of fancy.” 
(Ibid., p. 5 and 7, underlining in original.) I do not myself believe in universal responses, but 
for the following discussion I admit to culturally determined responses, though occasionally 
perhaps these responses’ limitations are bound up with a viewer who is well-informed on these 
particular matters.   

60 Ibid., p. 42. 
61 Ibid., p 32. Underlining in original.
62 Ibid., pp. 32-33. He does not explicitly write of an inherent imperative — that is my phrasing. 

Likewise he talks of sculptures “numinous quality, the sense of presence”.
63 On the influence of Michelangelo’s sculptures on Rodin, see eg. Ruth Butler, esp., pp. 91-98.
64 This is a particular feature of his portrait sculptures in marble: e.g. Mary Hunter, 1904, Lady 

Warwick, 1908, and Victoria Sackville-West of 1913. It is also a characteristic of the 1893 
marble work Orpheus and Eurydice. 

65 The reproductions in Antony Gormley, 1994, show number II lying on the floor while I and III 
are standing. Ibid, pp. 81-83.

5. The Sublime in a box
— Works by Anish Kapoor
1 O’Doherty, 1986.
2 Tucker, 1974, p. 145. His last chapter is concerned with gravity, pp. 145-159.
3  At the Ars Nova in Turku, Finland, where I saw it in 1996, ten units were on display in a 

rather small room. The exhibition was on view from Jan. 20 – April 14, 1996.  At this show 
Angel was displayed in a tight manner, leaving space between the units barely large enough for 
a viewer to walk through. The installation of this work at Le Magasin, Centre National d’Art 
Contemporain, Grenoble 23 Nov.-19 Jan. 1991 (reproduced in Celant, 1998, pp. 104-109), 
was much more scattered on the larger floor area. 

4  McEvilley, p. 225. The blue colour that Kapoor uses is darker and deeper than the ultramarine 
of Yves Klein’s: “Prussian Blue, sometimes with an admixture of Mars Black”. (pp. 225-226). 
Celant interprets the colours of Kapoor’s work as having “a powerful sense of purity, showing 
that they belong to the realm of pure Idea: art as the epiphany of the Sublime.” Celant, 1998, 
p xxii. 

5  Kapoor quoted in “Entre l’objecte et l’image”, The British Council and Ministerio Espa—ol de 
Cultura, Madrid, 1986, p. 235.

6  Interestingly, Burke made remarks that the sublime is to be located in the succession of 
uniform visual objects when displayed in a right line. Edmund Burke, A philosophical enquiry 
into the origin of our ideas of the sublime and beautiful, (1757), J.T. Boulton (ed), London, 
1958, part 4, section xiii, pp. 141-143.

7  Rita Roos, “Prolonging Belief: Anish Kapoor interviewed by Rita Roos”, siksi — the Nordic Art 
Review, no. 1, 1995, Helsinki, p. 19.

8  Kapoor in ibid., p. 19.
9  Ibid., p. 19.
10  Kapoor in Macdonald, p. 7. 
11  Would the stone blocks have been coloured with a fluid paint, the different weights of colour 



252 253

pigment and stone, respectively, would be apprehended differently, and not as two different 
instances of different materials with different characteristics. 

12  Morgan, 1985, p. 81. This is said in relation to Kapoor’s earlier work.  
13  The only sense one could make of the title in this context would probably be to trace 

connotative meanings of the word “angel”: unearthly, non-physical, separated from human 
beings, et cetera. But following this somewhat banal path of my associations, we evidently still 
reach notions and references already spoken of above — but there as sculptural qualities and 
structural aspects of Kapoor’s work. However, artworks stick with their titles, and, perhaps, 
even more so if there are works by the same artist that are named Untitled.  It is rather rare 
these days to read critical texts, or reviews, which focus on the title of artworks.  A guess is that 
this is due to the post-war fashion of naming artworks “untitled”.

14  Safran, p. 41. My emphasis.
15  Ibid., p. 39.
16  Morris, 1974, p. 198.
17  See Sonesson, 1992, pp. 163 and forward. C.f. Schapiro, 1985. 
18  Celant, 1998, p. xxxii.
19  For a discussion on interior qualities, hollowness, and Minimalism, see, Colpitt, esp. pp. 55-57.
20  Judd, 1974. 
21  See the exhibition catalogue The New Sculpture 1965-75: Between Geometry and Gesture, 

Whitney Museum of American Art, New York, 1990. See also Yve-Alain Bois & Rosalind 
Krauss, Formless: a user’s guide, Zone Books, New York, 1997.

22  Paice, p. 106. 
23  Henry M. Sayre, The Object of Performance: The American avant-garde since 1970, University of 

Chicago Press, Chicago, 1989, p. 211. On postmodernity and the sublime, see ibid., pp. 211-245. 
24  A revised version of this section, ”Att tolka konstverk – en problematisk praktik,” is printed in 

the symposium anthology Perspektiv på samtiden – Samtida perspektiv: Forskning om det sena 
1900-talets och det nya millenniets konst och visuella kultur, Kathryn Boyer, Hans Hayden, Anna 
Tellgren & Jeff Werner (eds), Eidos No. 6, Department of Art History, Stockholm University, 
Stockholm, 2002, pp. 29-36.

25  The piece has been exhibited as an 11-, a 12-, and a 20-units work. See Celant: The 
reproduction on pp. 94-95 is a 20-unit-installation. The work was first exhibited at the Lisson 
Gallery in 1989, a show also including Angel. Both works were then shown at the Venice 
Biennale the following year. I saw these two works in 1996 as 10-units installations at the Ars 
Nova, Turku, Finland. For a discussion on their insides, see McEvilley, passim. 

26  For Kapoor’s thoughts on Void Field, its hollow interior, and the making process, see 
Allthorpe-Guyton. Kapoor says: “I talk very little about the way things are made, not because 
I want to keep it a secret but because manufacture is not the issue. The making, although it is 
paramount to the activity, is in the end an irrelevance to the looking.” (Ibid., p. 47.)

27  Quoted from Celant, 1998, p. xxiv. (Originally Kapoor was quoted in Caroline Smulders, 
“Anish Kapoor vers la dématérialisation de l’objet”, Art Press, Paris, Nov. 1989, p. 18.)

28  On the relation between darkness, terror and the sublime, see Burke, Part 4, section xv-xviii, 
pp. 144–149. The connections that Burke performs between these three notions are interesting 
in this context. However, his examples substantiating his theories are certainly questionable 
from a contemporary point of view.

29  Tucker, 1974, p. 145. Emphasis in original. 
30  Potts, pp. 263-264. For Serra’s work, see Potts, pp. 256- 268.
31  Potts, p. 263. Emphasis in original. 
32  That is, reading a stencil in the real world is not about reading the stencil, but what is 

written on it. In an art context, however, the stencil itself is of interest. C.f Schapiro. On 
dematerialisation, see Lippard, 1973; Williams, 2000.

33  On this subject, see, Welchman.
34 I will leave aside issues of ideological and political matter inherent in the institutional frame 



252 253

and framing of art. 
35  Burke, p. 73. 
36  Rosalind Krauss, ”Grids”, in 1994 b, op cit,  p. 9.
37  Ibid., p. 12. 
38  Ibid..  
39  Rosalind E. Krauss, ”LeWitt in Progress”, 1994 b, op cit, p. 258. Krauss’s essay is in contrast 

to analysis performed by Lucy Lippard, Donald Kuspit, and Suzi Gablik, who all claim 
LeWitt’s art to manifest order, human reason and “Mind”. For a somewhat different view 
on LeWitt, seriality, and the import his artistic practice has had for conceptual art, see Anne 
Rorimer, “Approaches to seriality: Sol LeWitt and his contemporaries”, op cit. C.f. Andrea 
Miller-Keller, “Varieties of influence: Sol LeWitt and the arts community”, in Sol LeWitt: A 
Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed.), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Yale University Press, 
New Haven, 2000, pp 72-87.

40  Krauss, ”LeWitt in Progress”, 1994 b, p. 254. 
41  See, Paice, pp. 206-221.
42  Kapoor, quoted from Bhabha, 1998, p. 35.
43  Burke, p. 40. 
44  Ibid., pp. 35-37 and 30-40. See further ibid., Part 1, section VII, on “Of delight and pleasure”, 

pp. 51-52; “Recapitulation”, p. 142 (where Burke remarks on relief and interruptions). In Part 
2, Burke further considers the notions of Beauty, Sublime, and also Terror and Power, pp. 57-
87. Part 3 and 4 evolve in depth around the concepts of the Beauty and the Sublime, and the 
irreconcilability of the two, pp. 91-125 and 129-159, respectively. The fact that Burke takes off 
from daily, commonplace, experiences when defining notions like the sublime is what foremost 
makes his treatise relevant to employ in this context.

45  Anders Olsson, “Det sublimas förvandlingar”, in Longinos, Om litterär storhet, translation 
to Swedish by Jan Stople, Anamma Förlag, Göteborg, 1997, pp. 93-122. Quote, p. 118. My 
translation. According to Olsson, the four stages are rooted in the classical antique treaties. The 
first of these stages is the rhetoric (Longinos); the second stage is the objective one, disengaged 
from the rhetoric and the style of art terms (Boileau, Addison and Burke); thirdly, the subjective 
sublime, which turns into a deliberating act within the subject her/himself empowered to 
transgress nature (Kant and the Romantic period). In 1995 Art & Design made a profile issue 
on “The Contemporary Sublime”, where the essays rather departs from Kant than from Burke. 
However, it is a token of the import of the sublime in much contemporary art. See, “The 
Contemporary sublime”, Paul Crowther (ed), Art & Design, vol. 10, no. 40, London, 1995. 

46  In several articles and interviews one finds references to the sublime as regards Kapoor’s work. 
However, they either focus on different art works or speak of the sublime from a different 
perspective than the one explored here. To mention but two essays, both from the catalogue 
of Kapoor’s exhibition in Bourdeaux in 1998; Marie-Laure Bernadac, “Vertigo”, Anish Kapoor, 
capcMuseée d’art contemporaine de Bordeaux, Bordeaux, 1998, pp. 119-122. Translated to 
English by Gila Walker; and Ananth, op cit. As regards the notion of the sublime, Ananth’s 
essay evolves around the same topics as the present study. However, even though he, too, 
departs from Minimalism and Lyotard’s essay, our discussions diverge as regards not only 
artworks, but that he connects this discussion to Kapoor’s Indian heritage and ritual art.  

