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Abstract

Minimal artists of the 1960s produced works thatenlarge in scale and confronted the viewer.
This artistic movement is characterized, and inynaays validated, by the critical literature
produced by artists, art critics and historiange Tield of art history continues to heavily
influence museum display; however, a growing camder the viewer’'s experience is evident in
museum practice. This master’s project, through dallected from a literature review and
comparative case study, explores the ways musetihigan practice influences the
relationship between the art object and the vieweelation to minimal art, informed by

relevant art historical methodologies.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction
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1.01 Introduction

Art produced in the last century has made ansgeha question “what is art?” more
difficult than ever. As works of art stray frometlionventions of the easel and the pedestal, art
museums are faced with the challenge of exhibiti@ompounding this problem is the mandate
placed upon museums by the public to fulfill th@tigations as educational institutions. Many
influencing factors exist within museological piiaet including art history, learning theories,
and artistic intention. This paper will investigahuseum exhibition practice, specifically
looking at the display of art objects from the mMialist movement. Informing this study are a
literature review and comparative case study, fegath a conclusion delineating discoveries
made about art museum exhibition practice.
1.02 Statement of the Problem

Minimal art produced in the 1960s followed the trestarted by one of their
predecessors, the Abstract Expressionists, in giogworks of art on a large scale. Artists, art
critics and historians wrote extensively about mial art. Robert Morris (2000), a prominent
minimal artist, writes:

Minimalism’s programmatic rejection of Europeantaaditions, which it shared with the

more ambitious abstract expressionist efforts, aeid repress memory and emphasize

the American obsession with the new and the noav@®gress over a past that was to be

forgotten. (p. 478).
With minimal art, where the context of the work l@some equally important as, if not more
important than, the content of the work, writteplexation is critical to understanding and
interpreting these objects. The exhibition tecbhe&of the modern-day art museum are strongly

connected to art scholarship. For example, thquitnus practice of displaying art according to
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time period and school is owed to the field ofrastory. Museological scholars also examine
issues surrounding viewer experience in a musettinge These academic inquiries range from
issues in education to interpretation to perceptigiany art historians look to more
philosophical pursuits, such as phenomenology amidaics, to understand how the viewer
experiences an artwork.

Pertaining to the triad of artist, museum, and &ewhe literature has failed to fully
examine the relationships among these three playatsmuseums, as seen by the public, are
the most common intermediaries between the arcobjed the viewer. Specifically, it is
important to further explore issues around theexdrdand display of minimal art in the museum
setting. As art continues to push the limits @& thuseum walls, research in this area can help
develop frameworks and strategies for dealing ighchallenges of exhibiting contemporary art
objects.

1.03 Conceptual Framework

As institutions serving the public, museums prowtie most accessible forum for the
display of art. In other words, an art museungragxhibiter of art objects, acts as a bridge
between the artist and the viewer. The developmkatt over the last century and a half has
profoundly changed this relationship of art objatl viewer, and museums have also changed.
In exploring this research gap, three large topacahs are addressed. This investigation looks
closely at the development and philosophies of mahiart, the evolution of museum practice in
response to evolving artistic conventions, and-dselting impact to the viewer’'s experience.
For each of these three areas, the influence diistdry will be taken into consideration. Please

refer to Figure 1 for the Conceptual Framework Sudiec.



Art History
- “Master narrative”
- Search for original
context

loyeanpy -
sJoreIn) -
wnasnpy

Jeuolissajoid

<

Art Object Museum Exhibition
Minimal art of the - Interpretation
1960s - Context vs. Display

Questions of Context 4

Figure 1: Conceptual FrameworkSchematic

The first area is minimal art and the artists podg these works during the 1960s. One
common characteristic of minimalism is the largelsof these art objects. Morris (2000) states,
“In American abstract art, big is not only alwayettler but also the only hope against its
nemesis, the decorative” (p. 477). He furtherestgdtits ambition was to transpose and redeem
utilitarian industrial processes and gestalt fonmts an aesthetic space of the phenomenological”
(p. 480). However, unlike many of their successmisimal artists sought to maintain a scale
relational to the size of the human body. “It ddoestablish a ‘comparison’ between its size and
the body size of the viewer so as to reveal itpsima gestalt” (Meyer, 2004, p. 224). These

relationships minimal artists sought to create leetwthe art object and the viewer led to

Michael Fried’s denouncement of minimal art as thea and literalist. Fried (1998) states,
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“the things that are literalist works of art mustreehow confront the beholder — they must, one
might almost say, be placed not just in his spaterbhis way” (p. 154). Issues brought about
by minimal art objects challenge viewers and musptofessionals alike.

With the museum acting as intermediary, the musesitor is at the receiving end of an
artwork. The viewer experience in the art musesitheé second topical area that is pursued in
this research. Explorations of learning and ad¢istkteeories are used to deconstruct how the
viewer interprets, perceives, and understandsrttteeaor she views. Art objects of the latd'20
century, according to Morris (2000), promote a ‘icdnlike atmosphere” with “the sanctity of the
museum as site for worship” (p. 480). However, mowiseological discussion revolves around
designing museum exhibits with viewer-targetecheathan curatorial, goals in mind. Lankford
(2002) states:

Constructivist theories of learning and recentaed®into aesthetic experience suggest

that most people actually benefit by instructiovamious means of engagements with art,

and that engagement is most fulfilling when it aely challenges, builds on, and extends

the knowledge, aptitudes, and abilities of the rauoseisitor. (p. 141).

Negrin (1993) elaborates on this idea that “diatogatween viewer and artwork to occur is the
perception of something which both share in comm{pnL17). This research study, in part,
seeks ways to make a connection between artworkiamer. In addition to addressing
theoretical issues of visitor experience, practstatlies examining visitor behavior will also be
looked at.

Lying in between the artist and the viewer is theseum, which is the last topical area.
This research specifically looks at curatorial addcational decisions related to exhibit design.

Changing art historical theory continually impaetgseum practice. Traditionally, museums
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have exhibited works of art chronologically. Thesgtion arising from this conventional form of
display is whether it presents the most optimakeignce for the museum visitor. Levi (1985)
contends that the art museum is an “indispensabteument in the great task of aesthetic
education” (p. 29). However, “Most of those resgible for the direction of art museum
aesthetic policy have been trained as art histstigm 37). The educational role of art museums
has been given greater attention over the lasygaws as they have “moved away from its role
as an institution merely open to the public to aotvely servicing the public” (Morris, 2000, p.
485).

As shown through this brief overview, scholarstupahes on the issues of minimal art,
viewer experience, and museum responsibility; h@nebhere is a need for a deeper
understanding of the relationships among these ttwastructs. A formidable starting point for
this study was to review pertinent art historiegearch related to minimal art and museum
practice. Whether the subject matter is the athstviewer, or the museum, written discussions
often delve into philosophical discourse. Onceuntlational understanding of relevant art
historical theories and methodologies was gainedysthen ensued in the three topical areas.
The comprehensive literature review of these aepgesented in Chapter 3.

1.04 Purpose statement

The purpose of this study was to explore the @hatiips between the minimal art object
and the viewer created by museum exhibition practiformed by art historical methodologies,
gathering data from a literature review and comjpagaase study conducted in two art

museums exhibiting minimal works of art.
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1.05 Methodological Paradigm

In conducting this research, | utilized an intetimeemethodological paradigm. In
accordance with the interpretivist approach, | gliea with the positivist belief that there is a
single reality (Neuman, 2003). | believe thatweey a viewer experiences a work of art is based
on his or her social construction. Falk and Diegki1992) assert that personal and social
context significantly shape a museum visitor’'s eigee. With this assumption, “the
interpretive approach holds that social life isdzhen social interactions and socially constructed
meaning systems” (Neuman, 2003, p. 77). In ommsuggest ways for museums to approach
their responsibilities to both artist and vieweirsicritical to understand both the artist’s
orientation to how his or her art is perceived #reviewer’s orientation to how he or she
perceives art.
1.06 Role of the researcher

My undergraduate studies in art history influenogdresearch. The selection of
minimal art as the focus of my investigation wate#berate decision based on my personal
tastes of visual art. Also, as an avid museumddeye preconceived notions as to how to best
view art. However, as someone who may be congidefeonnoisseur”, | am aware that my
preference in exhibition design may not necessaritygluce a successful experience for a
“novice” museum visitor. A thorough review of thierature surrounding this topic helped
combat these biases.
1.07 Research questions

Exploring the relationships between minimal art #melviewer in a museum
environment provides fresh scholarship in an astdo/be methodically considered. Research

in all topical areas was informed by art historicedthodology. Taking on an interpretivist
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methodological paradigm, exploratory research veaslacted using qualitative research
methods. Methods of inquiry included an extensiteeature review and a comparative case
study of two art museums exhibiting modern arthe Thain and sub-research questions follow.
Main resear ch question:
Focusing on minimal art from the 1960s, in what svdges museum exhibition practice
influence the relationship between the art objedt the viewer?
Sub-resear ch questions:
What art historical methodologies are most apple#ad analyzing minimal art?
What impact does the field of art history currerithve on museum exhibition practice?
How do art museums exhibit minimal art objects wehbpect to the rest of their collections?
What is the role of context in displaying minimai abjects in the museum setting?
How do education and curatorial staff work togetioedecide how to display the museum’s
collection?
1.08 Definitions
This study looks only anhinimal works of arfrom the 1960s and will focus on the works
of two prominent artists of this time — Donald Jwddl Dan Flavin. These works of art are
characterized by their simple forms and are oftamstructed from industrial or synthetic
materials. While the minimal artist creates theai@df the artwork, he or she may or may not be
the one to physically construct the artwork. Fenthore, many minimal art objects are
sculptural in form and have a size relative tohthman body (Kleiner, Mamiya, & Tansey,
2003). A comprehensive discussion of the histowy eritical nature of minimal art is tackled in

the third chapter of this paper through the literateview.
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Art history, as referred to in this study, is the academicigli:ie of studying artworks,
with a primary concern being the determinationrmgioal context. Art historians “seek to
achieve a full understanding not only of why thgmsisting events’ of human history look the
way they do but also why the artistic ‘events’ hapgd at all” (Kleiner et al., 2003, p. xxxiv). It
is also important to note that art historians arahle to be completely objective.

They can try to construct the original cultural tsas of artworks, but they are bound to

be limited by their distance from the thought paitseof the cultures they study and by

the obstructions to understanding their own thopgiiterns raise — the assumptions,

presuppositions, and prejudices peculiar to them oulture. (Kleiner et al., 2003, p.

xlvii).

Modernism in an art historical sense, refers to a periodrgfroughly dating from the
mid-nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth centuxodernist art sought to create in new and
innovative ways, via technique, structure, andectijnatter. Also, modern art has the ability to
make the viewer self-conscious of his or her ralsgectator (Harrison, 2003p.ostmodernism
is said to have begun around the 1970s and is ditenssed as diametrically different from
modernism. Minimalism, as an artistic movementoiginely placed between the larger
movements of modernism and postmodernism.

1.09 Delimitations and limitations

Since this research study explored only one spetiivement of art, the results of the
study are not generalizable to other art movemamngshools. For example, minimal works of
art are often sculptural and thereby initiate ay\bfferent dialogue with the viewer than would a

painting. It is this unique relationship of arfjedt and viewer that moved me to focus on
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minimal art. Furthermore, in light of my biasdsg tonclusions of the research project may not
find practical application among the wider audieatenuseum patrons.

Also, this study was framed as a comparative cagl/s The case study examined two
art museums, located in close geographic proxitoigne another, in a major U.S. city. Within
each of these museums, interviews were conductibdeducation and curatorial staff. It was
necessary to narrowly focus this study in ordesuccessfully complete a master’s project within
the desired timeframe. As a result, although J@kigessons were learned that might be of
interest to organizations similar to those studibd,findings from this data collection are only
applicable to the purpose of this study.

1.10 Benefits of the study

Minimal artworks can be described as elementahinne; these art objects comprise
basic geometric shapes and are non-representatiinaloing so, they reduced experience to its
most fundamental level, preventing viewers fromadng on assumptions or preconceptions
when dealing with the art before them” (Kleineakt 2003, p. 865). In addition, most minimal
artists, such as Donald Judd, have strong opinmiegerding museum practice. Judd (as cited in
McShine, 1999) states, “Permanent installationscandful maintenance are crucial to the
autonomy and integrity of art to its defense, egdlgonow when so many people want to use it
for something else” (p. 231). Museum professioaadsfaced with the challenge of making
these esoteric works relevant to the viewer, wiaiking into account the original context
intended by the artist.

By exploring the issues surrounding these spetificcs, this study aspired to open a
dialogue between the very related, yet often deseafields of museology and art history.

Museums are public institutions and must think @ivho best serve its patrons and its
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collections, without compromising the integrityether party. Also, museums often have
trouble exhibiting contemporary art objects, imtsrof both physical and interpretive
considerations. This study’s exploration of miniragtl display provides a potential model for
facing the challenges of exhibiting difficult afata collected from both the literature review
and comparative case study helped formulate sugdiestommendations for museum praxis.
The resulting recommendations were, in part, ddrivem best practices at both art museums

studied.
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CHAPTER 2: Research Design
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2.01 Introduction

Minimal art in itself is a challenging topic. Aared critical perspective, rather than a
common physical appearance, characterizes thé #nis@eriod. Furthermore, museums have
faced difficulties in displaying these works of dtte to their large sizes and esoteric personae.
In order to approach this complex topic, the redear carefully devised an appropriate research
strategy based on desired goals and outcomes.
2.02 Research approach

The interpretivist methodological paradigm lendglit most easily to qualitative
research. This research is basic in that “tharlyigoal is to contribute to basic, theoretical
knowledge” (Neuman, 2003, p. 23); however, thiglgtdid not have the scientific constraints of
basic research and was thus somewhat appliedunenafEurthermore, the purpose of this study
was exploratory in that the relationships amongatti@bject, the viewer, and the museum were
examined. Current review of the literature doesshow prior investigation into this topic. This
study sought to gain a preliminary understandinthefdisplay of minimal art in the museum
setting and the impact upon the viewer experiedso, this research study aspired to “generate
new ideas, conjectures, or hypotheses” (Neumar8,320@®9) concerning the proposed topic.
2.03 Strategy of inquiry

The starting point for this research was an extengview of published documents of
scholarly literature pertinent to the study of mai art, the viewer experience, and museum
practice. Visual art creation since the lattef bathe 28" century has become synonymous
with the writings of art critics and historians1 pursuing research related to the museum’s role
in displaying minimal art from the 1960s and exangrthe museum’s responsibility to both the

artist and viewer, it was necessary to developraterstanding of the field of art history. Art
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criticism and history relies heavily upon aesthatid philosophical theory. References to these
theories is evident as artist Robert Morris (200f)es that he “inserted the gestalt of unitary
forms and the phenomenology of Merleau-Ponty ihtbgame, stepping over the discreet,
Deweyan distance of vision into a bodily engagemetit the self-reflexive” (p. 478).

An important feature of these philosophical inqesrthat influenced both the
investigative and writing processes of this stulthe inclusion of a personal stance or opinion.
These authors assert that the philosophical asabjsirt requires more than a scientific,
impersonal approach. Moxey (1995) advocates fisawhting “is not a descriptive account of
the transformations currently being experiencedtbyistory. Far from an empirical report, it is
an appeal for a broader recognition of the rolgguiaby subjectivity in the articulation of
historical interpretations” (p. 400).

After gaining a comprehensive theoretical undeditamof the related fields through a
literature review, a comparative case study addce®e practical question of this research —
how do art museums display minimal art objects wégpect to the rest of their collections?
Interviews conducted to obtain first hand accofmis1 museum professionals concerning the
main and sub-research questions were a signifaspect of the comparative case study. The
combination of these methods of inquiry, underrdarpretive methodological paradigm, not
only helped answer the research questions, bupatsaded guidance for further areas of
research.

2.04 Overview of research design

In exploring the issues of context related to tispldy of minimal art in museums and

the impact and responsibility to the viewer expares research design parameters were

constructed. The first phase of the study, phppbszal inquiry of the topical areas informed by
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art historical research, began winter 2005. Thmmmrehensive review of the literature continued
into early spring 2005, addressing the main con@@reas of minimal, the viewer, and the
museum.

This research study employed purposive samplirsglect case study sites. A
comparative case study looked at two art museuimibiging minimal art objects — The Museum
of Modern Art and Dia: Beacon Riggio Galleries. tilBart museums are collecting institutions
located in or near a major city in the United Stateithin close geographic proximity to one
another. Also both sites are considered largmaseums in terms of gallery square footage.
The Museum of Modern Art has one of the largestrandt comprehensive collections of
modern and contemporary art in the world. Dia:d®&ais dedicated to permanent or quasi-
permanent display of works by a select group a$tsrtvith whom the museum has a
relationship. While these two institutions arequa, they were chosen for the opportunities they
offered in generating interesting discussions pl@xng the display of minimal art. In addition
to detailed observations of exhibition design eato the display of minimal art objects,
interviews with representatives from curatorial &adication departments at each institution
were conducted. Onsite research for the comparatise study was conducted February 2005.
The focus of spring 2005 was drafting this document

There were several areas in terms of skills anavienige that needed to be developed in
order to successfully complete this research ptojBceliminary literature reviews were
challenging due to a lack of knowledge of art histl methodology. This was the motivation
for selecting this area to be studied first. Bmidpa solid theoretical framework of art history

proved invaluable in the continuation of this study
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The Human Subjects requirements were met in ocdprdperly handle case study
research in a manner compliant with university déads and policies. Following Human
Subjects approval, case study sites were recraitddogistical arrangements for conducting
onsite research were arranged.

