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Abstract

.1 show that an aesthetic judgment about the appropr1ateness

- or inappropriateness of therplacement(of-a sculpture.must ‘be .

explained and.justified. The theory of placement that I
develop consists of .an explanation of what a place is, three

paradigmatic places for chlpture, and three canons that are

used to justify the placement of works. 1 demonstrate that

-’

”one must take ‘the place of a work ‘into account in order to

- -

‘make correct aesthetlc judgments about works of sculpture.

iv ’



Preface o ¥
"Sculpturevahd Place™ is a work in the-aesthetics of
‘sculpture} It should fot be read. as an aesthetics of
'sculpture. Moreover, the theory ofvplacement that I offer
does not exhaust all. of the 1ssues that perta1n to 2
| complete ph1losoph1cal 1nvest1gat10n 1nt the concept of
vplace. The theory that I develop, howeve , is"aiprolegomena

to further study.

The issue. that 1 address concerns the placement of

sculpture. how might one jUStlfy an aesthetlc Judgment about'

the approprlateness or 1nappropr1ateness of a placement’

On ‘the one hahd, such a judgment might be said to
remain at the level of an intuition. On this view, one
‘cannot. provide a set of criteria ln support: of one's
judgment. on the other hand, a judgment about theﬁv.
appropriateness'or:inappropriatehess_of\a placement?éan and
: must be made explicit ih\order to correctly appreciate.works

v

of sculpture. On this view, which is my own, one gives an
explanation of what a place is and on that basis prov1des a
_deta1led set of cr1ter1a (what I w1ll call 'canons' ) that

"may be used to ]ust1fy the claim that a work of sculpture 1s

appropriately or 1ﬂapproprlately placed.

\

g
|
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1. The Placement Of Place

There is a work of sculpture that‘ia‘said to be
app:optiately placed;'another»kork‘is'said'to_be
ihapproprlately placed. What more can one,say'about both
placemente?'Are there guidelines or tell*tale.signs of .
appropriate~ahd inappropriate'placements? -

The eminent British sculptor Henry Moore states that
"there arenft‘any rules for discoverihé ‘cofteot' settinga
for-worke.of sculpture."' For Moore, one canhot appeal to a
set ofu"rhleé"‘in order to assure the appropriate placement

3

of a work nor can one specify what is appropriate about a
placement "A work seems to be approprlately placed' one has
the feeling that a work is out of place; there 1s somethlng
about a place that suits a work. While there may be
somethlng that is 1ntu1t1ve1y correct about a placement,
what that intuition involves cannot be made explicit.

In Nine Basic Arts, Paul Weiss states that "a piece of
soulpture belongs anywhere."* This position may be best -
desctibed as radically‘anti—place: sculpture hasvno place. A
remark to the effect that a work is appropriately or
'inappropriately plaoed makes little sense in weiss'
philosophy of scplpture.'If there.are no places for
sculptore, then one‘cannot talk about the appropriateness or
inappropriatehesa of placements. For Weiss, there is nothing
beyond the~m5terial hody of a work that is germane to it. On

'Henry Moore, HenPy Moore -on Sculpture (New York: The Viking
Press, 1966), p. 229. ‘
*Paul Weiss, Nine Basic Arts (Carbondale: Southern Illinois
Unlver51ty Press, 1961) p. 89.



T

~Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1956).

this view, a work of sculpture belongs anywhere because one

need.hot look beyond its material body in order to
apprec1ate it aesthetlcally

For Rosal1nd Krauss in “Sculpture in the Expanded
Field,"? sculpture becomes ‘placeless .at the moment when the
site of a historical event nollonger determines the
placement-of a work. fhe;condition of placelessness, thinks
KrauSS} is particularlf evident if one attempts to think of

v

the place of non-representational works that are found in

.- ~

the urban environment.

- In The Stones of Venice,* John Ruskin contends that the
n1che 1s no place for sculpture. Although Rusklu recognizes
that the n1che is a recess intended for sculpture, the'
architectural definition of the niche or what I will call
the basic understauding of the niche as a place for
sculpture is said to be inapt since the niche is no more
than.a'decorative abyss.

In The Art of Sculpture,® Herbert Read argues that a

discussion of sculpture in terms of place precludes an

understanding of the autonomy of the art of sculpture. For

Read, place is a concept that implies the subordination of
sculpture to a context that is conceived of in terms of a

visualuorcpainterly prejudice.

—— —— - ———— ——— - — -

JRosalind Krauss, "Sculpture in the Expanded Field," October

8 (1979): 30-44.

‘*John Ruskin, The Stones of Venice, Fourth Edition
(Sunnyside, Orplngton, Rent: George Allen, -1886), I. xxiv.
8-9. '

sSee Herbert Read, The Art of - Sculpture ﬁPrinceton, New



For F. David Martin in~;Sculpture and PIace;;‘ there
'are'several ways to reach an understandiné of the placement
of sculptere; However, inithe theory of placeﬁent that I
will present, Martin's‘place—concepts must be unpacked and
critically reeQaluated before their soundnessﬁgnd'
applicability may be determined.

When I refer to the position of the sceptic or rhe'
speptical view'of s;uipture and place, I mean to suggest a
generalization of Moore's andﬁWeiss' poaitions. The scep;ie
‘thinks that there are no places and,'epen if there were, one
could not explain wharﬁit is that makes them appropriate or
inappropriate places for sculpture. At best,.oneﬁcan'simplb
report that a work seems to be appropriateiy or |
inappropriately placed. N

The positions of Krauss, Ruskin, and Read are net
manifestlf sceptical. Rather, in each discussion a notion of
.pIace is introduced only to be subsequeﬁply dismissed. wﬁat
remains, however, is not a placelessneas_tbat‘is the result '
of a radical uncerta}nty about piace as aJcritical and
]

useful concept. For instance, Krauss finds that the

separatlon of the lOglC of the monument and the loglc of

sculpture has created a k1nd of sitelessness; Rusk1
_dismissed the definition 6f the niche since he failpd to

find a "noble" example of a niche-bound statue; d Read

argues against the Greek concept of topos since.itviﬁposes

limits on one's understanding of the art of sculpture. At no

‘F. David-Martin, "Sculpture and Place, " Dlalectlcs and
Humanism 111/2 (1976): 45-55. .



t1me does Krauss argue that the lo ic of the monument -
“d1ssolves- Rusk1n does not - deny the poss1b111ty of an’ - .
appropriately placed statue and Read does hot lose a. sense
. of place. A theory‘of placement that cons1sts, in part of
three sets of paradlgmatlc places for sculpture will emerge

»

from my recon51derat1ons of Krauss', Ruskin's, and Read" s
' dellberatlons on}partlcular notlons of place. .

-Consider the following example. In Sir wlnston
Church111 Square in downtown Edmonton Alberta, there is a
work ent1tled Lunchbﬁeak (1983) by J. ‘Seward Johnson Jr. The
sculpture is located in a corner of the small park. It is a
cast of & labourer- a carpenter complete w1th overalls and
the tools of hrs trade The work 'sits on a bench and 1n .
fact, appears to be recl1n1ng on the’ bench; Further, he has
a cup that sits on the bench be51de h1m and contalns, when
the weather permlts, ralnwater. At other t1mes he can be
seen inrthe shadeuof the park4trees. This work, I contend,
is approprlately placed. 'vb_h o | SR o yf:'

Thevwork, as I«have attempted to relate through a mrlda.'
-anthropomorphism, 1s a reallstlc representatlon_of a. ‘
carpenter However, 1t 1s not in v1rtue of. my

e

anthropomorphlc descr1pt1on that the %ork may be said to be

v\»

approprlately placed It 1s in virtue. of what is co- present-“

with the work that“lt,1s"appropr1a€ely‘placed.‘The work is

I3

de51gned ‘to -be placed on a bench a place for a lunchbreah.

thermos,'and cup. ItrlS, after“all,‘Lunctheak - a break for

‘1,.“



lunch ln a park.

There are three points of interest here. First, a park
or a sqguare, just as other aesigned«places like the piazza
and the walk to a building, are common urpan places and:
common places for sculpture. The work 1s found in a place in
which one. m1ght expect to find it; on reflectlon in one of
the common : urban places for sculpture. 1 w1ll pursue thlS
line of thought in Chapter II 1in the.form of an arqument
against Krauss' notion of the placelessness of sculpture in
the outdoor ‘urban environment. S Iy

Secondly, the work is placed on a park bench. lhat {Sf
the figure reclinesxﬁq the bench and is:not simply set.on a
bench. The figure, then, is designed in such a way that‘it
would be inapprop-‘ately placed if it was set on a flat
surface, a slope, or « lower or higher bench. In my
discussions of r:ches 2nd other architectural contexts in
Cnapters I11 (on Ru"%n), IV (on Martin), and V (on Read), T
will show that one. pust take into account the design of a
work in relation to what it is placed in, on, or against in
order to determine the appropriateness or inappropriateness
of a placement.'ﬁhatlis co-present with a uprk constitutes
the place of a work. )

Thirdly, the place of the carpenter cannot be
adequately.described in terms of a single, frontal position.
The manners in which the wcrk appears to a spectator who

moves in and around its place 1n relatlon to the trees, the

bench, and the objects on the bench are essential components

2
4

{



in my understandlng of the aesthetlcally 51gn1f1cant
features of the place of sculpture. In Chapter VI, -1 w111
show how a free standing object that is co-present Wlth a
work can be sa1d to influence the appearance of a work and
' the appropriateness of the placement.

The theory of'placement that will appear in Chapter VII
consists of three sets of places: urban places, niches, and
free—standing sculpture in;the—round in rfelation to
free-standing co—present objects that are in.the immediate

vicinity of a work. The threelsets of places provide canons
that I will appeal to in order to explain what the place of
a uork is and how one can correctly appreciate it. As Izhave
stateo, the three sets ofvpagagigmatic places for sculpt&re
'energe‘from my reconsiderations of Krauss', Ruskin's, and .
Read's positions. The three sets of places yield canons that
I will use in order to show that the sceptical view of l
.scufpture and place is incorrect. T will give a rigorous
account of sculpture and place by,appiYing my canons. to’
part1cular wbrks. The appl1catlons will appear throughout
khe text as 111ustrat1ve examples..In Chapter VII, I will
treat several examples in order to demonstrate the general
applicabglity of the canons.

The study of the place of sculpture is essentially an
investigation into the relationships between works of
sculpture‘and what is co-present with}them.-fhe goal of the
investigation isoto make such relationships explicit and

* show how the co-present determines -the appropriateness of



\ . . . —~

placements. A place has a clearly defined Boundary and it is
within such a)koundary that a work is. found. The study{gf
place brings to light the aesthetic significance of qhafg{é
co-present with a work. What ie co-present and how the

' co-present is related to a work will emerge:- as the canons of

the theory of placement are formulated

¢



II. U;ban Places \\

By way of an ‘introduction to this Chapter, I will
consider scome.remarks by art historian and cr1t1c Rosalind
Krauss in "Sculpture in the Expanded Field. Krauss declares.
“that prior to Auguste Rodin's Gates of Hell (1880-1917) and
Balzac (1897), the logic of sculpture was identicel with the
logie of the monument. It is with Rodin's works (but more
explicitly with much of the sculpture of the 1960's) that
the\;ogic\of the’mqnumen:'is transgressed,{For Krauss, the
monument 1s "a marker at a particular place for a specific-
meaning/event." ’ Further,‘"by virtue of this logic a\
sculpture is a commemorative'represent?tion. It sits in a
particular place and speaks in a symboiical tongue about the
meaning or use of that place.”™ * The representational
mohument, then, ﬁarks its place as the site of, for
instance, a battie, a discovery, the home of an important
figure or, the "first,” the "last,” the "only," etc. A
sculpture can be said to moﬁumentalize by representing_seme
element (a figure or figures) from a past event which
occurred that plaee.

The logic of the monument is transgressed at the moment’
_when a hlstor1cally significant 51te is no longer the
determining factor in the placement of a sculpture. For
Krauss, the negatlve condition of the monument is
placelessness, homelessness, or a kind of- 51telessness. It
is of some interest to note that the language of place and

’Krauss, "Expanded Field," p. 35.
"Ibid ‘ '



placelessneés is quickly becoming a widely used mode of
expfession in architecfural criticism. The cufrent
literéture on postmodern architecture, perhaps fueled by
Kennéth Framptdn's widely published article "Towards a
Critical Regionalism: Six Points for an Architecture of
Resistance,” * is reminiscent of.Martin Heidegger's "Art and
Space” '°® and The Question Concerning'TechnoIogy._“
Frampton's influence 1is particuiafly evident in the work of
the‘Cénadian design critic, Adele Freedman. Unfortunately,"
. the digéillation”of Heidegger yields a widely used but
uncertain sense of place.'? I'will return to Frampton and
Heidegger later in this Chapter.

For krauss,:if the plaéement of a work is no longer
de&ermined by ghe events of the past, then thernotion‘of the
place of sculpture is passed over. Regarding the absence of

a unigue and original site, Krauss writes: "But it would
*Kenneth Frampton, "Towards a Critical Regionalism: Six
Points for an Architecture of Resistance,” in The '

Ant i-Aesthetic, edited by Hal Foster (Port Townsend: Bay
Press, 1983), . 16-30. , -

'°*Martin Heidegger, "art and Space," Man and World 6 (1973):
3-8. C -\ R

''See Martin Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology
(New York:. Harper, & Row, 1977). ' : .
.1 What Frampton has firmly grasped in his reading of
Heidegger (and translated into critical remarks on \
construction technigues) is that there is not a place for a
building before there is a building. A place is constructed,
cultivated, or opened up in virtue of building. In
Freedman's use of place, there is already a place for a
thing; a bare position (Jocus) that may be‘occupied by.any
number of things. Moreover, such positions are said to be
"right" or "wrong" for particular works (Adele Freedman, ""A
. garden of overwrought, picturesque folly," The Globe And
Mail , September 22, 1984: E5; idem, "Postmodernism,” "
Canadian Art 1/1 (1984): 84-9; Martin Heidegger, "Building,
- pwelling, Thinking," in Poetry, Language, Thought, (Ne
York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 145-61). ;
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prbbably.be more accurate to say of the work Ehat.bng found
in the early sixties that sculpture had entered a |
categorical no ﬁén'g land: it was what was on or in front of
a building that was not the building, or what was in the
1and$cape that was noﬁ the landscapé."j’ It is witﬁ this. .
remark tliat Krauss finds an‘ansﬁer to the question "what is
sculpture?": the peripheral cateéory that results from the
addition of the neither/nor of noé-landscabe and
not-architecture. In a manoeuvre that I will not be
concerned with, Krauss uses the (posiéive) invefﬁion of
ndtflandscape (architecfuge)\and_&ot-architecture .
(landscape) to conséruct a logical square. The squaré is

- used to define, in terms of the combinations of its
~oppositions, various sculpturesque projeéts;“ Krauss'
\aftempt to define sculpture as one of sévéral categorigf
that. are generated through the addition of the possibil{ties
given by the square overcomes some of the difficulties that
one encounters iqian attempt tb.é:ganize the enorm6us‘

variety of sculpturesqgue forms under the single heading of

"sculpture."”

: A wofk that is i frontvof a building, for instancévlis
in a categorical no man's lahﬁ.{A work that -is in a anmanisﬂ
land has not been placed accordihg to the commemorative
thesis. If the thesis does not obtain, then the sense of

sculpture and.place/ that Krauss entertains is lost and thus

we are left with n

place. Consider Isamu Noguchi's Red Cube

- '3 .Krauss, op. cit. , p. 37. : '
T Ibido’ ppo 36 8. . N I Coat :}.



(1968) in the plaza of the Marine Midland Bank'in New Yoxk
City. Noguchi's huge rhombohedron does not mark the site' d
a meaning/event nor does it symbolize a past use of its
current plaée. Fcr’Kfauss, the work is in a:plaza that is a
-no man;s land.

