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THE OBJECT OF ART AND THE SELF-MADE MAN 

 Sometimes, life imitates art. Starting in the early 1960s, Fluxus and Conceptual 
artists, in their drive to assert autonomy from the art market, initiated styles of self-
promotion and distribution that consumer culture has taken up as routine personal 
prerogatives.  As such, Fluxus and Conceptual Art anticipated what have become new 
ways of social interaction –ways increasingly channeled through electronic devices – 
brought on by a burgeoning information economy. These new modes of sociability, 
however, have brought the opposition between publicity and information to a head. 

Since about 1990, the rise of personal computers coupled with the mandate for 
universal online access has created the social obligation (typically presented as an 
opportunity) to represent and to promote one’s persona as a marketable commodity. This 
obligation, however, is not strictly limited to consumption and communication; more 
fundamentally it also shapes how one construes oneself as a subject within an 
information-dominated system. This self-construction in turn doubles back on 
assumptions about public and private spaces and how one engages them, whether 
technology is involved or not.  To the extent that these assumptions are unreflected or 
unself-conscious, they are ideological.  Thus, what once counted as an intervention in the 
managerial practices of the art world has mutated into a new cultural standard.  What 
were once avant-gardistic tactics of dissent have been recuperated as techniques of 
assimilation and conformity. 

 From the very outset, Fluxus and Conceptual Art entailed networks.  Rather than 
accepting the given – and comparatively old-fashioned – art market centered on unique 
objects, both movements grasped the artwork as a systemic insert within a larger political 
economy.  Thus, they attempted either to annex parts of the art market or to renounce it 
altogether.  These tactics presume three things: i) that the conventional art world 
functions as an apparatus, ii) that self-determination in the production and distribution of 
art works constitutes autonomy, thus legitimacy and iii) that the autonomy of any 
particular artist or artwork ultimately remains relative to the art world apparatus as a 
whole.  

 Because artistic self-determination concerns the dissemination and distribution of 
artworks, it involves self-promotion.  Thus, some of the most critically minded artists 
have addressed these concerns as part of their work.  In 1961 George Maciunus, the 
founder of Fluxus, started a short-lived gallery, the AG Gallery devoted to that 
movement.  Two years later, he opened his official Flux Headquarters in New York.  
With its vertically integrated mail order service, copyright program, newspaper, housing 
collective and worker organization, the Fluxshop parodied international corporatization 
while alluding to utopian communalism.  Nonetheless, Maciunus lost money on the 
operation.  The artist Larry Miller asked him about this: 

 



 

Miller: “May I ask a stupid question? Why didn’t it pay off? Because isn’t part of 
the idea that it’s low cost and multiple distribution...” 

Maciunus: “No one was buying it, in those days. We opened up a store on Canal 
Street, what was it, 1964, and we had it open almost all year. We didn’t make one 
sale in that whole year... We did not even sell a 50 cent item, a postage stamp 
sheet... you could buy V TRE papers for a quarter, you could buy George Brecht’s 
puzzles for one dollar, Fluxus yearboxes for twenty dollars.”i 

 In his account of first-generation conceptual art in New York, Alexander Alberro 
contends that a kindred “politics of publicity” governed the manner in which Seth 
Siegelaub promoted the work of Douglas Huebler, Lawrence Wiener, Robert Barry and 
Joseph Kosuth.  These artists had all renounced the production of unique art objects in 
favor of information-based works.  This shift, in turn, opened up new channels of 
distribution.  Alberro notes that after Siegelaub closed his first enterprise, a conventional 
gallery, he launched an operation much more akin to an advertising agency.  Because 
Siegelaub abandoned the white cube, i.e., the art world equivalent of a retail store, many 
took this to be a renunciation of the market.  Alberro argues, however, that rather than 
going outside market relations, conceptualism’s “deeper logic of informaticization” 
paralleled what then emerged as capital’s most advanced form.  Moreover, this advanced 
status of the informational form conferred prestige on conceptualism.ii 

 If the informaticization of conceptual art reproduced the prestige form of capital, 
then the claim of obviating the art object to avoid commodification becomes spurious.  
For most, the phrase “art object” typically designates a material thing, e.g., a painting or a 
sculpture.  In this text, however, I would like to brush this designation against the grain, 
to conflate it with what would ordinarily be presumed to be its opposite: the subjectivity 
of the viewer or a generalized subjectification of the viewing audience understood 
through Marx’s observation that under capitalism people and things trade places.  
Paraphrasing Marx, one might say that now people and information trade places.  This 
exchange corresponds to instrumentalization.  Nonetheless, if the object of the artwork 
pertains to the interpolation of the viewer’s subjectivity, the normative term art object 
fails to convey the production of discourse that structures contemporary art and makes it 
intelligible.  Such discourse forms the crux of contemporary art, namely the object of the 
artwork, not the art object per se. Although conceptual art made this status explicit, this 
aim is not restricted to conceptualism.  It has become a general condition of 
contemporary art.  