2.05 Anticipated ethical issues

Anticipated risks associated with this researadystvere minimal. All interviewees
were properly recruited per Human Subjects guigsliand formal, written consent was
obtained. Only participants who were willing toidentified in any written documents
associated with this study were recruited. Sihcedtudy was exploratory in nature, the
researcher’s primary goal was not to answer orehgé existing questions and practices, but to
bring forth and provoke new questions and reseiargbt to be investigated areas.

2.06 Overview of data collection

Data collection for this proposed research stuhsisted of two main areas, a
comprehensive literature review and a comparatase study. The literature review was
completed in order to acquire a foundation of kremlgle in art historical and museological
practice. Once a basis in theory was attainedngarative case study was utilized to address
the pragmatic research questions concerning cumaseum practice.

The comparative case study took place in Februa®s2 In order to draw comparisons,
sites were selected purposively using certain tyiradj characteristics. Both sites are relatively
large art museums, in terms of gallery square fgmtand have minimal works of art in their
collections and on display. Both sites are locatenr near a major United States city. Due to
this restriction, travel was necessary to condusite research. As a result, sites were selected

that are in close geographic proximity to one aeonth
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The geographic center of minimal art in the 196@s Wew York, so it is logical that
both institutions are located in this city. Furtnere, because both sites are prominent in the
museum field, coupled with their proximity to ongogher, the museums are familiar with one
another in terms of staff and exhibition practidé¢ost importantly, in selecting these highly
respected, world-renowned institutions, it was@péted that both museums employed best
practices for the researcher to observe.

For each case study site the following method$atd collection were used. Interviews
were pursued with one member of the curatoriaf stad one member of the education staff.
Staff members who work most closely with minimalrisof art were targeted. Each interview
lasted between 30 minutes to one hour. The sex@tldod of data collection was researcher
observation. Through visual observation, thickcdigsion of minimal art objects on display at
the case study sites was recorded. Observatioriaked at the larger context of exhibition
practice at each selected museum.

2.07 Data collection instruments

Several research instruments were created ta assiata collection. They are listed
below with the appendix locations. Each of thestruments allowed for summative coding.

* Interview Protocol for Curatorial Staff Member (#gndix A)

* Interview Protocol for Education Staff Member (Agmglix B)

» Data Collection Sheet for Observing Minimal Artjedt Display (Appendix C)

2.08 Recruitment instruments
Recruitment letters were sent to each of the patienterviewees. Please see Appendix

D for a Sample Recruitment Letter.

L An interview was not conducted with a Dia: Beacon curator.
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2.09 Consent forms

Formal, written consent was acquired from eachrigeee. Please see Appendix E for
a Sample Consent Form.

2.10 Data collection and disposition procedures

During interviews, the researcher took handwrittetes and made audio recordings.
The resulting audiotapes were selectively transcdriénd referred to for exact quotes during the
writing process. The process for collecting datated to the display of minimal art objects
entailed thorough handwritten notes. Also, phapfs were taken by the researcher or obtained
from the museum for supporting visual reference.

While permission was obtained to refer to intengew by name in any resulting written
documents, access to the collected interview ddtdevsecurely maintained. Collected data
will not be shared with other researchers withortten consent of participants. Photographs
taken in conjunction with case study visual obsegowawill not be used in any published
materials. Any notes, audiotapes, or photograpfi®@ing kept indefinitely for possible future
studies.

2.11 Coding and analysis procedures

With the amassing of large amounts of data, it meessary to develop a system for
mining and analyzing the data. Coding schemegspanding to the thematic areas of the
conceptual framework were devised. Below are ¢l main topical areas, with related sub-
topical areas.

» Art history — methodology and theory

* Minimal art — history, artist's statements, adthrian/critic statements

* Viewer experience — learning theory, visitor sagdi
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* Museums — exhibition practice, curatorial practeducation practice
Data from both the literature review and compagatigse study were coded according to these
categories. Data collected from the literatureawwas managed through a researcher-created
Access database.
2.12 Strategies for validating findings

A key component of conducting research is to védidae findings. Creswell (2003)
states that validity helps in “determining whetttes findings are accurate from the standpoint of
the researcher, the participant, or the readeas @iccount” (p. 195-196). Particularly with
gualitative research, validity techniques helpgtablish trustworthiness of the study (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). The first validation technique emphbbyas triangulation. Conducting
philosophical inquiry via literature review and ducting a comparative case study triangulated
strategies of inquiry. Triangulation of data sas@nd research methods was accomplished by
using both interviews and visual observation of tase study sites. Findings were also
validated through member checks. Peer debriefimg achieved by working closely with a
research advisor and sharing periodically with Artg Administration colleagues. All three of
these methods — triangulation, member checks, eadqebriefing — are tools for increasing
credibility of qualitative research.

In order to establish transferability, thick degtton was used when collecting case study
data. This included meticulous and comprehendbgewation notes of minimal art object
display and careful transcription of audiotapebotBgraphs supplement notes describing visual

observations. Lastly, the researcher kept a rneftgournal during the entire research study.
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CHAPTER 3: Literature Review
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3.01 Introduction

In order to explore the display of minimal artire museum and its relationship to the
viewer experience, it was necessary to complet@mutgh literature review. Minimal artists
embraced art writing as a mechanism for commumgaheir philosophies and theories about
the creation and display of their works. It wasoahrough critical literature that the popularity
of minimalism spread. However, with any scholaligcussion of art museum practice, it is
important to first address art history and its ietpan exhibition and display. After addressing
the salient points of art historical theory andcpicge, the focus of this chapter will shift to the
specific movement of minimal art. The history ahimalism will be described, covering the
polemical debates by art critics, historians, amidta alike. The discussion will then proceed to
the viewer experience, attending to relevant legytiheories and visitor studies. Lastly, the
chapter will conclude with museum practice, openipghe discussion of the comparative case
study for the following chapter.

3.02 What is art history?

The field of art history has a profound effectronseum practice, but what is the
definition of “art history”? As stated earlier gtfield of art history is an academic discipline
studying artworks, particularly seeking to identifiyginal context. Art history is similar to
history in that the goal is to “identify, descrilaad explain noteworthy events” (Carrier, 2003, p.
175). Also important in art history is to expldhe periods between noteworthy events, that is,
to understand changes. It is in explaining chgngéevelopment) that the story of original
context surrounding a work of art is formed. Posi{1992) states, “Art historical practice has
been principally devoted to the restoration ofdlieumstances that surrounded (and therefore

are presumed to have led in some extended aneéatdiense to) the work’s production” (p.
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373). However, it is key to remember that a sirgteobject is only a small part of a very large
art historical narrative.
3.03 Role of the art historian
In 1895 the Fogg Art Museum was founded at Hardmiversity as an institution for the
study of art history. Many successive art hisfgrggrams followed the example set by the
Fogg.
The Fogg Museum was in fact conceived of as a &boy for study, demonstration,
teaching, and for training in the material circuamstes of artistic production. It was
intended to be a scientific establishment devateti¢ comparison and analysis of works
of art (potentially) all periods and places, to édstimation of their relative worth, and to
an understanding of their evidential value withpesg to the history and progressive
evolution of different nations and ethnic group&egziosi, 1992, p. 365).
The art historical approach associated with Hanafdrmalism. “Formal analysis operates on
a body of objects synchronically to find commonestthat can be characterized as style”
(Prown, 1997, p. 8). Connoisseurship is the appba of formal analysis to a set of objects.
Another art historical approach is iconography,chtfiocuses on subject matter analysis. By
examining formal qualities of art objects, formaliss more aptly suited and, as a result, more
commonly used by art historians to analyze Miniaral
Early art history programs, such as Harvard’sttsefprecedent for training those people
who would become museum professionals. It was theéactic approach that named art
historians “connoisseurs” of art. As the anoinéggerts, art historians have historically been
given the task of decoding the significance otathe general public (Worts, 2003). An art

historian has been instructed to seek the origmeaht of the artist. However, with research of a
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qualitative nature, it is impossible to be compgietéjective. Subjectivity is intrinsic to art
historical practice and should not be overlookbthxey (1995) states, “The subjective attitudes
and cultural aspirations of the art historian beegust as important an aspect of the narrative as
the works that are its object” (p. 399).
3.04 Theoretical concerns

The unavoidable subjectivity of art history hasale implications to affiliated
institutions, such as art museums. Preziosi (19&2gs that an art object isvVahicleby means
of which the intentions, values, attitudes, messagmotions, or agendas of a maker (or, by
extension, of his or her time and place) are coegdly design or chance) to (targeted or
circumstantial) beholders or observers” (p. 37™)own (1997) has identified a shift in the study
of art towards “contextualization”, where the foesisiot so much on the art object or the artist,
but rather on the social and cultural context surding the object. “Art has become less the
object of study than a means of study” (p. 2).

Another important theoretical concern is the déston of the “end of art history.”
Danto, who is commonly credited with this allegatibelieves that art has reached the end of
innovation and so the story has reached its erahtdXhinks “the history of art ends when art
becomes philosophically self-conscious” (Carri@02, p. 181). Gyorgy (1999) elaborates on
this theory:

The end of art history, the end of the narrativeant the obligatory abandonment of this

wax-museum sensibility, the recognition that theows groups of phenomena in

contemporary art are not longer explainable bytislpthem into the order of the history

of visuality. (p. 424).
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Gombrich (1951), though writing many years agouldanost likely disagree with the
notion that art history has reached its end. st “One never finishes learning about art.
There are always new things to discover” (p. Mhile these statements exemplify an aesthetic
view of art, Nelson (1997) notes that art hist@aimultidisciplinary field that “engages not one
but many spaces — aesthetic, architectural, udzamal, religious, political, and so on — and thus
bears within itself diverse examples of spatiatatares” (p. 40). So it seems that art history, as
an academic field, not only has room for sustaiitgbbut also continued growth and evolution.
3.05 The dangers of art history

Just as styles of art change, so will the stylemrofistorical interpretation.
Consequently, it is important to not become toadhied to any singular view of art. Gilmore
(1995) asserts that multiple, differing viewpoinfsone art object do not imply that some of the
viewpoints are wrong. Any work of art features muous details, and varying attention will
produce varying interpretations. As argued earégxvorks can be viewed through different
lenses. Carrier (2003), in discussing issues agtthetics, states that “seeing an artwork
aesthetically by no means excludes looking at dthrer ways” (p. 185).

3.06 Modernism and postmodernism

From here, the discussion moves from art histiwgy, academic field, to art history, the
timeline. For this research study, the entry poitd the master narrative of art history begins
with modernism. Although the term crosses mangiglimes, all modern art forms share in “the
intentional rejection of classical precedent arassical style” (Harrison, 2003, p. 188).
Modernism, for the purposes of this study, is drhetorical term referring to works produced
beginning in the mid-nineteenth to the mid-tweittie¢nturies. This period of history is marked

by industrialization and urbanization, both of whare thought to have pushed people to seek
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individuality. This search for uniqueness carm&@r into art creation. Also, with the
burgeoning use of photography, artists no longétte need to strive for illusionism. As a
result, modern art is typified by the artist’s im@st in conception over perception. Artistic
interest retreated to the formal qualities of sutch as color, space, and texture. The use of
simplified forms is apparent in many modern artvgork

One of the most influential modern artists was édéabuchamp. A leader of the Dada
movement in the early twentieth century, Duchamgngxified the modernist interest in
conceptual issues, rather than trying to be a winothe world. He sought an “art that engaged
the mind rather than simply gratified the sens&stlischild, 2000, p. 291). Duchamp is
arguably most remembered for his use of the “readiet) a found object that he qualified as art
by assigning it a new context. The readymade ekBetpDuchamp’s stance that art need not
simply be aesthetically pleasing; this was “theanapnceptual discovery in twentieth-century
art” (Danto, as cited in Rothschild, 2000, p. 29Apout 50 years later, Minimal artists would be
charged with re-employing Duchamp’s idea of thely@aade in their own works.

Postmodernism is most often described in contrgéérms to modernism. Modernism is
associated with “scientific objectivity, rationglitand universality”; on the other hand,
postmodernism is characterized by “skepticism, @gm, fatalism, and narcissism” (Haynes,
1995, p. 45). Furthermore, while modernism sougheject past traditions in favor of creating
something new, postmodernism utilized past tragiétifor new intentions. While there is no
distinct line where modernism ends and postmoderbisgins, minimal art is often placed

between the two eras.
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3.07 What is minimal art?

In his essay titled “Minimal Art”, Wollheim (1974itroduced the term to the world and
used “minimal” as a descriptor for the dearth aitent in these artworks. The “work” in “work
of art” subconsciously implies that a certain antafreffort is placed into the creation of an art
object. Minimal art, with its simple forms oftealdricated by a third party, seemingly lacked
sufficient effort on the part of the artist. Wdiim (1974) does, however, credit the artist with
making the decision to create the object, “thahaut which work would be meaningless” (p.
108).

In his comprehensive tektinimalism: Art and Polemics in the Sixtiddeyer (2001)
continually revisits the notion that the commontéea in minimal art was not style. He echoes
Wollheim’s argument of “minimal” in terms of simpity and production methods, but Meyer
contends that the true bond among minimal artists the shared critical approach towards their
work. Meyer believes that minimalism “is best ureleod not as a coherent movement but as a
practical field” (Meyer, 2001, p. 6).

To paint the picture of what characterizes a matiart object, let us look at two works
by two of minimalism’s most important figures, Déshdudd and Dan FlavinUntitled (Stack)
by Donald Judd dates from 1967 and is currentldisplay at The Museum of Modern Art (see
Figure 2). The work consists of nine rectangutards constructed of galvanized iron. Each box
is identical with an emerald green lacquer on tlessand a length, width, height ratio of
approximately 4:3:1. The boxes are mounted ta#ikery wall in a vertical line, evenly spaced
from the ceiling to the floor. On display at DBeacon are 20 of a series of works titled
‘Monuments’ for V. Tatlirby Dan Flavin, created between 1964 and 1981. Mioste

Monumentgzomprise illuminated fluorescent light tubes inyag quantities of two-, four-, six-,
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and eight-foot tubes. For example, dtlenumentuses seven white fluorescent tubes, mounted
to a wall vertically, in the following sequencelefgths — two, four, six, eight, six, four, two

(see Figure 3). The fluorescent lights in thisusegre form a skinny, pentagonal shape with the

apex at the top.

Figure 2. Donald Juddntitled (Stack)1967

il ™ =

Figure 3. Dan FlavinMonument’ for V. Tatlin1964
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Judd’sUntitled (Stackand Flavin’sMonumendo not look similar in a formal sense, as
one would compare two cubist paintings by PicasgbBraque. However, there are many
similarities. Each work is an abstract, three-disienal, geometric sculpture. While both
Untitled (StackandMonumentare relatively large, they are not monumentalze.s Both
works use industrial materials in a repetitious n&an Finally, both were arranged in a very
deliberate, specific manner according to the aftistentions. What these two works convey, as
do other minimalist works, is a literalist aestbgthe proverbial “what you see is what you get”.
“The literalist aesthetic associated with minimalield that a work should reveal nothing other
than its constitutive materials and manner of aoiesion” (Meyer, 2001, p. 7).

Before discussing literalism and the constructibmeaning in minimalist works, the
occurrence of seriality will be introduced. Satais distinct from working in series. A series
of works simply means variations on a theme. Hawgethe serial techniques employed by
minimalists can be thought of as the mathematippt@ch employed before the execution of
the art object (Meyer, 2001). Seriality can bepe repetition, as in Juddntitled (Stack)r
it can refer to a more complex construction. Bameple, the other works in Flavindonument
series use the same two-, four-, six-, and eigbtfloorescent light tubes in a number of
permutations, each time creating a new compositknr. the minimal artists, seriality offered
the opportunity to be anti-compositional. Krauk877) states, “the minimalists were attracted
to sheer repetition as a way of avoiding the infees of relational composition” (p. 250). With
repetitious parts creating an artistic whole, amefiority” of a sculpture was negated.

The lack of “interiority” of minimal art promoteshat Krauss (1977) described as an

“externality of meaning’(p. 266). This is a tangjahinterpretation of minimalism’s literalist
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approach. Minimal artists avoided illusionism gotaced the responsibility of interpretation on
the viewer. Krauss (1977) explains,

... In refusing to give the work of art an illusiotiescenter or interior, minimal artists are

simply re-evaluating the logic of a particuurceof meaning rather than denying

meaning to the aesthetic object altogether. Theyaaking that meaning be seen as
arising from — to continue the analogy with langeiaga public, rather than a private

space (p. 262).

The context in which a viewer experiences the alppdconstruct the meaning of a work. Krauss
(1977) terms the public arena in which meaningui#t the “cultural space” (p. 270). This
complex issue spurred the pursuance of this redssdaudy. The viewer experience will be
explored theoretically later in this chapter, ameint practically in the next chapter.

As discussed previously, art historians and criitsn cited a relationship between
Duchamp’s readymade and minimal art. The stamiofmalism in the 1960s came just after
pop art in the 1950s. Although the movements arg different aesthetically, both pop art and
minimal art utilize objects that are known to thewer. Krauss (1977) states, “Given its
tendency to employ elements drawn from commercoatces, minimal art thus shares with pop
art a common source: a newly awakened interaseiibuchampian readymade” (p. 249).
However, keeping with their polemicist reputatiamnimalists often resented comparisons to
pop. The minimalists viewed pop artist’'s use obmaulture images as formally inferior. Judd
believed that “to integrate mass culture into fanewas to concede the defeat of the high by the
low” (Meyer, 2001, p. 46).