47  Mark A Cheetham, Kant, Art and Art History: Moments of Discipline, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge, 2001, p. 103. Cheetham’s discussion departs from the readings by Lyotard 
and Derrida on the Kantian sublime, and argues for the return of the sublime in contemporary 
art. See esp. pp. 101-139. Cheetham’s goal is “to explore how this putatively unpresentable 
category can be ‘exemplified’ in the plastic art”. (p. 101). 

48  In Part 2, section vii on Vastness, Burke is “apt to imagine” that “height is less grand than 
depth”, (p. 72). Kant also categorised the notion of the sublime into three different spheres, of 
which “the terrifying” is epitomised by “great depths”. See “Sublime”, The Dictionary of Art, op 
cit, vol. 29, pp. 889-891.



254 255

49  Jean-Francois Lyotard, “The sublime and the avant-garde”, Artforum International, New York, 
vol. 22, no. 8 April 1984, pp. 36-43. C.f. Barnett Newman,”The Sublime is now”, here from 
Charles Harrison & Paul Wood (eds.), Art in Theory 1900-1990: An anthology of changing 
ideas, Cambridge, Mass.,, (1992) 1995, pp. 572-574. (Newman’s text was originally published 
in Tiger’s Eye, vol. 1, no. 6, Dec 1948, pp. 51-53.) In 1948 Newman delivered his polemic 
arguments on the superiority of American contemporary art over European. According to 
Newman, the American artists’ proved ability to overcome “the fetish of quality” and the 
“moral struggle between notions of beauty and the desire for sublimity”, had enabled them to 
⎯ finally ⎯ manage to “destroy beauty”. As a consequence, they were now able to bring forth 
“an adequate substitute for a sublime message”, which European art had failed to do. (Newman 
argues that Impressionist as well as Cubist and Dada artists had all failed in substituting the 
Renaissance notion of beauty. They only managed to exchange values, not to create “a new 
vision” or realise “a new experience”.) By leaving both representation (clear or distorted) and 
the “pure rhetoric of abstract mathematical relationships” behind, American artists created 
self-evident images of revelation, of “absolute emotions”. (Newman, p. 574.)  According 
to Cheetham, the two coordinates for Newman’s idea of a new sublimity were American 
(as contrary to European) and new (as contrary to tradition). Cheetham, 2001, p. 122. On 
Newman and the sublime, c.f. Crowther, 1997, pp. 149-163. Crowther’s analysis aims, partly, 
at deviating from strict formalist readings of Newman’s work. 

50  Lyotard, p. 37.
51  Ibid., p. 43. According to Lyotard, Cézanne as well as conceptual and performance artists all 

try to find strategies of presenting the (possibility of ) the sublime by questioning the rules of 
art and art making. 

52  C.f. Renée van de Vall’s critique of Lyotard’s philosophy of the sublime in avant-garde art, 
“Silent visions: Lyotard on the sublime”, in Paul Crowther (ed), The Contemporary Sublime: 
sensibilities of transcendence and shock, Art & Design Profiles, vol. 10, no. 40, Jan-Feb, London, 
1995  pp. 69-75. According to Cheetham, both Kant and Derrida “employ the term ‘sublime’ 
⎯ despite its putative boundlessness and uncontrallbility ⎯ as a cipher of circumscription”. 
Cheetham, 2001, p. 102. 

53  An earlier version of this part of the dissertation was given as a conference paper under the title 
“The Concept versus the bodily experience: an analysis of White Dark VI by Anish Kapoor”, at 
the summer symposium “Aesthetic Experience and the Body”, organised by the Department of 
Aesthetics, Uppsala University, in August 1999. Unpublished.

54  Bhabha, 1998. Bhabha’s resistence to any kind of origin is (perhaps?) manifested here too. 
That is, he does not agree with the idea that the object per se is the origin of the situation of 
experiencing but makes it possible to occur. On “absence” as different from “emptiness”, c.f. 
Marianne Brouwer, “Images of Absence”, in Anish Kapoor, Lili Dujourie, Shirazeh Houshiary, 
Fortuyn/O’Brian, Rijksmuseum Kröller-Müller, Otterlo, 1990, pp. 19-27. 

55  Berger does not use the term “spatial obstacles” – that is my term. But, as noted in chapter 2 
above, they are interpreted as such.

56  Bhabha, 1998, p. 12. Bhabha prefers to speak of the sign of emptiness, rather than any actual 
emptiness – whatever that might be. His essay develops around two predominate notions: “the 
truly made work” and “the sign of emptiness”.   

57  Ibid., p. 17. 
58  Ibid., p. 16.
59  Ibid., p. 18. Kapoor has said: “What I want to convey, […] is some idea of an original 

moment. The beginnings of things, the beginning of matter, and also the idea of a kind of 
unmade object, a potential object. The works are, in a sense, propositions about the conditions 
of things. They are also […] bound up with the sublime”. Macdonald, p. 7.  

60  Morgan, 1985, pp. 79. Emphasis in original. For an opposite view of Kapoor’s work see 
Peter Plagens, ”Anish Kapoor: Hayward Gallery”, Artforum international, September 1998, 
vol. xxxvii, no. 1, New York, 1998, p. 150-151. He criticises Kapoor’s work for being non-



254 255

theoretical and merely seeking sculptural effects.
61  Kapoor in Macdonald, p. 7. Kapoor says this with reference to Ghost. 
62  Ibid., p. 8.
63  Celant, 1998, p. xxxv. On vertigo  and Kapoor’s work, c.f. Marie-Laure Bernadac, “Vertigo”, 

Anish Kapoor, capcMuseée d’art contemporaine de Bordeaux, Bordeaux, 1998, pp. 119-122. 
Translated to English by Gila Walker.

Conclusion
1  Holly, 1996, p. 11.
2  Culler, 1982, p. 7. 
3  C.f. Bryson, 1991.
4  On intertextuality, see Jonathan Culler, The Pursuit of Signs: Semiotics, literature, deconstruction, 

Routledge, London & New York, (1981) 2001, pp. 110-131.
5  Culler, 1982, pp. 110 and forward. 
6  Ibid., p. 111. Emphasis in original. 
7  Ibid. 
8  Ibid, p. xiii.
9  Ibid.
10  Ibid., p. 8.
11  Holly, p. 14. My emphasis.



256 257

Bibliography
Web-sites
http://www.moma.org/collection/depts/paint_sculpt/blowups/paint_sculpt_024.html
http://www.whitecube.uk 
http://www.axisartists.org
http://www.lisson.co.uk
http://www.doffay.com

Video films and TV programmes
Jackson Pollock, Jonathan Cooke (film ed.), Phaidon Press, London, 1987.
Rachel Whiteread: House, John Kelly and Helen Silverlock, produced by Artangel and Beck’s, 1994. 
Anish Kapoor, “theEye”, produced by Illuminations, MMII, London, 2002.
Antony Gormley, “theEye”, produced by Illuminations, XXI, London, 2002.

Books, catalogues, articles, and reviews
1000 Names, Lisson Gallery publication no. 38, London, 1998.
A Changing World: Fifty Years of Sculpture from the British Council Collection, the British Council,  
 London, 1994.
Allthorpe-Guyton, Marjorie: “Mostly Hidden”, Anish Kapoor: The British Pavilion, XLIV Venice  
 Biennale, The British Council, London, 1990, pp. 43-51.
Ananth, Deepak: “1000 & 1”, Anish Kapoor, capcMuseée d’art contemporaine de Bordeaux,  
 Bordeaux, 1998, pp. 125- 137.
An International Survey of Recent Painting and Sculpture, Museum of Modern Art, New York, 1984. 
Anish Kapoor, Marco Livingston (ed), Kyoto Shoin, Kyoto, 1990. 
Anish Kapoor: The British Pavilion, XLIV Venice Biennale, the British Council, London, 1990.
Anish Kapoor, capcMuseée d’art contemporaine de Bordeaux, Bordeaux, 1998. 
Anish Kapoor, Tel Aviv Museum of Art, Tel Aviv, 1993.
Anish Kapoor, Hayward Gallery, London, 1998.
“Anish Kapoor”, Sune Nordgren & Sarah Martin (eds), Baltic Newsletter, no. 5, Baltic Centre,  
 Gateshead, 1999.
Anish Kapoor: Marsyas, Tate Publishing, London, 2002.
Antin, David: “Art & Information, 1: Grey Paint, Robert Morris”, Artnews, New York, vol. 65,  
 no. 2, April 1966, pp. 23-24, 56-58. 
Antony Gormley, Tate Gallery Publications, London, 1994.
Antony Gormley, Phaidon Press, London, 1995.
Antony Gormley, Phaidon Press, London, (1995), 2001, revised edition.
Antony Gormley: Still Moving, Works 1975-1996, The Yomiuri Shimbun, Tokyo, 1996. 
Antony Gormley: Critical Mass, Royal Academy of Arts, London, 1998. 
Antony Gormley: Total Strangers, Udo Kittelmann (ed), Cologneischer Kunstverein, Cologne.  
 Cantz Verlag, Ostfildern, 1999. 
Antony Gormley: Some of the Facts, Tate St Ives, St Ives, 2001. 
Alberro, Alexander: Conceptual Art: A Critical Anthology. MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1999.
 — & Norvell, Patricia (eds): Recording conceptual art: early interviews with Barry, Huebler,  
  Kaltenbach, LeWitt, Morris, Oppenheim, Siegelaub, Smithson, and Weiner.  University of  
  California Press, Berkeley, 2001.



256 257

Altshuler, Bruce: The Avant-Garde in exhibition: New art in the 20th century, Harry N. Abrams,  
 New York, 1994.
Aperto ‘82: Prima sezione-Tempo, XL Venice Biennale, Venice, 1982.
Archer, Michael: Art since 1960, Thames & Hudson, London, 1997.
Art & Design, “British Art - Defining the 90s”, Andreas C. Papadakis (ed), Profile no 41, vol. 10,  
 March-April 1995, London, 1995.