 The object of the artwork derives from the framing of art as an institutional 
discourse.  If considered in terms of the broad dichotomy Peter Bürger draws between 
sacred and secular art, during the Middle Ages and Renaissance art was not yet an 
institution unto itself.  It was produced under the aegis of the church.  What counts in 
sacred art is not the subjectivity of the viewer, but the subjectivity of the worshipper – or 
the worshipper as a subject of the church.  Secular art breaks away from the church to 
become an institution in its own right.  It becomes autonomous. The subjectivity of the 
viewer as an autonomous individual comes into its own vis-à-vis the system of the art 



institution.  The seemingly autonomous subjectivity of the viewer is a reciprocal effect of 
the autonomy of art as institutional discourse.  Starting with Pop, the way in which 
secular art models subjectivity becomes increasingly explicit. 

 Pop Art thematically concerns serial production in mass culture.  Pop, by enacting 
an utter collapse into the market, flaunts a fundamental heteronomy. Because Pop Art 
typically depicts objects, namely commodities, as its subject matter, many conclude that 
pop is about things.   Yet the pop impulse corresponds to a stepping up of the 
subjectifying affect of the artwork.  This affect ultimately derives from surplus forms of 
consumption reliant on taste.  Andy Warhol’s Campbell’s Soup can paintings clearly 
emblematize serialization through an iconography that is standardized, reproducible and 
repetitive.  Less overtly, Warhol’s oeuvre also registers an intensified systemization of 
art-as-institution.  Warhol’s Screen Tests, for example, are not just simply film portraits; 
by volatilizing unscripted, real time encounters they pointedly confront individuals with 
an apparatus (movie camera) that captures both their deliberate postures and their 
inadvertent tics.  And, as Isabelle Graw recently argued, the Screen Tests ultimately 
rehearse a form of biopower, namely a technology of power that individuates and 
subjectifies persons as types.  In the Screen Tests, the camera-as-apparatus serves as a 
metonymic stand-in for the institution of art. 

 In stark contrast to Pop, Fluxus and Conceptual Art resist melding with serial 
production, typically by withholding, eliminating or ephemeralizing the ostensible 
product… or, conversely, by claiming detritus and ephemera as products.  Although this 
might suggest an absolute opposition between Pop Art and Fluxus or Conceptual Art, 
works like Claes Oldenburg’s Store or Proposed Monuments manage to split the 
difference between these contrary logics.  Yet, both Fluxus and Conceptual Art generally 
attempt to resist subsumption by the institution of art by claiming literal or symbolic 
forms of autonomy.  Sometimes, the point of a Fluxus or conceptualist work is reduced 
solely to such a claim.  George Maciunas’ Flux Boxes, for example, purport to be self-
contained entities, capable for operating outside the normative art market.  Yet Maciunas 
was concerned as much with packaging of Flux Boxes – which functioned as advertising 
– as he was with their content.  Moreover, as many Fluxus works tended to revel in the 
sheer repetition of the word Fluxus, a willful tautology began to overshadow the 
enterprise.  Mail Art, closely aligned with Fluxus, took this promotional tendency and fed 
it through a discrete network, namely the global postal system.  Nonetheless, Maciunus’ 
overt marketing points to a distinct tension between logics of autonomy and heteronomy.  
Autonomy from the art market may lead to recourse to an alternative market. 

 Dematerialization, a term coined by Lucy Lippard, characterizes an early, idealist 
phase of Conceptual Art.  Dematerialization promised to distinguish artworks from 
commodities. Yet, if eliminating the palpable art object was supposed to defeat the art 
market, it obviously failed. The art market immediately proved it could function just as 
well as a market for information as it could for painting and sculpture. Moreover, 
information promised a better, more efficient market. For some art dealers, this boiled 
down to cutting basic gallery expenses; gone were burdensome shipping, customs and 
storage costs. An entire exhibit could travel in a briefcase.  In a letter to Lippard and John 
Chandler, Art & Language challenged dematerialism’s essential fallacy by pointing out 



that many so-called dematerialized works, such as Robert Barry’s Inert Gas Series, 
simply resort to ephemeral (in Barry’s case, invisible) materials that inescapably remain 
materials nonetheless.  Clearly, the absence of material was not the real question.  Rather, 
the term dematerialization served to mark a polemical sensibility more than to literally 
describe the form of the artwork.  Seth Siegelaub’s Copy Book (better known as The 
Xerox Book) offers a case in point.  Produced in 1968, when the photocopier was still a 
new technology, The Xerox Book highlighted a reproduction technique that was less rigid 
than photo offset, i.e., more spontaneous and more flexible.  Promising liberation from 
older, more staid production constraints, The Xerox Book was meant to seem less reified, 
thus “dematerialized,” as it were.  Ironically, because the cost of doing an entire edition 
by photocopier proved to be prohibitive, Siegelaub reproduced the image of Xeroxed 
pages with offset lithography.iii  

 Rejecting the premise of dematerialization, Art & Language initiated a form of 
critical dialog as art.  Notably, this dialog included the art historian Charles Harrison, 
who helped Art & Language in effect to become the author of its own history.  Here, the 
impetus was to wrest away the power to define and determine, i.e., legitimize, art 
production from established authorities and to claim it for themselves.  In “Art After 
Philosophy,” Joseph Kosuth, in a more defensive posture, argued that art is essentially a 
purely tautological, analytical proposition, divorced from all esthetic experience.  Kosuth 
wanted art, as a discipline, to attain an intellectual status akin to that of the pure sciences.  
Kosuth, however, imagined art as an utterly self-referential discourse that, unlike science, 
could become hermetic.  If Kosuth’s goal was to establish art as an autonomous field of 
inquiry, one must ask, “In relation to what?” If controlling the presentation and reception 
of artwork grants artists greater autonomy, such increased control – paradoxically – also 
may reduce the work’s capacity to function as an open social process. 