As minimal artists seemed to fight comparison tp atier artistic movement, the

guestion of the moment is where does minimalisrmfd the larger construct of art history?
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Minimalism is employing a “readymade” technique daes not use iconic images like pop art.
And minimalism has a strong concern with the cohoéghe artwork, but unlike one of its
predecessors, abstract expressionism, minimalidmati place importance in the artist’s
“manual execution” or the object’s “emotive contegiMeyer, 2001, p. 81). Meyer (2001)
elaborates, “Several writers have suggested thatglthe fifties and sixties, the so-called two
‘traditions’ of twentieth-century art — the modestnand conceptual legacies — were on a collision
course, whose sites of conflict were neo-dada,mafism, and pop” (p. 81). As it were,
minimalism is somewhat of an enigma, acceptingrafetting modernist tendencies at the same
time.
3.08 The artists

Minimal artists went beyond simply creating wod€sart. Meyer (2001) states that “we
may also conceive ‘minimalism’ as a critical debatgvhich the artists were leading
participants: as each developed their work, thanrahsts became their own best advocates” (p.
6). They actively wrote, discussed, and debatedraicism in support of or in opposition to
their own work and that of other artists. Agahistshared critical ideology was a tying theme in
minimal art. This study focused on two of the nfastous minimal artists — Donald Judd and
Dan Flavin — both throughout this literature reviamd also in the following comparative case
study discussion.

Of the minimal artists, Donald Judd was the masaV supporter of minimalism’s
literalist aesthetic. Judd was born in Missourl@28 and grew up in several towns due to his
father’'s work. After graduating high school, Jydihed the US Army in Korea. After
returning, Judd studied art at the Art Studentgguean New York and also attended the College

of William and Mary. He later took classes at Gohia University where he graduated in 1953
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with a bachelor’s degree in philosophy and a mastkagree in art history in 1962. Judd was
painting during this time, but he also discovereddbilities as an art critic. Starting first at
Artnews Judd eventually became a contributing editokrés Magazineuntil the mid-1960s
(Meyer, 2001, p. 35).

December 1963, Judd had his first one-person stidlae Green Gallery in New York.
With this show Judd exhibited his goal of creatiag art devoid of perceptual ambiguity and
subjective arrangement” (Meyer, 2001, p. 56). egmevious training as a painter, the show
comprised nine three-dimensional objects, indicatire artist’s opinion that the illusionistic
medium of painting could not achieve his literagjstls. In the mid-1960s, Judd began to
fabricate his art objects in factories. Factorydurction allowed for the preciseness the artist
desired in his works, or as he called them “speacbjects”. However, Judd was quick to argue
that his works were constructed using “old-fasledy artisanal techniques rather than the serial
production methods of the assembly line” (MeyeQ2(. 186). Judd also believed that the
careful construction of his art objects allowed ¥iever an opportunity for visual exploration
(Bois, 2004). Judd wanted “to repudiate an art blages its meanings on illusionism as a
metaphor for that privileged (because private) psejagical moment” (Krauss, 1977, p. 258).

Dan Flavin was born in 1933 in Jamaica, Queemavif-rbegan seminary but then
decided to join the army to go to Korea where tgabadrawing. Flavin took classes at the Hans
Hoffman School and the New School for Social Regeapon his return to New York in 1956.
Like Judd, Flavin took art history and studio casrat Columbia from 1958 to 1959. During
this time, Flavin worked as a security guard at Wheseum of Modern Art, alongside other

soon-to-be famous artists including Sol LeWitt &abert Ryman. Flavin’s early works were
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literary-influenced paintings, with which he laggew tired. His earliest pieces using light were
a series ofconsusing masonite, formica, and light bulbs (MeyeQ20. 35-37).

March 1964, Flavin had his first show using electaimps at the Kaymar Gallery. The
icons which used various bulb attachments, were thégmessors to the repetitive use of
fluorescent tubes for which he would become famdtlavin also createshrines which had
deliberate references to people and employed tektraages with the light bulb. For example,
one piece was titleHast New York Shrine (to Bruce Glaseihis use of titling artworks in
reference to a particular person is a practiceiflatilized throughout his oeuvre. As shown in
these early works, “Flavin was straddling the febetveen an art of metaphorical association
and a purely formal investigation. The latter tmcly eventually won (his friendship with Judd
no doubt encouraged this)” (Meyer, 2001, p. 98tek on, Judd and Flavin would also share an
interest in creating site-specific projects.

3.09 Critical writings
The primary source writings of minimal art playeedignificant role in establishing and

legitimizing this critical art movement. Meyer (20) asserts that “’minimalism’ cannot be
understood apart from the extraordinary debatdsstiraounded the new art” (p. 6). Robert
Morris, another leading minimal artist, wrote orig¢lee most significant primary sources about
the movement; “Notes on sculpture” was publisheériforumin 1967. One issue Morris
discussed was how the simplified forms of mininraliwere optimal in achieving a gestalt. The
artist writes, “Characteristic of a gestalt is thate it is established all the information about i
guagestalt, is exhausted. (One does not, for exarspkk the gestalt of a gestalt)” (Morris,

1967, p. 228). Morris’s comment corroborates Jsigisition on minimalism’s search for

literalism. Morris also discusses the issue ofestaminimal works of art. Morris (1967) states,
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“A larger object includes more of the space aroitself than does a smaller one” (p. 231).
Morris advocates for sculpture to avoid monumetytdly being too large, but at the same time
should avoid the decorative by being too small.

Michael Fried’s 1967 article titled “Art and Objéaciod”, which openly derided minimal
works of art, had a significant impact on minimadisMeyer (2001) goes as far as saying that
“Art and Objecthoodivas “the movement’s canonization” (p. 243). Freldiresses both issues
of literalist aesthetics and scale and accordiaglyuses Minimal art of being “theatrical”.
Whereas modernist painting sought to suspend digedtby being pictorial, minimalism
asserted its objecthood. The implication of theswaccording to Fried (1998), the perpetuation
of theater, or “a negation of art” (p. 153). Tleale of minimal works furthered this theatrical
guality. Since minimal art objects are anthropgohdar in size, the object asserts a presence that
demands the attention of the viewer. Without tiesver, literalist art, such as minimal objects,
are incomplete. Fried (1998) goes on to write thatmore effective the setting, “the more
superfluous the work themselves become” (p. 160jed (1998) wrote the following about
modernist works (which he favored): “at every mottée work itself is wholly manifest” (p.
167). Following Fried’s line of argumentation¢én then be interpolated that minimal art is not
modernist since it requires contemplation.

In 1968, Gregory Battcock published a collectiomoitings inMinimal Art: A Critical
Anthology. This book brought together the Fried and Morrigckes discussed above, along with
several other seminal writings about minimalisnhisTbook presented the critical debate over
minimalism in a nicely packaged form. The dang#hhis text, as pointed out by critic
Barbara Reise (as cited in Meyer, 2001), is thatiswhere the direct experience of art works

got lost in a plethora of words” (p. 249). Reisdidved that too much interference between the
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art object and the viewer experience could prowblematic. The impact of critical writing is
still an issue today as shown by the following egté&rom a contemporary article: “The notes
that accompany conceptually inclined art contiraugrow in size and density, and written
attempts at validating art can easily overshademntbrk itself” (Thompson, 2004, p. 2).

3.10 Exhibition of minimal art objects

Due to the scale and simplicity of forms, miniraal objects have historically been
difficult to exhibit. The large size of most mirainsculptures made them unpalatable to
collectors of the time. It seemed the only suggtlhces to house these works were galleries and
museums. Artist Robert Smithson (as cited in Meg28601) recalls that art from the mid-1960s
“were making greater demands on interior spacé® small galleries of the late fifties were
giving way to large white rooms” (p. 18). The id#ahe “white cube” gallery space will be
discussed later in this chapter. The neutral etibrbspace was thought to be complementary to
minimalist works that required an active spectator.

While there were several significant shows disipigyninimal art in the 1960s, one in
particular will be discussed here. The Museum ofibtn Art’'s “The Art of the Real: USA
1948-1968” was a benchmark show that contributeditomal art's canonization. The
exhibition catalogue read:

... To propose that some art is more “real” than od#temay be foolhardy. Yet many

American artists over the last few years have nthidegoroposal by the nature of their

works. They have taken a stance that leaves dittiébt about their desire to confront the

experiences and objects we encounter every dayamitxact equivalence in art. (The

Museum of Modern Art, as cited in Meyer, 2001, 3R
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While this statement proves that the curator, E@ossen, was dealing with literalist issues, the
show included non-minimalist works, including stggical modernist paintings by Pollock and
Johns. “The Art of the Real” was significant besmit academicized minimalism and set a
place for it in art history’s master narrative. el$how was not well received and was accused of
ignoring the critical debate to which minimalismexdvso much. Philip Leider, a former editor
of Artforum, argued, “minimalism could not be understood afrarh the extraordinary polemics
it had inspired” (Meyer, 2001, p. 255). Despitgaitve reviews in New York, MOMA decided
to tour the exhibit to Paris, Zurich, and London.

A recent show of minimal art received similar ewvs by the critics. The Los Angeles
Museum of Contemporary Art in 2004 exhibited a sloomated by Ann Goldstein titled “A
Minimal Future? Art as Object 1958-1968". The sheas a retrospective of minimalist works,
and a comprehensive one at that. However, YverAbais criticizes the curator for not
including sufficient interpretive materials. B@Z004) states, “No chronology, no typology, no
label explanations whatsoever, resulting in an gewing feeling of pure randomness for
anyone not already in the loop” (p. 201). Fortgngeafter minimalism’s beginnings, the
importance of critical discourse retains its neitg$s understanding these works. Bois (2004)
further elaborates, “a minimum of guidance is usuaquired for museumgoers to feel welcome
rather than excluded — especially for a subjectt&sly complex, in its apparent simplicity, as
Minimal art” (p. 201).

3.11 The viewer experience

Now that the topical areas of art history and madiart have been covered, it is time to

shift gears to another area of this study’s con@dgtamework, the viewer experience. As

stated in the first chapter, the viewer is at #eeiving end of an art object displayed in a
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museum. Regardless of what a museum’s intenttisam exhibition, it is the visitor who
decides what the actual experience will be (FalRi&rking, 1992). For example, museums are
perceived to be elitist institutions. O’Doherty9@B) specifically discusses the gallery space:

For many of us, the gallery space still gives @fative vibrations when we wander in.

Esthetics are turned into a kind of social elitisitihe gallery space is exclusive. Isolated

in plots of space, what is on display looks aik# baluable scarce goods, jewelry, or

silver: esthetics are turned into commerce — thierysspace iexpensive What it

contains is, without initiation, well-nigh incomprensible — art idlifficult. (p. 76).

Negrin (1993) cites Benjamin’s argument on thisrmeenon. Benjamin argued in his 1979
essay “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reguction” that museum viewing is
perceived to be a solitary experience and thatakisvdemand reverence. For many visitors,
this created “aura” makes art in a museum seempuoaphable. “Instead of the viewer
absorbing the artwork and making it a part of hetife, the artwork absorbed the viewer,
overwhelming her/him by its authority” (Negrin, 28%. 110-111).

A museum visitor experience is an active excharigeperience is not simply had, it is
taken; experience is a product of the transacteiwéen a viewer and a work” (Eisner & Dobbs,
1988, p. 8). Much of the literature confirms tha visitor is an active participant. Dufresne-
Tasse and Lefebvre (1994) write that the visitam&tructs for himself the meaning of the
objects he looks at and has pleasure doing igragds this endeavour is supported” (p. 479).

Lankford (2002) applies the idea of active partitipn by the viewer specifically to
aesthetic experience. There are five main poiatskford makes in support of the museum
fostering aesthetic experience. First, promotiestlaetic experience in the art museum provides

many benefits to the visitor. Second, visitorsraveinherently equipped to aesthetically
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experience art; rather, visitors must be educateldgaven the proper tools. The third point
echoes the earlier discussion of the viewer’s agiarticipation in achieving an aesthetic
experience. Fourth, Lankford associates an aremama% provision for aesthetic experiences as
implicitly tied to the institution’s mission in feering meaningful experiences. Lastly, museum
education should be developed at different leetartget different types of museum visitors.
All five of these points support the argument farseaums to take a proactive approach in
creating opportunities for successful viewer exgeces.
3.12 Constructivist learning

Falk and Dierking (1992) carry the theme of peed@ontext shaping a museum visitor
experience throughout their writings. “Each visiarns in a different way, and interprets
information through the lens of previous knowledgyerience and beliefs” (p. 136). A
museum visitor's personal context will determineatvhe or she pays attention to in a museum
exhibit. The authors cite Rogers: “a person learels only those things perceived to be
conducive to the maintenance or enhancement df(gellk & Dierking, 1992, p. 104). For
example, most visitors only read object labels winety are trying to satisfy a question already
in mind. Goulding (2000) cites Langer and Newmdrowlistinguish between a “mindful”
experience, where the visitor exerts effort, vesstimindless” experience, where the visitor does
not achieve personal relevance (p. 263).

The concept of the museum visitor as an activégnaant fits well into the constructivist
theory of learning. “Constructivism argues thathbknowledge and the way it is obtained are
dependent on the mind of the learner” (Hein, 1$0%). With this theory, it is believed that as
new bits of knowledge are acquired the learneraeges his or her construct of knowledge to

assimilate, not merely add on, the new informat@mthe existing information. Hooper-
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Greenhill (2000) uses the example of viewing a fi@gnto explain constructivist learning. A
viewer is involved in a circular dialog when undargling a painting before him or her, whereby
meaning is constructed. Personal context shapgsahaeewer experiences art: “the trajectory,
or route, of the conversation, is in large paredeined by what is already known, by prior
knowledge” (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000, p. 23).

Knowing that personal context is perhaps the nmdistential factor to the outcome of a
visitor's experience at a museum, constructivisimeaps to be a practical approach to art
museum exhibition practice. Lankford (2002) states

Constructivist theories of learning and recentaed®into aesthetic experience suggest

that most people actually benefit by instructiovamious means of engagement with art,

and that engagement is most fulfilling when itaely challenges, builds on, and extends

the knowledge, aptitudes, and abilities of the muoseisitor. (p. 141).

An example of museum practice utilizing a constxst approach would be an exhibit designed
with multiple paths. This gives the viewer an ogppoity to draw his or her own conclusions
about an exhibit’'s meaning (Hein, 1995). In a ¢amdivist museum, the viewer is encouraged
to utilize his or her personal context to shapeohiser museum experience.

The challenge in using a constructivist approadhas the focus is inherently on the
learner, and the onus is therefore on the edutatmrcommodate the many types of students.
This presents the classic problem in school legroirteaching the pupil, not the subject.
Furthermore, the museum must relinquish some @iutkority to allow the museum visitor to
construct his or her own experiences. This igriead conflict with the transmission model of
education typically employed by museums (Lankf@@0)2). In a constructivist museum, “The

museum is no longer a dictator, but insteadliaboratorin the meaning-making process”



Questions of Contex89

(Lankford, 2002, p. 146). It is important to ndt@t constructivism does not compel the
museum to take a “hands-off” approach to educatiter the museum fosters an environment
where multiple interpretations are allowed by tragnvisitors to contemplate the art. To
reiterate an earlier quote by O’Doherty, Lankfa20@2) states, “Most museum visitors do not
know what they are supposed to do in front of akvadrart. Indeed the perplexity can make
visitors feel self-conscious and embarrassed, elRatieg an already unfulfilling experience” (p.
147).
3.13 Museum visitor studies

There have been several research studies invigsgigaotivations of museum
attendance. Korn (1992) correlates Graburn’s thegean needs to museum offerings. These
needs are reverential, social, and educationaftn Kelieves that museums do provide
experiences satisfying these needs. Falk and iDgg(k992) agree that people visit museums to
fulfill reverential, social, and educational need#owever, many museum visitors see simply
going into a museum as achievement enough (Goyl@d@). Dufresne-Tasse and Lefebvre

(1994) list several psychological pleasures gafnam a museum visit:

Aesthetic pleasure, resulting from the observatibbeautiful and important objects.

- Pleasure of self discovery and identifying oneséth what is beautiful, precious, rare.

- Pleasure of using one’s intellectual abilitiesn@agine, remember, acquire knowledge,
extend it, reflect, modify one’s ideas.

- Pleasure of easily overcoming a major difficulty.

- Pleasure of coming into contact with something,naternalizing it or having new ideas.

(p. 478).
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Museum professionals should be aware of these faitpositive outcomes and seek ways to
ensure these results for visitors.

In a research study conducted with students ngsein art museum, Henry (2000)
concluded that there were two primary factors deteing the museum experience: “(1)
exhibition environment and (2) the student’s owegaration for the museum visit” (p. 102). On
a related note, the museum educator plays a signifrole in the viewer’s experience. The
educator should spend time coming up with ansveepotential questions a viewer may have
about an exhibit (Dufresne-Tasse & Lefebvre, 1994nanswered questions can lead a viewer
to anxiety and, consequently, a dissatisfying mosexperience. Chambers (1989) states that
satisfying museum experiences promote return adtereland continued learning. There is,
however, a danger of providing too much informatithis can hinder the viewer from creating
his or her own perception of a museum exhibit.r@wsit an earlier point, “visitors are not
passive, and they can’'t be manipulated to do wieatvant them to do” (Korn, 1992, p. 19).

Worts (2003) points out that the art museum expee can feel oppressive due to the
authoritarian overtone inherent in many institusiorsince academicians have selected the
objects, many visitors cannot help but feel thaythre left no choice but to passively receive
information. Lankford (2002) writes:

Visitors who are best equipped to find significarganing in works of art and to attain

flow experiences are those who have acquired enbisgdrical and cultural knowledge

to recognize and read traditions and symbols acosgties and epochs; who are
accomplished at critically analyzing and interprgtivorks of art; and who possess
emotional responsiveness, perceptual acuity, arabgity to empathetically connect

with human experiences expressed by artists thradigtic products. (p. 148).
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While this is not the current profile for the avgeamuseum visitor, museum professionals can
do their part by creating an environment that erages return visits and continued learning.