Bachelor, David: “A Strange Familiarity”, Rachel Whiteread: Plaster Sculptures, Luhring Augustine  
 Gallery, Karsten Schubert, New York, 1993, pp. 5-11. 
Baker, Kenneth: Minimalism: Art of Circumstance, Abbeville Press, New York, 1988.
Bal, Mieke & Bryson, Norman: “Semiotics and Art History”, The Art Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, 
 no. 2, June 1991, New York, p. 174-208.
Bal, Mieke: “Seeing signs: The use of semiotics for the understanding of visual art”, in Mark A.  
 Cheetham, Michael Ann Holly &  Keith Moxey (eds): The Subjects of Art History: Historical  
 objectss in contemporary perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998, pp. 74-93.
— “The raising of Lazarus”, Antony Gormley, Tate Gallery Publications, London  
 1994, pp. 55-71.
Bann, Stephen: “Tokens of Presence”, Antony Gormley: Still Moving, Works 1975-1996, The  
  Yomiuri Shimbun, Tokyo, 1996, pp. 131-134.
Barr, Alfred: Painting and Sculpture in the Museum of Modern Art, Museum of Modern Art, 
 New York, 1942. 
Barry, Jackson: Art, Culture, and the Semiotics of Meaning, Culture’s Changing Signs of Life in  
  Poetry, Drama, Painting, and Sculpture, Macmillian Press, London 1999. 
Barthes, Roland: Mythologies, Éditions du Seuil, Paris, 1957.
—  Image, Music, Text, Fontana Press, London, 1977.
Battcock, Gregory: Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology, University of California Press, Berkeley,  
 (1968) 1995.
Benjamin, Walter: Barndom i Berlin kring 1900, Brutus Östlings Bokförlag Symposion,  
  Stockholm, 1994. Translated to Swedish by Ulf Peter Hallberg. 
Berger, Maurice: Labyrinths: Robert Morris, Minimalism and the 1960s, Harper and Row, New  
 York, 1989.
— Minimal Politics. Performativity and Minimalism in recent American Art, Fine Arts Gallery,  
 University of Maryland, Baltimore, 1997.  
Bernadac, Marie-Laure: “Vertigo”, Anish Kapoor, capcMuseée d’art contemporaine de Bordeaux,  
 Bordeaux, 1998, pp. 119-122. Translated to English by Gila Walker.
Betong, Malmö Konsthall, Malmö, 1996.
Bhabha, Homi K: “Homi Bhabha and Anish Kapoor, a Conversation”, Anish Kapoor, Tel Aviv  
 Museum of Art, Tel Aviv, 1993.
— “Anish Kapoor: Making emptiness”, Anish Kapoor, Hayward Gallery, London, 1998, pp. 11-41.
Biggs, Lewis: “Learning to See: An Introduction”, Antony Gormley, Tate Gallery Publications,  
 London 1994, pp.11-33.
Birnbaum, Daniel: “Efter Warhol är allt möjligt. Daniel Birnbaum intervjuar New York-kritikern  
 Arthur Danto”, Dagens Nyheter, 5 June 1994.    
—  ”Remembering the Future: On Antony Gormley”, Antony Gormley: Still Moving. Works 1975- 
 1996, The Yomiuri Shimbun, Tokyo, 1996, pp. 136-140.
Blazwick, Ivona: “Rachel Whiteread in conversation with Ivona Blazwick”, in Rachel Whiteread,  
 Stedjelik Van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven, 1992, pp. 8-16.
— “Interview”, Antony Gormley: Some of the Facts, Tate St Ives, 2001, pp. 134-185. 
Bois, Yve-Alain: Painting as Model, MIT Press, Cambridge Mass. & London, 1990. 
—  & Krauss, Rosalind E: Formless: a user’s guide, New York, Zone Books, 1997.



258 259

Bourdon, David: “The Razed Sites of Carl Andre”, in Gregory Battcock, Minimal Art: A Critical  
 Anthology, University of California Press, Berkeley, (1968) 1995, pp. 103-108.
Bradley, Fiona: “Introduction”, Rachel Whiteread: Shedding life, Tate Gallery Publishing, London,  
 1996, pp. 8-17.
Brawn, Michael: The New Museum: Architecture and display, Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, New  
 York, 1965.
Breitweiser, Sabine (ed): White Cube/Black Box, EA-Generali Foundation, Vienna, 1996.
Brenson, Michael: “A sculptor who really gets into his work”, The New York Times, May 7, 1989,  
 p. 35.
—  “Antony Gormley: Salvatore Ale Gallery”, The New York Times Weekend, March 29, 1991, p. 19.
British sculpture in the 20th Century. Part II: Symbol and Imagination 1951-80, Whitechapel Art  
 Gallery, London, 1981.
Brouwer, Marianne: “Images of Absence”, Anish Kapoor, Lili Dujourie, Shirazeh Houshiary,  
 Fortuyn/O’Brian, Rijksmuseum Kröller-Müller, Otterlo, 1990, pp. 19-27.
Bryson, Norman (ed): Calligram: Essays in New Art History from France, Cambridge & New York,  
 1988.
— & Michael Ann Holly & Keith Moxey (eds), Visual Theory: Painting and Interpretation, Polity  
 Press, Cambridge, 1991.
—  “Semiology and visual interpretation”, in Bryson, Holly & Moxey, (eds), Visual Theory: Painting  
 and Interpretation, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1991, pp. 61-73.
—  Vision and Painting: The Logic of the Gaze, Yale University Press, New Haven, (1983) 1995.
Buchloh, Benjamin H. D.: “Sculpture: Publicitiy and the Poverty of Experience”, in Sabine  
 Breitweiser (ed), White Cube/ Black Box, EA-Generali Foundation, Vienna, 1996, pp. 163-173.
 —  “Conceptual art 1962-1969: From aesthetic of administration to the critique of institutions”,  
 in Alexander Alberro & Blake Stimson, Conceptual Art: A Critical Anthology. MIT Press,  
 Cambridge, Mass., 1999, pp. 514-537.
Buck, Louisa: Moving targets: A User’s Guide to British Art Now, Tate Gallery Publishing, London,  
 (1997) 1998.
Buettner, Stewart; American Art Theory 1945-1970, UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1981.
Burke, Edmund: A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful,  
 (1757), J.T Boulton (ed), London, 1958.
Butler, Ruth: Rodin: The shape of a genius, Yale University Press, New Haven & London, 1993.

Cameron, Dan: “Habeas Corpus”, in Janine Antoni — Slip of the tongue, Irish Museum of  
 Modern Art, Dublin, 1995, pp. 41-48.
Carl Andre, Sculptor 1996: Krefeld at home, Wolfsburg at large, Oktagon, Stuttgart, 1996.  
Carlson, Marvin: Performance: A critical introduction, Routledge, London & New York, 1996.
Causey, Andrew: Sculpture Since 1945, Oxford University Press, Oxford & New York, 1998.
Careri, Giovanni: Bernini: Flights of love, the Art of Devotion, University of Chicago Press,  
 Chicago & London, (1990) 1995. Translated to English by Linda Lappin.
Carrier, David: Artwriting, University of Massachusetts Press, Amherst, 1987.
—  Principles of Art History Writing, Pennsylvania State University Press, Philadelphia, 1991.
Celant, Germano (ed): Ars povera, Studio Wasmuth, Tübingen, 1969.
—  Anish Kapoor, Edizioni Charta, Milan, (1995) 1998.
Checkland, Sarah Jane: “And the Word was made Art”, The Times, London, April 2, 1988.
Cheetham, Mark A, Holly, Michael Ann & Moxey, Keith (eds): The Subjects of Art History:  
 Historical Objects in Contemporary Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998. 
Cheetham, Mark A: The Rhetoric of Purity:  Essentialist Theory and the Advent of Abstract Painting,  
 Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1991.
—  Kant, Art and Art History: Moments of Discipline, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001.
Colomina, Beatrice: “I dreamt I was a Wall”, Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, Guggenheim  
 Museum Publications, New York, 2001, pp. 71-86.  



258 259

Colpitt, Frances: Minimal Art: The Critical Perspective, University of Washington Press, Seattle  
 (1990) 1994. 
Cooke, Lynne: “The Site of Memory”, Doubletake: Collective Memory and Current Art, Lynne  
 Cooke, Bice Curinger & Greg Hilty (eds), Parkett Verlag, Zürich & South Bank Centre,  
 London, 1992, pp. 23-39.
Cork, Richard: “Anish Kapoor: Extrait de l’interview d’Anish Kapoor par Richard Cork”,  
 Viewpoint. L’art contemporain en Grande Bretagne, Musée d’Art Moderne, Brussels, 1987, pp.  
 71-75. 
— “Ways to figure it all out”, The Times, Jan. 11, 1994, London.
Cornell, Peter, Dunér Sten, Millroth Thomas, Nordström, Gert Z & Roth-Lindberg, Örjan  
 (eds): Bildanalys: teorier, metoder, begrepp, Gidlunds Bokförlag, Värnamo, (1985) 1988.  
Corrin, Lisa G: ”A Conversation with Rachel Whiteread, March 2001”, Rachel Whiteread,  
 Serpentine Gallery, London & Scottish National Gallery of Modern Art, Edinburgh, 2001, 
 pp. 17-25.
Crimp, Douglas: On the Museum’s Ruins, MIT Press, Cambridge Mass., 1993.
Crow, Tomas: The Rise of the Sixties: American and European Art in the Era of Dissent 1955-69,  
 Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 1996.
Crowther, Paul (ed): The Contemporary Sublime: Sensibilities of Transcendence and Shock, Art &  
 Design Profiles, vol. 10, no. 40, Jan-Feb, 1995, London.   
—  The Language of Twentieth-Century Art: A Conceptual History, Yale University Press, New  
 Haven & London, 1997. 
Culler, Jonathan: On Deconstruction. Theory and Criticism after Structuralism, Cornell University  
 Press, Ithaca & New York, 1982.
—  The Pursuit of Signs: Semiotics, literature, deconstruction, Routledge, London (1981) 2001. 