The c;mmemcfative'fhesis is not exhaustive and is,'in
fact, misleéding. The‘notion of place -need not be passed
overvby vir;ue of the transgression of commemorative
representation sinee.a monument might be ‘erected in a place
‘that is not the site of a h}sﬁorically significant Eyent.
Thé commemoratiQ? the§§5{cén be used to account for the,
place of some works. waever, Krauss""logic"'is mislgading
since the commehdfative thesis continues‘tofoperate even in”
the abSehcelof a physical connection between a "sculpture and
thé site of a historically significant event. - ‘

Let us éonsider‘a few possibilities within the terms of

Krauss' prnject. If the site of a past event is in a city in

Japan or, = -~ etter, on-the moon, a monument might'be'

. erected ir tk "zer of an intersection in a North American
city 6r, irn te: £ the latter case, in front of avbuilding
in any citv. ~£2:: 'ch -he work .ould not sit in the place
that, according =~ .~ 1c ic of the monﬁmént, it was meant

to ‘be placed, a sens oI pic e ne<-" not be lost since the
wotkvsignifies the __ze »f a historically significant event -,
but does so in a no man - land. Such‘é monument ﬁight be

said to signify a site that is ausent but made present 6 a

spectator by the fact that ths work is a reminder of a
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significanttevent which took place at a site that is not the
place or'gréund on which the wbrk sits. Al;bqugh-the
plaéement of the work is not deﬁermined by the site of 5
paét event, the original site (Hiroshima, the moon) is still
sighified.;ThiSbis, of course, the "logic" of the var
memorial or veterans statue. The "logic" is very simple. A
monument is erected in front of a buildiné.in Washington, “
D.C., in order to'§ommemorate the first moon walk. Krauss
thinké that the monument is in a no man's land. According tu
the commemorative thesiﬁ; the work should be,efected on the
moon since that is the si;e of the walk or meaning/event.’
Krauss suggests that the American flag on the moén (if‘she
is willing to admit that the flag is a monument) is in its
proper place. The ﬁ&gyment in Washington, however, signifies
or ;;peaks in a‘symbolical tongue" about ‘the moon walk, the
space'program, etc. In thiﬁjyespect, I want to claim
(against Krauss) that;}ﬁé/ébmmemorative thesis operateé in
”céses in which the/yé;ument does not sit on the very ground
on which an event/gccurred. I also want to ﬁake the claim

that the monument! in Washington is in a place regardless of

_ -
whether it'signifﬁes the moon walk, the space program, etc.
What one mus% now inquire into is the place of a work
that is no longer ‘a historically determined site in Krauss'
sense‘of a meaning/event. I do not mean the site signified
by the worklbﬁt the actual or immediate'placé of the work.

The éctual site of the work is the place of the work. In the

Red Cube example, the work is not in the plaza by.virtue of

.
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a historically 51gn1f1cant event that occurred 1n that
place. While there are some works that are placed accordlng
to Krauss' “logxc,f and other works that 51gn1fy a
" historically 51gn1f1cant site that is not the place on which
they sit, there are other kinds of places for sculpture. The -
Red Cube is one of those places: the)plaza; We must begin te
reflect upon where works of sculpture are found in the ﬁrban
environment. | i

One way of shedding some light on my suggestion;about
place is to consider the structurally analogous éaselbf the
earthwork. What is sttuctura11§ analogeus‘about this case is =
that the 1idea of place that I am suggest1ng remains ;
subjacent to an existing notlon of place as site. An
earthwork or earthmark such as' Robert Smithson's Spiral
detty‘(197b) may be understood in terms of the relationship
between the work and its site. That is, in terms of the‘ |
collapse of the work and its»site. The site is a part of the
work and as such, the site is a part of the work-conceivedv
of as an aesthetic object.'® It would appear that the
complicity between site and work accounts for_any questions
one might want to'ask about the place of Spiral Jetty.
Although the site is a part of the work, the work has a
place over and above the initial collapse of site and work.

I am referring to what is co-present with the work. A second

notion of place emerges in as much as the work has a place.

15 Allen Carlson, "Is Environmental Art An Aesthetic Affront
to Nature?" mlmeographed (Edmonton, Alberta: Unlver51ty of
Alberta, 1984), 1. :
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En;a great expanse\of salt water and 1s connected with a
part'of the shore of the lake. If, in the first insfance,
the site of the work is a relevant part or aspect of the
work, then, in the sécond instance,»not'all’of-the lake nor
. the' ' shore aré-parts or aspécps of the work. if }hé site is a
part of the wdrk as a definable aesthetic object, then the
work as an aesthetic object will have a boundary. The.
feptureé of the place of the work are not aspects of the
work itself but are present together.yiph the work and are
'aesthetically significantnfeatutés of t evplace of tﬂe work.
It will not be until Chapter VI that I will fully elaborate
on'the-relatiohshfps betweeh 5 work and a co-present object.
The example I will use is one in wh1ch the co-present object
is not physically connected w1£h ‘the work. However, the
analogy is useful since it shows us that in‘both the
monument and earthwork examples the prevailing,Aotions of
place require further expansion.since ﬁeither notion
exhausts the wéys in which we can come to account for the' ~—
p}ace of sculpture. |

The understanding of blace that I wish to develop,in
this Chapter is derived from Krauss' idea of a no man's
land. As we can'recall: the front of a building, for
instance,'is a no man's land. Krauss thinks that a work
which. is foundvin front of a ﬁilding is simply what is not
the building. One imight initially think that this negative
definition milita%és against a positive interpretation.

. | . .
However, one m1ghq ask: where is the work? The answer, of

3
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.

'courae; is'that'the work is placed in front of a building.
This answer is simple and deeeptive. In giving it I.haQe
indieated that the front of a'buiiding is a place. Moreover,
the ‘front of a building is a place for sculpture and not a
no man's land. JuSt as a second understand1ng of place
emerged in my dlscu551on of Splral Jetty, a second
understanding of place emerges out of what appears to be a
no man's land. Krauss has unwittingly directed us to a
second understanding of place by giving us an example ef_an
hrban place. But Krauss has not simply directed us to the
blaza. She has explicitly told us that the‘front of a
building (plaza) contains $culpture. Krauss provides the
same service with seyeral of her examples. For instance, she
states that "Bernini's statue of the ConVerion of .
‘Cbnstantine, placed at the foot of the Vatican stairway
connectlng the Basilica of St. Peter to the heart of the
papacy is another such monpment a marker at a partlcular
place for a meaning/event."" More accurately, Bernini's
.Constantlne (1654-68) connects the portico of the piazza
retta with the Basilica of the Vat1can, Piazza di San Pletro
(Rome). The important point is that the work is acce551ble
from an urban place: the piazza. |

The ‘outdoor spaces of the urban environment such as the
park, the plaza, and the piazza are placesnfor sculpture. |
What we have come to recognize is that scuipture has a p;ace

in the urban environment. Public art and especially

"¢ Krauss, op. cit. , p. 35.
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sculpture are found in.urban.places as a result of the
strategies of the urben planner, architect, sculptor, art
foundation, and other‘bublic and private institutions. What
has become a bad cliche for some and an imnrovement.for
ethers‘is the fact that works of sculpture are predictably,‘
~placed in -front of the entrance - or in some relation - to'ah
building in a designed plaza. In snort; the £ront of a
building is a common place end a common place for sculpture.
The examples that wve might appeal to are numerous. If
one considers Barcelona, one might point to Joan Miro's work
in the pool of the Parc de l'Eseorxador;'if one thinks of
Toronto, one might point to Henry Moore's work before the
entrance to City Hall in Nathan Philips Square, if one
'chooses Philadelphia, one mlght point to Claes Oldenburg's
work in Center Square. Sculpture can be found in renewed
urban places which are as old in their coneeptlon as places
for social interaction and civic action as the piazza and
the town square. Sculpture is a part of deslgned outdoor
lspaces regardless of their funct1on or age. Moreover,
regardless of 1ts functlon, age, or style, sculpture is-
found in urban places. For example, 1in Wllllam Lake Douglas’
report on the Louisiana World Exposition (1984), "An Event
of Place,f" we find a sense of place that answers to
Kenneth Frampton's demand'for'e_place that is cultivated
with a v1ew to reg1ona1 inflections and local topographical
features. Douglas p01nts out that the Exp051t1on site is 1n

__——-_-.__—__—.——_____

'7 William Lake Douglaé "An Event of Place,” Landscape
) Architecture 74/4 (1984) 44-55.
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a bend-of the Mississippi River overlooking the Port of New
Orleans and contains a large variety.bf water sculpture,.
designed lagoons, bayous, and waterways. The themg of the
Exposition (Thé World of ! vers: Fresh Water as a Source of
Life) reflects the features of the place (topos) in as much
as the ;opogfaphy iéﬁéharacterized by.its‘aqueoﬁ§neés. The
"abéolute precondition” of Critical Regionalism is a cléarly
" defined domain or place-form. The galleria, tgé atrium, and
the for%cogrt are, for Frampton, examples of intrdspective_r
‘types of piace-forms ﬁhat fight against the modern tendency °
to level'aﬁd build over withoﬁt aVQiew-to the peculiarities
of existing built and non-built‘formations. In the '
Ekposition site the piaCe+forms are either yaterwétks or
bounded by waterworks. On a related front, we might begin to
understand Martin ‘Heidegger's treatment of ﬁhe place of an |
anonymous sculpture in."Art ana Spacé by making reference
to a work in_a'modest piazza.'® That is, to the extent ﬁhét'
sculpture is said to‘éake place by opening up a vista for
humaﬁ dwglling, the sculpture preserves the piazza as a
gathering place for the people of the neighborhood. The’
piazza is-ﬁndérstood here .as a familiar local conteft; a
homey pléce for a game‘&@»scoba (é Neopolitan card game) or
a visit to the cafe in view of the local landmark, the
sculpture. Within the Italian context, a Bolognese pqrtico

or what we might call an arcade or sheltered passageway

takes place»nét merely as'a route of circulation but as a

—— . —— —— ——— = —————————

RE SeeﬁHeidegger, "Art and Space."



‘place in which the public and private domains overlap and
engender social interaction' The portiéo makes space for
such interaction. Indeed, the port1co as a clearly deflned
‘urban place. does take place as a. short c1rcu1t. it is glven
meanlng through l1nger1ng,ysoc1alr21ng, and the gathering of
friends, family, and stranoers.' A |
' One mlght also point to the successive placement of
Michelangelo s David (1501-4), Donatello s Judith and
Holofennes (1457~ 60) and Manzocco (1410-22), Ammanati’ s
Neptune fountain (1563 75), and (da) Bologna s Cosimo‘I”
(1554), in the L- shaped P1azza della Slgnorla (Florence) "
u'throughout the sixteenth century as an 1nstance in wh1ch
ysculptures'systematically found their way into an urban"
place (they were placed in the piazza in order to: solve a
de51gn problem- to fac1l1tate a smooth passage or tran51t10n"
from one space of the L- shape to the other).?° What all T
these apparently disparate dIscu551ons have&;n common Ls‘“”
that they involve built urban places and;the presence of
sculpture therein. ‘ .

The first set of placestfor sculpture in the theory'of
4placement are urban places Such places are clearly deflned
built (designed, landscaped constructed) ormatlons in the
urban env1ronment. There are, then, contrary to the._\-

sCeptical position,~plaCes in which one can and_does find

'* Samuel Packard, "The Porticoes of Bologna," LandSCape
27/1 (1983): 19- 29

*° N.T. Newton, Design On The Land: The Development of
Landscape Architecture (Cambrldge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1971), p. 133. ‘
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works of sculpture appropriatély-placed. >

Urban plaées are common places in the urban énvfronment
and coﬁmon places for sculptufe: the imblicétions of this \
canon for the placement of sculpture will not be felt until-
the second and third canéns are fgrmulated. In Chépter v
and to a greater extént in Chapter VII, I will show how the
piéces for S;ulbture and the cahons'mqy be combined. Since
the second and tﬁird kinds of place§ for sculpture may be
found in urban places, it is e$$ential to know how the parts
of the theory of placement fit together.

4The recognition of the commonality of the . urban place
vand the placement of works therein brings to light a
;conveﬁtion that‘undérlies the appropriatesplaceﬁeﬁt of. works
‘in;bigzze, parks, %nd pléz$s. Thé\coqvention or the standard
'practice.of placing &orks in urban places indicates that
such places are appropriate but does not address the_
placement of the individual Qork. The individual work in
. relation to the co-present as an“architecéural formation
\ will be.discussed in Chapters 1II, IV, and V. In Chapter
VII, I will unpack the temporal dimension of the convention.
'Qowever, we é:e not in a position to assert that a wq;kAis‘
appropriately placea because it is in an urbah,piace. In
Chapters IV and VI, I will show how the "croﬁding" thesis
may be used to determine fhe‘appropriateness of
inapp;op;fateness of a plaéement. in this respect, a work
that violates thevthesis4is inappfopriately placed evehvig

it is in an urban place.



ITIl. Niches and Embedment

A survéy of the higtory of Western art reveals that the
niche is a place for sculpture. In these general terﬁs,
however, the niche .is little more than a receptacle that
might be said to house all kinds of sculpture. Moreovér, on
thié general line‘éf thought, all niches appear to be the
same. In this Chapter I will enquire into the second set of .-
places for sculpture in order to unpack these
generalizatioﬁs,

The touchstone for m§ inguiry will be the basic
understanding or architectyral definigion~a£3the;niche:
sculpture has a place in a niché because a niche is a ﬁlace
for sculpture. I wiil-defepd the bagﬁc understanding.égainst
the challenge of John Ruskin with;a view to showing ﬁha; it
is a valuable heuristic device. The basic understanding is
valuable sincebit gives us an object of study: the'
relationship between a work‘and its niche. It is thr_ugh my
study~and delineation of_the spatial relationships betweenl
works and their nichesvthat a tripartite canon will emerge.
By appealing to this canon I will be able ﬁo determine if a
work . is. appropriately or inappropriatgly placed in a niche.

A niche, writes John Ruskin in The Stones of Venice, -is
: ,

12

"a“héllow intended for a statue, and crowned by a
canopy."?' A sgatue, then, usually of some liturgical or
iconographic imporﬁ} has a place in'a‘niche or recess 1in a
wall. But the niche, thinks Ruskin, is‘a decorative abyssf

21 Rhskin, The Stones of Venice, 1. xxiv. 8.



It is a pity that thus we have no noble example of

the effect of the statue in the recesses Of,

architecture, for the Flamboyant recess was no£ so

much a preparation for it as a gulf which swallowed

it up.?*? - | .
As far as Ruskin 1s concerned, the niche is a place for
statuary but a place that becomes an aﬁyss. A s£atue is lost
in its niche and the nicﬂe becomeé the distinctive
configuration. | |

Is it the case that a statue might be embedded in such

a way that if need not disappeaf into the abyss? That is; if
the niche is a place for statuary and statuéry, once it is
embedded, disappgars into the ﬁiche, then the niche is a
place that is ho place for statuary. On Ruskin's view,

staﬁuary is out-éf-place even in its %laCe. . _ )

' In what sense is a statue eﬁgulfed? We might do well to
cdnsidef a distinction between central and peripheral
ehbedding with-respect tb the ﬁiche and itfvstatue(s). I
borrow the central/peripheral distinction from Donald
Preziosi's analyses of space-cells and forms in The
Semfotics of the Built Environment in order to make several,
points about niche-boundedness.?? A form (i.e., an '
- elementary geometrical solid such as a cylinaer) may be said

to have the features of centrality, peripherality, and

embeddedness in relation to a space-cell. A space-cell

12 Ibid., I. xxiv., 9. :
?? Donald Preziosi, The Semiotics of the Built Environment
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1979), pp. 38-59.
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(i.e., a hollow three-dimensional square) is a bounded space
that contains or has an object on, against, under, through,

or beside it. The space-cell (sguare) will represent the

niche while the form (cylinder) will represent a statue (see

‘Figure 1 and Figure 2). |

In the te%t that accompahies.Jas.(T: Ball's Detailed
Workirng Drawings of The Five Orders of Architecture, we
read: "The depth of the niche'must'be_sufficient to contain
the whole of any statuary piaced within it.;i* Ball is .
stating that niche- bound statuary is to be centrally |
embedded That 1s, no part of a work (i. e., a limb or. an
attached object) should protrude-from its nlche..If ‘a limb
or an attached ob]ect were to protrude from the niche, this
would not constitute a case of perlpheral embedment. What is
essential to perlphera{‘embedment.ls the placemeht of the
work on the threshold of the niche. ﬁetbre we'return td

Ruskin's challenge, consider the follow1ng example from

Roger Scruton's The Aesthetics of APChltectUPe Wlth respect

to Verrochio's group of Doubting Thomas (1465) on the facade’

of Or San Michele (Florence), Scruton writes that "the
saint's foot emerging from the frame gives to the figure a

unigue sense of startled understanding, precisely because of

"as

its refusal to be fixed in the architectural surround.
What is Significant ﬁn'the group of Doubting Thomas is not

*+ Jas. T. Ball, Detailéd Working Drawings of The Five
Orders of Architecture (New York: Willliam T. Comstock,

1908), Plate JJ.
13 Roger Scruton, The Aesthetics of Architecture (London:

Methuen & Co., 1879), p. 99+

b



Figure 1 Central Embedment
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Figuré 2'Peripheral Embedment
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only tne foOt'of~the saint but the entire statue of the
saint. The statue provides us with an example'of peripheral
embedd ng while the protrusive limb serves to heighten our
awarengss of the peripherality of the statue in relation to

the other centrally embedded figure. \

\
\

he statue of the saint, as an instance of a
.perip erally "embedded statue, is not engulfed since it
extends beyond the~-mouth of its niche. Ruskin s notion of
disappearance refers, it appears, to centrally embedded
statuary. Since a centraily embedded statue is fixed in the -
partial surround of the niche such that none of its parts
emerge from their recess, such a statue midht very well be
said to be engulfed. |

v If we understand the central/peripneray distinction as
an either/or.distinction, we are lead to-say that if a
statue is not peripherally embedded, it must be centrally
embedded. For Rusﬁin if a statue’is centrally embedded,
then it is engulfed by its niche. If a statUe is engulfed by
its niche, it is out-of-place even in 1its place.