 This highly schematic account of Pop, Fluxus and Conceptual Art suggests a 
range of tactical positions that potentially could be staked against a normative institution 
of art.  Yet, the account is schematic insofar as it focuses almost exclusively on the 
differentials within these movements that register nominal forms of autonomy. Moreover, 
autonomy in this instance refers less to broad esthetic and philosophical categories than it 
does to claims staked within distinct social fields that, in turn, refer to an overarching 
political economy.  

To claim autonomy is to claim legitimacy by renouncing – or seeming to 
renounce – institutional control.  Autonomous art is legitimate art.  Heteronomous art is 
compromised art.  Yet autonomous art is not self-legitimating. The institution of art is 
what ultimately legitimates the seemingly autonomous artwork, even though it may not at 
first appear to do so.  The sociologist Howard Becker articulates this curious state of 
affairs with the term maverick.  While breaking certain art world conventions, mavericks 
nonetheless seek recognition from the art world itself: 

Mavericks… orient themselves to the world of canonical and conventional art. 
They change some of its conventions and more or less unwittingly accept the 
rest…. Because maverick work shares so much with conventional work, we see 
that maverickness is not inherent in the work but rather in the relation between it 
and a conventional art world. iv 



Fluxus artists especially sought to disavow any relationship to the conventional art world 
by romantically casting their convention-breaking as crossing over from art into life.  Hal 
Foster, for one, points out that such an opposition is too totalizing.  Everyday life is not a 
limitless void waiting to be filled with art, but instead a distinct sphere structured by 
arrays of institutions and apparatuses.  Writing in 1958, Allan Kaprow declared: 

Young artists of today need no longer say, “I am a painter” or “a poet” or “a 
dancer.”  They are simply “artists.”  All of life will be open to them.v 

Yet when Kaprow withdrew his Happenings from the gallery/museum circuit, he 
essentially transferred them to academia.  If, at this time, the art market and academia 
seemed to be diametrically opposed, now they clearly form a reciprocating system.  Not 
surprisingly, Kaprow’s estate came to be represented by one of the most powerful 
contemporary art galleries: Hauser & Wirth.   Becker argues that exactly such shifts mark 
the integration of maverick forces:  

Because the maverick becomes conventional, and not because life offers us so 
many intermediate cases, we cannot draw a firm line between the innovating 
integrated professional and the maverick. vi 

 

* * * 

 

The depths of shame were plumbed when computing, marketing, design, advertising, all 
the communications disciplines, seized upon the word ‘concept’ itself: this is our 
business, we are the creative people, we are conceptual!.... It is profoundly depressing to 
learn that ‘concept’ now designates a service and computer engineering society. 

      Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattarivii 

 In 1979, shortly after authorities arrested Studio 54 owner Steve Rubell for tax 
evasion and closed down his nightclub, viii former Yippie Jerry Rubin began to regularly 
rent the premises for networking events. Participants received written invitations and paid 
an $8.00 entrance fee to attend these specially organized evenings. Rubin formed a 
company, Business Networking Salons, Inc., specifically for this purpose. ix   Rubin, in 
fact, is credited with coining the term “networking” to designate the process of building 
up contacts for the sake of profit, a process that entails a co-mingling of social and 
business interests.   

Business Networking Salons, Inc. soon established Rubin as a proponent of so-
called yuppie culture.  In fact, he later toured the United States debating fellow former 
Yippie, Abbie Hoffman.  The tour was billed as “The Yippie and the Yuppie.”  Yippie 
stood for Youth International Party, a façade-like name for an informal, activist, anti-war 
group of the late 1960s.  They referred to themselves as Groucho Marxists. x  The 
Yippies’ best-known action was the infamous “Festival of Life” in Chicago, organized in 
opposition to the 1968 Democratic National Convention.  The festival sparked a massive 



police riot, whose excess radicalized resistance to the Vietnam War. As pranksters and 
provocateurs, the Yippies excelled in creating maximum media impact with a minimum 
of means.  On August 24, 1967, for example, Hoffman and a group of cohorts brought the 
New York Stock Exchange to a halt by throwing fistfuls of dollars from the gallery to the 
traders below.  The traders dropped everything and began scrambling for bills worth far 
less than the transactions they were handling. xi  Kaprow cited Hoffman’s intervention as 
an exemplary Happening and Hoffman, in fact, considered many of his interventions to 
be artworks.  Compared to Hoffman, Rubin was more the ideologue, obsessed with the 
system.   Despite his shifting politics, Rubin’s penchant for exploiting networks remained 
consistent.  Not surprisingly, he was an early investor in Apple Computer. xii 

 Seen in retrospect, Rubin’s Business Networking Salons, Inc. figures as a 
precursor to social networking sites such as MySpace (2003) and Facebook (2004).  The 
phenomenal success of these websites signals a generational and cultural shift in the 
competence and performance of sociability as something that unfolds through an explicit 
apparatus.  To participate in them is to celebrate and to internalize the fundamental 
ideology of networking in general.  Warhol’s best-known quip, “Everyone will be world 
famous for fifteen minutes,” once ironic, has become social networking’s basic tenet.  
Networks inevitably promise a more democratic distribution of goods and a more 
democratic access to power… or fame, as the case might be.  Yet, celebrity, by its very 
nature, is anti-democratic.  Most networks yield greater degrees of monopolization, not 
less, as Bill Gates’ vision of frictionless capitalism and absolute market transparency 
exemplifies so perfectly.  Against the broad reach of monopolies like Microsoft or 
Google, the individual comes to understand his or her social potential in terms of topical 
demographics.  Notably, MySpace and Facebook do not directly profit from the services 
they offer.  Those are free.  What matters is the advertising portal because it reconstitutes 
a sea of otherwise disparate individuals as a market demographic. 