Danto, Arthur C: The Transfiguration of the Commonplace, Harvard University Press, Cambridge  
 Mass. & London, 1981.
—  Embodied Meanings: Critical Essays and Aesthetic Meditations, Noonday Press, New York,  
 (1994) 1995.
—  “Konstvärlden”, Konsten och konstbegreppet, Kairos skriftserie, no. 1, Raster Förlag,  
 Stockholm, 1996, pp. 91-116. Translated to Swedish by Erik van der Heeg. 
Davies, Stephen: Definitions of Art, Cornell University Press, Ithaca & London, 1991. 
Davies, Stephen Lovell:  “A new generation driven beyond abstraction”, The Times Saturday  
 Review, London, November 2, 1991.
Deblonde, Gautier: “Embrace the Void”, The Independent Saturday Magazine, London, April 25,  
 1998.
Deighton, Sandra & Heuman, Jackie: “Natural Selection”, in Jackie Heuman (ed), Material  
 Matters: The Conservation of Modern Sculpture, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1999, pp. 83-89.
Dennison, Lisa: “A house is not a home: The sculpture of Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel Whiteread:  
 Transient Spaces, Guggenheim Museum Publications, New York, 2001, pp. 31-38.  
Dickson, Malcolm: “Another Year of Alienation: On the Mythology of the Artist-Run Initiative”,  
 in Duncan McCorquodale, Naomi Siderfin & Julian Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard.  
 Critical Writing on Recent British Art, Black Dog Publishing, 1998, pp. 80-93.
Dictionary of Art, Jane Turner (ed), vol. 17, Macmillian Publishers Limited, London, 1996.
Didi-Huberman, Georges: Ce que nous voyons, ce qui nous regarde, Les Éditions de Minuit, Paris,  
 1992.
Documenta IX, Roland Nachtigäller & Nicola von Velsen (ed), Cantz Verlag, Stuttgart & Harry  
 N. Abrams, New York, 1992. 
Donald Judd: Spaces/Räume, Renate Petzinger & Hanne Dannenberger (eds), CantzVerlag,  
 Stuttgart, 1993.
Doubletake: Collective Memory and Current Art, Lynne Cooke, Bice Curinger & Greg Hilty (eds),  
 Parkett Verlag, Zürich & South Bank Centre, London. 1992. 



260 261

Drucker, Johanna: Theorizing Modernism: Visual Art and the Critical Tradition, Columbia  
 University Press, New York, 1994.
Duncan, Carol: Civilizing Rituals: Inside Public Art Museums, Routhledge, London 1995.
Duro, Paul (ed): The Rhetoric of the Frame: Essays on the Boundaries of the Artwork, Cambridge  
 University Press, New York, 1996. 

Eiblmayr, Siliva: “The site of sculpture: the transformation of the notion of sculpture in terms of  
 the performative”, in Sabine Breitweiser (ed), White Cube/ Black Box, EA-Generali Foundation,  
 Vienna, 1996, pp. 87- 96.
Ekström, Johanna: Rachels Hus, Wahlström & Widstrand, Stockholm, 1995.
El Lissitzky: Maler, Architekt, Typograf, Fotograf, VEB Verlag der Kunst, Dresden, 1967.
Elliott, Patrick: “Sculpting Nothing: An Introduction to the Work of Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel  
 Whiteread, Serpentine Gallery, London & Scottish National Gallery of Modern Art,  
 Edinburgh, 2001, pp. 9-15.
Entre l’objecte et l’image, The British Council & Ministerio Español de Cultura, Madrid, 1986.

Fairbrother, Trevor: “Whiteread’s Ghost”, Parkett, no. 42, Zurich, 1994, pp. 90-93.
Fer, Briony: On Abstract Art, Yale University Press, New Haven & London, 1997.
Ferguson, Bruce W., Greenberg, Reesa & Nairne, Sandy (eds): Thinking about exhibitions,  
 Routledge, London & New York, 1996.
Ferguson, Bruce W: “Exhibition Rhetorics: Material speech and utter sense”, in Bruce Ferguson,  
 Reesa Greenberg & Sandy Nairne (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London & New  
 York, 1996, pp. 175-190.
Fineberg, Jonathan: Art since 1940: Strategies of Being, Laurence King Publishing, London, 1995.
Ford, Simon: “The Myth of the Young British Artist”, in Duncan McCorquodale, Naomi  
 Siderfin & Julian Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard:  Critical Writing on Recent British Art,  
 Black Dog Publishing, London, 1998, pp. 130-140. 
Foster, Hal (ed): Discussions in Contemporary Culture, no. 1, Dia Art Foundation, Seattle, Bay  
 Press 1987.
—  The Return of the Real: The avant-garde at the turn of the century, MIT Press, Cambridge,  
 Mass., 1996.
Francis, Mark:: “Anish Kapoor: Illuminations”, Transformation:  New Sculpture from Britain,  
 XVII Bienal de Sâo Paolo, Sâo Paolo, 1984, pp. 44-51.
Fried, Michael: “Art and Objecthood”, in Gregory Battcock (ed), Minimal Art: A Critical  
 Anthology, University of California Press, Berkeley, (1968) 1995, pp. 116-147.

Gablik, Suzi: “Minimalism”, in Nikos Stangos (ed), Concepts of Modern Art, Thames & Hudson,  
 London, (1974) 1985, pp. 244-255.
Garlake, Margaret: New Art New World: British Art in Postwar Society, Yale University Press, New  
 Haven & London, 1998.
Garnett, Robert: “Britpopism and the Populist Gesture”, in Duncan McCorquodale, Naomi  
 Siderfin & Julian Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard: Critical Writing on Recent British Art,  
 Black Dog Publishing, London, 1998, pp. 12-23.
Glaser, Bruce: “Questions to Stella and Judd”, Art News, vol. 65, no. 5, September 1966, 
 New York, pp.55-61. 
Goldstein, Ann & Rorimer, Anne: Reconsidering the Object of Art: 1965-1975, The Museum of  
 Contemporary Art, Los Angeles, MIT Press, Cambridge Mass. & London, 1995.
Gombrich, E. H.: Art and Illusion: A Study in the Psychology of Pictorial Representation, Phaidon  
 Press, Oxford, (1959) 1983.
— “Interview: E. H. Gombrich in conversation with Antony Gormley”, in Antony Gormley,  
 Phaidon Press, London, 1995, pp. 6-29.



260 261

Gormley, Antony: Making an Angel, Booth-Clibborn, London, 1998.
von Graevenitz, Antje: “Playing fields of the self: Gormley’s Total strangers”, in Antony Gormley:  
 Total Strangers, Cologneischer Kunstverein, Cologne, Cantz Verlag, Ostfildern, 1999, pp. 7-15.
Gravity & Grace: The changing condition of sculpture 1965-1975, Hayward Gallery, London, 1993. 
Greenberg, Clement: Art and Culture: Critical Essays, Boston (1961) 1984.
— “Recentness in sculpture”, in Gregory Battcock, Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology, University  
 of California Press, Berkeley, (1968) 1995, pp. 180-187. 
Greenberg, Reesa: “The exhibition redistributed: a case for reassessing space”, in Bruce Ferguson,  
 Reesa Greeneberg & Sandy Nairne, (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London &  
 New York, 1996, pp. 349-367.
Grove, Valerie: “Sculptor with belief in his guardian angel”, The Times, Feb. 21, 1998, London.
Grunenberg, Christoph: “Mute tumults of memory”, in Thomas Kellein (ed), Rachel Whiteread: 
 Sculptures/Skulpturen, Kunsthalle Basel, ICA Boston & ICA Philadelphia, Basel, 1994, pp. 11-27.

Harrison, Charles & Wood, Paul (eds): Art in theory 1900-1990: An anthology of changing ideas, 
 Cambridge, Mass., (1992) 1995. 
Haskell, Barbara (ed): The American Century: Art and Culture 1900-1950, Whitney Museum of  
 American Art, New York, 1999.
Hatton, Rita & Walker, John A: Supercollector: A Critique of Charles Saatchi, ellipsis, London, 2000.
Hedlin Hayden, Malin: “Att tolka konstverk — en problematisk praktik,” in Kathryn Boyer,  
 Hans Hayden, Anna Tellgren & Jeff Werner (eds), Perspektiv på samtiden Ð Samtida perspektiv:  
 Forskning om det sena 1900-talets och det nya millenniets konst och visuella kultur, Eidos No. 6,  
 Department of Art History, Stockholm University, Stockholm, 2002, pp. 29-36.
van der Heeg, Erik & Hårleman, Carl-Fredrik: ”Concentrated spaces”, Material, Stockholm, 
 no. 2, 1991, pp. 26-31. 
Herbert, James D.: The Political Origins of Abstract-Expressionist Art Criticism, Stanford Honors 
 Essay in Humanities, no. xxviii, Stanford, California, 1985.
Hilty, Greg: “Thrown Vocies”, Doubletake: Collective Memory and Current Art, Lynne Cooke,  
 Bice Curinger & Greg Hilty (eds), Parkett Verlag, Zürich, and South Bank Centre, London.  
 1992, pp. 14-19.
Hirvi, Maria: “Art in the domain of apperances”, nu: Nordic art review, vol. III, no. 1, Stockholm,  
 2001, pp. 82-85.
Holly, Michael Ann: Past Looking: Historical Imagination and the Rhetoric of the Image, Cornell  
 University Press, Ithaca & London, 1996. 
Houser, Craig: “If walls could talk: An interview with Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel Whiteread:  
 Transient Spaces, Guggenheim Museum Publications, New York, 2001, pp. 47-62.  
Hutchinson, John: “Survey: Return (The Turning Point)”, in Antony Gormley, Phaidon Press,  
 London, 1995, pp. 32-95.
Huyssen, Andreas: “Sculpture, materiality and memory in an age of amnesia”, Displacement:  
 Miroslaw Balka, Doris Salcedo, Rachel Whiteread, Art Gallery of Ontario, Toronto, 1998. 