There are several practical observations of musasitor behavior to note. First, the
average time spent reading a label is 10 secaddsgiever, 90% of visitors do not read a label at
all (Falk & Dierking, 1992, p. 70-71). Most visio“deal with exhibits on a concrete level,
rather than on an abstract level” (p. 77). Thisaevbation can be associated with the above
argument that many visitors are intimidated byrtheerent, academic setting of most museums.
In their research, Falk and Dierking (1992) identifat the two most time-consuming
components of first-time and occasional visitoregtisitors fall into this category) are
“intensive looking” and “exhibit cruising”. Duringptensive looking, which is estimated to last
between 15 to 40 minutes, visitors will read lapdiscuss with other members in their party,
and observe items on display. Throughout thisggernuseum visitors are systematic about
how they move through an exhibit because thatrisgpeed to be the right thing to do in a
museum. Once the visitor moves into “cruising” moahich lasts 20 to 45 minutes, the visitor
begins to “skim” through the museum. It is likéhat the visitor has reached “object satiation”
and therefore begins to suffer “museum fatigue’5@61). It is unrealistic to think that museum
professionals can completely eliminate these negaktcurrences; however, the museum
professional does have a responsibility to buildifeikxs with these visitor behaviors in mind.
Falk and Dierking’s (1992) research showed thatenosprofessional values were more in line
with frequent visitors, not occasional visitors.
3.14 Art museum practice and the field of art higto

In the bookHow to Visit a Museuprauthor David Finn (1985) makes the bold accusatio

that looking at labels teaches more about art ilyigtan art (p. 44). However bold, art museums
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are institutions heavily influenced by the fieldawt history. As the main overseers of an art
museum’s aesthetic approach, it cannot be forgoiEincurators are trained art historians. Levi
(1985) states that the art museum is “the speoidépé of the academic field of art history” (p.
37). Traditionally, art museums translate theattare of art history using the gallery walls as
the medium (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000). If art higtoxfluences curatorship, and curatorship
influences aesthetic policy in an art museum, asdheetic policy in an art museum influences
the viewer experience, it becomes clear why thanisppropriate topic for consideration in this
research study.

As art history presupposes a narrative of arpmblogical display has become common
practice in museum exhibition. This manner of @igps assumed to illuminate a historical
development in style. Negrin (1993) points out,thdnderlying such a form of organization
was the assumption that the history of art congistex unilinear and progressive process of
evolution from one style to another” (p. 104).slthis approach to museum exhibition that
constrains visitors to feel burdened by the academiure of the art museum. In a commentary
on this practice, Tucker (1999) says, “We know wisagood for you’ could have been engraved
on the facades of most of our buildings” (p. 4Byeziosi (1992) also addresses this issue by
saying that art museums and art history consatisiolay art in a particular manner to tell a
particular story. The author uses the exampleoaf & museum’s gallery layout often correlates
to an art history text.

There is, however, an obvious push for a revisioampproach to the art museum. This
likewise echoes a revisionist shift in art histatipractice. Lankford (2002) states:

Today'’s art museums are much more likely to plab&aks in broader contexts of

social change, offer reinterpretations and alt@raanterpretations of history and works
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of art that are more inclusive of multiple perspaxg, and provide situational

interpretations reflecting the values and conviwiof the artworks’ originating cultural

contexts. (p. 143).

Munson (1997) describes this phenomenon as an@ttterfisubvert the master narrative” (p. 7).
Without the strict limitations of a chronologicasplay, an open-ended museum exhibition gives
the viewer greater access to creating his or hermm@anings and interpretations. Munson
cautions, “though revisionists claim that their lgsdo create a museums that is more inclusive
and audience-centered than the traditional musehay,show a remarkable lack of interest in
actual public opinion” (p. 11).

Museum professionals are thereby left with th& tdgdetermining how to balance their
responsibilities to the art museum as art histabptatory and the art museum as educational
institution. Walsh-Piper (1994) advises museuriitiete is a delicate balance between giving
enough information to make art more accessibleadioding learners their own response” (p.
109). The museum is in a power position as tkarasd “arbiter of beauty and aesthetic value”,
and therefore should make its visitors aware thratiaeum’s exhibition approach is not a
universal truth. One museum’s collection only esgmnts one of many possibilities.

3.15 The modern gallery and museum

The modern museum was designed to be an encyctopedit (Hooper-Greenhill,

2000). As discussed in the previous section, thenaseum, in most situations, is designed to
reflect the field of art history. Jeffers (200&ridively recounts museum practice: “Museums of
the Western industrialized world consist whollydigplaced, decontextualized objects that have
been recontextualized as commaodities” (p. 113}ferdeis critical of the museum for

perpetuating the traditional Western approach tstemology and aesthetics. Negrin (1993)
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affirms that the museum’s purpose has been tolestdh set of guiding principles which have
determined the nature of the collection and displegrt for the last two centuries in the Western
world” (p. 99).

At the root of the art museum’s philosophical agmh is the belief that there is an
inherent benefit in the direct interaction with abjects. This belief is often taken to its exteem
by going so far as to say that interpretation ismazessary, because the artwork will elucidate
its truths simply through viewer observation. Bhea the argument developed earlier in the
viewer experience discussion, it is safe to corelndt this is not the case. Worts (2003)
acutely points out, “the rationale for an exhihitiof a group of artworks is usually based not on
the depth experience of individual objects, buteabn an art historical thesis that is argued
only in a catalogue” (p. 7).

Physical context, like personal context, influentiee viewer’s experience in a museum.
O’Doherty (1999) discusses the phenomenon of tinténcube’ gallery at length in a series of
published articles. The ‘white cube’ was thoughbé the ideal setting for the display of modern
works of art. The Museum of Modern Art, even snew facility, is still the prototype for the
‘white cube’ gallery. O’Doherty (1999) states, ‘@ tdeal gallery subtracts from the artwork all
cues that interfere with the fact that it is ‘arff. 14). He claims that the wall provides cohtex
for the art object, and later on, he also iderdiflee gallery as providing context for the art
object. O’Doherty also discusses how each workrbfequires adequate breathing room before
another work of art is encountered.

Philosophical issues aside, what are the pragticddlems that commonly arise with
current museum exhibition practice? As toucheeartier, museum professionals typically

design exhibits to be encountered in a predetedrseguence. Since many visitors do not
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follow this predetermined path, the visitor mayirattely find the exhibit confusing and
unsatisfying (Falk & Dierking, 1992). Related tsitor pathways, crowding can be a real
impediment to a successful museum experience. ¢hawding of people cannot necessarily
be avoided, crowding of exhibits can and should\w®ded. Sufficient breathing space between
art objects and ample seating will allow the visttee opportunity to adequately contemplate the
objects in the exhibit before museum fatigue setsTihe main idea here is for the museum staff
to focus on those areas that clearly lie withinrthealm of responsibility (Henry, 2000).
3.16 Successful museum exhibition practice

Negrin (1993) states, “while museums sought tagmee culture, they actually succeeded
in hastening its demise insofar as they amasseavdering array of objects whose diversity
and quantity only served to confuse and overwhaknviewer” (p. 114). Knowing this, how
does the art museum reverse this gravitationalgruthe viewer to confusion? Museum
education has been identified time and time agathe literature as a possible solution to these
problems. Jeffers (2003) declares that museumstidirenclear on how to carry out their
educational missions.

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) offers a type of actioneagh as a solution to this problem.
She encourages museum educators and curator$-tefisit on their own practices. There are
four main points she identifies to initiate a mudeded change in museum practice. First,
Hooper-Greenhill promotes a furthering of new pssfenal roles in the museum profession.
Second, museums must recognize that patrons cargifisrent audiences. Third, in
recognition of having different audiences, Hoopee&nhill calls for the hearing of those

different voices by museums. Lastly, she challsrtge art historical master narrative and calls
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for new narratives (p. 28-30). These lessonsit@the previously mentioned visitor-derived
pleasures of a museum experience.

Focusing in on practical issues of museum exlibjtthere are several generalizations
about display that Eisner and Dobbs (1988) disaxler

1) The layout of exhibitions are typically concettmaore with their overall look, than

with their pedagogical effects.

2) Opportunities to display works that invite visuamparisons are frequently neglected.

3) Opportunities to relate works to the culturevimch they were produced are exploited

by few museums; works are visually presented ilatgmn without a frame of reference

or context in which they can be situated and urideds (p. 10).

These three generalizations provide a framewortk findhich museum professionals can begin to
improve their museological practice. Falk and Bireg (1992) would agree that content, while
important, should not be the only factor in designa museum exhibit. As stated throughout
this chapter, it is crucial that context is consédeby museum professionals. The key to a
successful museum experience is to make a conndmiveen what the visitor already knows
and what the museum wants the visitor to know.

One tool that Eisner and Dobbs (1988) suggest wsvdis end is to display objects in
such a way that allows for compare and contraatthErmore, counter to O’'Doherty’s
argument, Eisner and Dobbs assert that signages ‘fumeappear to compromise the aesthetic
guality of the exhibition, and remains an option\sitors to ignore should they choose to do
so” (p. 13). When informational text is not avhlaand the viewer is left perplexed, it
subliminally tells the viewer that he or she is aoltured enough to understand. Eisner and

Dobbs (1988) make a strong argument for their c&e:find it puzzling that those who have
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devoted years to learn how to perceive art, shastdime that those who have had so little
background in the arts will somehow ‘rise up’ te tevel of great art simply by moving into its
presence” (p. 8). Falk and Dierking (1992) strgraglvocate for museum educators to be
involved in exhibition planning from the start. &hstate, “museum professionals should begin
the exhibit design process by thinking about hoantsitor might use the knowledge presented
in the exhibits rather than thinking about whateats to exhibit or what ideas to present” (p.
142).

3.17 Conclusion — at the intersection of theory

While artists claim to want to break down boundabetween art and life too often they

alienate those they seek to engage. The majdritiewers, even more than a hundred

years after the birth of modernism, still preferlwthat contains subject matter they can
recognize and that displays talent and skill they @ppreciate. On the other hand, once
schooled in the evolution of vanguard art, it iiclilt for the initiated to look back.

(Rothschild, 2000, p. 287).

In the above excerpt, Rothschild eloquently stdtesheart of the issue being tackled in
this research study. Minimal art is difficult, amgresents challenges to both museum
professionals and museum visitors. For museurfy staiimal art is difficult to display and to
interpret. For viewers, minimal art is difficuti took at, since it demands multiple viewpoints,
and difficult to understand. However, the rewaads apparent. In addition to satisfaction that
can be achieved on an aesthetic level, a senssofrplishment can be achieved by “getting it”,
or understanding the work on an intellectual level.

Implicit in their educational function and as puehstitutions, museums should do their

best to help viewers have the best experiencelgessrhis literature review has developed a
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framework with which museum professionals can loake closely at how they exhibit minimal
works of art. The impact of personal context antlewer experience is undeniable.
Furthermore, constructivist learning is a desiragproach to museum education. Now
informed by the art historical and museologicaladatship, we now turn our investigation to the

actual practices of two art museums in a compaaase study.
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CHAPTER 4: Comparative Case Study
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4.01 Introduction

In seeking to answer the main research questfonusing on minimal art from the
1960s, in what ways does museum exhibition praatiteence the relationship between the art
object and the viewer — this research utilizedragarative case study. The two sites
investigated were The Museum of Modern Art, NewRkvand Dia:Beacon Riggio Galleries, two
museums exhibiting minimal works of art. Both loése institutions will be introduced to
provide a background for their chosen exhibitioagtices. This chapter will then look at how
each museum exhibits minimal works of art by Dorlaldd and Dan Flavin. In addition to art
object observation, interviews were conducted widhcators and curators at both MoOMA and
Dia: Beacon to seek the perspective of museum gsfeals. The results of this comparative
case study elucidated best practices at eachutistitthat support the theoretical issues brought
up in the literature review.
4.02 About The Museum of Modern Art

The Museum of Modern Art was founded in 1929 bre¢hwomen, Lillie P. Bliss, Abby
Aldrich Rockefeller, and Mary Quinn Sullivan asedtucational institution. The founders were
avid collectors who were interested in establistinguseum devoted to modern art. The first
director of MOMA was Alfred H. Barr, Jr.; he devisthe multi-departmental structure
delineated by artistic media that is still in egrste, today totaling six areas — painting and
sculpture, prints and illustrated books, drawiragshitecture and design, film and media, and
photography. MoMA was originally conceived as awollecting institution that would pass on
its works to the Metropolitan Museum of Art onceddiject was no longer considered
contemporary. This practice would help ensure Mhalt1A’s collection was representative of

“art in our time.” However, the museum did evellifudecide to maintain a collection which
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today numbers more than 150,000 art objects ariD@Zilms (The Museum of Modern Art
n.d).

In 1939 MoMA moved into its first permanent buildirdesigned by Philip L. Goodwin
and Edward Durell Stone, on the site of a formeckeeeller residence in midtown Manhattan,
11 West 53 Street, the museum’s current addrelss. Gbodwin-Stone Building exemplified the
“International Style” of architecture, a perfechg@ement to the modern art to be housed inside.
In 1951 MoMA made a small addition to the west fléhe original structure with the Grace
Rainey Rogers Memorial Building designed by ardtithilip Johnson. Two years later
Johnson designed the Abby Aldrich Rockefeller SzugpGarden. In 1964 MoMA again
expanded with an East Wing, also designed by Phiimson. Cesar Pelli designed the 1984
expansion of the west wing, along with the gardaihdnd the Museum Tower.

After deciding to undertake the largest expansiajggt in the museum’s history, the
MoMA building in midtown Manhattan closed its dodgy 2002 to begin construction. In
June 2002, MoMA QNS, a space originally purchasdel\s for storage, opened as a temporary
exhibition gallery in Long Island City in Queendovember 20, 2004 the new building,
designed by Yoshio Taniguchi opened its doors égotliblic. The new building nearly doubled
the exhibition space to 125,000 square feet. Aacaat building for education and research is
slated to open sometime in 2005 (Bee & ElligotQ£20

According to the mission statement, The Museum ofi&tn Art seeks “to build a
collection which is more than an assemblage of emasirks, which provides a uniquely
comprehensive survey of the unfolding modern movenmeall visual media’ The Museum of
Modern Art n.d). MoMA's earliest works date from the late™6entury and the museum

continues to make efforts to collect very recentksmf art. Also stated in the mission is
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MoMA's recognition of art in many different medidhis is evidenced by MoMA being only
one of two art museums housing a film collecfion.
4.03 About Dia: Beacon

Although the Dia:Beacon Riggio Galleries only opgivay 2003, the Dia Art
Foundation was founded in 1974. A German art dellieiner Friedrich, and his wife, Philippa
de Menil, created Dia as an organization to supgamtemporary artists that were commonly
neglected or rejected by a typical museum duedm#iture of these works. Dia Art Foundation
“continues to commission, support, and presentssieeific installations and long-term
exhibitions by these artistsD{a Art Foundationn.d). The Foundation maintains several long-
term site-specific projects throughout the Uniteéat&s, including Robert Smithsor8piral Jetty
and Walter De Maria’tightning Field Dia has also played a significant role in therapg of
galleries and museums, including the Cy Twomblyl€waland the Chinati Foundation. The first
museum space Dia created for its own collection idew York's Chelsea neighborhood.

Dia:Beacon was constructed as additional galleagsgor the exhibition of the
permanent collection. The art exhibited at Beawdrich has long been in storage, dates
primarily from the 1960s and 1970s. Dia is “detkcbto supporting individual artists and to
providing long-term, in-depth presentations of ttzet” (Dia Art Foundationn.d). The new
museum is located in Beacon, New York along theddadRiver, 60 miles north of New York
City. The building was originally constructed i82B as a Nabisco box factory. In designing
the Beacon museum, Dia director, Michael Govan,te@to ensure that the art was not
overwhelmed by the architecture. Artist Robertitrteamed with OpenOffice, a New York
architectural firm, to convert the existing builgito accommodate art. Galleries are devoted and

specific to a single artist's work or series of k&r “The Beacon museum’s expansive galleries

2 The other art museum with a film collection is UC Beelel
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have been specifically designed for the displathefartworks to which Dia is committed, many
of which, because of their character or scale,ccaot be easily accommodated by more
conventional museumsDfa Art Foundation n.d).

4.04 Exhibition at MOMA

Both MoOMA and Dia: Beacon collect minimal worksaot; however, the manner in
which those works are displayed are very differdehibition decisions are shaped by the
museums’ goals, as well as their collections. tagesl earlier, this research will look specifically
at how the works of two minimal artists, Donald duhd Dan Flavin, are exhibited at each of
these institutions. But before looking at speanmrks of art, each of the museums’ general
layout and exhibition practices will be described.

The Museum of Modern Art’s new gallery building s@sts of six floors, with a lower
level for two theaters (see Figure 4 for a flo@m)l The sculpture garden resides on the lobby
level of the museum. The atrium of the museumssfyam the lobby to the sixth floor.