However, in the Verrochio example the -either/or reading
bf the distinction is inappropriate since both centrally and
peripherally embedded figures are found in the same niche.
‘The Verrochio example gives us a middle ground con51st1ng of
two statues with different geometrical features between the
alternative and mutually exclusive configurations of a’
51ngle work that 1is centrally embedded in a 51ngle niche and

a single work that is peripherally embedded in a single
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niche. The distinction should be understood as a conjunction
or, at least, to have conjunctive possibilities. I will
pursue this matter l3ter in this Chapter.-In the meantime,

let us ask: since the Verrochio example presents us with

_both kinds of embedment, is it the case that one of the

figures is subject to Ruskin's gulf?

What is it fo be subject to Ruskin's gqulf? If a statue
is centrally embedded, then it is swallowed up by its'niche.
If a statue is swallowed'up by its niche, then it is subject
to Ruskin's gulf. However, a centrally embedded statue
reveals.-a single aspect of itself to a spectator. Since a
statue which is centrally embedded shows a single aspect of
itself, it is not actually swallowed up and thus not
engulfed. If a statue which has more'than a single aspect
comes to be centrally eﬁbedded, then it might be said to be
partially engulfed since only one aspect of the work can
appear to a spectator. We might even say that such a work
should be peripherally\embedded since more than one aspect
of 1t is revealed in virtue of its per1pheral position. If,
however, a statue is designed to be seen only from the front
or from’one aspect, then we might say that it should be

centrally emﬂ%dded since such embedding accomodates that

_sort of statue. The above arguments give us a sense of the

appropriateness or inappropriafeness of the placement of a
statue in a niche. By bringing the geometrical features of

niche-boundedness to bear upon individual cases, we can make

“~a_move towards understanding aesthetic judgments‘about
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place.

Just as Ruskin considered the canopy, Scruton
emphasizes the shell (the scallop in thg cove of a niche).
Unlike Ruskin who took the canopy to be a dubious
~ embellishment, Scruton presents the classical shell and
variations on it not as pompoué motifélbut as triumphs of
‘niche design. For Séruton? it is the.shell.&s detail in the
vocabulary of classical’architecture that not only initiates
a standard for niche detail but is the condition of @ng
possibilify of expanding our understanding of niche-bound
statuary. It ig in the shell work Borromini that Scruton
sees the reaffirmation of the niche as a place for statuary.
The reaffirmation appears in the form oﬁ'an anti-Ruskinian
development in as much as the fluidity of the Borromini
shell is said to complement niche-bound statuary. WhatAis
reaffirmed is the basic understanding of the niche as a
placé‘for statuary but a place that ié fgr removed from
Ruskin'srgulf. Scruton gbeS"so far as to atteﬁpt to expand
our understanding of the niche as a recess in a wall:

But the niche has now come forward into the wall

' space, it has acquired an entablature which follows
| its form, making it appear as an articulation of the
wall rather than a niche cut into it. ¢
It is the fluidity of ﬁhe shell, thinks Scruton, that
enhances the niché. The niche-is a dynamic place that need

not engulf statuary. The statue is cast forward as an

-~ ——— - —— - - ——

1¢ Ibid., p. 216.
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integral part ofythe wall; the niche is an enlivened space
~ that is no longer'simply a receptacle. Scruton's vision of -
the niche suggests that centrally embedded etatuary may be
experienced as_that which is equi-present with the wali. In -
.essence, Scruton'e'suggestion is based on the observation

that. a centrally embedded statue shows:a s ngle frontal :

aspect of itself to a spectator. That is,

the single |aspect ‘of the statue as an arti
wall. \‘ v

In The\APt of Sculpture, Herbert Read describes Henry
Moore' s T ime- Life Screen (1952-53) as a marriage of modern
functional archltecture and modern sculpture through
geometrical law. What is of interest here is the place of
the work in the wall of the building. I will illustrate the
conjunctive possibiiity that I mentioned earlier by taking
Moore's work.to be both centrally and peripherally embedded.

Some years before Moore was asked to develop a .
sculpture for the terrace of the T1me -Life Building
(London), he had been comm1551oned to carve a relief ( North
Wlnd 1934) on the Senate House Building. The work that
Moore proposed would have con51sted of elght seated flgures\
on eight separate stones to be placed some 50 to 60 feet
from the ground on the facade of the bu11d1ng Although the
architect had the stones placed on the bu1ld1ng, Moore did
not complete the commission. For Moore, North Wind would
"have been: a) too far from the ground to be viewed properly

“and; b) the fact that the commission, called for a set of
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reliefs "went against the grain" of his attempt, at that
.tlme, to achieve form in-the-round. I include this
discussion in order to draw attentlon to the de51gn of the
Trme—Llfe Screen. Unllke Moore s plan for North Wlnd the

- Screen consists of four non—representatlonal sculptures
which are mounted in a divided frame, side by aide; in such
aAway as.to admit the passage of light through the pierced
‘portlons of the "screen.” Although'Moore's~Screen appears to
be ‘mounted on the facade of the building, ;t 1s an
achievement, in a sense yet to be unfolded, of sculpture
in-the-round. Further, it is mounted at the level of the
mezzanine floor which 1suthe lower level/terrace of the
building (the building cohsists of a lower level/terrace and
a higher level which is the office tower). From a frontal
perspectlve, the Screen mlght be taken to be a part1t10n~
wh&ch encloses the side of the terrace that faces Bond .

' Street. Unlike North Wind, the Screen is relatlvely low to
the ground; placed in such a way as to be seen from the “
front as well as from the rear; it can be approached from
the rear at the ;evel of the terrace and can also be seen,
with some»difficulty; from a lateral position (on.both
terrace and street sides). _

For Read, the Screen "is suspended in the orime
architectural plane and thus is completely integrated™?’
into the flat_surfaoe of the building. What is unique about
Moore's work isrthat it is centrally and peripherally

:7 Read, The Art Of .Sculpture, p. 23.
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embedded at the' same time. The geOmetricai feafures of
Moore's niches in-the-round may be seen by using the form
and -space-cell that 1 used ear{ier (see FigureTB); Thev
drawing represents one section of Moore's work. From the
frontal, lateral, and reah'positions (perhaps even from the
windows of the office tower), the form is peripheraily
‘embedded; Howevern there is a sehee in which the space-cell
(the square has become a'frame), as an extension of the wall
tfollowing_Readﬁs insight that the work is set into the
prime arthiteotu:al plane), is a centering device: the work
protrudes on. the front and the back of the wall .and is, ih
this respect, centfally embedded in ré}ation to the depth of
the space-cell. Unlike the niches we have previously
con51dered Moore s niches are pierced and allow a spectator
to experlence them from a number of perspectlves. What
should be obvious here is that a work designed to be seen
from.a single perspective is inappropriately placed in such
a frame. |

Read writes:

To hang a stone pioture on the hoiloing wasﬁexactly

what the Romanesque sculptor did, and the pictoriai *
scene he wrought was relevant to the function of the
building. His problem was to hang a plcture in the
right place.... He achieved this effect by carv1ng
into the walls raeher than -by hanging a carv1ng onto

the walis, and this is what Henry Moore has done.?



. & .
Figure 3 Central and Peripheral Embedment
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The appropriate place for Moore's work is a niche-like

structure according to the basic understanding of the niche.

The kind of .niche in which the work belongs must be
specified since it would be inappropriately placed in a
niche that is closed on the back. In another respect, Just
as Roger Scruton contended that it is with the Borromini
shell-niche that the niche as a.dynamic place for statuary
is reaffirmed, it is with Moore's niches in—the?round that
the niche as a place for sculpture is reaffirmed as an open
place. Although Moore's Screen is non- representational and
secular unlike the representational and sacred Fiche -bound
statuary that we are accustomed to seeing, the Screen is
.placed in a location that is not pecullar to niches but is a
place where we might expect to find it. That is, on the

. outside wall of a building. Further, the place of Moore's
work i's also appropriate because of the concomitant
geometrical‘planes which it fits into rather than
contravenes. The work does not interrupt the rhythm of the
window rows nor spoil the flat surface of the wall, nor
impose‘a naturalistic or organic form_upon the contiguous

) rectanpular-forms; neither does the work interrupt the
parallel lines of ledges ror contrast with the colour of. the
co-present stone. In short, the Screen does not contravene”&
what is essential-in Read's use of "functional." The - .J?»
_redundancy of the design.is.maintained in ‘being extended. T,
what I have indicated in this Chapter is that a niche

_

can be an appropriate or inappropriate place for sculpture.
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One can determine if‘é_placemenf is'appropriate or ‘
inappropriate by appeaiing to the design. of a wprk, tbe‘kfnd'
of niche, and the features of niche—boundedness;:A wofk.that__w
is. designed to be seen in-the-round is inappropriately .
pléced if it is centrally or.peripherally embedded. A woFk
like Moore's Screen, however, which is designed to be ‘seen.
as a sculpture in-the-round in the wall of~a building is
appropriately placed if it is centrally and periphefallyu
embedded in a niche that is open Sn the back. Since it is
the individualnwbrk that is -important, we are in no position
to assert that.all sculpture in-the—;ound i's appropriatéiy
placed if it istcentrally and periphérally embgdded.~The
three components of the canon applyrto indiviaual workg énd
as such each work demands close scrutiny. in and of itself,
A work that is de51gned to be seen from a 51ngle frontal
position is approprlately placed if it is centrally ‘embedded
and inappropriately placed if it is perlpherally embedded.'A
“work thaf is to be seen from more than one pe;speétive but
'is not a sculpture in-the-round ié gbpfbpriatély plaéed if
it is peripherally embedded and inapbgopriaéely placed if it
‘ is.centrally embeddedf On the bésis of the tripértite canon
(de51gn of a work, kind of nlche, features of |
n1che—boundeﬁpess - embeddedness, centrallty, per;pherallty)
‘it is possible to mage an 1nformed and exactlng case for the

approprlateness or 1nappropr1ateness of niche- bound

sculpture,
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. Iv. F. David Martin And Place ’ S
In this Chapter I will ctitically appreciate and

evaluate F. David Martin's investigations into the place of

sculpture with a view to unpacking and extending the

codstellation of place—cbncepts‘that-appear in his texts. I

Wlll pay special attentlon to proper place,
place-boundedness, and the between. As a critical thlnker of
sculpture and place, Martin's poetical and Heidegar~rian
utterances often appear as approximations to intuitions or
éeelings about the apgrpp;iateness or inappropriAtenesg of
thé,place of scﬁlpturg.géowever, Martin's attempts to
articulate what the sceptic claims 'to be impossible, namely,
feelings about placemenés, warrant close scrutiny. In my
readlng of Martin I wlll attempt to further his notlons with
art hlstorlcal facts; indicate where there is a confusion of
concepts'wand dlrect his thoughts back to the basic
uﬁderstanding of the niche. ngﬁbasic understanding will
appear as a point*of:entry, in tﬁe final section of the
Chaptegl for the application ofzthéntripartite canon from
Chapter III in the context of a similar but more generalv

case for the‘appropriateness'of place that Martin makes. In

. Ty .
short, we now have a canon that will allow us to make

Martin's claims explicit and in so doing show that a
rigorous account of place can be given.

In *SCqutgre and Place,” Martin suggests' that the

proper place of Donatello's St. George (c. 1417) is its

" niche on the outside north wall of Or San Michele

33
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(Florence).vUnlike my treatment of Verroghio's group of
Doubting'ThomaS (Or San Michele) in~Chapter III in terms of
the features of niche-boundedness, Mart@p's investigationﬂ
revolves around the term "proper."” What 1s it ébout a
particularAniche‘on the outside hérth wall of Or San Michele
that might contribute to our understanding of propen‘place?
For Martin, it is'not o) muéh a quesfionfof the position of
the niche on the wall nor the pafticulag features of the
‘niche itself but, rather, the historical fact that the
original place of St. George (wberé.it stood for.centuries)
1s its niche on the outside north wall of Or‘San Miéhele. In
fact, it i1s "the Niche of the Armcurer's Guild"?’ rather
than a niche wiéhout a title that is the proper place of St.
George. In other words, Martin does not simplj write that
the work has a pléce in a niche because a niche is a place
for sculpturef St. George's prober place . is the Niche on the
Armourer's Guild because tﬁe Niche is the original place of
the work. '
Although Martin does not make his case explicit, ‘his
position is‘straightforward and historically grounded.
Donatello was a member of the Arte dei Pietra e Legame, the
guild of stone and woodworkers. St. George is a work in
marble by a gifted stoneworker. St. George was the patron
sa'int‘ of the Arte dei Corazzi e Spadai, the guild of
armourér's and sword-makers. The patron saint of the

Armourer's Guild is in its proper place when it is in the

** Martin, "Sculpture and Place,"” p. 51,

]
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Niche. of the Armourer's Guild. On another level of analysis,
one might appeal to the drill holes ﬁﬁ the head of the
statue and the traces of corroded metal in its right hand in
order to support the relationship between the work and its
place. Originally, the work was designed to hold a sword and
" wear é helmet. But it is not simply as "niche-dressing” that
St. Geofge spérted the products of the Guild. Rather, St.
George was the' guardian of the Armourer's Guild at a t?me
when the Florentine Republic was threatened by the forces of-
King Ladislaus of,Naple;.‘Martin, I maintain, would concur
with us dh the following point. St. George wouid have been
inappropriatély placed if the statue had found its way to
the niche of the Arte dei Linaiolie Rigattieri (linen
drapers and peddlers), for example. And if such.a
misplacement can be imagined, we would then be inclined to
admit that the Niche of .the Armourer's Guild would be,
especially.over and agaénét the religious, emblematiﬁ, and
material implications of the misplacement, the proper place
of the statue or,.at least; a more appropriate place. Hence,
the properﬂplace.of St. George is its Qriginal place 'in
virtue Sf the religious (patron saint), emblematic (a model
for the fighting men of Florence who used the weapons of the
Guild), and material (prﬁducts of the Guild) factors.’®

with respect to the éomplicity between pfoper and
original piéhe; there,is another factor to consider:

3¢ For a full art historical account see Frederick Hartt,
‘History of Italian Renaissance Art, Second Edition
(Englewood Cliffs;_Prentice-Hall,‘ﬁ979), pp. 176-79.
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Martin's elusive notion of place—boundednegs. On this level
of analysis’, a work is place-bound in virtue of occupying a
place over ﬁime. That is,” St. George occupied the Niche of
ﬁhe Armourer's Guild "for centpries." Marfih also wants to
iﬁclude one's experience of a work in its original place (1f
possible) as an essential component of place-boundedness, as .
well as one's experience of the same work in a new location.
It is not merely the historical fact that‘the work occupied
a particular plaee "for centuries" that is impdrtant, put
one's experience of the work in 1its orﬁginal place at some
point during those centuries (Martin is also willing to
accept one's experience of a replica of the work in the
original plade of the otiginal Qork) and one's experience. of
the same work “in-a new place (at some time) that is
important. There are two ways of reading place-boundedness.