Innis, Robert E (ed): Semiotics: An introductory reader, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1985.
Iversen, Margaret: “Spectators of postmodern art: from Minimalism to feminism”, in Francis  
 Baker, Peter Hulme & Margaret Iversen (eds), Postmodernism and the re-reading of modernity,  
 Manchester University Press, Manchester, 1992, pp. 180-196.
— “In the Blind Field: Hopper and the Uncanny”, Art History vol. 21, No. 3 September 1998,  
 London, pp. 409-429.

Jones, Amelia and Stephenson, Andrew (eds): Performing the Body/ Performing the Text,  
 Routledge, New York, 1999. 
Jones, Amelia: “Art history/art criticism: performing meaning”, in Amelia Jones and Andrew  
 Stephenson (eds), Performing the Body/ Performing the Text, Routledge, New York, 1999, pp. 39-55.



262 263

Judd, Donald: “Specific Objects”, in Arts Yearbook, vol. 8, New York, 1965, pp. 74-81.
— “Specific Objects”, in Gerd de Vries, (ed), On Art: Artists’ writings on the changed notion of art  
 after 1965, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974, pp. 120-134. 
—  Donald Judd: Complete Writings 1959-1975, Halifax, 1975.

Kandinsky, Wassily: Concerning the Spirtual in Art, Wittenborn, New York, (1912) 1947.
Kaprow, Allan: “The legacy of Jackson Pollock”, Art News, vol. 57, no. 6, October 1958, 
 New York, pp. 24-26, 55-57.
Kaye, Nick: Site-specific Art: Performance, Place and Documentation, Routledge, London 2000.
Kellein, Thomas (ed); Rachel Whiteread: Sculptures/Skulpturen. Kunsthalle Basel, ICA Boston &  
 ICA Philadelphia, Basel 1994. 
Kellein, Thomas: Donald Judd. Early work 1955-1968, Judd Foundation, New York, 2002.
Kemal, Salim and Gaskell, Ivan (eds): The language of art history, Cambridge University Press,  
 New York, 1991. 
Kemp, Wolfgang: “The work of art and its beholder: Methodology of the aesthetic of reception”,  
 in Mark A. Cheetham, Michael Ann Holly &  Keith Moxey (eds), The Subjects of Art History:  
 Historical Objects in Contemporary Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998,  
 pp. 180-196.
Kent, Sarah: Shark Infested Waters: The Saatchi Collection of British Art in the 90s, Zwemmer,  
 London, 1994. 
Kittelmann, Udo: “Interview: Udo Kittelmann talks to Antony Gormley”, in Antony Gormley:  
 Total Strangers, Cologneischer Kunstverein, Cologne. Cantz Verlag, Ostfildern, 1999, pp. 17-27.
Kosoi, Natalie: Nothingness in art: Mark Rothko, Yves Klein, Robert Ryman, Anish Kapoor and Eva  
 Hesse, diss., University of Essex, 2001.
Krauss, Rosalind E: Passages in Modern Sculpture, MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass. & London,  
 (1977) 1994 [a]. 
— The Originality of the Avant-garde and Other Modernist Myths, MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.,  
 (1986) 1994 [b]. 
—  “Using language to do business as usual”, in Norman Bryson, Michael Ann Holly & Keith  
 Moxey (eds), Visual Theory: Painting and Interpretation, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1991, pp. 79-94.
 —  “X Marks the Spot”, Rachel Whiteread: Shedding Life, Fiona Bradley (ed), Tate Gallery  
 Publishing, London, 1996, pp. 74-81.
Krens, Thomas: “Preface and acknowledgments”, Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, Guggenheim  
 Museum Publications, New York, 2001, pp. 23-24.
Kwon, Miwon: One Place after Another: Site-specific Art and Locational Identity, MIT Press,  
 Cambridge Mass., 2002. 

Langer, Susanne K: Feeling and Form: A Theory of Art, Routledge & Paul Kegan, London, 1953.
Levinson, Stephen C: “Space and Place”, in Antony Gormley: Some of the Facts, Tate St Ives, 
 St Ives, 2001, pp. 68-109. 
Lewis, Clive Staples: The lion, the witch and the wardrobe, Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1959.
LeWitt, Sol: “Paragraphs on conceptual art”, in Gerd de Vries (ed), On Art: Artists’ Writings on the  
 Changed Notion of Art after 1965, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974, pp. 176-182.
—“Sentences on conceptual art”, in Gerd de Vries (ed); On Art: Artists’ Writings on the  
 Changed Notion of Art after 1965, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974, pp. 186-190.
Lippard, Lucy: Six Years: The Dematerialization of the Art Object from 1966 to 1972, University of  
 California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles & London, 1973.
—“Escape attempts”, in Ann Goldstein & Anne Rorimer (eds), Reconsidering the object of art  
 1965-1975, The Museum of Contemporary Art, Los Angeles, MIT Press, Cambridge Mass. &  
 London, 1995, pp. 17-38.
Longinos, Om litterär storhet, Anamma Förlag, Göteborg, 1997. Translation to Swedish by Jan  
 Stople.



262 263

Looking Up: Rachel Whiteread’s Water Tower, Scalo and Public Fund, New York, 1999.
Lucie-Smith, Edward: Movements in Art since 1945: Issues and Concept, Thames & Hudson,  
 London (1969) 1995.
— Art Today, Phaidon Press Ltd, London, (1995) 1999.
—  Konsten i dag: Från abstrakt expressionism till 1990-tal, Norstedts Förlag, Stockholm, (1977)  
 1989, second edition. Translated into Swedish by Rolf Söderberg.
Lyotard, Jean-Francois: “The sublime and the avant-garde”, Artforum International, New York,  
 vol. 22, no. 8 April 1984, pp. 36-43.

MacDonald, Marianne: “The Colour Issue”, Observer Life, 12 April 1998, London, pp.4-8.
Malevich, Casimir: Essays on Art 1915-1933, T. Andersen (ed), New York, 1971. 
Massey, Doreen: “Space-time and the politics of location”, in Rachel Whiteread: House, James  
 Lingwood (ed), Phaidon Press, London 1995, pp. 42-49.
Maxwell, Douglas: “Anish Kapoor”, Art Monthly, London, May 1990. 
McCorquodale, Duncan, Siderfin, Naoimi & Stallabrass, Julian (eds): Occupational Hazard:  
 Critical Writing on Recent British art, Black Dog Publishing, London, 1998.
McEvilley, Thomas: Sculpture in the Age of Doubt, Allworth Press, New York, 1999.
McGonagle, Declan: “Antony Gormley: Interview with Declan McGonagle”, in Antony Gormley,  
 Tate Gallery Publications, London 1994, pp. 35-53.
Meijers, Debora J: “The museum and the ‘ahistorical’ exhibition: The last gimmick by the  
 arbiters of taste, or an important cultural phenomenon”, in Bruce W Ferguson, Reesa  
 Greenberg, & Sandy Nairne, (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London & 
 New York, 1996, pp. 7-20.
Mellor, David: The Sixties Art Scene in London, Phaidon Press, London, 1993.
Meschede, Friedrich: “The Substantiality of the Drawing”, Rachel Whiteread: Gouachen, DAAD  
 Galerie, Berlin, 1993, pp. 7-21.
Metaphor and/or Symbol: A perspective on contemporary art, National Museum of Modern Art,  
 Tokyo, 1984. 
Metropolis, Christos M. Jocachimides and Norman Rosenthal (eds), Rizzoli, New York, 1991.
Meyer, James: Minimalism: Art and polemics in the sixties, Yale University Press, New Haven, 2001. 
Millard, Rosie: The Tastemakers: U.K. art now, Thames & Hudson, London, 2001.
Miller-Keller, Andrea: “Varieties of influence: Sol LeWitt and the arts community”, in Sol LeWitt:  
 A Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Yale University 
 Press, New Haven, 2000, pp 72-87.
Mitchell, W.J.T: Iconology: Image, Text, Ideology, University of Chicago Press, Chicago &  
 London, (1986) 1987.
— “What Sculpture Wants: Placing Antony Gormley”, in Antony Gormley, Phaidon Press,  
 London, (1995), 2001, revised edition, pp. 166-191.
Morgan, Robert C: Art into ideas: Essays on conceptual art, Cambridge University Press, 
 New York, 1996. 
Morgan, Stuart: “Antony Gormley: The Genesis of Secrecy”, Transformations: New Sculpture from  
 Britain, XVII Bienal de Sâo Paolo, Sâo Paolo, 1983, pp. 35-43.
— “Anish Kapoor”, The British Show, Art Gallery of New South Wales, Sydney,  
 1985, pp. 79-81.
Morris, Robert: “Notes on Sculpture, Part 1-4”, in Gerd de Vries (ed), On Art: Artists’ Writings on the  
 Changed Notion of Art after 1965, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974, pp. 192-243.
Moxey, Keith: The Practice of Theory: Poststructuralism, Cultural Politics and Art History, Cornell  
 University Press, New York, 1994.
Mukarovsky, Jan: “Art as semiological fact”, in Norman Bryson (ed), Calligram: Essays in New Art  
 History from France, Cambridge University Press, New York, 1988, pp. 1-7.
Måleri — det utvidgade fältet, Magasin 3 Stockholm Konsthall, Stockholm, 1996.



264 265

Nairne, Sandy: State of the art: Ideas and images in the 1980s, Chatto & Windus, London, 1987.
Neff, Terry A: A Quiet Revolution: British sculpture since 1965, Thames & Hudson, London. 1987. 
Nelson, Robert S and Shiff, Richard (eds): Critical Terms for Art History, University of Chicago  
 Press, Chicago 1996.
Nesbit, Molly: “Casting Out”, Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, Guggenheim Museum  
 Publications, New York, 2001, pp. 133-148.
Newman, Barnett: “The sublime is now”, reprinted in Charles Harrison & Paul Wood (eds.), Art in  
 Theory 1900-1990: An anthology of changing ideas, Cambridge, Mass., (1992) 1995, pp. 572-574.
The New Sculpture 1965-75: Between Geometry and Gesture, Whitney Museum of American  
 Art, New York, 1990.
Nilsson, Håkan: Clement Greenberg och hans kritiker, diss. Department of Art History, Stockholm  
 University, Stockholm 2000.
Nittve, Lars & Helleberg, Margareta (eds): Implosion: A Postmodern Perspective, Moderna  
 Museet, Stockholm, 1988.
—“Implosion – A Postmodern Perspective”, in Lars Nittve & Margareta Helleberg (eds),   
 Implosion, Moderna Museet, Stockholm, 1987, pp. 13- 39.
Njatin, Lela B.: “Field”, Antony Gormley, Phaidon Press, London, 1995, pp. 96-105.