Galleries are on the second through sixth flo@entemporary works of art from the 1970s to
the present are exhibited on the second floor; @tsthis floor are prints and illustrated books,
and the media gallery. The third floor exhibitsharecture and design, drawings, photography,
and special exhibitions. The fourth and fifth fle@re for use by the department of painting and

sculpture. The sixth floor is devoted to specidlibitions.
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Figure 4. The Museum of Modern Art floor plan

A press release about the installation of the pajrand sculpture galleries sheds light on
The Museum of Modern Art’'s approach to exhibition:
Though works from the collection are exhibited messentially chronological sequence,
the galleries’ distinctive design allows that preggion to be non-linear, thus
emphasizing how artists, movements, and stylecwed, competed with each other,
and broke new ground in the evolution of modern &dch gallery is a cohesive
presentation relating to an episode in the histdmpodern art; while each individual
gallery constitutes an integral part of the langamrative, it can also stand alone as a self-

contained chapter within that story. (The Musedrivlodern Art, November 15, 2004,

p. 1).
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Minimal works of art are displayed on the fourtbdt of the museum in Painting and Sculpture
lI, containing works from the late 1940s to thel&a®60s. Chronologically, the galleries housing
minimalist and post-minimalist works are considetteel “final” gallery, or the end of the history
portrayed on the fourth floor. The painting andlgture galleries typify O’Doherty’s ‘white
cube’ discussed in Chapter 3. An informationakchrge for the fourth floor states that “the
installation will frequently be refreshed, so tha larger history set forth will remain vital and
open-ended, in affirmation of the spirit of ceasslmnovation for which modern art is
celebrated” (The Museum of Modern Art, 2004). Walhd ceilings are painted white and floors
are a light-colored oak. The new building incogies more natural light into the galleries than
did the old building.

For supplemental information materials, simple takels are placed next to every object
on display. These labels typically include théstig name, nationality, years of birth and death,
title and date of work, description of materialedisinformation on the work’s acquisition, and
date accessioned. Occasionally, a label will reamarrative paragraph providing additional
information about the artist and/or work. Eachhaf galleries (i.e. Prints and lllustrated Books,
Painting and Sculpture) has an informational broehiAlso available to the visitor, at a $5
charge, is an Acoustiguide program titled MoMA Aadi These are personal use audio
programs with commentary from curators, artistsl attners about specific works of art. If an
artwork has a MoMA Audio program, it will be indtea on the object label.

4.05 Exhibition at Dia: Beacon

Dia: Beacon takes on a very different approadaxtabition, guided by their collection

of artworks. Dia’s collection has evolved fromatgbnships established with particular artists.

It is the largest museum displaying contemporaryih 240,000 square feet of exhibition
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space, which is nearly double that of MoMBid Art Foundation n.d). The majority of the art

on display is on the ground level, with two smadjatlery spaces on the upstairs and downstairs
levels. There is no chronological arrangementadieges. Each gallery is devoted to one artist
(see Figure 5 for a floor plan). There are no laéls placed by individual art objects; however,
at the entrance of each gallery is a wall-mounabell that gives the name of the artist along with
a map of the gallery with object titles. Next be twall-mounted labels are laminated
information cards with biographical information alb¢he artist and specific details about the
works, which are available for the viewer to takéhwvinim or her through the galleries. Natural
light iluminates the galleries, emanating from@Q) square feet of north-facing skylights. As a
result, the visitor hours are seasonal, with shdrbeirs in the winter months and longer hours in
the summer months. To help orient the viewer,rextevalls are brick, while interior walls are

white. The gallery floors are either concrete ood.
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Figure 5. Dia: Beacon floor plan
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Most of the art on display at Dia: Beacon is fribra 1960s and 1970s. Twenty-three
artists are currently exhibited, several of which associated with minimalism. Many of the
artists were asked for input when designing th&llaion of his or her gallery. If the artist was
unavailable, investigative research was conductegpropriately accommodate the artist’s
intentions. Dia: Beacon is considered a permadisptay of art works. To present a coherent
installation for each artist in the new museum, ynaorks were obtained on quasi-permanent
loan. Now that the reader has a general sentbe ddyout and exhibition style at each
institution, the discussion will turn to the datdlected onsite.

4.06 Exhibiting Donald Judd

First, we will look at the works by Donald Judd #éited at each museum. At the time
this case study was undertaken in February 2005 Miseum of Modern Art had three works
by Donald Judd on display in the painting and stupgalleries on the fourth floor. There was
also a temporary exhibitioGontemporary Voices: Works from the UBS Art Cailbeg on the
sixth floor that exhibited one Judd object. Sittoe object shown in this temporary exhibition is
not part of the permanent collection, it will n@ discussed in this paperOf the works on
display from the permanent collection, two wereated in what was described earlier as the
“final” gallery of the fourth floor permanent exhiib The third object on the fourth floor is
Untitled, 1989, a very large work placed outside the engariche “first” gallery in front of the
windows overlooking the sculpture garden. Sinde piece was created well after the

minimalist movement described in the last chagitevill also not be discussed in this paper.

% The works fromContemporary Voices: Works from the UBS Art Colledtiave been promised to The Museum
of Modern Art but have not yet been accessioned.
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The “final” gallery exhibiting minimalist and postinimalist works of art is partitioned
into four sections (see Figure 6 for a diagranhefdallery). The earliest work on display was
Judd’s 196XReliefin the northwest corner. The object is approxetya? ¥z by 3 Y% feet in size,
and according to the label mounted left of the chjine materials used are “oil on composition
board mounted on wood, with inset tinned steeldigkian” (see Figure 7). The other artworks
in the section containingeliefdate from 1961 to 1964. To the leftRéliefis a doorway
leading to another gallery exhibiting paintingsingtaround 1960. Following the wall to the
right of Reliefare three paintings by Bridget Riley, Ad Reinhagdtgd Agnes Martin. On the
other side of the doorway, to the leftRéliefis a floor sculpture by Sol LeWitt. Formally,
Relief,which is not quite freestanding sculpture but nategpaintingappears to act as a bridge

between the works of art on either side.
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Figure 7. Donald JuddRelief 1961

The second Judd work exhibited in the Painting &owlpture 1l galleries at MOMA is
Untitled (Stack) 1967, described in Chapter 3 (see Figure 2}hifnsection of the
minimalist/post-minimalist gallery, there are sewther works on display, both paintings and
sculptures, dating from 1961 to 1969. These weranplify the stereotypical minimal art
object as described in Chapter 3. This gallerisfadit crowded with objects, particularly since
Carl Andre’s144 Lead Squarel 969, occupies the middle of the floor and bloakgor
pathways (see Figure’8)The label fotuntitled (Stack)ndicates there is a MoMA Audio
program availabléwith MoMA'’s goal of trying to tell the story of madn art and the breadth of
their collection, the museum is limited as to hoany pieces can be shown by any one artist in
one presentation. While focused on a narroweraeof the “master narrative” than other
encyclopedic museums, MoOMA shares the practichafving a few representative works from

each artistic movement.

* The artist originally intended the piece to be walkeduiéwers, however, due to the lead material used, the text
label cautions the viewer from contact.
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Figure 8. Carl Andrel44 Lead Squarel969

Dia: Beacon has several of Judd’s works on displEyhibited are a series of 15
plywood boxes on the floor, four progression raljef series of six painted wooden boxes
mounted on the wall, a series of 12 steel boxeseouon the wall, and one large plywood
piece (see Appendix F for a more detailed listumfdJworks exhibited at Dia: Beacon). Except
for Untitled (slant piece)1976, all of Judd’s works exhibited are seriatkgo Because of its
large exhibition space, Dia: Beacon is able toamby exhibit several works by one artist but is
able to exhibit one single work comprising seveiates. Before discussing any of these works
in detail, it is helpful to introduce the Chinatdndation to understand the exhibition aesthetic
embedded in the display of Judd’s work at Dia: Beac

Having worked in New York for several years, Dondldid did not feel that his work
was given the appropriate setting in which to belgted. Judd states, "It takes a great deal of
time and thought to install work carefully. Thisosifd not always be thrown away. Most art is
fragile and some should be placed and never mayaithi'a(The Chinati Foundation, n.)d. So

in 1972 he moved to Marfa, a small ranching towkiest Texas. In 1979, with the help of the
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Dia Art Foundation, Judd purchased the 340 acrésnof comprising Fort D.A. Russell, a
former military base (Beal, 2000). Judd had oadjinintended the site to exhibit his work
alongside Dan Flavin and John Chamberlain’s wdrksthe current permanent collection
includes works by several other artists. Thereaése, typically, one or two temporary
exhibitions each year.

While the collection of the Chinati Foundation lexpanded beyond Judd’s original
conception, Judd’s philosophy is omnipresent. Bagfk has its own specific site within the
desert landscape, and each artist can be apptaigiependently. There is, however, the sense
of a unified program of art without being antholmadi(Beal, 2000). Exhibition of artworks is
deliberate and in accordance with the artist’sntites, something that is often lost when
modern and contemporary works are exhibited inreventional museum. For example, with
Judd’s100 Mill Aluminum Boxeghe artist used two near identical, existing cotecesd brick
buildings (see Figure 9). Judd changed the rawdsreplaced the exterior garage door walls
with glass. The buildings were designed specifidalr the artwork, and the artist-defined
museum space becomes the only appropriate cowtetttd piece (Beal, 2000). Since the
display of the objects at Chinati is permanentviegver is invited to return and experience the
art under different weather conditions or undefedént personal perspectives (Serota, 1997). It
is easy to see the influence that Judd’s philos@tighinati has had on the exhibition practices

at Dia: Beacon.
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Figure 9. Donald Judd,00 Mill Aluminum Boxesl982-86

Now that Judd’s philosophy on exhibition is cldat,us look at Dia: Beacon’s display of
Judd’sUntitled, 1976. This work comprises 15 boxes made of Damifif, having identical
exterior dimensions; however, each box is uniglieey are each approximately 4 x 4 x 3 feet in
size, arranged in three rows of five, spaced apprately 8 to 10 feet apart. For example, while
one is a simple box open at top, another is a btxavtop that is recessed a few inches (see
Figures 10 and 11). As can be seen in the phqtbgrahis work requires a large amount of
space not usually available in a museum. Oppts#td5 plywood boxes are four progression
reliefs by Judd. Each work is made of polishedrawm with two levels of a rectangular tube,
each level being a different color. A mathemaljycdérived scheme determines the spacing
used in each of the pieces. Seeing four of theszp in one gallery area helps the viewer better
understand the artist’s intentions. In the lagertext, the viewer more fully appreciates what
Judd is trying to accomplish by seeing severali®ftorks in one museum. Although each work

is formally different, they all share Judd’s unicaesthetic.
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Figure 10. Donald Juddintitled, 1976

Figure 11. Detail of Donald Juddntitled, 1976
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Because of the size of its galleries and its imb@ndf displaying one or two works by
several artists, MOMA is unable to display, in gemanent galleries, a work by Judd that is
made up of several large pieces. Even the extiibdf a single floor, box object (which MoMA
has exhibited before) requires a good amount afesfi@ the viewer to walk around it.

However, what MOMA is able to do is tell a part@uharrative by representing several artists in
its story of modern art. In contrast, Dia: Beabas the luxury of space and only displays works
from a few artists. At Dia, the viewer is abledevelop a fuller understanding of one artist, in
this case Donald Judd, by seeing multiple workatek over a broader period of time.

4.07 Exhibiting Dan Flavin

Next, we will look at how MoMA and Dia: Beacon giay works by Dan Flavin.

MoMA had two works by Dan Flavin on display at tirae of this case study. One work was in
the painting and sculpture galleries and the otfees in theContemporary Voices: Works from
the UBS Art Collectioexhibition. As with the Judd object, the Flaviege in the temporary
exhibition will not be reviewed in this study. Thee work exhibited as part of the permanent
collection wasPink Out of a Corner — To Jasper Joht867 (see Figure 12). As indicated by
the title, this work consists of an 8-foot pinkdhescent light tube mounted in the corner of the
gallery. Itis located in the same section ofrtiinimalist/post-minimalist gallery as Judd’s
Untitled (Stack) The label reads, “Dan Flavin, American, 19334,%4nk out of a Corner — To
Jasper John4963, Fluorescent light in metal fixture, Gifthilip Johnson, 1979”. When
standing in the adjacent pop art gallery, the vieves see that Flavin’s piece gives the

minimalist gallery a pink glow.

® Figure 8 shows the reflection of FlavirPink Out of a Corneon Andre’s144 Lead Square.
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Figure 12. Dan FlavirRink Out of a Corner — to Jasper Johi963

In sharp contrast is the Flavin hall at Dia: Beacélere there are 20 from Flavin’s
‘Monuments’ for V. Tatliseries on display. Dia has constructed two fegmbhg walls with a
zigzag shape, allowing for the display of tiMonument®n each segment, one on each side.
Two of theMonumentsre displayed on a gallery wall, not on the fraeding zigzag wall. As
described in Chapter 3, tiMonumentsare primarily white fluorescent tubes arrangedraate
different abstract shapes (see Figure 13). Atratheseums, these works are often seen
singularly on display. The experience of seeing 20 of théenumentsogether provides the
viewer with a much fuller understanding of Flavioasuvre than seeing just onument
Also being exhibited at Dia: BeaconRkvin’s Untitled, 1970 barrier piece (see Figure 14).
This work uses 8-foot fluorescent tubes in blue @t forming overlapping squares. Blue
tubes form the horizontal sides, and red tubes tbewvertical sides. The scale of this work is

prohibitive to exhibition at most museums.

® One of Flavin’'sMonumentsvas on display in MoMA'’s special exhibitioBpntemporary Voices: Works from the
UBS Art Collection.
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Figure 14. Dan Flavirl)ntitled, 1970

A summary of the display of Flavin’s objects atMia versus Dia: Beacon arrives at
many of the same issues identified with displaywafd’s objects. The most obvious difference
between the two museums is again related to thebdép of exhibiting large-scale works of art.
Wishing to provide the viewer with a survey of modart, only one work by Flavin is exhibited
at MOMA. In contrast, Dia chooses to representiRlanore fully by exhibiting several works

from hisMonumentseries. Another problematic display issue, uniguelavin, comes about
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from the artist’s choice in materials. Flavin’seoB+foot pink fluorescent tube imposed itself on
the neighboring works of art by giving the mininsalgallery a pink glow. One can imagine the
effect if multiple Flavin works were displayed angoother artists’ works.
4.08 Introduction to participant interviews

In addition to careful observation of how mininadjects were displayed, interviews
were conducted with museum professionals at bottenmas. As the practitioners of museum
exhibition, interviews with curators and educatewese considered essential in exploring this
research topic. Museum staff is the conduit bychwitheories, such as art history and
constructivist learning, become museum praxis. él@x, interviews were not intended to
provide answers to the research questions; ratie®yr,are an important aspect of illustrating
each of the case study site’s exhibition practidasithermore, the interviews complement the
findings of the literature review.

At The Museum of Modern Art, Ann Temkin, CuratorRdinting and Sculpture, and
David Little, Director of Adult and Academic Eduat Programs, were interviewed. At Dia:
Beacon, José Blondet, Administrator of EducatiovgPams was interviewed (See Appendix
G for a detailed list of participant interviewslach of the participants were asked the same
guestions, derived from the main and sub-researebtmpns of this study. (See Appendices A
and B for the lists of interview questions.) Themre common themes among the three
participants’ answers, but there were also diffeesrthat aligned them with the practices of their

respective museums.

" Due to scheduling problems, an interview with a curat@iat Beacon per the original research design was never
conducted.
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4.09 The challenge of minimal art

The first few questions asked the participantseiing minimal art and its role within
their museum’s collection. Both Temkin and Littéferred to the movement as being from the
1960s and emphasized the importance of the assd@aiists. Temkin described minimalism
“as a swing of the pendulum away from what they pawaps as melodramatic expression and
technigues and formats of the abstract expresssdnikittle expressed his concern about
defining “minimal art”; he felt that the act of a@ethg could unintentionally shape the viewer’'s
experience. Little further explained how “mininsah” is a construct created by art historians.
Blondet, speaking for Dia, echoed Little’s hesdatin defining minimal art. However,
Blondet's reasons for caution were different; Henmed to the common conception of Dia as the
“Temple of Minimal Art”. Blondet emphasized thaid® collection is focused on specific
artists and not specific movements.

Participants were also asked to describe thaoekdtip of minimal art objects to other
objects in their museum’s collection. Represenéimguseum that presents a “master narrative”
of art, the MoMA professionals were able to disdinés question fully. Little explains, “I see
the minimalist period of time as art that is retbéend tells a certain story with modern art”. He
further describes how minimalism not only makessseo the viewer after seeing earlier
movements, but minimalism also helps the vieweicgate later movements. Temkin
responded to the question with a more art histbaipproach. She states, “I see it fit perfectly in
context with other ‘isms’ that came before.” saissing minimalism specifically, Temkin
says, “they were, and some would argue the laahtayarde movement in which there was a
close group of people working together who reallyl m many ways the same goals and the

same concerns, even though they expressed in dudiMivays that were very different from one
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another”. This statement is in line with the aseas made in the literature review that
minimalism represents very visually different warkst minimal artists have a shared critical
approach.

All three of the participants were asked to giveirt opinions on the role of context in a
viewer’s experience of minimal art. Each persoswared the question distinctly. Blondet
focused on Dia’s practice of not imposing a spedfiratorial discourse. He gave the example
that at Dia: Beacon, each gallery has two dooosmatlg for visitors to choose their own paths
and create their own experience. Blondet doesl@y that certain relationships can be made
between artists, however, the viewer has the chafiteking it” or “leaving it”. In answering
this question about context, Blondet also spea&sigally about Dia’s building. He identifies
three elements in the museum that enhance the vg&e@gerience — scale, materials, and light.

Little responded to the question of minimal acistext by speaking specifically about
an object’s formal qualities. Since many minimidlabjects are made of reflective materials,
such as Judd'¥ntitled (Stack)the object literally reflects the context of talery. Little
states, “context is somewhat exaggerated in minartadver other arts”. He also applies the
idea of context more broadly to other objects mntuseum. Placing artwork A next to artwork
B will cause the viewer to have a different expeeithan if artwork A is placed next to artwork
C. For example, in MOMA'’s temporary exhibiti@ontemporary Voices: Works from the UBS
Art Collection one of Flavin’dMonumentsvas on display placed across from a Judd progmessio
work from 1967 and a Brice Marden painting from 498 1996. This is a very different
context, and therefore a very different experieiocehe viewer, than Dia: Beacon'’s exhibition

of 20 Monumentgogether in one large hall.
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Temkin argued that the context of a minimal ajeoh) or really any art object, changes
once it leaves the artist’s studio. She expldiflse museum context has the advantage since it's
a place that everyone can go and look at art atiogl to other art”. Temkin acknowledges that
institutionalization is inherent in the displayast in a museum setting. However, she concludes
that it is a tradeoff for giving the public access.