First, a work might bé said to be place-bound in terms
of one's experience of it at place A at t and one's
expefience*of it at-place B at t,. If the latter experience
includes associations from one's first encounter Qith the
work at an earlier time and place, such associations would
thgn be_said fo constitute plate-boundedness to the extenti
ﬂfhat one could not disassociate the work from the.plage_in
which one first encountered it (parﬁiculérlf if one had
become accustomed to .its position at place A)..One might
claim, as Martin does, that the work has been dislocated. On
the one hand, such a claim might merely entail that

place-boundedness is contingent upon one's persdnal histofy.
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A cflaim, I note in passing, not unlike the adage that a
plaze and its objects may evoke strong memories. Such
memories,of course,vare based on one's personal hisﬁory. On
the other hand, Martin's point is well taken. To make the
point that a woff is bound to abplace in one's memory is not
to make a rigorous case for place—boundedness, nor to make a
startl;ng psychological ihsight and, even less, to make a
point peculiar to séulpture. However, and'tHis is my second
readingi when coupled with some or a great deal of art
historical knowledge about a particular work in the context
of the cultpral climate in which the work found its piace,
one's persocnal experienée of a work that has been moved from
its ori@inal place can evoke strong associations or ties to
thaﬁrpiace as one encounters the work in a museum or -a
Vsimiiar.new location. On a generous reading-of Maftin, st
would attribute the second point to him. However, he mané
no move to untangle the two points.?'

- On a slightly different line of thbught, Martin
maintains that  "sculptures settle into a place by enlivening -
the surrounding space, reaching out and centering things
around themselves, and resisting detachment."®? The
enlivened, surrounding space of a work is its perceptual
extension or between. The between is "the spaée from the
maferial body of a work to the participétor;"’f Martin's

' Martin, op. cit., pp. 47-8. '

*?* F. David Martin, Sculpture and Enlivened Space:
Aesthetics and History (Lexington: The University of
Kentucky Press, 1981), p. 190. _

*? F., David Martin, "The Arts and The 'Between'," British
Journal of Aesthetics 17/1 (1977): 72.
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| central phildsophical notion of the "impacting between" of a
work of scuipturg may be traced to Rudolf Arnheim's notion
of I’espacefpartnen." Both Martin and Arnheim refer to an
energized space or field of fdrcés which emanate from a
sculpture., For Marfin,ba wofk impact§ into thé betweeh and
such impacting suggests that a work has the power to anchor
a Qpectator or actively manipulate him. While the between of
a work is defined in terms of the spectator, Arnheim's :
*daring extension of the sbulbpurél universe" is not
ci?ghmscribed by the spectatof. In a retent article, Arnheim
has reaffirﬁed the affinity between his and Martin's
positions on the extension of sculpture ihto tﬁe space which
surrounds it.?*®

St. George, it seems, had firmly settled into its Niche
on the outside north wall of Or San Michele. However, St.
George has been moved to the Consiglio Generale in the Museo
Bargello (Florence). ?or Martin, tﬂe statue "has lost much
of its proud fierceness in an anonymous niche inside the
Consiglio Generale.naf The work i$ §€;Eied by'g%e~space of!;fdid,
the room in two ways: £he bustling street which it
‘overlooked is lost to a museum room "filled" with-sculpﬁures
of thé Italian Reﬁaisgance (each work, thinks-Martin,

unsuccessfully fights/for its own place); in the winter, the

room becomes "strangely like a morgue" since very few people

3¢ Rudolf Arnheim, "The Holes of Henry Moore," Journal of
Aesthetics and. Art Criticism VII/1 (1948): 29-37.

% Rudolf Arnheim, "Notes on Seeing Sculpture,” Journal of
Aesthetics and Art Criticism XLII1/3 (1984): 319-21.

3¢ Martin, "Sculpture.and Place," p. 51.
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visit it (in the summer too many people visit the room). It
is the new locgtion and the cond{tions therein that ;mother
or stifle St. George. I will return to these boints shortly.
Since sculpture enlivens its surrounding space, St.
‘Géorge enlivens its surrounding space. In the Consiglio
Generale, St. George continues to impact into the between
but does so in the presence of other sculptures which also'
impact into the between. Martin maintains that there is a
confusion of betweens in thg museum room. The diffefence
that makes a difference in the relocation of the work is a
changé in the nature of the extension of the work in the
"museum room as opposed to the nature of the extension of the
work in_its original place. The inside location signals a
corruption of St. George's between while the outside
locatiun involved an uninhibitéd impacting into the between
(Martin does noh>9aké this éoint expligit but it follows
from what he says about sculptu;e in geﬁeral). Further,
Martin suggests that the quantitative di}ferénce between a

<«

room that is "filled" w1th sculptures and a sculpture on the
outside north wall contributes to ;he nature of the
extension of St. George since the inside location, is a
competitive location.

The problem Martin has raised‘is a problem of the
between. Let us take St. George to be centrally embedded in
both locations. St. George impacts into the between or into

a spectator through an energlzed space in the museum room

and 1n its or1g1nal place. A centrally embedded statue
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impacts into the between oniy from the front since-it is
limited by the partial surround of the niche. In both
places, St. George's between is defined ip teérms of a
spectator. In essence, it appears as if oge can participate
with the work in‘tbe same way in both places since the
‘spectator experiences it in terms of the manner in which it
is embedded. The niche delimits the between of the work to
the extent thét it can only impact from the front. A front,
it should be noted, that is marked-off by‘the width of the
niche such that the between of the work .is channelled to the
spectatof. »

As I noted earlier, Martin prefents us with a contrast
between an outsidé location'and:an inside location. In th
former location, St. Gggrge overlooked a bustling

. ~—

socio-cultural milieux (a busy.street in Florence) while in
the latter location St. George is placed inva'seasonally‘ -
'cold/empty - hot/overcrowded room. One might verﬁ/yell apﬁi}ﬁf
the description of“tpgﬁlaxxef~io¢ation to the fdrmer '
locé?ion given th; méteorologica%, tourigfib,.and crowd
pat£ern variables which mark the dgscriptién. In the same
way, one might describe the latter.Locati;n in terms of a
socio-cultural milieu#. What seems,EO'generate a difference
here is an implicit polemic against the museum environment
which is'ekpressed in terms of é cold, dead context as |
opposed to a bustlfng,_noisy, or lively context. Such a.

polemic cannot adequately support what appears to be a

philosophical objection to the inside placement of St.
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George. ' ‘ »
What is wrong with the museum location? Although Martin
is often willing to admit that there are cases in which
museum environments are the appropriate places for
sculptures, St. George cannot be included in those cases.’’
Let us consider two hypothetical examples. First,.there is a
room "filled"” with niche-bound statuery and free-standing
sculpture in-the-round. In/the first example, each well of
the room'contains'one or more centrally embedded statues in
n1ches that are closed on the back. In the second‘example,
there is more than one free-standing sculpture in-= the-
1n'and around the center of the floor space of the roo. A
the first example, we find that one may move from statue to.
statue without a problematical overlapp1ng of betweens 51nce
each work impacts frontally and as such, one'need not move:
into -the frontal prOJectlon of an adjacent niche- bound work
(the  case would be different if the wc-ks were peripherally
embedded in a singie, all-inclusive niche); In the second
example, the presence of_free-Standing sculptures together
with niche-bound statuary may he preblematical since the
impacting between of a free-standing sculpture in-the-round
must be understood as an extension fn—the-round..in this
exemple, the movement of a spectator around a free-standing
sculpture in-the-round may lead into the ffphtalfextension
of a niche-bound statue. It is in this sense that an
overlapping of bet :ens may occur. One mlght be engaged by

27 gee Martin, Enlivened Space, p. 110; ldem, "Sculpture and
Place," p.53. .
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the betweens of two free-standing sculptures in—the—rouhd;
perhape as one moves eround‘one work, one comes upon an
aspect of another work that engages one's attention in such
a way tha£ one moves into the surrounding field of the other
work. If such a dieruptioh'were to occur,-it would answer to
Martin's notion of the corruption of the}bet&een of a work.
In general, the relationship between two independen;
works of sculpture concerns the diétahce between the works.
Martin suggests a useful rule of thumb which is once aspect
of an aesthetics of crowding: as the distance between two
works increases, the potential for a confueion of their
betweens decreases; ae the distance between the two works
decreases, theupotential for a confusion of their betweens
inereasesw-On this Venn-diagrammatical account.of the -
cohfueion of betweens, an overlap signals fhe possibility
that a complete experience of a sculpture may not be
achieved. And this, I ‘take it, is Martin's objection to the)
1n51de location of St George in the context of his notion
of the between. The other aspect o%\M/rtln s aesthetics of
crowding concerns the inappropriate placement of sculpture
in;the—round. Such sculpture is inappropriately ‘placed if it
is set in a cornef, against avwall, or set 'in a close
‘proximity to a co-present object. In such cases the
spectatof.cannot move into a position in which he may
experience the work in-the-round. In this respect the
between of the work is delimited. I will return to this

aspect (without the between) later in this Chapter and again
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in Chapter VI.

In coﬁjunction with the historical case for the.proper‘
place\of St. George, the place of the work may be understood
'in terms of its betweeﬁ; by way of itsrrqle as a patron
saint; in terms of its‘status as an exemplaf_of cdﬁrage for
the fighting men of Florence;.and through its material
connectior with the products of the Guiid. Martin fails to
éxplain,vhowever, haw these "levels” of analysié fit
together to form a cdmplete inquiry idto place (I'have been
using the notion of "levels" for the sake of simplicity); In
passing, some combinations of the above ."levels" generate |
philosophical problems. For instance, if a work can
"breathe" or énlivén its surrounding space without being
inhibited, then it is propérly placed. Heré, then, the
proper place of a work need not be the original place.
However, if the ;rigihal place of a work dées al.ow the work
to impact into the between, then it is a proper place. The
original place may also be an inappropriate place if it
stymies the betweén of a work. Hence, the between of a work
may be enhanced by being moved from itsﬂoriginal place. But:
what constitutes an original place? Ig may be the'caSe, for
example, that the original plaée of a work és annéwn.,fs a
work that is moved after occupying a place for_a very brief
period of time dislocated from its original plaée in any
significant way? Martin does not say. Further, it is not
clear that the rule of thumb regarding the distance between

works applies in the case of a group, sculpture. It is
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especially difficult to determine (on Martin's grounds)
whether or not related works that are placed\in a single
file are subject to this general rule. Moreover, if there
are two works of the same size and shape and one work is
1ntr1cately carved wh11e the other has a snocth reflectlvel
surface, is it the %ase that their betweens are the same?
Martln does dot con51der surface features nor klnds of ‘
materlals in hlS dlscu551ons of the between. I am suggestlng
that he might have %on51dered such dlfferences since the |
inside-surface—betwjen mcvem t of what he refers to as the
forces of mass of algiven work are likely to be influenced-

\

by the surface featdres given that the surface is that‘whlch

I
channels théNforces;

Thee point that works designed to be experlenced from a

|
single point of v1eq are lnappropriately placed if they are

peripherally embedded or placed as if they were sculpture
ih—the—round is reccgnized by Martin. Martin arrives at this
insight by relying cn the first part (the design of a work)
of the tripartite canon that 1I introduced in Chapter III.
While Martin's presentation is grounded on the planar
organization or two-dimensional qUaiities of some works, we
,may'ektend and.concretize his position hy emﬁldying the
other parts of the canon |

| Con51der Martln s account of hlS experlence of
Donatello s Mary Magdalene (1456) after the flood of

Florence in 1966.°%* Martln encounters the work in the

——— s - - = — -

** Martin, "Sculpture and Place,” p. 48, n. 4.

i
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temporary restoration center (the work is in a horizontal
position on a table): "The ‘Magdalene' seemed terribly out

of place."®’ Given his thesis that sculpture impacts into

the between, he concludes: "Consequently, the 'Magdalene' on

-the table carried about her, like an aura, something of the.

space inside the Baptistery. It was impossible for me to
separate'her completely from my mémory of her in her
original place."#° Martin is ambiguous here: is the
"something" the perceptual éxtension of the work irf the
Baptistery which lingers like a musty odour, or ‘is it
Martin's memory of the work that lingers? Something like aﬁ'
aura, but not just ény’aura, lingers around the work: a
spatial aura distinctly from the Eaptisterf. The work
impacts into the between in the Baptisféry; the'work,ﬁﬁbacts'
into the between in the temporary réstoration center. In‘its
niche in the Baptistery, the between of the work was
well-defined. On the table, however, the betyeen[Of the work
is ill—défined..What survives from one place to the next, it
appears, is some order in the form dt definitive qualities:
those qualities of the between of a'work that is designed
for a niche. Martin writes: "The 'Magdalene' needs a wall as
a niche, for iﬁs'backéide is of little interest'and a wall,
as in the Baptistery, helps aécentuate'the planar aspectsfof‘
the figure which, ih turn, accentuate its impacf,into the

cr

between."*' According to- the basic understanding of the

*» Ibid., p. 48.
“° Ibid. |
' Ibid., p. 48, n._ 4.
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.niche, a statue is out of place when it is,out'pf its nichet
In this eaSe, the work requires a niche becauseedf‘its“ |
“planar aspects Further, the work is 1nappropr1ately pl ced
in the Bapt1stery if it is perlpherally embedded 51nce the
planar aspects of the work can only be fully accentuated and
directed hy’being placed with a view to centraldty. 1. use
the phrase "with a view to" for the following reasonJ A§<
Martin relates, the work did not haye a niche proper but ,
rather,-it had a wall. The work;’then,\was notdliterally‘
centrally gmbedded. Moreover, the wall functione as'a
flattening device since it emphasizes the frohtal aspébts of
the work. Since central embedment accomodates'sech an |
emphaeis, the work would be approprlately placed in .this
way. Mart1n s colloguial use of "niche" suggests that
:Donatello;s work ie‘inappropriately placed'whenflt is not
standing against a wall. The work_would be apprbpriately'
placed in a nlche that is closed on 'the back if it is
centtally embedded. Such a placement, like the placement
against the wall, accomodates and empha51zes the
two;dimensional,qualitiee of the work.

_ Why is Tino di Camaino's Charity (1321724):out—of-place
in its ftee—standing position;in the Museo‘Bardénl ' 7
" (Florence)? The work yas"evidentlyvdesigned, eays Martln!i
for a niche; it is out of place because it is out ef a-

niche. However, even in the Museo Bardini, "something of a _

planar organization is still evident."*? The "somethingﬂ ve

‘2 Martin, Enlivened Space, p. 149. ' -
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asked about above, then, is the between of the work as it is
determlned by 1ts planar organ1zat10n and accomodated by its
place if 1t us‘centrally embedded in a niche that is closed

on the back or placed against a wall.

There are two points that I wish to retain and further

from my discussion of Martin. First, the material connectior

between a work and its place. In a recent article by the

. social cr1t1c TOm Wolfe, we read:

~

The Rockefeller's Number One Chase Mgnhat;an Plazé
was the first glass skyscraper on wWall Street. Out
front, on a bare Bauhéus-style apron, the so-called
plaza, was instalied a sculpture by Jear Dubuffet.
It is made of concrete ana appears tc be four *oad )
stools fused into a gelau¢nqms mass with p;ack iines
Arunnlng up *he 51des. The t:tle is Group of Four
Trees. Not even Group of Four Rockefeller’s. hfter.
all, there were four of them then: David, John D.
1171, Nelsdn! épd Laurange. But .the piece has
absolutely notﬁing to say aboﬁt the Rockefeiler's,
Wali Street, Chase Manhattan Bank, American
business, or the building it stands in front of. *:
—— : ~
wclfe‘is;decrying the absence of a clear materia. connec::ion
bet&eeﬁ ﬁhe work ana its place. Just aSGST George sportegd
the products of the Gu1ld that he. protec*ea thqrejis a
sense in which GPOUD of Four Trees (1572) in Fhe pla%a C§;4

>
the Chase Manhattan Bank shoa;c according to the materia.