 Personal ads are another precursor to social networking. Here, otherwise disparate 
individuals advertise themselves with the explicit understanding that together they will 
create a demographic market.  Obviously, compared to social networking, personal ads 
are much more closely focused on sex than open-ended socializing.   Many of the first 
ads to explicitly seek sexual partners (as opposed to older matrimonial ads) appeared in 
the underground or free press within a general editorial embrace of sexual liberation.  
These, accordingly, were initially stigmatized by the mainstream.  Nonetheless, their 
popularity steadily increased.  Next, computer dating appeared as an awkward, 
intermediate stage between print ads and online dating.  The first computer dating 
services, in business before the advent of personal computing, offered multiple-choice 
surveys that clients returned by mail.  The service would then attempt to match clients on 
the basis of similar answers, i.e., presumed compatibility, then mail back lists of 
prospective dates.  The appeal of computer dating at this stage was primarily the 
mystique of the computer’s objectivity; the forms could have just as easily been 
processed by hand.  Though still largely premised on the ideal of compatibility, online 
dating changed all that by providing almost immediate contact.  

 By the mid-1990s, online dating overtook print ads. Vis-à-vis networking, it 
enacts a radical collapse of public and private space. The process of self-identification in 



personal ads is inherently repressive insofar as it situates the advertiser in an invidious 
social hierarchy.  (In roughly inverse fashion, the object of art production is to transform 
or to model the viewer’s subjectivity.)  By administrating the pursuit of beauty (the 
promise of happiness), online dating presents potential personal advertisers with 
challenges similar to those that face artists seeking to negotiate the managerial hierarchy 
of the art market.  Yet, with online dating, those challenges are linked explicitly to a 
promise of rationalization and efficiency.  A 2002 article in Wired magazine put it like 
this: 

Twenty years from now, the idea that someone looking for love without looking 
for it online will be silly, akin to skipping the card catalog to instead wander the 

 stacks because “the right books are found only by accident.” Serendipity is the  
hallmark of inefficient markets, and the marketplace of love, like it or not, is  
becoming more efficient.xiii 
 

The corpus of personal ads on any given site – or on all sites taken together – constitutes 
a set of power relations that the online dater must navigate.  This hierarchy is the 
conceptual space that Deleuze and Guattari condemn.  In essence, social networking has 
the capacity to absorb online dating within a framework of generalized social exchange.  
Yet online dating remains relatively distinct, perhaps because its highly focused 
instrumentality is what makes it so effective.  Such instrumentalism is borne out in: the 
publication – in writing – of otherwise intimate information, the equation between sexual 
relations and commodity exchange, and the disenchantment, via the instrumentality of the 
market, of romance itself.  Together, these carry an intense degree of symbolic violence.  
Confronted with the invidious seriality of such a system, some advertisers cast 
themselves as mavericks, invoking the rubric of the “self-made man.”  Here is one such 
example, taken from a Los Angeles Craigslist posting: 

Why I'm the Benefactor for you. - 46 (Encino) 
Date: 2010-05-29, 6:03PM PDT 
Reply To This Post 
 
I have noticed a lot of successful men here on CL offering generous compensation for 
romantic companionship. Some, I’m sure are legitimate while others are Johns faking to 
be a true Benefactor or the guys are mis-representing themselves by sending pics 10+ 
years old and so forth. Yes, I have had a so-called sugar daddy relationship and the 
concept does have a great deal of merit. I am exactly who I say I am w/ recent photos and 
if we're right for each other, then I’m the one for you. 

IF THESE ARE THE FACTS: 

1. Your job doesn’t pay enough for you to get what you want and need. 

2. You’re frustrated in fulfilling your potential--personally, professionally, and/or in your 
schooling. 

3. You’re not dating anyone special and YOU'RE SINGLE. 



4. You’re an Intelligent, attractive, physically fit & sexy woman between the ages of 26-
38. 

THIS IS THE SOLUTION: 

An on-going arrangement with a benefactor who is a friend, a gentleman and a mentor 
all in one. 

ME: 

-Successful, Self-Made Man 

-Home in up-scale neighborhood of Valley. 

-Tall 

-Handsome 

-Kind 

-Humble 

-Very intelligent, Creative and Cultivated 

-Generous 

-NOT MARRIED 

The fact is, I'm very busy with my work, which limits my ability to have a full-fledged 
relationship. I've come to realize that it's unfair to lead-on women with the expectation 
that we'll have such a relationship, when I know I can't be all they want. Believe me, most 
women have very idealized expectations and don't realize there is a price to pay for 
success. Look at all the sad marriages among the rich. 