4.10 Museum practice according to the practitioners

To discuss actual museum practice, the particgpapte asked what factors are
considered when exhibiting minimal works of art @naktention is given to the artist’s original
intent. Blondet explained that artists were inealvn the installation of their galleries. He also
discussed at length the difficult time most visstbave in understanding the works on display at
Dia: Beacon. Blondet stated the following, brirggin a comparison with MoMA:

Most of the artwork that stays here, demands youatste some time, to walk around...

That's part of the process, it's not given immeelyat You have to interact, you have to

spend some time alert. Or you have to spend sioneedpen, active, trying to get

acquainted with the artwork. So | think that's shing particular, that's why you can’t
use methodologies that the MoMA uses, or other onasevhere they emphasize the
narrative of the artwork.
Blondet’s statement evidences his advocacy of weiis active participation in a gallery. Also,
Blondet appears to be in line with constructivestirhing as he illuminates that Dia: Beacon does
not use a narrative, or what can be interpreted@sdetermined pathway, to guide the viewer.

When Temkin was asked about the factors consideheth exhibiting minimal art, she,

likewise, mentioned Dia: Beacon: “It's a probleon fis because minimal works of art, and this

is why you have Dia: Beacon, require a lot of spaocel we don’t have a lot of space, even with
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the expansion”. She believes that the minimakbdiegy is “overstuffed” and should contain
fewer objects. In conjunction with the claims mau€hapter 3, Temkin explains, “Minimal art
is about the space around it as much as the atgetft And they like a lot of breathing room”.
The artist’s intentions are considered in the digf minimal art at MOMA. Temkin states,
“We need to know what those were and respect thend even if we can’t replicate them,
ideally, do our best”. She wishes they could @digphore than one work per artist at MoOMA. It
was inferred that this approach might be employedl later presentation of the minimalist
gallery.

Little reinforced his viewpoint of giving the viewehoices when asked about the
minimal artist’s original intent. He states, “leviisten to what Judd had to say about minimal
art, | think all of the pleasurable aspects woultiiave been appreciated as much”. Little
believes that effective works of art perpetuallfeoh satisfying experience to the viewer. Art
can be revisited and the viewer’s experience cadifferent every time.

When asked if he considers the viewer’s experigviten making educational decisions,
Blondet responded with an answer very similar ttie’s above. Blondet does not believe there
is a formula to understanding a work of art; thewer should not be expected to understand
everything he or she sees in the galleries. Téweti is encouraged to come back and revisit the
museum. According to Blondet, he prefers the tanadiator” to “educator”, and he believes
his role is to enhance the viewer’s experience.

Concerning the viewer’s experience with a mininralodject, Temkin admits that she
cannot anticipate the experience of any single @revishe believes that as a curator she has a
responsibility “to present the art in such a wast tfeems to bring out the best in that work, to

make that work be able to speak for itself andeshiost brightly, so that it has the greatest
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chance at connecting with the viewer, and haviegvibwer connect with it, in a way that brings
itself out the strongest”. Temkin also agreed prattical issues, such as crowding, are taken
into consideration when designing an exhibit.

Lastly, each of the participants was asked to comiroe the working relationship
between the curatorial and educational departnagriteeir institutions. At both MoMA and
Dia: Beacon, the education department does not imand say in designing exhibitions.
Temkin asserts, “In deciding what goes up and whegees, that's all the curatorial
department”. She concedes that curators work lglegeh educators after the artworks are
placed in the galleries. Little confirmed that ealtors and curators work together in creating
informational items such as wall text, lecture egriand audio programs. Blondet's response to
this question signifies a similar situation at CB#&acon; the curator makes decisions about
display, but Blondet works with the curator in dgsng education programs. Hypothesizing
about the curator’s role, Blondet states, “I thihk curator is trying to put together in a coherent
way a series of questions and a series of artwbetsare saying something. So | think the role
of the curator should be to amplify that, so peagté different levels of engagement in
contemporary art can take something out of theit o the museum?”.
4.11 Conclusion — at the intersection of practice

This research study sought to explore the waysmusxhibition practice influences the
relationship or exchange between the minimal geaitand the viewer. To investigate this
topic, a comprehensive literature review was putsgetting up a framework by which to
conduct a comparative case study of two museuntsctiolg and exhibiting minimal art objects.
The Museum of Modern Art and Dia: Beacon are botated in New York and collect and

exhibit minimal art. However, the manner in whtblese two institutions exhibit, not just
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minimal works of art, but all works of art, is vedifferent. These differences were examined by
carefully looking at the display of art objectsbgnald Judd and Dan Flavin and by
interviewing educators and curators at both museums

After conducting the comparative case study of Modhd Dia: Beacon, it is clear that
each museum approaches the exhibition of minimaha manner consistent with their
missions. MoMA seeks to provide “a uniquely confygnesive survey of the unfolding modern
movement in all visual mediaThe Museum of Modern Arn.d). Dia is “dedicated to
supporting individual artists and to providing letegm, in-depth presentations of their aibig
Art Foundation n.d.). The display of art objects at each museswescribed in this chapter, is
a successful execution of those missions. Consggua visitor to MOMA will see a few works
by many artists, whereas a visitor to Dia: Beacdhsee many works by a few artists. Also,
with double the gallery square footage of MOMA, TB&acon is able to display many works
that MOMA simply does not have the space for.

Interesting comparisons are also apparent thrthginterviews of museum staff.
Blondet and Little, both educators, presented teswers with a pervasive orientation to the
visitor's experience. Temkin, a curator, framechgnaf her answers with an art historical
approach. However, all three participants do fmvenderstanding of minimal art that is
consistent with the discussion presented in Chapteknother important difference between
these institutions is that Dia: Beacon exhibits BiaFoundation’s permanent collection and is
intended to be a permanent exhibition. In contiBsinkin states it is important “to treat the
MoMA situation as the beginning, not some sorttafis, finished product that appeared on
November 28”. The objects on display at MOMA are only a snsalinpling of the museum’s

permanent collection; therefore, galleries willrb&eshed periodically.
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The findings of this comparative case study ategeoeralizable, since sites, artists, and
participants were purposively sampled; howevely theebolster many of the ideas and concepts
brought up in the literature review. At both MoM#d Dia: Beacon, there is recognition of the
importance of a visitor’s personal context in shgghis or her museum experience.
Furthermore, the history of minimal art and intens of minimal artists are acknowledged and
given their due attention. Best practices fronséhevo sites, supplemented with the findings of

the literature review, elucidate suggested prasticeart museums.
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CHAPTER 5: Findings and Conclusions
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5.01 Revisiting the problem statement and purpdsieeostudy

In order to conclude this paper, it is first nexagyg to understand why the study was
pursued in the first place. One of the most infliad artistic movements coming out of the
1960s was minimalism. Speaking to their formalligjea, minimal works of art are typically
three-dimensional, geometrically abstract objesisyprising simplified forms made of
industrial materials. However, the real unifyingraent among minimalist works lies in the
group of artists who shared a polemical approac¢hdw creations. The artist’s statements were
bolstered by the abundance of critical writingsaloycritics and historians.

Due to their esoteric nature, viewers are ofteplpged standing in front of minimal art.
These objects require the viewer to engage witlattveork in a manner very different from the
majority of paintings and sculptures displayedia typical art museum. Art critic Michael
Fried (1998) attributed this phenomenon to thedtheal” nature of this “literalist” art. The art
museum, likewise, is faced with many challengesméhibiting minimalist works, attributable
in large part to their large scale.

Art history has been identified as an imposing mctomuseum praxis. Art museum
curators are art historians, often considered “oseurs” of art. And, as stated earlier, art
historians were very vocal through their writingsooth supporting and critiquing minimalism in
the 1960s and 1970s. Looking at the three cortstafaninimal art, art museum, and viewer,
informed through an art historical lens, a gaphimgcholarship was found. This study was
developed in order to explore the interactions agrtbese topical areas.

Based on this identified problem, the purpose f $kudy was to explore the

relationships between the minimal art object amdviewer created by museum exhibition
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practice, informed by art historical methodologgathering data from a literature review and
comparative case study conducted in two art musexm®iting minimal works of art.
5.02 Research questions and the methods of inquiry

With this purpose in mind, research questions wlesegned to answer the problem
statement identified in this study. The main reseguestion asks in what ways does museum
exhibition practice influence the relationship beén the minimal art object and the viewer?
From this main question, five sub-research questere derived. The first question asks what
art historical methodologies are most applicablartalyzing minimal art? Then, what is the
impact of the art historical field on museum extidn practice? The next three questions more
specifically address museum practice. How do alkeaums exhibit minimal art objects with
respect to the rest of their collections? Whahésrole of context in displaying minimal art
objects in the museum setting? And, finally howedocation and curatorial staff work together
to decide how to display the museum’s collection?

To answer these questions, a strategy was taitortids study. Based on the assertion
that art history influences museum practice, it desided that this study would begin with a
comprehensive literature review. The literaturgee® began with an introduction to the field of
art history and then focused on the artistic movdgroéminimal art. From there, the literature
review turned to an investigation of viewer expecie in the museum. Finally, museum
exhibition practice was explored through the safsblig. The literature review provided a
scholarly answer to the research questions.

The second method of inquiry used was a comparatige study that investigated two
art museums. The two institutions explored were Mluseum of Modern Art and Dia: Beacon,

both in New York. Both of these museums colleat display minimal art objects. At both



Questions of Contex?8

MoMA and Dia: Beacon, careful observation of thepthy of minimal art was undertaken.
Also, interviews were pursued with educators amatous at both institutions. The comparative
case study helped to answer the practical questibhew museums approach the exhibition of
minimal art objects and how educators and curatork together in the museum.

5.03 Findings based on the conceptual framework

As alluded to in the previous sections, theref@ue main topical areas of this research
study. The conceptual framework schematic is shioviigure 1. Art history informs museum
professionals who then execute museum exhibitiaotfme. At the bottom-left of the conceptual
framework is the minimal art object from the 196@g.the bottom-right of the conceptual
framework is the viewer. In between the minimaladoject and the viewer is museum
exhibition. Each of these four topical areashatory, minimal art, the viewer, and museum
praxis, will now be summarized across the dataect#d in this study.

Art history is an academic field in which scholaesk to find the original context of
works of art. Formal analysis is a commonly ussghhique of art historians by which common
characteristics are grouped into pervading stytésnnoisseurship is the use of formal analysis
to examine a group of objects. Art historians;casmnoisseurs”, are often trusted with the task
of deciphering art for the general public. Sigrafit in this task is the inherent subjective nature
of an art historian’s work. The importance or figance of an artwork cannot be quantitatively
measured. Interviews with museum professionalsynedwho are trained art historians, agree
that subjectivity exists in their work.

However, art history is not a field frozen in tim&here has been a shift in the field
toward “contextualization”, whereby the focus aearch is more on the surrounding social and

cultural context of an object, rather than thesadr object itself. This move towards
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contextualization can be helpful to viewers whoamter works of art displayed in settings
differing greatly from the artist’s original intenThe findings from the comparative case study
strongly supported the importance of context. Bidie Museum of Modern Art and Dia:
Beacon, although handled in very different wayspldy minimal art with careful consideration
of context, both physically and art historicallyor example, at Dia: Beacon, each gallery, which
displays only the work of one artist, was instalgth the artist’s input or based on research of
the artist’s original intent.

With the beginning of modernism around the midete@nth century, artists began to
emphasize conception over perception of their akkwdés a result, modern art pushed the
boundaries of convention and sought innovative mad&reation and display. A leading figure
of modernism is Marcel Duchamp, whose “readymadesiihd objects re-appropriated as art,
had an undeniable impact on the work of futurestsiti More simplified forms and a new
attention to the formal qualities of art, rathearitthe content, typify modernist works. Before
the art world shifted to postmodernism, the ministartists took center stage. According to
Ann Temkin, curator of painting and sculpture atM#g they were the last group of avant-
garde artists working with common goals and corgern

In the 1960s, this group of artists, operatingmyain New York, took a deliberately
critical approach to their artistic creation. Thaimal artists produced works in which the
context of the work was deemed equally importarthasontent of the work. In addition to the
formal qualities described earlier, minimal ar&iso characterized by seriality, or the repetitive
nature of the artwork. In this research study, divthe most prominent artists of minimalism

were investigated, Donald Judd and Dan Flavin.
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Judd was arguably the most vocal of all the miniartists. He believed that his work
should be displayed in a certain way, favoring aengermanent display that allowed the viewer
to revisit the work. Judd’s objects utilized mé&ty known to the viewer, such as steel and
wood, and he often had his works fabricated indiaes. His art objects typically take on
geometrically inspired forms, and their three-disienality requires the viewer to experience
the object from multiple viewpoints. As for seitip] works by Judd may be a single work
comprising several smaller pieces (see Figure 2nherlarge series comprising several objects
(see Figure 10).

Flavin, on the other hand, worked almost exclugiweth one material, fluorescent light
tubes. He used tubes of various lengths and ctiarsnstruct works that are three-dimensional
but, most often, still fixed to a wall. Like Judélavin’s art objects embody the seriality of
minimalism. Although Judd and Flavin’s works diffgreatly in formal terms, they both
exemplify the aesthetic of minimal art. Also, thesinimalist objects are relatively large in
scale, therefore making their exhibition in anratseum a real challenge.

At The Museum of Modern Art, minimal art belongitogthe permanent collection is
exhibited in the “final” gallery of the painting drsculpture floors. In February 2005, there were
two Judd objects and one Flavin object on disptay were created during the height of
minimalism in the 1960s. These objects were placedng other minimal art objects created by
other artists. In contrast, at Dia: Beacon, sdVarge artworks by Judd and Flavin were
exhibited. Representing Judd were a series ohsgod boxes, four progression reliefs, a
series of six painted wooden boxes, a series stdedl boxes, and one large plywood piece.
Twenty of Flavin’'sMonumentsand one large barrier piece were exhibited in geldmall of the

museum. The mission statements of these institsiiiform each of these contrasting
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exhibition practices. MoMA strives to portray angarehensive survey of modern art, whereas
Dia: Beacon wishes to exhibit works by a selectigrof artists.

At the receiving end of a minimal artwork exhiloit® a museum is the viewer. The
nature of exhibition practices at MOMA and Dia: Bea creates two completely different visitor
experiences. MoMA succeeds at telling the moddrpation of the “master narrative” by
exhibiting several artistic movements in an esa#iytchronological order. Galleries are filled
with representative works by the most notable modeid contemporary artists, as validated by
the field of art history. However, in the mininsdlpost-minimalist galleries, the viewer may
find himself or herself a bit overwhelmed due te tuantity of objects on display. According to
Judd, minimal art objects should be viewed fromtipld viewpoints and thus require a lot of
space. However, with the goal of telling a cohesiarrative, several objects thought to be
representative of minimalism were selected. Temakireed that MOMA’s minimalist gallery, at
the time, was exhibiting too many works of art.

Dia: Beacon considers itself a permanent dispfayarks. One gallery is devoted to one
artist, and therefore, the viewer has a very diffieexperience from that of MOMA. Instead of
telling a story of an artistic movement or periadyallery at Dia tells a story of one artist. Teher
is not a linear arrangement of galleries. Plu#h &#10,000 square feet of exhibition space, Dia:
Beacon has the luxury of giving each art objechigl®f breathing room. Dia encourages their
visitors, in the words of educator José Blondet,waste some time” with the art.

Educators at both institutions appear to suppogmproach to museum practice
congruent with constructivist theories of learnifguseum visitors are encouraged to formulate
their own perceptions and are not inundated by tgatland labels at either institution. Due to

the subtle imposition of a particular pathway, MoNsAmore liable to influence the viewer along
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a predetermined journey of knowledge. Howeverjrthention is to change the exhibits
periodically to allow for slight variations of tmeain narrative. Temkin mentioned how she
hoped that perhaps in later presentations of timenmaiist galleries, MOMA would exhibit
multiple works by the same artist, rather thanlgiimgprks by multiple artists.

Museum exhibition practice is the process thaivelthese minimal art objects to be
encountered by museum visitors. It was statebariterature review that museum professionals
are trained art historians. Both the educatoramdtor at MOMA come from an art historical
background. The Dia: Beacon educator was trainediiatorial studies, a field with art
historical roots. Practical issues related to letloin are addressed at both institutions. At
MoMA, seating was not available in the minimalisgpminimalist galleries, but benches are
provided outside of the gallery entrances. Alberé are several cafés placed throughout
MoMA'’s new building. Since the reopening, attencilaat MOMA has been especially high. To
ensure that galleries do not become overcrowdddarase is limited. Overcrowding is not a
problem at Dia: Beacon, partly because of its iocaB0 miles north of Manhattan and partly
because of the size of the museum. The architeatugach of the museums was designed to
alleviate museum fatigue. Both institutions make af natural light and windows, helping to
maintain the visitor’s orientation to the outsiderid.

5.04 Lessons learned about art museum practice

After carefully collecting and analyzing data viéitarature review and comparative case
study, several recurring themes have emerged fn@ystudy. Pulling from written scholarship
and case study data, suggested practices for agums will now be discussed, grouped into
one of two categories. The first section recosuatgestions of a practical nature for art

museums, and the second section will make suggestioa theoretical nature for the field of
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museology. Derived suggestions are not intendée tepecifically for either MoMA or Dia:
Beacon. Rather, best practices were pulled froth thee literature review and the comparative
case study that indicate a potential to foster essftl viewer experiences of minimal art in a
museum. These suggestions are not new ideas oegisn however, due to their simplicity, they
may be overlooked by museum professionals.