“>Tor Wolfe, "The Wworship of Ar:," Harper's 259/7673 (1884):
66. .
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connection thesis, sport, exhibit, or display something of
the activities of the Bank. Wolfe's objection is a common
one: there :is no relationship between a wor' and the

building which it sits in front of. Thus, the work is

"inappropriately placed. But Wolfe is begging the question

(Wclfe is actually begging several questions here - one of -
which 1s this: Is he suggesting thét something like a gold
dollar sign should have been placed in front of the éank? If
sc, would that mean that there are gold dollar signs in thev
Bank?). If the material thesis does not.obtain, then the |
work is out-of-place. If the materiai'thesis obtains,'dées‘
it follow that the work is appropriately placed? On Wolfe's
view, a.l works cf sculpture that are found in plaias are
hafécterizéd:as "turd(s) in the sqguare.® I take it that if
a work did satisfy the material thesis it would ndt be
appropriately placed 1in light of being a "turd”A(i.e., it
should be removed); The work is found in a common place for
sculprture regardless of the maﬁerial thesis. Ei is in a

~ommen urban place but it is not necessarily' appropriately

&

izced even if the material thesis obtains. A free-standing’

{

s-_lpture ~-the-round is inappropriately placed if it is
set in .z 1 to ar object that physically impedes one's
ACCess Ic cart of it. Moreover, if the material thesis

does not obtain, the wcrk may be appropriately placed in
virtue of being in a place for it and by being accessible on

1'f it is a scu.pture in-the-round. If, however,

iche-bound, in an urban place, and the material -

PRy
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thesis obtains, the work might be inappropriately placed for
the reasons given in Chapter III. The impdrtant point is '
that the . material thesis is not the only criterion on which
one can determine the approprlateness or 1nappropr1ateness
of a placement. The material thesis may be. used to
supplement an account of place and I will further
demonstrate its use in Chapter VII. |
V Secondly, an expanded reading of Martin's notion of

"crowding” Qillpappear in Chapter ‘VII io my analysis.éf a
free-standing sculpture in-the-round in relation £o a
free-standing co-present object.

In this Chapter 1 haveﬁemployed my tripartite canon in
order to shou where a»worﬁ %houid,be placed and why it
should be placed in suEh/5?¢§y. In so doing I have provided
-further examples of how one oén give an eXaoting accouqt of -
place. From another perspective, what Martin presupposes ang&
rarely makes exp11c1t is the Hlstorlcal backgfound against

which he develops his place-concepts. In my reading of

proper place, the use of art historical facts proved to be

”

essential to an understa~ding of the term "proper. In my
reading'of place-boundedness, baokground information proved
to pe the means by which we were able to clarify the
.relationship between personal expefience and familiarity
with a work and the conditions surrounding the original
placement of a work. But art historical facts are not the
.only means of bringing Martin's concepts into focus._A

.reading of Martln requires a sen51e1v1ty to the’ des gn of
. . ,ugg
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-works of sculpture and the design of‘urban places.‘For
instance,.Martin's brief discusaion of the Piazza di San
Pietro (Rome) may be shOWn to be orounded on the composition
of the Piazza.*‘* 1 have taken such background information
and placed it in the foreground In SO d01ng I have been
able to show how the de51gn of a work and the materlal
the51s may be used to- prov1de and supplement an account of

place.

L . . ~,

‘4 See Martln‘ "Between," p. 27; ijdem, Enlivened Space, p.
87. His remarks on the Plazza di San Pietro (Rome) are -
perfectly clear if one considers the design of the place.
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‘is not a law proper, says Read, is.connected with place and \

V. Herbert Read And ‘A Sense Of Place

In this Chapter I will prepare the groundwork for a
readihg,of'the place of a free-standing sculpture
in-the-round (Henry Moore's Three Standing Figures, 1947-48)
and a free—standing co-present object 1in Chépter VI. The
preparation will take the form of a critical discussion of a
basic problem in Herbert Read's\aesthetics.\ln The APtlof
Sculpture, Read holds that a space (a differentiated space)
or placé (topos) infL;epces\the manner iﬁ which sculpture |
appears and such an:fnflﬁghé;~is said to be detrimentél_tq‘
the art of sculpture. For Read, a work‘of_sculpture is

subordinate to its place. Place or a frame of reference

imposes the law of frontality on scuipture. The "law,"” which

is manifested in the form of a two-dimensional, visual, or
painterly prejudice. The "léw".cails attention to the
context, whole, or setting of a work. Inlthis respé;t,
Sculpture that is placed under the "law" is a work of
"pictorial artifice."*® What is most disturbing for Read is
that the inclusion Qf'place in the aesthetics éf sculpture
fights ag;instAthe autonomy of sculpfure as an éff;

While Read dismisses the Greek concepf of topos because
it implies that a work is suSordinate to‘its context, hé
wants to maintain that some architéctural contexts are
ébpropriate places for sculpturé. In the latter use of

context, it is not altogether clear what the relationship

Kl

‘s Read, The Art of Sculpture, p. 67. =
. o B . )
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i

between a work and a place is: in order to avoid a

contradiction, Read must maintain, as he does, that

sculpture is not always subordinate to its context,”Lf he ~

did not make th1s admission, he would be assertlng that

sculpture'is and is not subordlnate to its place. What,
~then, is the relationship between a work and 1ts context if
it is not that of subordination? I am inquiring into the
nature of the "relationships™ between a work and its plaée’
jnnérder to'show, through the use of my canons, that Read's
sense of place requlres further expan51on ‘and can, ‘in fact
be treated as an 1ncomplete but 1nstruct1ve 1ntu1t10n. A w
"sense" of place is clearly evident from the following: |
We may assert that the flgures in the Portall Royal
at Chartres are archltecturally more approprlate for
that particular locatlon than would be the ThPee
’Standing Figures of Hénry Moore, but three figures
“from Chartres,;torn from their context, their
architectural setting, would look: fragmentary and
frustrate in a London park |
If Read only has a "sense" of place, thea such an elusive
notion is a target for the sceptic: to have a "sense” of
place iS_to‘aay nothing in particular about what a place is
. .and how one may come to appreciate it. The ahswer to the
sceptic, of course: is to show that one can say a greatvmany
rational and specific things about place. I am not so much

interested in rescuing Read from the sceptic. Rather, Read's.
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position, in all its ambiquity, provides us with a
" theoretical challenge: how can we specify the relationships
between a free-standing sculpture'in—the-round and a
free-standing co-present object? In Chapter III, I examined
works that are found in niches. In Chapter IV, I examined
works that are in nichéé andvogﬁérW;?éhffééihféiiéoﬁtexts;”
In this Chapter, I will again analyze_works that are in
walls éndeorks thét are near walls. However, I will move
out_of the architég;utal context and into the park. Thé
cb-present in the ﬁérk will be that which is completely
detached from the‘work..The Mooﬁé example, 'which begins ana
-ends this Chapter, forces us to ask the following guestions:
Why is Moore's work appropriately plaped in the park and
'inaépropriately plaéed in the Portail Royal? Why are the
thrée figupgs from Chértres appropriately placed in the
?ortail Royal and inappropriately placed in the park?

In less abstract terms, the "law" is a pfejudice'for
frontality and a purely visual experience of séuipture over
~and against all-roundedness and the experience of those
qualities of sculpture that cannot-be grasped in vi;ual»
pe:céption-alone;-integral mass and volume. The special
sensibility which sculptufe possesses and exploits (tactual
sehsibility); writestﬁea@, is‘givéh és an e§idenp | ’
tangibility or palpability. Much 6f the ériticism that has
béen directed against Read's gg;thetics.of sculpture has
focused on his elevation of fheotactual. For instance, 1in

"The Autonomy of Sculpture,” F. David Martin writes that
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"Herbert Read claims that if we cannot touch the material
body of a sculpture, we perceive the work basically as a
kind of painting rather than as afééuipture. This is surely

- mistaken... ."*’ Read seems to have anticipated such

criticism:
I have not assumed that sculpture is an art qf//
~tactile sensation only; I have p&inted out that even
within the concept*qf "tactile sensation" we must
include the somatic 6r“haptic sepsations that take
placé inwardly.** | '
Although Read does not hold_thét chlpﬁu:e has an impacting
between that can be felt (on Martin“é&vieé one can make
contact with a sculpture not by touching the material body
of a wérk'but by "touching” dr'"being touched'By" its
impacting between), he maintains, as does Martih} a
distinction between tactile sensatioﬁs (external) and haptic
éensations (internal). .
In essence, Martin shbrtens the distance bétween thé
spectator and the body of the work‘by stretching the
perceptible limifs of the work. In The Art of Sculpture,
Read does not go so far as to say that Alberto Giacometti's
sculpturesvfo: the blind or Marcel Duchamp's A"Bﬁuit Secret
(1916) are paradigmatic modes df sculpture ‘since theyi '
requir’e‘ handling. While it is the case that both Martin and |

Read make tactual experience an integral part of the

‘3 F. David Martin, "The Autonomy of Sculpture," Journal of
Aesthetics and Art Criticism XXXI1V/3 (1\976): 282,
** Read, op. l\Cit" p. 116.

-~



55

experience of sculpture, it is not the case that one must
actually touch a work in order to experience it |
aestheticaliy on Read's (and Martin’s).views. Read's claim
that;éculpture is "a palpable presence" indicates that uhat
is most obvious. about sculpture or -what is most prominent ‘in
the aesthetlc experienge of sculpture is that sculpture is
present as ponderable mass. The impact (but not the
impacting between) of sculpture, in as'much as the
tactiie/haptic distinction obtains, can be directlbut is
initially felt without direct contact wﬁth the uork.uThe
presence of the tactile/haptic distinction indicates that
direct tactual experience is not a necessary condition for
haptic sensations. Read, it seems, is much more subtle and
‘closer to Martin than Martin makes him out to be.

Read thinks that what is peculiar to sculpture as an
art "is that it creates a three dimensional object in
space."*’ Further, "sculpture is delimited from the space
surrounding it.“’? Read's,understanding:of sculpture is such
that:a work is an autonomous object which fills space.
Moreover, the boundary of a work is its material body. In

~short, a work of sculpture'displaces a certain amount of
space and does not extend beyond its- body In terms of the

Yé)ten51on of sculpture, Read's position ‘is diametrically
opposed to Martin's. For the latter, a work of sculpture is
not merely a.three—dimensional object that occupies space.
The occupatlon of space is not pecullar to sculpture A

** Ibid., p. 33.
*° Ibid., p. 34.



56

qrick, lg; ué say, is a three-dimensional object in space
that is ponderable as integral mass and volume. On the other
~hand, a brick might‘eésilyvbe said to have an impacting
betweeﬁJ What is impqtﬁant here is that Martin wants to
claim that althbugh it 1s not incorfect to point out that.
séulpture occupie;ufpace (OH\dné l;vel of analysis);
‘sculpture does mére thaﬁ éimply occup& space.,

Let us return to Read's point about the "law" and
place.'"One cannot emphasize too strongly that the objet
d’art, as a detached and“independenﬁ thing, transporiable or
“movable in space, is fo:éigﬁ'torthe Greek,"3' writes Read.
The Greeks lackga a sense of'abstracﬁ space. Thét.is, they
lacked a concept of objectified spéce; spacé grasped
independently of a set of differentiated places. The notion
of spacé és homogeneous as opposed to a view of space as é
set of heterogeneous places is, as Read notes, a "peculiarly
modern cohception." I1f there 1is no space for place‘or
howhere fo; place, thé art of sculpture can emerge from its
subordination to architecture and become free, detached,
scuipture in-the-round. The connection between place énd the

"law" becomes, for Read, not so much an extension of the

. Greek concept of place into modern thinking, but a prejudicé

which appeared throughout the centuries in the form of the :.
subordination of sculpture to an architectural function or.
background. If place is conceived of in terms of an

architectural context and sculpture has a place, then

———— = e e = ——— oy ——— —"
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sculpture is subject to the "law" of frontality.
Read suggests that there are degrees of subordinatibn.

For instance, Donatelld's Judith and Hblofernes, which I

mentxoned

B 1-)",' w:as

archl ec&

:etandigg Irnea ¢“efana tggrefore always viewed
"?;onfally;"’ﬁ Rea§n1mplles that the work was centrally
rather than perlpherally embedded in a niche that is closed
on the back If the work was perlpherally embedded then it

”

would not be subject to the "law." Moreover, sculpture ﬁhich

is detached"from:architecture may achieve'a complete
aesthetic integrity as sculpture in-the-round but may also
be subordinated to an afchitecﬁu:al function by being
,attached to a quasi-architectural structure (a pedestal)-and
‘set agalnst a background:
Another possible way to freedom lay through the
development of city planning and through the
consequent use, for decorative purposes, of
free-standing statues. The_scdlpture of the Italian
Renaissance of the peridd befere Michelahgelo
attaiﬁs its greatest dignity in two equestrian
statues f‘fhe Gattemelata statue‘(cQ 1450)‘at»Padua
by Donatello and the Celleopi statue (1481-96) at
Venice by AﬁdrésVdgf:&erpochio and Alessandro -
Leopardi. Such statues still héve"an architectural

s2 Ibid., p. 61.
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function, and their agchitectural pedestals unite
them with the surféunding buildings. They afe still
spectacles to be Qiewed in a perspective of
buildings and not to be realized in themselves as
#distinct palpable presehces..’3 _
The equestrian sﬁatues are conceived of in visual ter;; in
an architecturél context. The pédesta} functions as a device
'to assist in the picturesque placement of sculpturé. It
"elevates the work so that it may be.viewed against an
architectufal backgfound. Primarily, the pedestél distanées
the spectator from the work such thét the work cannot be
experiencea as a palpagle presence. As Read contends, if
sculpture is not accessible as plastic forh in actual space,
then the speéial sensibility which s;ulpture posséésesjand
exploits cannot be realized. We should noteﬁthat Read is.not
objecting_to all pedestals. In thé examples quoted above,
Read seems té be objecting to the size, the height, and the
4afchit¢ctural detail of the pedestals. At the beginning of -
the quotation Read notes that free-standing sculpture has
cqme‘té be placed in urban places for decorative purposes.
It will béco%evclear why Réad has,miéunderstood such
plgcements. |
It is at this point that Read's reaction against place - -
begiﬁs to break down; First, the notion of an architectural
"background is misleading?gﬁ free—sianding.sculpturé

in-the-round which is in an architectural context has-a

i
.
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background which is a surround. Alternatively, such a work
does not have a background. The background changes as one
moves around the work. In thlS sense, to claim that an
archltectural background delimits the palpability of a work
1s to ignore the fact that a work is ekperienCed from more
than a‘singlevperspective One must also keep in mind that
an unobstru51ve background which is not a surround (it 1s‘
only from one poinf'of view that a work appears against an
‘architecturalvbackground)"does not impinge‘upon the

appearance of a work. If it did, then one would be giving an

insufficient account of -free-standing 5culpture in-the-round

since that kind of sculpture can only be fully experienced
from a number of perspectlves.,l will return to this p01nt
in Chapter VI. Readls:llawﬁ is itself prejud1c1al with

respect to tne'placement of free—standlng_sculptures 1n<ﬁ
urban placee; | \

Secondly, consider Read s p051tlon on M1chelangelo S

David. Read holds that the approprlate place of David’is o

N

‘close to a wall-surface. That is, Dav id reqUires a
wall-surface since "it is entirely worked in planes to}be
‘seen.from,the front and not from all sides."** In this
respect,:Davidt.like Donatello's MaPy'Magdélene, is W

ed in terms of the planar aspects of ‘the

approprlatelyupf;
4
- figure. But a wall-surface is an architectural background.