 

YOU: 

-Beautiful, elegant, classy and sexy, perhaps buxom 

-Not a pro 

-Well mannered and intelligent 

-Sexually creative & adventurous, not uptight 

-Both drug and disease free 

-Caucasian or Latin ONLY (and don’t email me asking why). 

You love to laugh, learn and explore. You are not demanding, pretentious or dominating. 
You are not about money, but enjoy (or want) the finer things in life that money can bring 



or perhaps simply need to relieve some acute financial stress. You love to please your 
man, are somewhat submissive in the bedroom and again: 100% disease-free and in good 
health. 

YOU WILL RECEIVE: 

- Full financial security (I won't insult you by naming a figure. Once again, I ask that you 
NOT be a professional) 

-Fun, adventure, romance and carnal pleasure. 

-If all goes well, use of condo 

The “Benefactor from Encino” claims full transparency: “I say exactly who I am” while 
others are  “Johns faking to be a true benefactor.” He offers to pay his potential partner, 
but insists that she not be a  “pro,” i.e., a prostitute.  The terms of exchange, however, are 
drearily familiar: financial wealth vs. youth and beauty.  The incursion of money into this 
equation, this prospective vision of happiness, recalls Baudelaire’s formulation of the 
writer as prostitute.  As such, one also might read the ad as an allegory of the art market: 
the subjective allure of beauty versus the objective disenchantment of money.  The 
Benefactor’s tautologically “self-made” status is mythic, but the myth is supposed to 
encapsulate his personal history.  He is the author of his own destiny, yet this claim rests 
on occluding social existence.  Nonetheless, vis-à-vis the subsumption of social life by 
capital, the ad is an epiphenomenon.  Just as Antonio Negri and Michael Hardt have 
called for the multitude to bridge the gap between virtuality and possibility, so such an ad 
renounces the possible for the sake of the virtual. 

* * * 

Adrian Piper describes her work as “an act of communication that politically catalyzes its 
viewers,” adding “…I try to construct a concrete, immediate and personal relationship 
between me and the viewer that locates us within the network of political cause and 
effect.” xiv  While Piper explicitly casts herself as “an art object,” especially in her 
performance work, she distinguishes her approach from autobiographical art.  As such, 
her auto-objectification has played out as a public process, performed in both city streets 
and print publications.  Her break with the gallery/museum system came in 1970 in an 
untitled performance at Max’s Kansas City, a downtown New York night club favored by 
artists and musicians, not far from Andy Warhol’s studio, the Factory.  There, Piper 
appeared blindfolded with earplugs and heavy rubber gloves.  Using relatively modest 
means, her goal was to minimize her sensory interaction with those around her.  
Restricting one’s ability to sense and to react is one way to approximate object status, but 
Piper’s point was to create tension within an explicit social context.  Against the political 
foment of 1970 – which included the U.S. bombing of Cambodia, student killings at 
Jackson State and Kent State Universities and the emergence of  the Women’s 
Movement, the museum context seemed impotent to Piper.  Even so, Max’s Kansas City, 
as a prime artist hangout, was not so far removed from the art institutions that Piper 
believed had insulated themselves from the politics of the day. A club where artists hang 
out, in fact, can be considered a perpetual opening.  According to Robert Nickas, “Piper’s 



minimizing her interaction with those present is a metaphor for the near-invisibility of 
women - except as potential sexual partners - and of minorities within the dominantly 
white, male New York art world of the time.”xv Subsequent developments in Piper’s work 
would make it clear that the “self-othering” she enacted concerned racism within 
mainstream society.  Less immediately apparent is that the performer-as-art-object 
captures a condition that Mary Kelly argued is key to performance: that the individual as 
the owner of his or her own labor power defines one’s subjecthood in capitalist political 
economy.  Thus, through a process of self-objectification, Piper exploited personal 
material as a means of articulating this condition.  In her Mythic Being series of works, 
she published diary entries in the New York weekly paper, The Village Voice.  These 
excerpts she repeated like a mantra until the words lost their meaning.   A diary excerpt, 
for example, from April 12, 1968 reads:  

I really wish I had a firmer grasp on reality.  Sometimes I think I have better ideas 
than anyone else around – with the exception of Sol Lewitt and possibly Bob 
Smithson whose ideas I really respect. 

At this stage, this quasi-mantra became a device that in effect could drive a wedge 
between Piper and her surroundings.  While repeating it, she would assume the guise of a 
black, Hispanic man. Among other things, Piper construed taking on this persona as 
temporarily annihilating her own character. Piper's ostensible mythification parallels 
what Sun Ra once characterized as the virtual non-existence of black people in white 
supremacist society.  The Mythic Being culminated with a staged mugging in Central 
Park. Here, Piper, replete with mustache and mirrored sunglasses, attacked a young, 
white man and wrestled him to the ground. 