Objects and Figures: New Sculpture in Britain, Fruitmarket Gallery, Edinburgh, 1982.
Objects & Sculpture: Richard Deacon, Antony Gormley, Anish Kapoor, Peter Randall-Page, Institute  
 of Contemporary Art, London, 1981.
O’Doherty, Brian: Inside the White Cube: The Ideology of the Gallery Space, Lapis Press,  
 San Fransisco, (1976) 1986.
— “The gallery as a gesture”, in Bruce Ferguson, Reesa Greenebrg & Sandy  
 Nairne, (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London & New York, 1996, pp. 322-340. 
O’Toole, Michael: The Language of Displayed Art, Leicester University Press, London, 1994.
Owens, Craig: “From Work to Frame, or, Is There Life after ‘the Death of the Author’?”, in  
 Nittve, Lars & Margareta Helleberg (eds): Implosion: A Postmodern Perspective, Moderna  
 Museet, Stockholm, 1988, pp. 207-212.
The Oxford Dictionary of 20th Century Art, Ian Chilvers (ed), Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1998.

Paice, Kimberly: “Cataloguge”, Robert Morris: The Mind/Body Problem, The Solomon  
 R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, 1994, pp. 89-303.
Painting — the extended field, Ulrika Levén (ed), Magasin 3 Stockholm Konsthall, Stockholm, 1996.
Parker, Andrew and Sedgewick, Eve Kosofsky (eds): Performativity and Performance, Routledge,  
 New York & London, 1995. 
Parsons, Sara-Jaye: Contextualizing Rachel Whiteread, MA Thesis, University of North Texas,  
 1996. 
Petersen, Vibeke: “europe/site — the musem/nonsite”, in Robert Smithson: Retrospectiv, works  
 1955-1973, Per Bj. Boym (ed), Museet for samtidskunst, Oslo, Moderna Museet, Stockholm,  
 & Arken Museum of Modern Art, Ishöj, Ishöj, 1999, pp. 78-87.
Phelan, Peggy: Unmarked: The Politics of Performance, Routledge London, 1993.  
Phillips, Lisa (ed): The American Century: Art and Culture 1950-2000, Whitney Museum of  
 American Art, New York, 1999.
Pierce, Charles Sanders: “Logic as Semiotics; The theory of signs”, in Robert E Innis (ed),  
 Semiotics: An Introductory Anthology, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1985, pp. 4-23.
Pincus-Witten, Robert: Postminimalism, , Out of London Press, London, 1977.
—  Postminimalism into Maximalism: American Art, 1966-1986. UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor,  
 1987. 
Plagens, Peter: “Anish Kapoor. Hayward Gallery”, Artforum international, September 1998, vol.  
 xxxvii, no. 1, New York, 1998, p. 150-151.



264 265

Pointon, Marcia (ed): Art Apart: Art Institutions and Ideology Across England and North America,  
 Manchester University Press, Manchester & New York, 1994. 
Potts, Alex: The Sculptural Imagination: Figuration, Modernist, Minimalist, Yale University Press,  
 New Haven & London, 2000. 
Preziosi, Donald: “Brain of the Earth’s Body: Museums and the Framing of Modernity”, in Paul  
 Duro (ed), The Rhetoric of the Frame: Essays on the boundaries of the artwork, Cambridge  
 University Press, New York, 1996, pp. 96-110.

Rachel Whiteread, Stedjelik Van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven, 1992. 
Rachel Whiteread: Gouachen, DAAD Galerie, Berlin, 1993.
Rachel Whiteread: Plaster Sculptures, Luhring Augustine Gallery & Karsten Schubert Ltd, 
  New York, 1993.
Rachel Whiteread: British Pavilion,  XLVII Venice Biennale 1997, Ann Gallager (ed), British  
 Council, London, 1997.
Rachel Whiteread, Anthony d’Offay Gallery, London, 1998.  
Rachel Whiteread: House. James Lingwood (ed), Phaidon Press & Artangel, London, 1995.
Rachel Whiteread: Sculptures, Debbaut, Jan (ed); Stedelijk Van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven, 1993.
Rachel Whiteread: Shedding Life, Fiona Bradley (ed), Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1996.
Rachel Whiteread, Serpentine Gallery, London, & Scottish National Gallery of Modern Art,  
 Edinburgh, 2001.
Rachel Whiteread: Transient Spaces, Guggenheim Museum Publications, New York, 2001.  
Ratcliff, Carter: Out of the box. The Reinvention of Art 1965-1975, Allworth Press, New York, 2000. 
Reise, Barbara: “Untitled 1969: a footnote on art and minimal-stylehood”, Studio International:  
 journal of modern art, vol. 177, no. 910, April 1969, London, pp. 166-172.
Roberts, John: “Pop art, the popular and British art of the 1990s”, in Duncan McCorquodale,  
 Naomi Siderfin & Julian Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard: Critical Writing on Recent  
 British Art, Black Dog Publishing, London, 1998, pp 52-79.
Robert Morris: The Mind/Body Problem, The Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, 1994.
Robins, Corinne: The Pluralist Era: American Art 1968-1981, Harper & Row Publishers, 
 New York, 1984.
Roos, Rita: “Prolonging Belief: Anish Kapoor interviewed by Rita Roos”, siksi — the Nordic Art  
 Review, no. 1, Helsinki, 1995, pp. 19-21.
Rorimer, Anne: “Approaches to seriality: Sol LeWitt and his contemporaries”, in Sol LeWitt: 
 A Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art & Yale University  
 Press, New Haven, 2000, pp. 60-71.
Rose, Andrea: “Rachel Whiteread interviewed by Andrea Rose”, Rachel Whiteread:  
 British Pavilion. XLVII Venice Biennale, The British Council, London, 1997, pp. 29-35.
Rose, Barbara: “A B C Art”, in Gregory Battcock, Minimal Art: A Critical Anthology, University  
 of California Press, Berkeley, (1968) 1995, pp. 274-297
Rosenberg, Harold: The Tradition of the new, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago &  
 London (1959) 1982. 
“Round-Table: The reception of the Sixities”, October, no. 69, New York, 1994, pp. 3-21.

Safran, Yehuda: “The condition of gravity is grace”, in Gravity & Grace: The changing condition of  
 sculpture 1965-1975, Hayward Gallery, London 1993, pp. 38-41. 
de Salvo, Donna: “A Conversation: Anish Kapoor with Donna de Salvo”, Anish Kapoor: Marsyas,  
 Tate Publishing, London, 2002, pp. 60-64.
Sandford, Mariellen R. (ed): Happenings and Other Acts, Routledge, London & New York, 1995.  
Sandler, Irving: Art of the Postmodern Era: From the late 1960s to the early 1990s, HarperCollins  
 Publishers, New York, 1996,  
Sandqvist, Tom: Den meningslösa kuben: Den minimalistiska bildkonstens teoretiska förutsättningar  
 och bakgrund, diss., Department of Art History, University of Lund, Lund, 1988.



266 267

de Saussure, Ferdinand: ”The Linguistic Sign”, in Robert E Innis (ed), Semiotics: An Introductory  
 Reader, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1985, pp. 28-46.
Sazonov, Valery Petrovich: “The one-picture gallery”, in Bruce Ferguson, Reesa Greeneberg &  
 Sandy Nairne, (eds), Thinking about exhibitions, Routledge, London & New York, 1996,  
 pp.297-305.
Sayre, Henry M: The Object of Performance: The American Avant-garde since 1970, University of  
 Chicago Press, Chicago, 1989.
Schapiro, Meyer: “On some problems in the semiotics of visual art: field and vehicle in image- 
 signs”, in Robert E Innis (ed), Semiotics: An Introductory Reader, Indiana University Press,  
 Bloomington, 1985, pp. 208-225.
Schlieker, Andrea: “Pause for Thoughts: The Public Sculptures of Rachel Whiteread”, Rachel  
 Whiteread, Serpentine Gallery, London & Scottish National Gallery of Modern Art,  
 Edinburgh, 2001, pp. 59-65.
Sculpture: Projects in Münster 1997, Klauss Bussmann, Kasper König & Florian Matzner (eds),  
 Verlag Gerd Hatje, Stuttgart, 1997.
The Sculpture Show, Hayward Gallery & Serpentine Gallery, London, 1983.
Searle, Adrian: “The cast show”, The Guardian, June 19, 2001, London.
Sensation: Young British artists from the Saatchi Collection, Thames & Hudson in association with  
 the Royal Academy of Arts, London, 1997. 
Serota, Nicholas: Experience or Interpretation: The Dilemma of Museums of Modern Art, Thames &  
 Hudson, London, 1996. 
Shiff, Richard: “Donald Judd: Fast thinking”, in Donald Judd: Late Works, PaceWildenstein, 
 New York, 2000, pp. 4-23
Siderfin, Naomi: “Occupational Hazard”, in Duncan McCorquodale, Naomi Siderfin & Julian  
 Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard: Critical Writing on Recent British Art, Black Dog  
 Publishing, London, 1998, pp. 26-43.
Siegel, Jeanne: Artwords: Discourse on the 60s and 70s, UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1985.
Sjölin, Jan-Gunnar (ed): Att tolka bilder: Bildtolkningens teori och praktik med exempel på  
 tolkningar av bilder från 1850 till i dag, Studentlitteratur, Lund (1993) 1998. 
Sol LeWitt: A Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art & Yale  
 University Press, New Haven, 2000. 
Sol LeWitt: incomplete open cubes, Nicholas Baume (ed), Wadsworth Atheneum Museum of Art,  
 Hartford, 2001. 
Sol LeWitt: structures 1962-93, Museum of Modern Art, Oxford, 1993. 
Sonesson, Göran: Pictorial concepts: Inquiries into the semiotic heritage and its relevance for the  
 analysis of the visual world, Lund University Press, Lund 1989.
— Bildbetydelser: Inledning till bildsemiotiken som vetenskap, Studentlitteratur, Lund, 1992.
Spalding, Frances: The Tate: A History, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1998. 
Stangos, Nikos (ed): Concepts of Modern Art, London, (1981) 1985.
Staniszewski, Mary Anne: The Power of Display. A History of Exhibition Installations at the  
 Museum of Modern Art, MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass. & London, 1998.
Starlit Waters: British sculpture. An international art 1968-88, Tate Gallery Publications,  
 Liverpool 1988. 
Stockstand Marilyn (ed): Art History, Harry N. Abrams, New York, 1995.
Strickland, Edward: Minimalism: origins, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1993.
Suchin, Peter: “After a Fashion: Regress and Progress in Contemporary British Art”, in Duncan 
 McCorquodale, Naomi Siderfin & Julian Stallabrass (eds), Occupational Hazard:  Critical  
 Writing on Recent British Art, Black Dog Publishing, London, 1998, pp. 95-111.