'Aﬁd an architectural Background is detrimental to sculpture.
%Here are, then, exceptions in Read's aesthetics; exceptions

e, e ————

vy
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o

that may be grasped by appeallng to my trlpartlte canon.
Thlrdly, early in The Art of Sculpture, Read states

~that even though John Ruskin is correct in asserting that

]

sculpture is accomodated by architecture through the
_adaptation of the‘former to the perspectives and distances
imposed by the latter, many architectural sculptures wthh
are detached from their bu1ld1ngs are "among the noblest

works . ever conceived." Giovanni Pisano's works from ‘the

Baptlstery, for 1nstance, owe their aesthetic appeal to the

k]
1\'"

very adaptatlons nece551tated by their archltectural
conte%tsm:fh'short once such works have been removed from

their places, one can see that the architectural contexts

“_._wh1ch they were subordinate to produced positive aesthetic

values. At ‘the beglnnlng of thls Chapter we saw that three,'

)

flgures from Chartres: would appear fragmentary and frustrate

)t Y

out’ of thelr architectural context. The anonymous flgures do
not seem to possess positive aesthetic values once they have

been removed from. their architectural context. In some,

- ¥

perhaps many, but certalnly not .all cases in wh1ch
’archltectural sculptures are removed from theyt contexts,

the works can be said to possess positive aesthetlc values

in v1rtue of the1r 1n1t1al subordlgatlon. on’ the other hand

i

Read is w1lllng to admlt as in the David casey that'some

- works whlch have not found an architectural context (the

','DaVId is 1n an archltectural context and not dﬁ a work: of

.-

architecture) require such a context since i¥ &ould enhance
o

their aesthetic appeal. - o
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The anonymous figures from Chartres woulc appear o be
. ’ o : o, e
S, s
fragmented and frustrate in a . Zondon park. Their f{ragmented
U
S ! . : ,
appearance suggests that “he.flcures must be viewecC togetner
. . b - "
"with 'co-present otjects :n the fcrms of architectural
N o o o , .
details and other werksi mead 1¢ sUQJUEsSt ng cha: There gre T
no co-present objects in the park that wou.d answer tC t"~°
co-present, Bullt ch-ects that one woull find & cne Poreail
. . AL,

., ‘Royal. However, :f I'am correct . =:claiming that the-flgures

(B4

0
"
W

g e

would be i1nappropriately pleacec

absence cf.certairn cc-gpreser Icrfy, then

1
A

sculpture s geplimitec from the space
called into gquesticn. Sifce the anonym

-

+ 1 take it, delimitec¢ .irom the space wi

+ ‘."L) ."‘;' .
the park.and tn¥g" delimization would bpe
particuldr co-present forms which are in the space’”

surrounding the works and bear upern the Tanners i1n which:the

., e

works.appear are reguirec. ' B A
-5 Although Reac shows some sens:it 2L,
L]

“and the  planar :aspecis cf wcrks, the "sense” cf flate that

-~ B

AN

‘emerges .concerns the % which are in
‘."';" T, Do . i ‘ o o
the 1mmediate vicinity ] : Ssgi { . Such chiects

I
v

" do not appear tc Dbe, Nt 7o what Loccasion .

““églaims, detrimental 't Clory T a sculprure s
o v ’ . . . YA IS

' appropriately placed %

)

‘'we must uncover is;fhg”na:ure cf suzh re-ét::ﬁs::ps“i'é how ¥

B L R . L R s

it is, that a‘cq%?rééen:u?bje:i';aytbé said tc bear upon tq§ - e
N 'appeafangeﬁofﬁg.worx.—Moqre’s ThfeeiStandinngiguhes wiié» .

o ji‘ _ . ; .

g : = : . P2 i
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provide us with a case in point.

62
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4 - P i){:
I." Sculptu -~ I--The- Round And Co- Present Ohgetégk

7

In this Chapte. . will move away from the- agwﬁgﬁeffural
ervironment and examine Henry Moore's Three Standlng thures
(194’—48) as it was sited in the first open alr sculpture = =

exhibition in BarterSea Park ‘zondon). In the course of‘thAs

% &

£

analysés Iowiicl unfoid‘:he ;Iace-:ela:ioﬁs of :he~si;é"pased
on the cc-presence ot a natura. cbiect ané_:hé“mannér in

which suea an 5bfect m:ght De said :c‘;ont:ibﬁte tcothe E
succ essfu¢$C¢ccemen’ of the WOorK. In.essenée, I wiliTwork 'xi

tb . : ' R ' ' ‘ /‘

from a comment made v the artist about the original piage (?

Dossxo-lities engenderec by hi's briefl remiik, present a

4 -~ -
In relation TC Co-present cCoIiects. L Wty
.7 PR e N
> Ko .
Mocre writes: : Sy
. Ll
1 E e, . .
The tnree f.Z_res were we.. SiteC when they were
,
snown in the first cpen r sculpture exhipiticn at
I . )
Batterses Park, Zut they CouiCn’'Lt reme.nT tnerg
3 -4 _‘ o e I ¢ - . . o o
neczuse -he tree tC the right of cne ciI them was :
’ N ) . .
cctser, and agfter v wes fellec the site .St & CCOC
~as & + - \ c < ' .
Cec. JoI Lts atiraecdt eress.
- |.
Ccrsoder =h® fcllowing context. Tne approecnes Moore s Three
Szanding Figures from the frfcnt. To the right of cne ci the
; £ : 3 2
. Ky
| . :
SZures tE an anonymous cree, The plazcs i the weCrk oo
., beca.se ci tlhe
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relatiohship between the work and the tree. If we are to
understand the place of Moore's work as appropriate,"then we
. muUst concern ourselves with that anonymous tree as 1t
contrlbutes to the work in its place. Moore's exampleils

g}aah{on1#—1n~asumuch_asv4474s~afbeioxewand after case. Wyth R

respect to" he fprmer Moore outllnes the p051tlon of the,,

L

work with reference to a co- present object from -\ particular
mx :

'line of 51ght. With respect to the latter,

4

longer co-present with the work, then the place l%ses 1%5

4

appropriateness. In fact, 1f the work is to remain in 1its *

place, it will do soc in virtue of the presence of the tree.
If the tree is removed, the work will havé&fo be moved.

Mocre does nct make it clear, however, whatggge organization

rn

the place'is for a spectator who is in the neighborhood

cf the work. Let us first concern ourselves with a schematic
cf -he place cf the work based on the presence and ‘absence

O
R
Tt
oy
m

trée as we.. ag: the position of a spectator in
reiation tc the work andé the tree. Ohgﬁ again, .consider the

criginal context. On-a frontal view of the work, the tree s

e

Ccnsiaer’:he fcgllowing consexts.of approach (the

reference pcint s the frontal position!. One approaches
. N

v

efs laztera. positicn. Consider an apgroach tc the work from
cts _ef- s:de such that It appears ln'prcille ‘there are
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which the work is seen. Further, one approaches the work
from a position which is to the right of the. tree. The tree,
of course, is in the foreground and, although it might be

said to obscure some part of the work, itrneedrnot do so.

stdnce (or slight angle) whlch

That is, one may be at"a

allows the work to appear. in the background, in profile (the

v -

converse profile vis-a-wvis the approach from the left side).
In all of the above contexts of approach,'the'work is
present in the field of vision of: the spectator together
“with the tree. The presence of the tree -in one's fleld of
vision before it was reﬁoved, we recall, 1s the hasis of
A"(a ) _ : . '
Moofe's description. In all of the above contexts of
épprpach, the work 1s appropriately placed since Mooge s
condizicns Lpresence‘cf the tree; visibility of rhe tree)

are satisfied: when the zree is remcved, the place loses Its

\

ppr riateness.

. Since the

s



‘understand the‘place as appropriate. We might even go so far
as té say that the place 1is inappropriate.
One might ob]ect to the above analyses on the grounds

that they are.too.rigid, In fact, one might want to say ‘that

the final example is artificially conceived, static, and

duite absurd: it does not reflect a state of affairs known

guite generally as being in a park and‘experiencing a work
of sculptnre. But this kind of hypothetical objection brings
my point to fruition. Moore S 1n1t1al account, like my final
context of approach which 1s constructed along the lines of
Moore's account, is a static aScount.— the viewpoint is

fixed. Moore's .initial accountidand the final construction do

LS

not give us a sense of the polyoerspectlval appearances of

- the work ‘or a spectator who moves in and around the place

d

of the' work; a spectator who has the qb111ty to take up
‘ a _ s

different posi:ions'relative to the work and the tree.

Moore's description iS‘*nsuff cient in the same way that my

¢inal and earlier constructions are insufficient. They are

A
Lo

_:bnéé;yéd of as isolated and static points'cof view and do R
not captute what I have referted’to as being in a park and
exoerlenc no a uo:k of sculpture. If we treat the: |
cons:ruc:ions;as iﬁperlences which are‘independent ofione

anc-her, they are s:imply inadeguate accounts cf one's

experience c¢i a free-standing sculptureiin-thefround.

o

we have Seen presented with an Initial description
whi-n makes nNc move towards a recognition of H~e various

o)
2]
o
»
14
ot
0
ot
9]
m
3
0]
"
x-
v
)
t
oy
[14
'U
Y
"
»
X
O
n

approaches cne car
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description is, no more and no less, a frontal account of

the place. Although my schematic is by no means exhaustive,

_1t can be used to make a series of discrete cases for the

approprlateness of the place of the work from different and

[

&

‘“‘-

Jexperlenced in rela

“and.-.distances.

flxed p01nts of v1ew At the same timppandlinjthe”same;;_*

\

terms, my schematlc can also be used to show that  the same

place is unattractive simply by changlng the perspectlve and

’

retaining the essentlal co- present object (the tree). What

we have come to see’is the eﬁtent toowhich a work is

\c\;

e

‘gbn to a co present quect frém a numbé%

]

of dlfferent perspectlves which ate, in terms of my

. . * /
schematlc, five connected experiences of the work. A$ one

'moves around the work in-its place, the objects (work and

)

tree) are experienced in different relatlonshlps and reveal

otherw1se hzdden dlmen51ons of each of their bod1esa One's

'lexperlence of Moore's Three Standing Figures is accomplished

over time and from a combination of varied points of view

o

s ' : : : oAV g : ' . .
With the above combinatory reading of “tHe schemati¢ in

v

mind, we may now return to the final construction. What was

most puzzllng ‘about this context of approach was that ;1t did

not satls Yoy tne v’s ibi llty condition but appeared to satisfy

- both sides of 'the oresen e/absence condition. We can now

. K

see,, especially by reflecting on my overriding sensory

metaphor "see" that rthe prejudice which zuided Moore's
inltial account (and my constructions) was the presence o‘
an cbiect in the field of vision o‘ cne who views the place

e
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from a fixed position. But if we are to do justice to one's
experience of the place we must recognize that as one moves

agarouhd the placgrthe tree might very well disappear from

-

one's actual ahd .momentary field of vision. Although the

——tree—might—not- enter—into-one'sfieldof visiomat a given

‘position in the place for a varying duration, this fact”doeé;3‘

" >

not warrant the claim that the place is inhpbropriate. Such .

an assertion is based on the inadequate condition of the
presénce of the tree in the field of vision of a subject fér
a moﬁeht; a moment, as 1in the final construction; which is
cutﬁoff.from'tﬁe continuous'experiénces of the work in its
qplacé. Le'mﬁét‘ihtrodUCEVthe noti0ﬂ—offa~eembiaation ofi“Hg
experiences of the place as fhe basis of oﬁr undegétanding
. -l :
of the rcle of the tree. We can sFill_retainlggére's
oriéinal point that the place was no longef aﬁpropriate for.
the work after thq-ﬁ:ee was feiled only on the grounds that
we do notpnglate a single experience of thevplace and treat

A

it as if it was an account of the whole place. As we have

foﬁnd, we might take the tree to be absent even though it is
v‘present if we do not take this<pr¢éqution.

If the tree is momentarily absent, it éan en;er into
one's field’ofvvision by moving in a particular direction.’
In fact, one &an place one's back against the tree and view
thg wOork. In-thﬁé;:éspect the‘tree becomes tactually
present;joﬁe might smell the flowering buds of»the tree
while it is not in one's gield of visiomg(moré ggeurately,_
one mighf hear the bLzz%ng of—hymenopteroUsvinsecps whi§h>,

- . ' §
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have found a hdme in the rotten tree); one might come upoh a
tQig near the work and turn towards the tree or, for that
matter, recall that this tree was rotten and that it was
‘decomposing‘- the organic fragments one encounters might
very well be from the same tree that'enteied inte—one's
"perceptual field from another perspeéti?e at’an earlier
time. One can be wrong about the origin of those fragments;
I do not want to exclude that possibility. However, one's
suspicions about the presence of a tree may be verified or
falsifigd simply by moving around the place of t: work.

In my digcuséion of F. David Martin’s.notioh of.
”place-boundedness in Chapter 1V, we discovered that his
notion was, on the one,hand{ based on one'svpersoﬁél histof_,
and experiences of a work in its original place as well as
in a new place; on the other hand; his notion was framed in
térmswaﬁ-a group of historicél-facts about the origing%?
placement of the work;IWifh respect to the former,hlet us
consider Mocre's beféré<and after case. Moore, it is clear,
1s not so mﬁch interested in comp;ring one's experience 6f
Three Standing Figures in its original place with one's
experience oi the work ln" a new place. In this sense Moore's
case differs from Martin's since Moore simply indicgtes, on
the basis of a co-present gbject; that thé work should be
% ' ' '

. ’ o o, .
meved. Martin, however, makes no such claim. Martin does, as’

7,

we have seen, make a number of suggestions which are .-~

- \

Q .
compounded in a rather obtuse fashiorn (i:e., as in the
combination of the two readings of piace-boundedness). In.
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terms of the latter case that Martin unfolds, we might take
Moore's work to be appropr1ately§placed since it is in 1ts
original place. As far as Moore is concerned, the Battersea

Park exhibition was "the- parent of all the outdoor sculpture

parks which have grown up since."®* That is, the work found

a proper place 1in its original place in the Park. But we
have aé%ieved a different type of insight into place. It is
through our elaboration of Moore's example that we have
galned an understanding of place based on what is co- present
- with the work in the area immediately surroundlng the work
In Moore's example, the tree 1is 1ndlspensible to our grasp
of the place of the'work and the manner in whlch the work is
perceived by a spectator;-To use the terms of Martin's
autobiographical notion, one encounters Thfee Sfandingg
Flgures in 1ts or191na1 place 1in Battersea Park together

A et .
with the tree; one then encounters the same work in the same
place but, on thlS lat: occasion, thegtree is ahsent. In
Martln s analysis, it was not so much the presence”or
absence of an object together with the work in its original.
place that made a difference in one's experience of a work,
but the fact that the work itself was physically removed .
from its original place that made a difference. Moore's
object;l ‘ tree - a natural co-present object - while
Martln‘e,goncern wnth co-present objects 'surfaces, in the

f‘

St.hGeOPge case for instance, in the’ rel@catlon of the
) - :._ ' » . 5}:{0 a 3

s+ Henry Moore, Sculpture and Envrr'onment (New York: Harry
N. Abrams, 1976), p. 234 _
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‘

work.®’ Ma%tin‘s objects, as in the St. Georgé case, afe
.other sculptures. Unlike Martin,‘Mooré makes eﬁplicit
reference to what is with the work in its initial place as a
determining factor in the appropriatemess or
inappropriateness of the p;ace;’With respect to Moore's
work, the befote/after case is made with reference to what
ﬁ% not theAwofk (a co-presedt'object that is not bhysicaily

connected with the work) but in a v.. iety of relations to

the work for a spectator in its pla... It is clea e o)
’ 5 . : - ‘ R el '
that one must first experience the .work with the t®¥ee and be

able to return to the same place once the tree had<been'

e

felled: the subject cannot be exciuded in'og; nor Martin's

i ‘ ) oy
analyses since it is the ekperience of a subject over time
. : ':‘; . L ’

at two distinct times that is essential in both cabes. We

must emphésize, especially in terms of the schematic, that
S - ceT ' 5 ,

the relationships betweeh .the Qérk‘and the tree are
invar}ablés in any expériente of any subject who moves in
and érouhd ﬁhe place. I will re;urnmto this point shprtly.

With respéct to thé.rélocation of a»work in ‘the context
of Martin's former reading'of place~boundednéss, Moore

recognizes "that évenApeople who have no feeling for

*7 Although Martin does make reference to co-present objects
that- are not sculptures (walls, corners of rooms,
pedestals), his main concern is with the perceptual
extension of the work. Martin does explicitly concern.
himself with'the interrelmtibriships between "things™ in .
centered places (i.e., natural.and built objects in such
places as canyons and piazze) but these places do not
require the presence of sculpture and are primarily
_ #®discussed in terims of architectural environments (Martin,
. ""Between," pp. 25-31). T . ’ ’
I T . LT
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%culpture become aware qf a kind of d@slocation when a
;@ulpture they have been seeing pretty regularly in the
gardeq goes away."*"* Like'Martih, Moore recognizés this
general feeling‘fbr the place—boundedness of a thing and

does not , unlike Martin, proceed beyond this observation.