* * * 

Guglielmo Achille Cavellini was a well-known mail artist and art collector.  He produced 
a large number of self-portraits, many of which took the form of commemorative posters 
and postage stamps. One of his best known – and most widely distributed – works was a 
round sticker that featured his name as well as his birth date and projected death date: 
1914 – 2014.  Cavellini, however, did not realize his goal of a one-hundred-year lifespan; 
he died in 1990.  While much of Cavellini’s work was autobiographical, much of that 
autobiography was fictional.  He once declared: “The biography of an artist is frequently 
written after his death, imperfectly and incompletely. Since I don't want any such 
biography to be written about me, I've decided to write my own.” xvi  He also coined the 
term autostoricizzazione (self-historicization), which in his case included deliberate 
exaggerations and falsehoods. xvii  The Cavellini Archive Foundation website adds:  “This 
term [marks]… a watershed between [Cavellini’s] potential vocation and the actual 
attempt at the affirmation of himself in the system of art.” xviii 

* * * 

The Romanian artist Andre Cadere is best known for his Barres de bois rond (Round 
Wooden Bars), which he produced between 1970-78.  These works were mobile, body-
based objects.  Cadere could carry them like staffs and display them by simply leaning 
them against a wall.  Thus, he designed a kind of work that could easily occupy a range 



of informal and official, open and restricted spaces.  Just by propping a bar against the 
wall, he could add his own work to shows he happened to attend. In other words, could 
he place his work within exhibitions in which he had not been invited.  These 
transgressions provoked a hostile reaction from art worlds power brokers – dealers and 
curators, many of whom would embrace his work after Cadere himself was gone.  Mark 
Godfrey observes, “Cadere was one of the first artists to realize that objects were 
inseparable from market and institutional contexts: half of his focus was on the systems 
of distribution in the art world.” xix  His infiltration of exhibitions, most famously 
documenta 5 in 1972, exposed latent power relations in the presentation and reception of 
artworks through the processes of inclusion and exclusion.  The tension between these 
processes has been lost in retrospective exhibitions of Cadere’s bars; to put them all 
together in an official display is to defeat the work’s intrinsic radicalism. 

* * * 

On November 12, 2008, Christies New York sold a work by the Japanese artist Yayoi 
Kusama for $5.1 million, a record price for a living female artist. xx  Kusama’s trademark 
motif is polka dots that suggest certain obliteration.  From 1956-73, she lived and worked 
in New York City.  There, she organized happenings, often involving nudity, in Central 
Park, at the Stock Exchange and at the Brooklyn Bridge to protest the Viet Nam War. 
Despite its primacy in the art market, Kusama’s work is still sometimes categorized as 
“outsider art” because of its obsessive nature and because Kusama herself has resided in a 
mental hospital since the mid-1970s. In 1966, Luciano Fontana sponsored the inclusion 
of Kusama’s work, Narcissus Garden, in the Venice Biennale.  Kusama installed 1,500 
mirrored balls on the lawn of the Italian Pavilion along with a sign that, in part, read 
“Your narcissism for sale.”  However, when Kusama, dressed in a traditional kimono, 
started selling the balls 1,200 lire each, she incurred the wrath of the authorities who had 
the work removed. xxi As Robert Nickas notes, “Kusama’s critique of the 
commercialization of art within the hallowed frame of the Biennale is … pointed, given 
the fact that while art works are not overtly offered for sale, as they would be in a gallery, 
dealers most certainly sell art behind the scenes at biennials and in museums, a context 
which lends the work … [an] impressive and immediate provenance.”xxii  In 1993, 
Kusama officially represented Japan in Venice. 

* * * 

In the late 1960s, Daniel Buren began using standard vertically striped cloth (with stripe 
widths of 8.7 centimeters) to produce his work.  Often, this involved displacing the overt 
messages of advertisements and posters with the abstract, non-message of stripes.  Of 
course, the expectation of a message was predicated on context; upon repetition, the 
stripes began to serve as Buren’s trademark.  Thus, familiarization transformed the 
surprise or double-take experience of displacement into one of recognition.  In his 
manifesto, “Beware,” Buren notes: “Every act is political and, whether one is conscious 
of it or not, the presentation of one’s work is no exception. Any production, any work of 
art is social, has a political significance.”  Yet, immediately after that, he goes on to state, 
“We are obliged to pass over the sociological aspect of the proposition before us due to 
lack of space and considerations of priority among the questions to be analyzed.”xxiii  



Lack of space?  Considerations of priority?  Clearly, Buren wanted the formal 
redundancy of his stripes to deflect attention from the works “interior” to the actual 
context in which it appears, a context that is not only empirical but that is also a social 
space shaped by ideological forces. 

* * * 

The sign is the core form of Jenny Holzer’s oeuvre.  In 1977 Holzer began writing short 
statements and slogans under the series title Truisms.  She first presented these as 
anonymous posters that grouped often-contradictory statements together.  These posters 
first appeared in downtown Manhattan.  The nature of the statements varied: some were 
philosophical; some, sarcastic; some, conventional; and some, eccentric.  Examples 
include: “Money creates taste.”  “Stupid people shouldn’t breed.” “Freedom is a luxury, 
not a necessity.”  Among other things, the project concerned the authority of signage in 
public space and the arbitrary relationship of content to that authority.  Accordingly, 
these works made the greatest impact when passersby failed to recognize their artifice, 
i.e., when people saw the work as a set of sincere assertions instead of a formal artwork.  
Truisms alludes to the heterogeneity of public discourse, but as the series title – akin to 
comedian Stephen Colbert’s “truthiness” – suggests, it fails to connect to facts per se.  
Posing as a political conservative, Colbert once joked, “We’re not talking about truth, 
we’re talking about something that seems like truth – the truth we want to exist.” xxiv 
Holzer’s version of selfhood as a provisional attachment to piecemeal opinions and 
attitudes reflects the fragmentation characteristic of postmodern, public space, a space 
that includes publication and publicity.  Holzer’s oeuvre began as a quasi-guerilla 
activity, informed by the work of Lawrence Wiener and Joseph Kosuth.  It gradually 
morphed into a contemporary form of public art.  In addition to large-scale, LED boards 
and granite benches, Holzer has also turned to promotional items such as hats, t-shirts and 
even matchbox cars to disseminate her messages.  