Taratantara: Anish Kapoor, Baltic Centre of Contemporary Art, Newcastle, 2000. 
Temkin, Ann (ed): Barnett Newman, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Philadelphia, 2002.
—“Barnett Newman in exhibition”, in idem (ed), Barnett Newman, Philadelphia Museum of Art,  
 Philadelphia, 2002, pp. 18-75. 



266 267

Thompson, Jon: “New times, new thoughts, new sculpture”, in Gravity & Grace: The changing  
 condition of sculpture 1965-1975, Hayward Gallery, London 1993, pp. 11-34.
Thorpe, Vanessa: “Profile: Antony Gormley: A monumental vision”, Independent, May 31, 1998,  
 London.
Tickner, Lisa: “Mediating Generation: The mother-daughter plot”, Art History, vol. 25, no. 1,  
 February 2002, London, pp. 23-46.
Tomkins, Calvin: Off the Wall: Robert Rauschenberg and the Art World of Our Time, Penguin  
 Books, New York, 1980.
Transformations: New Sculpture from Britain, XVII Bienal de Sâo Paolo, Sâo Paolo, 1984.
Tucker, William: The language of sculpture, Thames & Hudson, London 1974.
— “The condition of sculpture”, in Gravity & Grace: The changing condition of sculpture 1965- 
 1975, Hayward Gallery, London 1993, pp. 35-37. 
The Turner Prize: Anish Kapoor, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1991 
The Turner Prize: Rachel Whiteread, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1993 
The Turner Prize: Antony Gormley, Tate Gallery Publishing, London, 1994. 
The 1991 Turner Prize: An Exhibition of Work by the Four Shortlisted Artists, Tate Gallery  
 Publishing, London, 1991.

Ustvedt, Øystein: “Sincerely Yours”, Sincerely Yours: Britisk kunst fra 90-årene, idem (ed), Astrup  
 Fearnley, Museum of Modern Art, Oslo, 2000, pp. 8-13.

van de Vall, Renée: “Silent visions: Lyotard on the sublime”, in Paul Crowther (ed), The  
 Contemporary Sublime: sensibilities of transcendence and shock, Art & Design Profiles, vol. 10, no.  
 40, Jan-Feb, London, 1995,  pp. 69-75.
de Vries, Gerd  (ed): On Art: Artists’ Writings on the Changed Notion of Art after 1965, Verlag M.  
 DuMont Schauberg, Cologne, 1974.
Viewpoint:  L’art contemporain en Grande Bretagne, Musées Royaux des Beaux-Arts de Belgique,  
 Brussels, 1987. 

Wagner, Anne M: “Reading Minimalism”, in Gregory Battcock (ed), Minimal Art: A Critical  
 Anthology, University of California Press, Berkeley, (1968) 1995, pp. 3-18.
Wakefield, Neville: “Rachel Whiteread: Separation anxiety and the art of release”, Parkett, Zürich,   
 no. 4, 1994, pp. 76-82.
Waldman, Diane: Mark Rothko: 1903-1970: A Retrospective, Solomon R Guggenheim Museum,  
 New York, 1978.
—  Transformations in Sculpture: Four decades of American and European art, Guggenheim 
Museum  
 Publications, New York, 1985.
Walker John A: Cultural offensive: America’s impact on British art since 1945, Pluto Press,  
 London, 1998.
Wallenstein, Sven-Olov:  ”Det utvidgade fältet — från högmodernism till  
 konceptualism” in Konsten och konstbegreppet, Raster, Stockholm, 1996, pp. 117-152.   
— ”Painting — the extended field”, in Painting — the extended field, Ulrika Levén (ed), Magasin 
3   Stockholm Konsthall, Stockholm, 1996, pp. 11-32.
Wallis, Brian (ed): Art after Modernism: Rethinking Representation, The New Museum of  
 Contemporary Art, New York, 1984.
Weber, John S.: “Sol LeWitt: The idea, the wall drawing, and the public space”, in Sol LeWitt: A  
 Retrospective, Gary Garrels (ed), San Francisco Museum of Modern Art & Yale University Press,  
 New Haven, 2000, pp. 88-99.
Welchman, John C: “In and around the ‘Second Frame’”, in Duro, Paul (ed), The Rhetoric of the  
 Frame: Essays on the boundaries of the artwork, Cambridge University Press, New York, 1996,  
 pp. 203-222. 



268 269

Welish, Marjorie: Signifying art: Essays on Art after 1960, Cambridge University Press, New York,  
 1999.
Wiesenthal, Simon (ed): Projekt: Judenplatz Wien, Paul Zsolnay Verlag, Wien, 2000.
Williams, Richard J: After modern sculpture: Art in the United States and Europe 1965-70,  
 Manchester University Press, Manchester & New York, 2000. 

Yamawaki, Kazuo: “The Path to Antony Gormley: Sculpture and Being”, Antony Gormley: Still  
 Moving, Works 1975-1996, The Yomiuri Shimbun, Tokyo, 1996, pp. 125-129.

Zelevansky, Lynn: Sense and Sensibility: Women artists and Minimalism in the nineties, Museum of  
 Modern Art, New York, 1994.



268 269

Index    Pages in italics indicates reproductions

Abakanowicz, Magdalena   4

Andre, Carl   6, 40, 78-80, 82, 85-86, 90, 
94, 137-141, 143, 160-162, 164, 213

Antin, David   83

Antoni, Janine   4, 158-159

Apfelbaum, Polly   137

Arp, Jean  77, 85-86

Ars Nova  196

Art of this Century, Gallery    63-64

Bachelor, David  136

Bal, Mieke   10-11, 22

Bann, Stephen  161, 168-169, 172

Barr, Alfred H.  64

Barry, Jackson 3, 15, 22, 163-164, 176

Barthes, Roland 1, 15, 74

Battcock, Gregory 19

Benglis, Lynda  137, 194

Berger, Maurice  18, 21, 91-94, 100, 152, 
172, 207

Bernini, Gian Lorenzo  21, 61-62, 124, 
155-156

Betty Parsons Gallery  64

Beuys, Joseph  40, 48, 69-70

Bhabha, Homi K.   207, 209

Biggs, Lewis  35

Birnbaum, Daniel  28, 33

Blazwick, Ivona  138, 144

Bois, Yve-Alain 10, 14

Bourgeois, Louise   48

Brancusi, Constantin  77, 156

Brawne, Michael 65

Brenson, Michael  35

the British Council  18, 23-24

Bryson, Norman 10-11, 22, 166, 216

Buchloh, Benjamin 20

Buck, Louisa  18, 24

Buren, Daniel  89

Burke, Edmund 22, 201, 204

Canova, Antonio 19-20

Careri, Giovanni  21, 61, 65, 95, 102, 214

Caro, Anthony  77, 81, 187

Carrier, David  22

Causey, Andrew  20, 24, 32, 151, 167

Celant, Germano 17, 37, 42, 190

Chamberlain, John 71

Cheetham, Mark A.  22, 205

Colpitt, Frances 18-19, 74, 76, 79, 85-86, 
92, 148

Convert, Pascal  174-175

Cragg, Tony   137

Crimp, Douglas  18, 21, 93

Culler, Jonathan  21-22, 213, 215

Danto, Arthur C.  98, 129

Deacon, Richard  26

Debbaut, Jan  57

Degas, Edgar 153

Dennison, Lisa  54

Derrida, Jacques   14, 205

Duchamp, Marcel  85

Duncan, Carol  21, 60, 62, 68-69

Duro, Paul   21, 59

Fer, Briony  138, 140-142, 146-148

Foster, Hal  19-20, 79

Fried, Michael  11, 14, 19, 79, 95-99, 100, 104, 
107, 110, 113-114, 119, 148, 169, 198-199



270 271

Galerie Iris Clert  69

Galerie Patrice Alexandre  36

Garnett, Robert  32

Giacometti, Alberto  32, 153

Glaser, Bruce 19

Gonzalez, Julio  153, 174

Gormley, Antony  2-7, 9, 13-16, 17, 23-24, 
25-36, 48, 61, 75-76, 99-101, 108-113, 
115-116, 151-182, 186, 198, 213-217; 25, 27, 
28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 109, 110, 157, 168, 
169, 171, 178, 181

Greenberg, Clement  72, 79, 96-97, 148, 154, 
189

Green Gallery  91, 92

Guggenheim Museum(-s)  56, 116

Guggenheim, Peggy  63

Haacke, Hans  89

Haaning, Jens  70, 90

Hayward Gallery 45-46, 191, 193

Hepworth, Barbara 77, 85-86

Hesse, Eva   17, 137, 194

Holly, Michael Ann  22, 213, 217

Houshiary, Shirazeh  4

Huyssen, Andreas  58, 136

ICA (Institute of Contemporary Art)   24, 26

Jansen, Twan  137

Johns, Jasper  72, 74

Jones, Amelia   8, 21, 99-100

Judd, Donald 1, 6, 19, 71, 76, 77-79, 82-83, 
85-86, 89, 96, 114, 116, 119, 138, 153, 162, 
164-165, 168-169, 182, 184, 187, 190-191, 
193, 213