However, -here is a sense in which the place i "hree

Sténding_Figurés is corrupted by ‘the r_ oval c. the tree;
5ne can no longer experilence the work its e ations with
the tree. That is, the trgeacannot e experienced‘as‘a
co-pre.ent object that ihfluences tie manner in whﬁch the
work showé4itself. For?Martin,'it is in the relocatianof a

work thar its between becomes corrupted by the addition of

DY

rt

. . Cn .
o-present sculptures. The "manner c¢f influence” 1in the

X

ocre case might be understood, Irom a rbving perspective,
as :hé‘posi:ion of the tree as 5bstrusive foreground; tﬁe
work as background; the tree might Qery well diﬁfﬁse the
afzernoocn ligbt in a way that heightens one's awareness-of 

~erzain contours of +he figures; the tree may emphasize the

. . N . 4 .
ticalisy of the figures; the work may produce effects on-

(B}

ve
the tree and the tree may produce effects on the work by

mediating a spectator's access to one another from certain
' ’ S o’ : '

positions in and around 1ts place.
-

. . . - g
The "mediations” noted ‘above are the invariables oI the

2

rlace. While mv schematic ad&mbrates other possible lines of

.approach, wha:_isvgmportant here is that the invariable

relationships become significant terms of reference 1in

s+ Moore, On Sculpture, p.‘TOBq
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relation to the relocation of the work. I am not so much
"concerned with the changing moods of a conscious subject
awhile he is in and aroUndvthe-place, but the lfact that any
subject who moves invand aronnd the place will encounter- the .
work'as‘l‘have described it. In the telocation of Moore's
wotk,.the treg, trees, or perhaps'another Object or objects;
"hfdhtVbe lpcated to the right of'leﬁlhof‘theTWOrk since the |
,confiéurations.that I elaborated in the schematic ate
maintained These lnvatiables'constitute the canon that may'
=be appealed to in order to gain some understandlng of the
' place as an appropr1ate place I1f, let us say, the new place
is in the Park n1th a’tree or trees in the vicinity.of the
#Brk, wve can easily admit a tree to the right or:the.left'of
the nork without changing theﬂschematic. However,ilf Qe
admit a tree in a positionﬁthat'is immédiatel? in ftont/oﬁ
or behind the work (the worksis actually located in an open
space but. appears to sit in-between two large trees on a
frontal view), the schematic would have to contaln different
contexts of approach.
_a it was our objective to adhere strictly to Moore;§¢l7'
orlgeéﬁl'judgment the ftontal and rear positions of the
tree would make the place 1nappropr1ate Ln'g;hef words,
mlght demand that a close identity or 51m11ar1ty be upheld
.in transferring the 1nvar1able relatlonshlps of the original
place to the .new place Slnce‘the work.cannot be"seen~rn the

N

same ways 1f the tree ls located in the. areq 1mmed1ater? to

the front or the rear of the work, then the”‘lace would be’
' N 3
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inappropriate. However, we adhere to a_ d1fferent posit. n
51nce it is our objective to unfold the place relatlons of

the work 1n its place. And the p’ ace- relatlons of a new’

place would 51mply entail a dlfferent schematlc. A schematlc

that mlght show the .place to be approprlate or 1nappropr1ate .

in whole or in part.
One might want to claim that. ' if the tree found a
position immediately in front'ot.or‘behind the monk'such
that a SpeCtator could‘not move ln;betweenlthe’wOrk and the
tree'(the spectator could not experlence a part :0of the work

by changlng his position), such/a place would ba an

1nappropr1ate place since it delimits one's access to the

;/

wprk from a partxculal perspectlve w1th1n a conﬁlnuous and

- T

'dlfferentlated (but not 1solated) experlence of the work.

+This sort of claim is compatlble with.M: tlnhs;aesthet1c5‘oﬁ

)

crowdlng Slnce it 1nd1cates that one's access to a work is
B S

phy31cally 1mpeded and cannot be corredted by gaklng up

another p051t10n relatlve to the work and the Q- present

ty
tz\’

object At the same- tlme, one mlght also want to say that .in

&y

‘the schematlc the context of approach in whlch-the tree

appears as obstru51ve foreground 1s problematlc on Martln 5
f

grounds. ‘One must be careful here not to compound a
L

momentary bllnd spot that can be corrected w1th a sltuat1on

FJ

4
s o

in which the movement of the spectator cannot coréect ‘the

‘blind’ spot Whlle I admlt Martin's point as. stralght forward

and 1ncontestable, I cannot admit the confus1on of Martln S

thesis and a momentary bllndlspot since sculpture

Y
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in-the- rounc an c ce

three~dﬁmen5idnél'cﬁ €CtS, alwavs Imply

hidden &spect tha: one ha$§ the aziiizv 4@

) . . - o . R
blind spot "is nct 'ne"esu-: cf & phys:idas

co-presernt ODW ci. I alscidiscovere

- R 3
: ot T R o Y .
the place ¢f & wcrr wnat’..s made Ir:
K Ty - ‘ V. ' T i ) : \./
as-if a sincle perspec::vewas .sufiyz:

» N “ -

uexperlente ctf a sc-ip Ure in-thé-rodndy
-

Q{IO e * P S ] : sy .
the grouncS‘*na.w g 1% qgorlsd be snpwn e
&+ T : E )
contrac1ctorv ‘qume. s and; £ it did.n
. i+ A M L ‘
means -to dist nguish™¥etween a momentar;
. . \; - K . !
. S .
physical 1mpeclmgﬁt. Thisslatter . poins
. 2, U A |
‘51ncg41t engendefs =1 ccn vsion cf jucyrents based on an
> .‘ i ’ : . : N .
1na3equate acccinc ot one’ s, expe*lence tnhree-dimensionai .

vobj%cts. By employ;ng and apply'ng the»ﬁactozsfof the ©

.éubject“s mobllity, use'of sensory‘modalities, connection of.

‘perspectlval experlences, and a recpn51deratlon of an.

expérlence whlch many-of us. have has - being 1nta4par¥;and,
experiencing a;work of sculpture -, 1 p:ovided'a canon that

.

one may ‘appeal to in orger to unfold a Judgment about the

L
place of a- work 1n reletlontto =} free standlng co- present
object. B ,‘1 o }, ' ,; ) o '.f .

Yo

For- the sceptlc, a work that stands in a meadow ‘inga

.-

:parfqhas no plaégj On thlS v1ew, the co*preSent tree-does

v

LETRA
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frontal experience, Mv_srnema: diffe: uhs‘aﬁ:;allv from
a consideration of 'the number of signifzcgn, views of a
.'. - ‘,,— ,' ' o ’ .IFA' Nv . ‘ 3 A" . o -
sculpture or the directionaiity cf-a sgketéto%Ls movement
o L - . #H ,
around works and-the plevation of tempo:a»ﬁty 1% the '

aesthetlc experience of sculpture. Tha~schemat1c is aj T

§ -

descrlptlon of a work WIth an objectttﬁ%t can 1ncorpo ate

r [y

the above issues. Howeuer in the,%phematlc I am - concerned

v

w1th more than - the work 1tself and how a" co present object

-gnters 1nto one'~ actual apprec1atlon of’a work in.a plaoe.
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VIl TheQTheory‘vaPlacementPAnd Further lnvestigations

7e:§§e¢ c¥s:sts

The cdmponentsuof;:he seconc set of places (n;cnes)

L)

“the serles are much smai ler *han urban places. That is, the

dlstance between Jthe body of a work ‘and the boundary of ‘the

'\

place 1s con51derably smaller 1n magnltude in relatlon to

.

the‘f1rst place in'the seriesu In this seﬁse, the first two,

sets of places for sculpture are ptogr9551vely contract1ng,u

. va

~clearly deflned contexts.

v

The thlrd set of places is not deflned 1n terms of the
material body of a work of sculpture. What is 1mportant here

is that the individual work is not its own boundary in the |

:

77 .. R
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nor a member of the thlfd set. Moreover,&a nlche cannot

. g .." PRUENES

'extremely 11m1ted fash1on. . c.
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" .Ci C.acemer:., TC be s
s stnuT D Tther Thnen .r¢ set cf ‘
= w
,
C.acfes, wrne ncoy of a2 wWOTW as é Dcungcary (s Zdigcressec and
!
¥ o .
TI-present CrTterte tnegt are Ln tne .mmeciate vicinivy cf o2
3 - i " .
wory serve <z Zellne <ne zocondary cf trne flace. Tc-rpresern:
Fl D - - . Yo
0 " s ¢
IIZTeTts @re oDcounfarv,marrerg (i srnev nfllence tne manners
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The geécond anc third kinds of places may be found

r. S, S e, CL :
w.Inhin the Iirst kina c¢i p.ace: a alche or a work in

relation_ 0 a free-Standing co-present object can occupy an

T - o .-
. . . -

‘ ’ »
. urban place. Houever an urban place éannot occupy ‘a nlche

LY N P

occupy a member of the thlrd set and vice versa.‘In'shOtt o

the paradigmatic places for sculpture may'be combined‘in:an

AY

In the first 1nstance, I have referred : he eran
)

env1ronment As an object of study, the quan env1ronment is

1ll deflned and for the most part an amblguous space. To

te

R
. t
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cla.t tc .t 'sc.lpt.re nasS a place .n.tne Urban env.ronment iS

' N .

T mase o .nexact anl awkwars claiv. o fact, cne canncs
.

Zeveecg & tnecry of clacement oo this level T ana.ys:s

» - -
tne relgtiinsnig setweern tne work and the Clace 1S

1.
b
o1}
1
N
n
wo
O
"
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+
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et

des.cned spaces cr the urwan placed cf the urban enV;rcnmenf

enacle’us tC ‘speak with.some accuracy about where works of

M N "‘u"

scu.pture are found. The stéptic den
forms:by treating Pb urban @mv1 onment as a homogeneous
space Qr*fabric. Fer_nrs stancpornt there .are. no places

R "y

’

for sculpture because there are no places. On the other

the med;atlng set of forms glves the urban env1ronment

‘e .

“a -
T ERs ’:.,k'.A Eogtes Sk ,,:-.u-rl.b,-u‘ . o

some degree of " heterogenelty For 1nstance, with respect to

putdoor spaces, the plazza and the park are common placeS°
w1th respect to indoor spaces, the gallerla and the atrium

>
are well-known places. On both diachponic and synchronlc

axes of enalysis, ‘such built forma ions constitute the

places ‘of and-for sculpture. The conjunction is important = ,

ies the mediating set of



he indéividual work and the

v R . o . v 1" L B f;;
a..-inclus.ve urban env.Icrment. _ e

The plazza the park anéd the plaza, then, are common
olaces and common places for SCUlp ure. It is only at this’

pcint in the tneory of Dlacement that we may fully

apprec1a'e the canon whlch pertalns to urban places. There

are urban places whlch are common kinds of ie51gned

tformatlons in the urban env;ronment. By 1dent1fy1ng such

’*places I have demonstrated (agalnst the sceptlc) that the

urban env1ronment is nbt p}aceless. Such urban places are
(p i 2B\ T 3od ‘\'3; . .
coﬁhon places for sculptsgz Sculpture ‘has and will contlnue'

v,

to- f1nd an approprlate place in urban places. ‘There are

elementsuof hlstory (hav1ng found an approprlate place)

contemporanelty (hav1ng an. approprlate place) and

»

‘prediction (will have an appropriate place)vin’the(canon. It

is incorrect,_however,'to,state that all sculpture that

oy
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occup;es&anm;;ban‘p-ace 1S a pricri appropr:ately placed. To
: Ta R Y ~ . » .

, ' theyextent tha-s. “he se”onc and third kinds cof places may be

T 8w oo : ' T _ . ’

e
..

. Teccgnize that: a) sculpture
rd kinds of places’is not

f-'a];c.L is inappropriately

nndsg cﬁ,alaces and these'g
S LR N i '
o

.‘aiéoﬂk -swanap op*:at‘vy
;“appropr at e , pi aced merelw in
: P , 'u, ¥
ippaa e. Urba places may be
¥ \' .' '0 EAN . . ‘ N

. -~ ‘. 9;

;na* per a1n to tne second and thlrd
. a9 L '

2 ses s of ‘ﬁlaces. But tne appropr ateness of urban ‘places’ does

‘f*;approprlate placemen*s..n niches and works»

ety

o
sy

L - R ,
Wi 1f tre tatter are. found in urban places. As Izpointed out in

.

Chapter IV with reSpect 4o the material thesis and
"crowding," an urban place cannot be said to be appropriate

on the scle ground that the material the51s obtains nor can

it be correctly asserted that the ;ﬂ?cement of a .work in an’

urban place is appropr1ate if a spectator cannot - experlence
N

an aspect of the work (if such a work is de51gned =1e) that
the inaccessible aspect must be experlenced if one is to

apprec1ate 1t)

As We have seen- the urban place as a common place for

o sculptnne served to dlspel the notlon that: the urban realm

e o
PR

had been reduced to a ub1qu1tous placeles%hess and that

sculpture, as'a part of such a‘non- place had lost its

"y

RO T v * R 3

L33 -
‘17 scu-ptute oy‘%xamp e,wcan@n 1an and

that are se: in,relatzon“tc‘free stanﬁzng ‘Co- pregen* ob3ects7'
STV N et -
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place. Let us considJr a work oy the German Memlcan ‘sculptor

aé*
L7
Mathias Goeritz. The Ciudad Satelite:Five’ Towens (1957-58)
:h "The Sguare or_*he Flve Towers”. some 9 miles outside of

¥

Mexico-City, is an- uroan place that nas been dlsplaced from )

.f‘:‘.(;,‘

<he city and. DUllm *n a barren landscape. The work 1sAin.a

h,v,.-.

‘sguare that ‘g set“in=oe:ween :wo sect1ons'o{ the nzonway to

»

Mexicc Ci:yL{As its name: suggests, Five Towers is a

satellite city St sorts. The work rspmudh like the

‘fan'urban cénter on a smaller sc.

£ ocated on a barren stretcn o

"downtown" core,.

%

work o‘ sculpts

put 1s at one and the same alme a model of a bu1lt place

MOwers*ln a square) and a work that is placed 1n the center‘

oy
of a roadway much like a monument . The place of the work is

familiar but'diseoncerting. There are no free-standing
co-present op]ects with the work The vehicular traffic;

mi"

- while at times heavy .. for uhé most part moves past thlS

strange skyllne. The’towerlnglpxlons are 1ntramarg1nally v

S

plagﬁg.ln -the square, what 1s co- present w1th the work for- a
: » SR .
'spectator who moves in and Yaround . the pylons is the square.'

A,

lt is the square that deflnes the l1m1ts of the work and 15'

1tself deflned by the pylons to the extent that it becomes 2

r_plaza (the pedestrlan space before and between bu1ld1ngs)

r

The wh1te,4yellow and orange pylons form a varlety of

overlapplhg rectangular masses and quadrllateral ap1ces that,

are acce551ble from 1ntercolumnar spaces as well as from

s

varying: dlstances out51de the square. The work is a skyllne .
' '\..‘ .

in-the- round that may oﬁ

¥ . -
~ . L R 9 S A T

ta ¥
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spectator who moves in its place and in so doing overcomes

the delzmltwng notion of, t shylrne as facade. The

P

all-roundedness of the worki is marked by a distinct border

that defines its place. Goeritz' complex work’can atiomodate

. _ Lo . T
the appropr:iate placement of other works of sculptuﬁ£551nce
. - : u .
lace. for scul pture.

'

the plaza that. it has opened up is a

The square can .become a plaza begause of the essential

ambiguity between thg: pylons as parts of a work of sculpture

and their obvious resemblance to "towers" or bu1ld1ngs.

. . - . -
The position of 'he Scept:c threapens the ba51c

understandlng of the n’che as a place@gor sculpture.

-

'«yAlthough he recognlzes that theunlche 15 deflned in terms of

sculoture and place, he malntalns that the niche is no place

. ) 0
for scu\pture. For the sceptlc the nlche uSJa frame that

makes no p051t1ve contr*butron to an 1nd1v1dual work The

2

niche 1s 1rrelevant 51nce the sceptlc holds th- theredgs

nothing beyond the material body of a work that 18

‘ aesthetlcally s1gn1f1cant 1n one s experlence of a work.