* * * 

In 1980, Keith Haring began making his first chalk drawings in the New York City 
subway system.  Haring favored working on the matte black paper New York’s 
Metropolitan Transit System used to cover unused advertising panels.  Producing up to 
forty such drawings a day, Haring developed stylized, recurrent themes, such as the 
radiant baby and the barking dog.  Although Haring is associated with graffiti art, his 
work differed from New York Wild Style graffiti in several respects:  He used chalk and 
markers instead of spray paint.  He avoided defacing private property.  By exploiting 
unused poster space, his work was aligned with advertising – and its absence.  Although 
Haring trained in art school, as a graffitist he sought legitimation from “the street” before 
breaking into the gallery system.  In 1986, he opened a retail store in New York’s SoHo 
district called the Pop Shop.  This was an outlet for inexpensive t-shirts, key chains, 
posters, buttons and hats bearing the artist’s immediately identifiable, trademark motifs.  
Through this merchandising, Haring claimed to break down the barrier between high and 
low art, although this might count as a more commercially viable – and populist – version 
of Maciunus’ approach to packaging.  The Pop Shop closed in 2005 and now operates as 
an online store.xxv 



*** 

“Wherever we are is [sic] museum,” is the slogan of the Berlin-based art duo Eva and 
Adele.  After the two married in 1991, they shaved their heads and began to make regular 
public appearances dressed in matching, custom-made clothing. Despite Eva and Adele’s 
claim to have transcended gender for future generations, these garments represent a 
fetishized femininity via high heels, lace blouses, vinyl skirts, etc.  Pink is their trademark 
color.  Here, the logic of replication, more than stylization, challenges gender repression.  
Is Eva duplicating Adele – or vice versa?  Like Cavellini, their focus is narcissistic; it 
involves aggressively promoting a self-styled image, either in person or through 
impersonal media.  The closest model for Eva and Adele’s artist-as-artwork would be 
Gilbert and George.  Rather than presenting discrete works that function as publicity, 
however, Eva and Adele attempt to create an image that will proliferate via mass media 
on its own.  Renate Puvogel observes that, “There was not a single important event on the 
art calendar at which Eva and Adele did not make their appearance, whether Documenta 
in Kassel, the Biennial in Venice, [whether art fairs in all parts of Europe or the Berlin 
exhibition ‘Metropolis’…”xxvi The predictability of these appearances often exposed a 
sense of unseemly redundancy latent in the events themselves, the redundancy of 
overdetermined rituals.  While the flamboyant couple sometimes draws attention from 
officially displayed works, unlike Cadere or Kusama, their intervention does not violate 
institutional rules.  Puvogel also notes, however, that their appearances are not restricted 
to art events but can occur anywhere: “…in the street, in a bar, in a public lavatory…”xxvii 
As such, the two claim to have merged art and life.   

* * * 

During the 1980s, the Venezuelan Rene IATBA (I am the best artist.) was famous for a 
mural he continuously painted and re-painted on a wall on Wooster Street in New York 
City’s SoHo district.  The multi-colored work’s seven-foot high letters proclaimed, “I am 
the best artist,” followed by Rene’s signature.  It was a continuous presence for many 
years.  The impetus behind it seems to have been to claim and to occupy first place in an 
artistic hierarchy – whatever that might mean.  Apart from blatant self-promotion and a 
certain mythic dimension, the goal of “best artist” is almost meaningless especially 
because the work makes not attempt to establish what the criteria for that would be. 
Located just a few doors down from the Paula Cooper Gallery – and just one block from 
West Broadway, the mural seemed to be stalking what was then the New York art scene.  
Rene was territorial about his mural.  When it was hit by graffiti, he painted white bars 
over it “to put the graffiti in jail.”  Later, he became embroiled in a feud with the French 
street artist Le Pointre over a site at 92 Greene Street. xxviii   Rene enacts a quasi-
posthumous historicization on his websites, comparable to Cavellini’s approach.  The 
entries presented as notes written by a “Dr. Blank,” Rene’s therapist, and a “Keith 
Myeth” after the artist’s death. xxix 