Kaltenbach, Stephen  89

Kapoor, Anish 2-7, 9, 12-17, 23-24, 26, 36-46, 
48, 61, 75-76, 99-101, 113-117, 183-212, 
213-217; 36, 37, 38-39, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 115, 
185, 187, 191, 192, 193, 194, 196, 197, 208

Kelly, Ellsworth  66

Kiesler, Frederick  63

Klein, Yves 17, 40, 69, 90, 104-105

Klein Essink, Selma  57

de Kooning, Willem  72

Kosoi, Natalie   17

Krauss, Rosalind  6, 18, 20-22, 76-77, 81, 84-85, 
94-95, 135-136, 141, 162, 201-202

Kwon, Miwon  18, 21

Laderman Ukeles, Mierle  89

Laib, Wolfgang   137

Langer, Susanne K.  82

Le Va, Barry   4

Lewis, C. S.   124

LeWitt, Sol  6, 202, 213

Lippard, Lucy  19

Lissitzky, El   63

Lisson Gallery  36

Lyotard, Jean-Francois 16, 22, 204-206, 211

Malevich, Casimir  202

de Maria, Walter  36

Martin, Agnes  202

Matisse, Henri  153

McCorquodale, Duncan  18

McEvilley, Thomas  29, 40, 158, 160, 184

Millard, Rosie  18, 24

Mitchell, W. J. T.  26

Mondrian, Piet  202

Moore, Henry   77, 85-86, 153, 174

Morgan, Stuart  210

Morris, Robert  1, 6, 18-19, 50, 71-72, 78, 82-
84, 87-88, 89-92, 93-97, 105, 109-110, 112, 
114, 116-117, 137-138, 145, 172-173, 180, 
184, 189-190, 192, 194-195, 199, 203-204, 213 

Moxey, Keith 5, 22

Mukarovsky, Jan   73-74

Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) 18, 56, 64-65



270 271

Nauman, Bruce  48, 136

Nemser, Cindy  89

Newman, Barnett  66, 72, 205

Nittve, Lars  5

Noland, Kenneth  163

O’Doherty, Brian  21, 60, 66-68, 90, 99, 183

Olsson, Anders  204

Opie, Julian 4

O’Toole, Michael   15, 22, 152, 174-177

Owens, Craig  74

Parson, Sara-Jaye   17

Peirce, Charles Sanders 5, 12

Perreault, John  19

Pollock, Jackson 66-69, 72, 78, 83, 90

Potts, Alex  9, 19-20, 78-79, 95, 199

Ratcliff, Carter  20

Rauschenberg, Robert  1, 72, 74

Reinhardt, Ad  72, 202

Reise, Barbara  79, 114

Richter, Gerhard  140, 147

Rodin, August  112, 123-124, 153, 155-156, 
179-180, 198

Roos, Rita  187

Rose, Barbara  19

Rosenberg, Harold  21, 73, 77, 79 

Rothko, Mark  17, 67-69, 90

 

Saatchi, Charles  23

Safran, Yehuda  59, 189

Sandler, Irving  20

Sandqvist, Tom  19

de Saussure, Ferdinand  12

Sayre, Henry M.   195-196

Schapiro, Meyer 6

Serota, Nicolas  63, 68

Serpentine Gallery   26, 55

Serra, Richard  50, 88-89, 112, 137, 194, 199

Siderfin, Naomi  18

Smith, David  77

Smith, Tony  6, 75, 86-87, 190

Smithson, Robert   125

Sonesson, Göran  22, 163

Stallabrass, Julian  18

Staniszewski, Mary Anne  18, 21, 60, 63-67

Stella, Frank  19, 72, 153

Stephenson, Andrew  8, 21, 99

Stingel, Rudolf   137

Stockholder, Jessica   137

Tate Gallery  67

Tate Modern  46

Tucker, William  184, 190, 198

Wakefield, Neville  50, 104

Wallin, Magnus  70, 90

Warhol, Andy  129

Whiteread, Rachel   2-7, 9, 13-14, 16-17, 23-24, 
46-58, 61, 75-76, 99-100, 101-108, 115-116, 
119-150, 168, 186, 208-209, 213-217; 47, 48, 
51, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 102, 105, 122, 127, 130, 
133, 139, 141, 142, 146, 147, 150

Whitney Museum of American Art  20

Williams, Richard J.  20

Wittgenstein, Ludwig  73

Wollheim, Richard  19

Woodrow, Bill  26



273



272 273

ACTA UNIVERSITATIS UPSALIENSIS

FIGURA Uppsala Studies in the History of Art • Nova Series

Editor: Hedvig Brander Jonsson

1. Idea and Form. Studies in the History of Art by Åke Bengtsson, Per Bjurström, Teddy  
 Brunius, Allan Ellenius, Per Gustaf Hamberg, Göran Lindahl, Marita Lindgren-Fridell, 
 Sven Lövgren, Carl-Otto Nordström, Folke Nordström, Harald Olsen, Per Palme, Thomas  
 Paulsson, Patrik Reuterswärd, Nils Gösta Sandblad, Rudolf Zeitler, 269 pp., 92 fig., 1 colour  
 plate. 1959.

2. Per Bjurström: Giacomo Torelli and Baroque Stage Design. 271 pp., 126 figs. 1962 (second  
 edition).

3. Folke Nordström: Goya, Saturn and Melancholy. Studies in the Art of Goya. 239 pp., 109  
 figs. 1962.

4. Sven Sandström: Levels of Unreality. Studies in Structure and Construction in Italian Mural  
 Painting during the Renaissance. 260 pp., 21 text-figs., 94 figs 1963.

5. Carl-Otto Nordström. The Duke of Alba’s Castilian Bible. A Study of the Rabbinical  
 Features of the Miniatures. 250 pp., 133 figs. 1967.

6. Contributions to the History and Theory of Art by Per Bjurström, Teddy Brunius, Allan  
 Ellenius, Per Gustaf Hamberg, Marianne Löfström, Folke Nordström, Gregor Paulsson,  
 Sven Sandström, Rudolf Zeitler, 192 pp., 49 figs. 1967.

7.  Patrik Reuterswärd. Hieronymus Bosch. 296 S., Abb., 2 Farbtaf. 1970.

8. Anders Almgren. Die umgekehrte Perspektive und die Fluchtachsenperspektive. Eine  
 Untersuchung der Zeichen für Raum und Körper in Kinderzeichnungen und anderen  
 Bildern. 264 S., 52 Abb., 1971. Out of print.

9. Teddy Brunius: Mutual Aid in the Arts from the Second Empire to Fin de Siècle. 240 pp. 11  
 figs. 1972.

10. Proceedings of the sixth international congress of aesthetics, Uppsala 1968. Ed. by R. Zeitler.  
 1972.

11. Gustav Cavallius. Velazquez’ Las Hilanderas. An explication of a picture regarding structure  
 and associations. 222 pp., 274 figs. 1 colour plate. 1972.

12. Hildegard Omberg: William Hogarth’s portrait of Captain Coram. Studies on Hogarth’s  
 outlook around 1740. 183 pp., 42  ill. 1974.

13. Folke Nordström: The Auxerre Reliefs. A Harbinger of the Renaissance in France during the  
 Reign of Philip le Bel. 158 pp., 88 figs. 1974.

14. Hans-Olof Boström: Fünf Egerer Kabinettschränke des 17. Jahrhunderts in schwedischem  
 Besitz. 155 S., 52 Abb., 1975.



274 275

15. Elisabeth Piltz. Kamelauktion et mitra. Insignes byzantins impéraux et ecclésiastiques. 350  
 pp., 186 pls. 1977.

16. Marita Jonsson: Monumentvårdens begynnelse. Restaurering och friläggning av antika  
 monument i Rom 1800-1830. 244 s., 116 fig. 1976.

17.Elisabeth Piltz. Trois sakkoi byzantins. Analyse iconographique. 150 pp., 70 pls. 1976.

18. Tatiana Malmquist: Byzantine 12th Century Frescoes in Kastoria. Agioi Anargyroi and Agios  
 Nikolaos tou Kasnitzi. 199 pp., 24 figs. 1979.

19. Les Pays du Nord et Byzance (Skandinavie et Byzance). Actes du premier colloque nordique  
 et international de byzantinologie tenu a Upsal 18-21 avril 1979. Redigés par Rudolf Zeitler.  
 488 pp, 220 pls. 1981.

20. Karin Ådahl: A Khamsa of Nizami of 1439. Origin of the miniatures–a presentation and  
 analysis. 110 pp., 61 figs. 1981.

21. Visual Paraphrases. Studies in Mass Media Imagery by Hedvig Brander Jonsson, Allan  
 Ellenius, Thomas Hård av Segerstad, Lena Johannesson, Barbro Werkmäster. 238 pp., 
 52 figs., 1984.

22.  The Natural Sciences and the Arts. Aspects of Interaction from the Renaissance to the  
 20th Century. An International Symposium. 177 pp., 105 figs., 1985.

23. Bysans and Norden. Acta för Nordiska forskarkursen i bysantisk konstvetenskap 1986.  
 Redigerad av Elisabeth Piltz. 225 pp., 124 figs., 1989.

24. Berit Sahlström: Political Posters in Ethiopia and Mozambique. Visual Imagery in a  
 Revolutionary Context. 180 pp., 139 figs. 1990.

25. Karen Wonders: Habitat Dioramas. Illusions of Wilderness in Museums of Natural History.  
 263 pp., 134 figs., 1993.

26. Elisabeth Piltz: Le costume officiel des dignitaires byzantins à l’époque Paléoloque. 176 pp.,  
 73 figs. 1994.

27. Islamic Art and Culture in Sub-Saharan Africa. Edited by Karin Ådahl and Berit Sahlström.  
 192 pp., 87 figs. 1995.

28. Eva Lindqvist Sandgren: The Book of Hours of Johannete Ravenelle and the Parisian Book  
 Illumination Around 1400. 167 pp. 115 figs. 2002.



274