There are three propositions of a practical ndturenuseum exhibition practice. The
first is to provide sufficient space for the viewiaf art. This is both for the benefit of the art
object and the viewer. According to constructiléstrning, the museum visitor must feel that he
or she is allowed to spend time with the artwofke second recommendation promotes the use
of effective and informative text labels. Visitstudies show that when intrigued by a particular
art object, the viewer will seek more informatiand a label placed next to an object will
provide that desired information most quickly. &s also show, however, that most visitors do
not read labels; therefore, it is not necessarylipects labels to be verbose. Itis inferred that
more informative text be provided as an optiontharinclined visitor; this could be in the form
of expendable or non-expendable brochures andrplsicdastly, to combat museum fatigue, it
is recommended that adequate resting areas bedptbfor museum visitors, and that they are
readily available throughout the museum galleri®mce many museum galleries are
labyrinthine, placing benches at the entranceseaitd of galleries may be too little, too late for
the fatigued visitor. Minimal art can be both plegdly and mentally exhausting to look at.

5.05 Addressing the museological field

After making suggestions for practical issues asaum exhibition of minimal art

objects, | now propose a few items for consideratiat are of a more theoretical, holistic

nature. First, museum professionals are cautifnoedl letting art history dominate the dialog
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between the museum’s exhibitions and the viewavidFinn claimed that reading object labels
teaches the visitor more about art history than id museum desires to foster a constructivist
learning environment, museum professionals musti@e of the intrinsic subjectivity of art
historical research. No one museum will ever de tbexhibit the authoritatively complete
story of art history, because there is no one tigera Along this line of thinking, much of the
research advises museums to encourage visitoesiteedheir own story. While there are
probably certain facts and pieces of informaticat tnviewer should know about any one work
of art, allowing the viewer to formulate his or lwavn series of relationships among those works
might lead to a more positive museum experience didcussed in Chapter 3, experiences are
most rewarding to the visitor when he or she makpsrsonal connection with what he or she is
viewing. Subsequently, the museological field niigbnsider incorporating education earlier in
the exhibition design process. This does not aman for educators to be involved at the
planning stages of exhibition design; rather, guggested that museums, as educational
institutions, embrace education practice in ordesuitivate a richer experience for the public.
5.06 Applications beyond minimal art

While this study looked specifically at minimal ¥ke of art from the 1960s, the lessons
learned from this study might have applicabilityntorks from other artistic movements. One of
the biggest challenges faced by museum professiamaixhibiting minimal art results from
their characteristic large size. Many contemporaoyks of art have continued this trend of
large, or even monumental, scale. The Museum afévto Art has shown their responsiveness
to this new art by designing the second floor coyterary galleries with 22-foot ceilings.

Also, while minimal art objects are more overtheir requirement of a multiple

viewpoint engagement of the viewer, this type ajagement might be conducive to viewing art
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of almost any period. Active participation of Wiewer is manifested through time spent
walking around and really looking at an artworknfrdifferent angles, or even preferably at
entirely different times. This type of viewing ambated by minimalism could provide an ideal
model for looking at all types of art. It is sugtgd that employment of the findings gleaned
from this study across all art exhibited in a museuight improve a visitor’s overall museum
experience.
5.07 The significance of this research

There are many reasons why this study has signifie in the larger sphere of academic
arts-related research. With this master’s projesfs particularly interested in bringing
together fields, such as art history and museolatiych despite their undeniable relevance to
one another are not often investigated in unienaddition to bridging related, but disparate
fields, this study also sought to bridge theory prattice through the selected methods of
inquiry. The comprehensive literature review pdad the theoretical lens by which museum
exhibition practice was investigated at two institus. Also, the employment of a comparative
case study generated the opportunity to look atibd@nationally important art museums that
have diametrically opposed approaches to exhibitPractices identified at both The Museum
of Modern Art and Dia: Beacon underpin many of itiein themes pulled from the literature
review. Lastly, the outcomes of this study prodliealuable lessons learned that might be
applied to other art museums exhibiting minima) antd perhaps as well as to other art museums
exhibiting contemporary art.

These benefits are supported through a stratégesigned study that was rooted in
validity and reliability techniques. The use obtimquiry methods triangulated the collection of

data. Also, keeping a reflexive journal was a htlwol in drafting this document; by referring
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to the journal, | was able to confirm, reassesd,raformulate my ideas and conclusions
throughout the writing process. While this papeand of itself is a significant contribution to
the University of Oregon Arts and Administratiomamunity, | will attempt to disseminate my
findings to a broader audience in the form of apalarticle. Interview participants will be
consulted for member checks before an article bsnstied for publication.

It was the original intention of this master’s jaicd to be an exploratory study into the
impact of museum exhibition practice on the reladidp between the minimal art object and the
viewer experience. Due to the exploratory, quiianature, there are no black and white
answers to the questions of this study. The ssaukthis study is that the door has been opened
to further investigation of this intersection obdemic fields. Museum work comprises many
areas of expertise and requires its professionasttresponsibly as stewards of the public’s
aesthetic and educational interest. The suggestimught forth in this paper encourage
curators, educators, and all other staff to stepbtheir comfort zones and evaluate museum

praxis through the eyes of their customer — theeummsvisitor.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol for Curatorial Staff Member
Case Study Site:

Date: Interview Location:

Interviewee Details:

Consent: Oral Written (form) Audio recording OK to quote
Notes on interview context:

Key Points:

Coding Information Notes

Semi-structured Interview Questions:
1) What is your educational background?
2) Speaking as a representative of your institution, how do you define Minimal art?

3) How does the Minimal art in your institution’s collection relate to other works of art in the
collection?

4) What are the factors you consider when deciding how to exhibit a Minimal work of art?
5) What role does the field of art history play in exhibition design at your institution?

6) Do you consider the artist’s original intent when making curatorial decisions about exhibiting
Minimal works of art? If so, how? If not, why?

7) Do you consider the viewer’s experience with the artwork when making curatorial decisions about
exhibition?

8) How important is context in experiencing a Minimal art object?

9) How does curatorial staff work with education staff in deciding how to display works from the
museum’s collection?




Questions of Contex89

Appendix B: Interview Protocol for Education Staff Member

Case Study Site:

Date:

Interviewee Details:

Interview Location:

Consent: Oral Written (form) Audio recording OK to quote
Notes on interview context:
Key Points:

Coding Information Notes

Semi-structured Interview Questions:

1) What is your educational background?

2) Speaking as a representative of your institution, how do you define Minimal art?

3) How does the Minimal art in your institution’s collection relate to other works of art in the
y

collection?

4) What are the factors you consider when deciding how to exhibit a Minimal work of art?

5) What role does the field of art history play in exhibition design at your institution?

6) Do you consider the artist’s original intent when making educational decisions about exhibiting
Minimal works of art? If so, how? If not, why?

7) Do you consider the viewer’s experience with the artwork when making educational decisions

about exhibition?

8) How important is context in experiencing a Minimal art object?

9) How does education staff work with curatorial staff in deciding how to display works from the

museum’s collection?
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Appendix C: Data Collection Sheet for Observing Minimal Art Object
Display

Case Study Site:
Date observed:

Art object details
Title:
Artist:
Date:
Dimensions:
Formal description:

Key Points:

Coding Information Notes

Attach photographs of art object from possible vantage points of viewer.
Number of total art objects (including this piece) in gallery:

Number of Minimal art objects (including this piece) in gallery:

Number of other art objects by this artist in gallery:

Is there a text label for this object?
If so, what is printed on label?

What is the location of the label to the object?

What are the objects adjacent to this Minimal art object? (title, artist, date, dimensions, formal
description)

What is the location of this gallery in relation to the entire museum? (floor level, art movements
displayed in adjacent galleries, etc.)
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Appendix D: Sample Recruitment Letter to Museum Professional

Dear <<Participant Name>>,

| am a graduate student in the University of Orég@mts and Administration program. In
conducting research, | hope to learn more aboueomsractice regarding the display of
Minimal works of art, particularly the relationshigth the viewer experience. The results of

this research will contribute to a master’s progaadl an occasional paper. You were selected as
a possible participant in this study for two reasoRirst, your institution collects and displays
Minimal art objects, which | will closely examinlerbugh visual observation. Second, | wish to
gain firsthand knowledge from museum professioolalsely tied to exhibition practices.

Your participation in this study would involve angite interview lasting approximately one
hour. Interview questions will be provided befbisnd for your consideration. In addition to
taking handwritten notes, with your permission,ill wse an audio tape recorder for transcription
and validation purposes. | may contact you witlofe-up questions or for clarification

following the interview. If you consent to parpeaite in this study, you grant me permission to
use your name in any resulting documents, andfibrereonfidentiality cannot be protected.

You will, however, have the opportunity to reviemdeedit any of your comments before
publication.

If you have any questions, please feel free toaminhe at (541) 543-7111 or
jwijangc@darkwing.uoregon.edar my faculty advisor, Patricia Dewey at (54153050 or
pdewey@uoregon.eduf you have questions regarding your rights assaarch subject, contact
the Office of Human Subjects Compliance, UniversitfDregon, Eugene, OR 97403, (541)
346-2510. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Wijangco
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Appendix E: Sample Consent Form

Interview Consent Form

Research study: Questions of Context: The Display of Minimal Art in the Museum
and the Viewer Experience
Researcher: Jennifer Wijangco

You have been invited to participate in a reseatally conducted by Jennifer Wijangco from
the University of Oregon Arts and Administratiorogram. As the researcher, | hope to learn
more about museum practice regarding the displdyinimal works of art, particularly the
relationship with the viewer experience. The rissof this research will contribute to a master’s
project and an occasional paper. You were selededpossible participant in this study for two
reasons. First, your institution collects and ligp Minimal art objects, which | will closely
examine through visual observation. Second, | westain firsthand knowledge from museum
professionals closely tied to exhibition practices.

Your consent to participate will involve an onsiteerview lasting approximately one hour.
Interview questions have been provided to you tamryconsideration. In addition to taking
handwritten notes, with your permission, | will e audio tape recorder for transcription and
validation purposes. | may contact you with folloyw questions or for clarification following
the interview. There are minimal risks associatétl participating in this study, particularly
since my research is exploratory in nature.

By exploring the ways museum practice influencesrélationship of Minimal art objects and

the viewer experience, this study aspires to opdialague between the fields of museology and
art history. | hope that my research benefitsehe® fields not by answering or challenging
existing questions and practices, but by bringorthfand provoking new questions and research
in yet to be investigated areas. However, | cagnarantee that you personally will receive any
benefits from this research.

Any information that is obtained in connection wiltis study will be carefully and securely
maintained. Your consent to participate in this/ey indicates your willingness to have your
name used in any resulting documents and to rabhqronfidentiality. It is suggested that you
obtain permission to participate in this intervilam your supervisor to avoid potential social or
economic risks related to your acting as a reptasiga of your institution. Your participation is
voluntary. If you decide to participate, you ameefto withdraw your consent and discontinue
participation at any time without penalty.

If you have any questions, please feel free toaurihe researcher, Jennifer Wijangco at (541)
543-7111 ojwijangc@darkwing.uoregon.edar the faculty advisor, Patricia Dewey at (541)
346-2050 opdewey@uoregon.eduf you have questions regarding your rights assaarch
subject, contact the Office of Human Subjects Ceengk, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR
97403, (541) 346-2510.
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Please read and initial each of the following stegtets to indicate your consent.

| consent to the use of audiotapes and nkitegtauring my interview.
| consent to my identification as a participarthis study.
| consent to the potential use of quotatioomfthe interview.

| consent to the use of information | prouvidgarding the organization with which | am
associated.

| wish to have the opportunity to review andgbly revise my comments and the
information that | provide prior to this data appeg in the final version of any
publications that may result from this study.

Your signature indicates that you have read ane@rstand the information provided above, that
you willingly agree to participate, that you maythdraw your consent at any time and
discontinue participation without penalty, that ywave received a copy of this form, and that
you are not waiving any legal claims, rights or egiies. You have been given a copy of this
letter to keep.

Print Name:

Signature: ate: D




Questions of Contex94

Appendix F: List of Donald Judd works displayed at Dia: Beacon

Untitled, 1976
Description: Series of 15 wooden boxes sittingloor

Untitled, 1991
Description: Series of six wooden boxes mounteddt, painted red and blue

Untitled, 1970
Description: Progression work mounted to wall, ahgtolished aluminum and purple lacquer

Untitled, 1980
Description: Progression work mounted to wall, ahatd lacquer and polished gold

Untitled, 1980
Description: Progression work mounted to wall, ahetobalt lacquer and aluminum

Untitled, 1970
Description: Progression work mounted to wall, ahgtolished aluminum and chartreuse
lacquer

Untitled (slant piece)1976
Description: Large installation piece construaté@lywood slanting down towards back wall

Untitled, 1975
Description: Series of 12 identical metal opendsyxmetal, outside is steel color, interior blue
lacquer



Appendix G: Detailed list of participant interviews

José Blondet

Administrator of Education Programs

Dia: Beacon

Interview date: February 11, 2005

Interview location: Dia: Beacon conference room

Ann Temkin

Curator of Painting and Sculpture

The Museum of Modern Art, New York
Interview date: February 14, 2005
Interview location: Ann Temkin’s office

David Little

Director of Adult and Academic Education Programs
The Museum of Modern Art, New York

Interview date: March 10, 2005

Interview location: Over the phone
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Abstract

Minimal artists of the 1960s produced works thatenlarge in scale and confronted the viewer.
This artistic movement is characterized, and inynaays validated, by the critical literature
produced by artists, art critics and historiange Tield of art history continues to heavily
influence museum display. However, a growing comder the viewer’'s experience is evident
in museum practice. This research study, througa dollected from a literature review and
comparative case study, explores the ways musetihigan practice influences the
relationship between the art object and the vieweelation to minimal art, informed by

relevant art historical methodologies.
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Introduction

Art produced in the last century has made ansgeha question “what is art?” more
difficult than ever. As works of art stray frometlbonventions of the easel and the pedestal, art
museums are faced with the challenge of exhibiti@ompounding this problem is the mandate
placed upon museums by the public to fulfill th@dtigations as educational institutions. Many
influencing factors exist within museological piaet including art history, learning theories,
and artistic intention. This paper will investigahuseum exhibition practice, specifically
looking at the display of art objects from the mMialist movement. Informing this study are a
literature review and comparative case study, fegath a conclusion delineating discoveries
made about art museum exhibition practice.

One of the most influential artistic movements cagnout of the 1960s was minimalism.
Speaking to their formal qualities, minimal workksaot are typically three-dimensional,
geometrically abstract objects, comprising simgtifforms made of industrial materials.
However, the real unifying element among minimakstks lies in the group of artists who
shared a polemical approach to their creations arhist’'s statements were bolstered by the
abundance of critical writings by art critics andtbrians.

Due to their esoteric nature, viewers are ofteplpged standing in front of minimal art.
These objects require the viewer to engage witlattveork in a manner very different from the
majority of paintings and sculptures displayedia typical art museum. Art critic Michael
Fried attributed this phenomenon to the “theattinature of this “literalist” art. The art
museum, likewise, is faced with many challengesméhibiting minimalist works, attributable

in large part to their large scale.
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Art history has been identified as an imposing motomuseum praxis. Art museum
curators are art historians, often considered “omseurs” of art. And, as stated earlier, art
historians were very vocal through their writingsooth supporting and critiquing minimalism in
the 1960s and 1970s. Looking at the three cortstnfaninimal art, art museum, and viewer,
informed through an art historical lens, a gaghm $cholarship was found. This study was
developed in order to explore the interactions aytbese topical areas.

Methods of inquiry

Based on the assertion that art history influemeeseum practice, it was decided that
this study would begin with a comprehensive literatreview. The literature review began with
an introduction to the field of art history andniifecused on the artistic movement of minimal
art. From there, the literature review turnedrarevestigation of viewer experience in the
museum. Finally, museum exhibition practice wgd@red through the scholarship. The
literature review provided a scholarly answer @ tiain research question — focusing on
minimal art from the 1960s, in what ways does muasehibition practice influence the
relationship between the art object and the viewer?

The second method of inquiry used was a comparatage study that investigated two
art museums. The two institutions explored were Mluseum of Modern Art and Dia: Beacon,
both in New York. Both of these museums colled display minimal art objects. At both
MoMA and Dia: Beacon, careful observation of thepthy of minimal art was undertaken.
Also, interviews were conducted with educators eun@tors at both institutions. The
comparative case study helped to answer the paactiestions of how museums approach the

exhibition of minimal art objects and how educatansl curators work together in the museum.
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The conceptual framework

As alluded to earlier, there are four main topa@as of this research study. The
conceptual framework that guided this study camibeed in Figure 1. Art history informs
museum professionals who then execute museum &ghilpractice. At the bottom-left of the
schematic is the minimal art object from the 19804 1970s. At the bottom-right of the
conceptual framework is the viewer. In betweennti@mal art object and the viewer is
museum exhibition. Each of these four topical syea history, minimal art, the viewer, and

museum praxis, will now be discussed across thee aztected in this study.

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
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Art History

The field of art history has a profound effectronseum practice, but what is the
definition of “art history”? The field of art histy is an academic discipline studying artworks,
particularly seeking to identify original contex®reziosi (1992) states, “Art historical practice
has been principally devoted to the restoratiothefcircumstances that surrounded (and
therefore are presumed to have led in some extesudchdirect sense to) the work’s
production” (p. 373). However, it is key to remamithat a single art object is only a small part
of a very large art historical narrative.