Since the niche LS‘a'plaCeL place}rs aesthetlcally

irrelevant. -
: o o o
what 1s ev1dent 1n one<sﬁexper1ence of a sculpture in a

nlche is that the nlche is co- present w1th the work Th&

work let us say, ‘is in 1ts nlchea }f-we 1nqu1re‘fUrther
=

?

into the manners in whlch the n1che can be sa1d to be

co- present with the work we w1ll dlscover varlous k1nds of

n1ches' those that are closed on theéback and those that are -

=Y

ﬂ'open‘on the back. In terms of the relationship between a -




&

%aesthetlc relevance of the n1che becomes apparent if one.

84

wOork and its co-present niche, close inspection reveals
\several features of b%undedness:‘embeddednesshjcentrality,
_and peripherality. Moreover, everv work has-a designbthatﬁ
must be understood in relatlon to the tind of niche and the

features of niche-boundedness.- As I have elaborated in

+ Chaprer. i%I, it 1s through the use of my second canon that a

niche-bound work can be shown to be appropriately or .
: . . . Ve

e

v

.jnappropr;ately piaced. I'f one does not examfne the

rr.

components of my canon and apply ‘them to 1nd1v1dual works,

“~_nen one ls\leao to ﬁ, scept1 positron 51nce the niche
' \(,‘am} - :,,~

n fV
seems to be a place f%* ulpture only’ 1p~v1rtue of am
W

P ﬂ'

a.

archltectural defrnltlon"By appeallng to my Secondhcanon

s .
the scepticﬂsfuse of the nache is shown to be an,

inappropriate generalization that mistakenly preclndesca'i
theory of placement " ‘ . ’:f B ?'ﬁ, -
1 have 1nd1cated that the %ﬁche 1§§aesthet1cally,gw

relevant to the exper1ence of\sculpture in so far as. we ’

recognlze that 1t is not 51mply in v1rtue of an -
»

v,archltectural deflnltlon that the nlche 1s aesthetlcally

s

,relevan&d One ‘must think from ‘the defrnltlon rather than f* ,

@b

14'51mply declaﬁe that the def1n1t10n can stand on 1ts own 5The

-

/l
Y

con51ders that the n1che 1nfluences our experlence of works

of sculpture. In. show1ng that some works are 1nappropr1ately

"'placed 1n n1ches and approprlately placed in n1ches but

;napproprlately embedded we may come to see how 1t is tQat

;placement bnfluences the aesthetlc propertles of a work For -

- . . : ¢

[
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instance, if a sculpture in-the-round is centrally emhedded,
"I would claim that 1t is_inappropriately,placed. However, I
also want to claim - that ‘the perceptual properties of the

work are (obvioule) ‘influenced in a degatlve way in this

¢ vy
[ 2

»-case since the work 1is de51gned to be seen in- the-round One

: mlghtycla1m that the property orvzea;ure* of - embeddedness
| o -
Judgments about the

(central) engenders incorrect

' 2" R . . , R
_work; In fact, 1in order to apprec1a*€;ﬁée_w0rk'correctlv 1t
S

must be dlsplaced from 1ts nlche LI d%der to correctly

-apprec1ate the work ( fm

, g
some knowledge of the canon that pertalns to

ni%he qundedness If, like the sceptch one denies that

such knowledge 15frelevant (or ‘simply does #f#¥bossess such, -

knOWledge)‘.then one cannot correctly{ppprgciate works of "

-

sculpture that arigfouhd in niches and, for that matter, one

cannot correc%ly apprec1ate works thatoare ins other

. A 4

»
archltectural contexts. In thls respect, the sceptlc must

>

L R PSRN : A ‘
" recoghize the aesthe&ac srgnlflcance of places such as .,

.‘hichesuin the %ofrect egperlence of works of sculpture.

My’ 1nvest1gat10n into the geometrlcal features of ié’fhh

:nlche bound works adumbrates a further line of inquiry . 1nto
.. . ] . o St 'w‘»";i
related space cells and forms. Whlle the niche d1scu551on

hshowed that one’ cannot 51mply refer to niche- boundedness at
large, 1t 1s equally certa1n that "enthroned" works f%qu1re
51m11ar analyses. For example,{M1chelangelo S Moses (c.
>A1515) in the San Pietro in V1nc011 (Rome) is perlpherally

. sfﬂ)"

S _ L p)
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empedded in an elaborate architectural throne. From a
,frontal_position, the left leg ancg shoulder of the work are
turned outwards nhile lhe righs ieg and shoulder move backd
into the :hrone. The head of the figure appears to face'théV

wa.l on the right~side cf the throne. The woerk is |

lnappropriateiy pl d ;as a peripherally, embedded figure.

"

". This does no: mean :nat Moses shold be cen ly embedded.ﬁ

On the contrary, the Wor k- should. not be embedded -
way*. Although Moses 1§ not a sculpture _n—the—round, the
‘ e ) T e
manner in wh;cn,tne york “urns,cowagd th ‘r ght lndicates

0 - /

in either”

.

that it sHould bé seen in rront of a space cell that is the
.- : .
obverse of the throne.'THat is, *he throne must® become a

clid, rectangular maSSkWthh protrudes from the. wall. Srnce

. -

Moses is approprlately Dlaced in a p051tlon in whlch 1t is
4,3

accesswble from all: p051t10ns exdept ‘the rears, the solld-

space cell enables one to experlence the work from at least

a \14 : .
full frontal ~and &ateral p051tlons. In this placement the ».?T"

<

’

-

A . S

turn of the f1gure becomés acce551ble. e

Ton hor

The third set in ‘the ser1es-cons¢sbs df places that are'

determlned by the pos1tlons that a spectator may take up in
S &
the 1mmed1ate v1c1n1ty of a work-and a- free standlng ' '

(r—' . ~

co- present ob]ect The tneoretlcal problem that is addressed

'
®

"in what.I have called & schemat1c of the place 1s the nature/
T,
of the 1nterrelat10nsh1ps between a free- standlng sculpture
. t . .

in- the round and a free- standlng co* presenf object The ' ;”

Y

ST

schematlc is used to. unpack the not1on of the
ot : o .
interrelationships between two autonomous objects by

T



“introducing a third factor into the.conﬁext:-the spectator.
.. Rather. than simply positing interrelationships, I have

explained what thése interrelationship are and how two

-~

autonomoug” objects can be said to’interrelate. If.one fails.

-,

B i Do . , - : A _
ccrcffer’an explanatl':,of 1nterr\elatlonsh1ps the notlo‘n

('1

noair ofcmys ery in ‘as much as 1t apoears that
e '. ) RS

3

Qone muSr oossesq 3 speC1a‘ sen51b111ty 1n order to oY .
;3 - b o

@bfkg exﬂerlence'them. Sn“thé’otner hand one mrght use the notlon
'93— . . P 'b ¢ ﬁ\ .
. .7 of an 1nterrelatlonsh1p to support a r'lalm wlthout o
,*a.nlng the qnltlar not*on on whlch the clalm rests. .
- * e

'rt}van »ﬂtGFFEIathHSh p m1ght become a wild cafd in -

'“theo etlcal dlSCLSSlOﬂS of contexts 1n the schématlc
L . ng -
% nhoweve@% there are no stterles. The relatlonshlps or.

,connectlons oetxpen two or more obje;ts are establlshed by
the changlng*p01nts of view of a spectator. For 1nstance, in sy

& ' - R
- the. 1mmed1ate v1cgn1ty of a. work there is, let- us say,_a ' ‘

xR

(o WY

9.

»
*

free- standlng @bject The schematlc accounts for tﬁe motlon

. o7

panallax effects for a spectator who changes hlS p051t10n"‘f1

| W ‘-r

oy

v'relatlveuto tH 'two ob]ects. The apparent dlsplacements of

. z‘A .

3fthe objects and the manlfold appearances of the ob]ects are';w

the 1nterrelatlonsh1ps of the place or, alternatlvely, the”z"'

| - o
'fplace relatlo?s of the context. The schematlc 1swa

'descrlptlon of the connected experlences of a spectator in

h,“ . A

A

the place of a work y . &

.\D

f : The schematlc 1s a. canon that oné- may appeal to in .

Y

K5 .
‘,order to glve an exactlng descrlptlon oﬁ the place of a work

oL and av01d g1v1ng an 1nsuff1c1ent descrlptlon of a wofk in

o . .
. . .
r L e B
. R
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';3may result in ‘an. aesth

A1ncorrect For ehample, there is a sculpture in- the round N

the aspect of the work® that was - supposedly 1nacce551ble. The

feffects_such as,the.S}ze of the work and;the size of:thep

chjpresent objgct, one's inabilfty,to see the back side-of';i

ta
, - .
< . ) R «;‘..J

)

relation'to'a'conresent object} The appeal may appear in.

the form of a recon51deratlon of -a descrlptlon that 1s glven'
3

from a f1xed p051tlon. A descrlptlon that is 1nsuff1c1ent

*‘

ic judgment\about the-, , ‘ /nf'

\ ¢

-

&\A

that is sét 1H¢&elatlon to a co- present obgect The work is .

N

ln;the for%%round whlle the co- present object 1s in the: ‘";‘ f
R “é; 3 . “ g
1mmed1ate background On this frontal v1ew the work mlght
w® o N b
be. fhapproprlately placed because 1t appears as- 1f the 'pﬂny

co present object would 1mpede one's. access to an aspect of
“ & 9 .
the.work It is nottclear from a 51ng1e perspectlven 1f the e
-5 / . -

co present object is in: fact an 1mpedgment In shoq;, the-

(e
45

"

"\.‘
RO

'crowd1ng the51s is p051ted w1thout the mob111ty of the'“*,

sub]ect. In 'ChlS case, the. moblllty of the subject 1s @

1mportant since one can approach ‘the work and. in so d01ng

AL - A

valldate or 1nva11date the cla1m by attemptlng to expertence

'orlglnal clalm 1s subject of course, to certaln percep%pal

i

the work, and. one's inability to see all.of the front of the

f'co—present object. At'a more basic'levei what was’said to

&, "L

be co- present may be a part of the work 51nce the potentlal

n"pOlnt of contact between the "two" forms cannot be: seen from

13

a frontal position. In this example one»may usewthe K

schematic to ﬁerify or falsify .a judgment about 'the -
N CASNT . R ‘ v .

e o C
7 . , L.
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placement of a work.

The schematic also establishes a boundary where .no
\L‘obvious boundary exists. The‘p&ece, as I have alreadx
indicdéed, is circumscribed by 'the mutual infldences of’work
and objectufor a spectator. By establishing a boundary, I
have showh that -place is not a vague expanse that might very
well include an}thing that one desires to find in it. The
- schematic illustrates, againstvthe‘sceptiC's general claim
that one ‘cannot give a rigorous account of place and the.
.theoretical challenge to account for interrelatioﬁships in a

clearly defined,context,fthat to speak of the place of a

[ -

work together with a free-standing object is not only
intuitively:correct but can be‘fullyagleborated and mede
explicit. ‘

The accounts of the places of Picasso's monumental
concrete sculptures provides us with some 1n51ght 1dto the
. role that place can play 1n_the'placement and execution of
sculptures. As Sally Fairweather explains in Picasso;s
Concrete SculthFes, all of Picasso's monumental works were
‘executed, with P1casso s permissio’, by the Norwegian artlst
Carl Nesjar.®® Each of Plcasso s or1glna1 painted cardboard
and metal maquettes were photographed by Nesjar and together
: w1th a photograph of the proposed place of each work |
.combined to produce a photomontage of each work in its
place..Picasso was then presented with a photomontage of a‘
proposed place with the work forbthat place that he was

** See Sally Fairweather, Picasso’s Concnete Sculptunes (New
- York: Hudson Hills Press, 1982).
.
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asked tb‘approve. For instance, Sylvette (1970), Rot;erdam, ‘

‘which is placed in front of g%é~86uw6§ntru@ (Buildirg

el

Center) tower (across from the train station) in ar a.__ of
heavy pedestrian ;raffic; was found to’befa p%;ticular’v
appropriage place by Picasso. Whét can one say about the
place of Sylvetté? )

First, the work is located in a commbn‘place for
sculpture: on the yélk to a building?jln'Hollgnd;\howéver,
it is government policy to reserve a béft of the cost of a
new building for works of art - especially sculptutE. in B
thi; ;Espect, sculpture has become an integral and
appropriate part of the architeétoni& bf Holland's urban
centers. Secondly, the felationship between tﬂe Bduwcenfr&h
as a Building Center that is knowh’for its exhibitions of
new’ building ma;erialsoand Sylyette recal}sﬂthéfmaﬁé;ial
thesis that I discussed in Chapter 1IV. It yas:Nesjar;§Fu5e_
of Betograve or concrete eﬁéraving that firét.étfracted .
Picasso to Nesjar'é proposals. Since the‘Bouwcentrum ié a
center for innovative construction, thp'work, perhaps in
Picasso's eyes, 1is appropriafely\placed since it is.thé
rgsult_of_an innovative sculptural&technique. ﬁut as 1
indicated in Chapter IV, the material,thesisﬁis a
gupbleéentary point of interpretation. Thirdiy, it is not
clear from £he photomontage that the workAis aosculpturé
inftheﬁgpaﬁd.‘Although this would have been perfectly

AN

evident to Picasso and Nesjar, the photomontage is

misleading. What is.clear is that the work is free-standing.

\



o1
When the actual work is seen against the background of the
Bouweentrum from a frontal position it.appears=to'be a flat,
free-standing, two-dimensional engraying on a wall. As_one
moves around'the»work it becomes appatent that the
engrav1ngs ‘appear on the back and not on the edges' that the
concrete is moulded in such a way that it can be Seen to be
. a curved form with a series of rounded protru51ons that are
set at slight angles.to the.frontal planerof;the hork; the
work appears;to the left-of a tree from a frontal position;
it appears in the foreéround‘agaihst the background of the
tree and a ser1es of streetlamps from another 11ne of 51ghv>
from the line’ of s1ght just elaborated the work appears in
a prof1le of blank edges, rounded protru51ve parts and
“mark1ngs,wh1ch.vanrsh with the curves of the work; as one
movés in and arcund the p%aoe of Sylvetté, there are a
variety of ways of experiencing the work that are necessary .
'ror an understandrng of its three-dimensionality and
alllroundedness. The.co-preseht.objects.doVnot impede one;s
access to the work. They appear as elements.in the
oomposition of the‘place as relatiohal invariances for a
spectatdbr who moves in and arouno.the place pfhthe work.
There are, of course,frelational variances given that the
work_is in an area of heavy'vehieular and pedestrian
traffic. In short, it is. through the schematic that we may

come to appreciate the work in its urban place:

'The place of sculpture is by no means an enigmatic

concept. What‘“_have shown is that the position of the -~
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_sceptic is clearly mistaken. It is not the case that'a

.judgment about the placement of & sculpture must remainaat

the level of a hunch or a good or bad fit. I have shown what:

. places are and how to apprec1ate the works of sculpture in
them As 1 indicated'in Chapter I, what 1s co-present w1th a
work constitutes the place of the work The co- present as an

attached or detached format1on proved to be essent1al to the

corrbct apprec1at10n of works ofcsculptpre. The relevance of .

the co-present is denied by the sceptic. For him, a work

{

B must be isolated and considered in itself. The isolation of,‘

works from their places such that they mlght be placed
anywhere is an unacceptable p051t1on glven the mutual
1nfluences of the co- present and the work for a spectator.\I
have demonstrated that one must have a theory of placement .
in order to correctly apprec1ate works of sculpture. Slnce
the sceptlccthlnks that such“a theory cannot be formulated,
he cannot correctly apprec1ate works of sculpture. And one,
I should.think, that makes Tncorrect*aesthe}ic judgments‘has
very little of.interest to say about sculpture.

In.the formnlation of the theory of.placement, I
‘examined the place-conceptg of Krauss, Ruskin, Martin, and
Read with a view to presenting.a serfes\oﬁrthree
\_paradlgmatlc places for sculpture. 1 developed a canon for‘
’each place and eXplalned the spat1a1 comblnatlons of the

ty

';.places and concatenations of the canons. In so doing 1I

PR

‘discovered what one must be dware of in order to specrfy

. what it is about.a placement that makes it appropriate or



"inappropriate.

fd
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