Early art history programs such as Harvard’s seiptiecedent for training those people
who would become museum professionals. It was theéactic approach that named art
historians “connoisseurs” of art. As the anoirgggerts, art historians have historically been
given the task of decoding the significance otathe general public (Worts, 2003). However,
with research of a qualitative nature, it is implolesto be completely objective. Subjectivity is
intrinsic to art historical practice and should betoverlooked. Moxey (1995) states, “The
subjective attitudes and cultural aspirations efdht historian become just as important an
aspect of the narrative as the works that arebjesct’ (p. 399). Interviews with museum
professionals, many of who are trained art histsjagree that subjectivity exists in their work.

What is minimal art?

With the beginning of modernism around the midet@enth century, artists began to
emphasize conception over perception of their akwdés a result, modern art pushed the
boundaries of convention and sought innovative madereation and display. More simplified
forms and a new attention to the formal qualititarg rather than the content, typify modernist

works. Before the art world shifted to postmodemithe minimalist artists took center stage.
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According to Ann Temkin, curator of painting andilgture at MOMA, the minimalists were,
“the last, avant-garde movement in which there avakse group of people working together
who really had in many ways the same goals anddhee concerns, even though they expressed
in individual ways that were very different fromeoanother” (A. Temkin, personal
communication, February 14, 2005).

In his essay titled “Minimal Art”, Wollheim (1965htroduced the term to the world and
used “minimal” as a descriptor for the dearth aitent in these artworks. The “work” in “work
of art” subconsciously implies that a certain antafreffort is placed into the creation of an art
object. Minimal art, with its simple forms oftealdricated by a third party, seemingly lacked
sufficient effort on the part of the artist. Wdiim (1965) does, however, credit the artist with
making the decision to create the object, “thahaut which work would be meaningless” (p.
108).

Due to the scale and simplicity of forms, minimel@bjects have historically been
difficult to exhibit. The large size of most mirainsculptures made them unpalatable to
collectors of the time. It seemed the only suggtihces to house these works were galleries and
museums. Artist Robert Smithson (as cited in Meg6601) recalls that art from the mid-sixties
“were making greater demands on interior spacé® small galleries of the late fifties were
giving way to large white rooms” (p. 18). The nmabliexhibition space was thought to be

complementary to minimalist works that requiredaative spectator.
Exhibiting minimal art

The difficulties encountered when exhibiting miaiist works are exemplified in a
critique of a recent minimal art show. The Los Aleg Museum of Contemporary Art in 2004

exhibited a show curated by Ann Goldstein titledNMdnimal Future? Art as Object 1958-1968".
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The show was a retrospective of minimalist works&l a comprehensive one at that. However,
Yve-Alain Bois criticizes the curator for not indig sufficient interpretive materials. Bois
(2004) states, “No chronology, no typology, no labelanations whatsoever, resulting in an
exasperating feeling of pure randomness for anyot@lready in the loop” (p. 201). Forty
years after minimalism’s beginnings, the importaoteritical discourse retains its necessity to
understanding these works. Bois (2004) furthebaiates, “a minimum of guidance is usually
required for museumgoers to feel welcome rather thaluded — especially for a subject as
utterly complex, in its apparent simplicity, as Mnal art” (p. 201).

In this research study, two of the most promirgetists of minimalism were investigated,
Donald Judd and Dan Flavin. At The Museum of Madért, minimal art belonging to the
permanent collection is exhibited in the “final’llgay of the painting and sculpture floors. In
February 2005, there were two Judd objects and-tawen object on display that were created
during the height of minimalism in the 1960s. Tdebjects were placed among other minimal
art objects created by other artists. In contaddia: Beacon, several large artworks by Judd
and Flavin were exhibited. Representing Judd \&egeries of 15 plywood boxes, four
progression reliefs, a series of six painted woduletes, a series of 12 steel boxes, and one large
plywood piece. Twenty of Flavin*$lonuments’and one large barrier piece were exhibited in a
large hall of the museum.

The mission statements of these institutions infeawmh of these contrasting exhibition
practices. MoMA seeks to provide “a uniquely coefpmsive survey of the unfolding modern
movement in all visual mediaThe Museum of Modern Ar.d). On the other hand, Dia is
“dedicated to supporting individual artists angbtoviding long-term, in-depth presentations of

their art” @Oia Art Foundationn.d.). The display of art objects at each musesuansuccessful
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execution of those missions. Consequently, aorisit MOMA will see a few works by many
artists, whereas a visitor to Dia: Beacon will sesny works by a few artists. Also, with double
the gallery square footage of MOMA, Dia: Beacoahde to display many works that MOMA
simply does not have the space for.

The viewer experience

As stated earlier, the viewer is at the receiving ef an art object displayed in a
museum. The discussion of this paper will now laare closely at the viewer experience.
Regardless of what a museum’s intent is with anbéxbn, it is the visitor who decides what the
actual experience will be (Falk & Dierking, 199F0or example, museums are often perceived to
be elitist institutions. O’Doherty (1986) spec#ily discusses the gallery space:

For many of us, the gallery space still gives @fative vibrations when we wander in.

Esthetics are turned into a kind of social elitisitihe gallery space is exclusive. Isolated

in plots of space, what is on display looks aik# valuable scarce goods, jewelry, or

silver: esthetics are turned into commerce — thieryaspace iexpensive What it

contains is, without initiation, well-nigh incomprensible — art iglifficult.” (p. 76).

Negrin (1993) cites Benjamin’s argument on thisrgmenon. Benjamin argued in his 1979
essay “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reguction” that museum viewing is
perceived to be a solitary experience and thatakisvdemand reverence. For many visitors,
this created “aura” makes art in a museum seempuoaphable. “Instead of the viewer
absorbing the artwork and making it a part of hetife, the artwork absorbed the viewer,
overwhelming her/him by its authority” (Negrin, I83%. 110-111).

A museum visitor experience is an active exchartggperience is not simply had, it is

taken; experience is a product of the transacteswéen a viewer and a work” (Eisner & Dobbs,
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1988, p. 8). Much of the literature confirms ttia visitor is an active participant. Dufresne-
Tasse and Lefebvre (1994) write that the visitam&tructs for himself the meaning of the

objects he looks at and has pleasure doing igragsds this endeavour is supported” (p. 479).
Constructivist learning

The concept of the museum visitor as an activeqgpaant fits well into the constructivist
theory of learning. “Constructivism argues thathbknowledge and the way it is obtained are
dependent on the mind of the learner” (Hein, 1$0%). With this theory, it is believed that as
new bits of knowledge are acquired the learneraages his or her construct of knowledge to
assimilate, not merely add on, the new informatethe existing information.

Knowing that personal context is perhaps the nmdistential factor to the outcome of a
visitor's experience at a museum, constructivisimeaps to be a sensible approach to art
museum exhibition practice. Lankford (2002) states

Constructivist theories of learning and recentaed®into aesthetic experience suggest

that most people actually benefit by instructiovamious means of engagement with art,

and that engagement is most fulfilling when itaely challenges, builds on, and extends

the knowledge, aptitudes, and abilities of the muoseisitor. (p. 141).

An example of museum practice utilizing a consixist approach would be an exhibit designed
with multiple paths. This gives the viewer an ogpoity to draw his or her own conclusions
about an exhibit’'s meaning (Hein, 1995). In a ¢amdivist museum, the viewer is encouraged
to utilize his or her personal context to shapeohiser museum experience.

The challenge in using a constructivist approachasthe focus is inherently on the
learner, and the onus is, therefore, on the edut@aeiccommodate the many types of students.

This presents the classic problem in school legroirteaching the pupil, not the subject.
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Furthermore, the museum must relinquish some @futlority to allow the museum visitor to
construct his or her own experiences. This igrneatl conflict with the transmission model of
education typically employed by museums (Lankf@@D2). In a constructivist museum, “The
museum is no longer a dictator, but insteagliaboratorin the meaning-making process”
(Lankford, 2002, p. 146). It is important to ndt@t constructivism does not compel the
museum to take a “hands-off” approach to educatiter the museum fosters an environment
where multiple interpretations are allowed by tragnvisitors to contemplate the art.

Worts (2003) points out that the art museum expee can feel oppressive due to the
authoritarian overtone inherent in many institusiorsince academicians have selected the
objects, many visitors cannot help but feel thaytare left no choice but to passively receive
information.

Visitor experience at MOMA and Dia: Beacon

The nature of exhibition practices at MOMA and .IB&acon creates two completely
different visitor experiences. At MoMA, galleriage filled with representative works by the
most notable modern and contemporary artists, ledated by the field of art history. However,
in the minimalist/post-minimalist galleries, thewier may find himself or herself a bit
overwhelmed due to the quantity of objects on dgplAccording to Judd, minimal art objects
should be viewed from multiple viewpoints and theguire a lot of space. However, with the
goal of telling a cohesive narrative, several oigji¢icought to be representative of minimalism
were selected. Temkin agreed that MOMA’s minintadallery, at the time, was exhibiting too
many works of art.

Dia: Beacon considers itself a permanent dispfayasks. One gallery is devoted to one

artist, and therefore, the viewer has a very dffieexperience from that of MOMA. Instead of
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telling a story of an artistic movement or periadyallery at Dia tells the story of one artist.
There is not a linear arrangement of galleriesis Blhith 240,000 square feet of exhibition space,
Dia: Beacon has the luxury of giving each art obpenty of breathing room. Dia encourages
their visitors, in the words of educator José Blmto waste some time” with the art (J.
Blondet, personal communication, February 11, 2005)

Educators at both institutions appear to suppog@roach to museum practice
congruent with constructivist theories of learnifguseum visitors are encouraged to formulate
their own perceptions and are not inundated by teatland labels at either institution. Due to
the subtle imposition of a particular pathway, MoMAmore liable to influence the viewer along
a predetermined journey of knowledge. Howeverjrihention is to change the exhibits
periodically to allow for slight variations of tmeain narrative. Temkin mentioned how she
hoped that perhaps in later presentations of timenmaiist galleries, MOMA would exhibit
multiple works by the same artist, rather thamaglsi work by multiple artists.

Art museum practice and the field of art history

In the bookHow to Visit a Museupauthor David Finn (1985) makes the bold accusatio
that looking at labels teaches more about art tyigt@n art (p. 44). However bold, art museums
are institutions heavily influenced by the fieldawt history. As the main overseers of an art
museum’s aesthetic approach, it cannot be forgoiiincurators are trained art historians. Levi
(1985) states that the art museum is “the speoidépé of the academic field of art history” (p.
37). Traditionally, art museums translate theattare of art history using the gallery walls as
the medium (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000).

As art history presupposes a narrative of arpmblogical display has become common

practice in museum exhibition. This manner of @igps assumed to illuminate a historical
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development in style. Negrin (1993) points out,thdnderlying such a form of organization
was the assumption that the history of art congistex unilinear and progressive process of
evolution from one style to another” (p. 104).slthis approach to museum exhibition that
constrains visitors to feel burdened by the academaiure of the art museum. In a commentary
on this practice, Tucker (1999) says, “We know wissgood for you’ could have been engraved
on the facades of most of our buildings” (p. 4Byeziosi (1992) also addresses this issue by
saying that art museums and art history consatijglay art in a particular manner to tell a
particular story.

There is, however, an obvious push for a revistompproach to the art museum. This
likewise echoes a revisionist shift in art histatipractice. Lankford (2002) states:

Today’s art museums are much more likely to plateaks in broader contexts of

social change, offer reinterpretations and alt@reanterpretations of history and works

of art that are more inclusive of multiple perspaxg, and provide situational

interpretations reflecting the values and conviwtiof the artworks’ originating cultural

contexts. (p. 143).
Munson (1997) describes this phenomenon as ang@tterfsubvert the master narrative” (p. 7).
Without the strict limitations of a chronologicakgdlay, an open-ended museum exhibition gives
the viewer greater access to creating his or herrm@anings and interpretations. Munson
cautions, “though revisionists claim that their lgsao create a museums that is more inclusive
and audience-centered than the traditional musthay,show a remarkable lack of interest in
actual public opinion” (p. 11).

Museum professionals are thereby left with th& tdsletermining how to balance their

responsibilities to the art museum as art histabptatory and the art museum as educational
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institution. Walsh-Piper (1994) advises museuni$iefe is a delicate balance between giving
enough information to make art more accessibleadlod/ing learners their own response” (p.
109). The museum is in a power position as tsarasd “arbiter of beauty and aesthetic value”,
and therefore should make its visitors aware thmtiseum’s exhibition approach is not a
universal truth. One museum’s collection only esgnts one of many possibilities.

Lessons learned about art museum practice

After carefully collecting and analyzing data viétarature review and comparative case
study, several recurring themes have emerged fn@ystudy. Pulling from written scholarship
and case study data, suggested practices for agums will now be discussed, grouped into
one of two categories. The first section recosntgyestions of a practical nature for museum
exhibition, and the second section will make sutiges of a theoretical nature for the field of
museology. Suggestions arrived at from this str@ynot intended for either MoMA or Dia:
Beacon. Rather, best practices were pulled froth tie literature review and the comparative
case study, which indicate that they would fostexcessful viewer experiences of minimal art in
a museum.

There are three propositions of a practical nadturenuseum exhibition practice. The
first is to provide sufficient space for the viewiaf art. This is both for the benefit of the art
object and the viewer. According to constructiléstrning, the museum visitor must feel that he
or she is allowed to spend time with the artwofke second recommendation promotes the use
of effective and informative text labels. Visitstudies show that when intrigued by a particular
art object, the viewer will seek more informatiand a label placed next to an object will
provide that desired information most quickly. d&as also show, however, that most visitors do

not read labels; therefore, it is not necessaryligects labels to be verbose. Itis inferred that



Art Journalmanuscript submission — DRAET5

more informative text be provided as an optionthar inclined visitor; this could be in the form
of expendable or non-expendable brochures andrplscéastly, to combat museum fatigue, it
is recommended that adequate resting areas bedptbfor museum visitors, and that they are
readily available throughout the museum galleri&sce many museum galleries are

labyrinthine, placing benches at the entranceseaitd of galleries may be too little, too late for

the fatigued visitor. Minimal art can be both plegdly and mentally exhausting to look at.
Addressing the museological field

After making suggestions for practical issues abaum exhibition of minimal art
objects, | now propose a few items for consideratitat are of a more theoretical, holistic
nature. First, museum professionals are cautifnoed letting art history dominate the dialog
between the museum’s exhibitions and the viewes stated earlier, it is claimed that reading
object labels teaches the visitor more about atbhy than art (Finn, 1985, p. 44). If a museum
desires to foster a constructivist-learning envinent, museum professionals must be aware of
the intrinsic subjectivity of art historical reselar No one museum will ever be able to exhibit
the authoritatively complete story of art histdngcause there is no one narrative. Along this
line of thinking, much of the research advises museto encourage visitors to derive their own
story. While there are probably certain facts piedes of information that a viewer should
know about any one work of art, allowing the vieweformulate his or her own series of
relationships among those works might lead to aenpossitive museum experience. As
discussed earlier, experiences are most rewarditigetvisitor when he or she makes a personal
connection with what he or she is viewing. Subsetjy, the museological field might consider
incorporating education earlier in the exhibitiasgyn process. This does not only mean for

educators to be involved at the planning stagexloibition design; rather, it is suggested that
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museums, as educational institutions, embrace &éduagaractice in order to cultivate a richer

experience to the public.
Applications beyond minimal art

While this study looked specifically at minimal vke of art from the 1960s, the lessons
learned from this study might have applicabilitystorks from other artistic movements. One of
the biggest challenges faced by museum professiamaixhibiting minimal art results from
their characteristic large size. Many contemporaoyks of art have continued this trend of
large, or even monumental, scale. The Museum afévto Art has shown their responsiveness
to this new art by designing the second floor conterary galleries with 22-foot ceilings.

Also, while minimal art objects are more overtheir requirement of a multiple
viewpoint engagement of the viewer, this type ajagement might be conducive to viewing art
of almost any period. Active participation of Wiewer is manifested through time spent
walking around and really looking at an artworknfrdifferent angles, or even preferably at
entirely different times. This type of viewing ambated by minimalism could provide an ideal
model for looking at all types of art. It is sugtgd that employment of the findings gleaned
from this study across all art exhibited in a museuight improve a visitor’s overall museum
experience.

The significance of this research

There are many reasons why this study has signifie in the larger sphere of academic
arts-related research. With this research studsgl particularly interested in bringing together
fields, such as art history and museology, whictpde their undeniable relevance to one
another are not often investigated in union. Iditah to bridging related, but disparate fields,

this study also sought to bridge theory and pradticough the selected methods of inquiry. The
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comprehensive literature review provided the thecaielens by which museum exhibition
practice was investigated at two institutions. cAlhe employment of a comparative case study
generated the opportunity to look at two internadity important art museums that have
diametrically opposed approaches to exhibitioracieces identified at both The Museum of
Modern Art and Dia: Beacon underpin many of themtaemes pulled from the literature

review. Lastly, the outcomes of this study prodlealuable lessons learned that might be
applied to other art museums exhibiting minima) and perhaps as well as to other art museums
exhibiting contemporary art.

It was the original intention of this researctb&an exploratory study into the impact of
museum exhibition practice on the relationship leetwthe minimal art object and the viewer
experience. Due to the exploratory, qualitativiireg there are no black and white answers to
the questions of this study. The success of thdyss that the door has been opened to further
investigation of this intersection of academicdgel Museum work comprises many areas of
expertise and requires its professionals to agomesibly as stewards of the public’s aesthetic
and educational interest. The suggestions brdogtht in this paper encourage curators,
educators, and all other staff to step out of themmfort zones and evaluate museum praxis

through the eyes of their customer — the museuitokis
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