* * * 

In Official Welcome (2001), Andrea Fraser enacted, as a monolog, nine exchanges 
between artists and their sponsors, playing all the various parts.  These greetings and 
thank-you’s, formalized and over-polite, are an obligatory – therefore quickly forgotten – 



byproduct of humdrum institutional existence.  Because they mark the exchange of 
cultural capital for financial capital, however, these are crucial – crucially embarrassed – 
moments. The sponsor wants public recognition as a benefactor while the artist wants to 
appear uncompromised by money, thus autonomous. Fraser began with her own thanks, 
remarks whose artifice and reality were clearly recursive. More sober than what followed, 
these nonetheless initiated proceedings with the profane spectacle of an artist singing her 
own praises – albeit in the guise of a legitimizing authority. Her monolog-as-dialog 
channeled many sources, including artists Matthew Barney, Kara Walker, Chris Ofili and 
Damien Hirst, critics Benjamin Buchloh, Jerry Saltz and Dave Hickey; and celebrities 
Mel Brooks, Bill Clinton and Dennis Hopper – among others.  As she had done in 
previous works, Fraser simply took speeches from these sources and montaged them 
together.  Thus, her monolog was also a derisive reenactment.  Toward the end of Official 
Welcome, Fraser took off her clothing in stages, stripping first to a Gucci bra, thong and 
high heels, and then removing those too.  As an ideological model, Official Welcome 
invites comparison with Jenny Holzer’s Truisms.  If Holzer attempts to represent 
conflicting ideologies within a uniform graphic format, Fraser instead examines – and 
lays bare – the limits of autonomy through what might be read as a metaphor for 
madness: voices in your head.  Fraser maintains that the institution is no longer restricted 
to discrete sites, that it operates most powerfully as a mental paradigm –  that is, in our 
heads. 

* * * 

Sharon Hayes’ street performances are typified by works in which the artist wears a 
sandwich board or carries a picket sign with either political or absurdist messages, i.e., 
“Nothing Will Be As Before” or “Support the ERA.”  In one she carries a sign with the 
famous civil rights slogan “I am a Man.”  In the original context of civil rights 
demonstrations, this assertion already functioned ironically; by simply stating the 
obvious, it pointed to white supremacist society’s refusal to acknowledge the existence of 
people of color.  Since Hayes is clearly not male, her performance makes this slogan even 
more ironijc by pointing to disparities between the rights of men and women under the 
patriarchy. 

*** 

From 1969 to 1979, On Kawara sent postcards to two different friends or colleagues on a 
daily basis. The front of the postcards showed the places he happened to be on those 
days.  On the back he stamped the date, the phrase “I got up,” and the time he rose.xxx  As 
such, the project is both a diary and a map.  Anyone looking at the entire documentation 
could reconstruct for ten years where On Kawara was on any given day and, to some 
extent, what he may have done.  More fundamentally, the declaration “I got up” registers 
a basal condition of social existence. On Kawara chooses to advertise this, as if it were an 
achievement.  Like Warhol’s Screen Tests, here, what initially appears to be an absurdist 
gesture points to how the modern state, as Foucault has argued, regulates it subjects 
through the regimentation of their bodies.   Having to accept the clock as a disciplinary 
apparatus is the first step in this process. 

*** 



Insofar as the logic of the self-made man is tautological, the model or diagram for this 
might be circular: a point with an arrow referring to itself.  In 1966, Dan Graham wrote a 
proposal that captures, in a highly reduced form, the social process of legitimation: 

A Museum or gallery makes an “important” exhibition of three artists presently 
working in the same genre, all of whom are familiar with each other and each 
other’s body of work.  Dan Graham, a known art critic, is commissioned by this 
magazine to produce an article dealing with this exhibition. 

 I interview each artist, completely tape-recording their comments.  I ask each of 
  them to speak (also) about the work of the other two artists.   

The magazine feature, appearing with my name as its author, will consist only of 
a verbatim transcript of: 
 

 1. The first artist’s comments about the second and third artists’ work. 

 2. The second artist’s comments about the first and third artists’ work. 

 3. The third artist’s comments about the first and second artists’ work. 

The resulting structure is only the socio psychological framework (a self-
enclosing triad), the reality that is “behind” the appearance of any article in the 
art magazine of art criticism. 

Graham’s reality could be diagrammed as a triangle, with artists one, two and three 
located at the vertices.  This and all of Graham’s magazine works delineate a relationship 
between criticism and advertising.  As Graham once put it, galleries purchase ads that 
support the magazines; magazines review shows, which supports the galleries.  
Reasoning that publications trump exhibitions, Graham purports to cut out the middleman 
in his magazine works, namely the gallery. Schema (1965) was Graham’s first magazine 
work: an expanding numerical sequence delimited by the size of the page on which it is 
printed.  Yet highly abstract, anonymous works like Schema (a purely numerical 
sequence that expands until it fills the page it is printed on) fail to communicate to 
uninitiated readers as would a conventional advertisement or review.  In this respect, the 
opacity of Graham’s magazine works approximates the redundancy of Buren’s stripes 
and, like them, deflects the reader’s attention to the piece’s framework, in this case the 
magazine itself.  In 1969, Graham produced Income (Outflow) Piece, an unrealized 
project to place advertisements (called “tombstones” Graham noted) in various 
newspapers and magazines for shares in Dan Graham, Inc.  1,500 shares were to have 
been offered by prospectus at ten dollars per share.  That stated object of Dan Graham, 
Inc. was to pay Dan Graham “the salary of the average American.”xxxi 

 

 

*** 



Visitors to the Liz-N-Val website, www.liz-n-val.net, will find this message at the bottom 
of their homepage: 

The artist team Liz-N-Val has collaborated for over twenty years. Liz-N-Val use  
unorthodox materials, processes and concepts as a ‘direct’ approach to making 
art.   The deployment of mass-media, in an unmediated form entering into the art  
medium, and the intervention into its distribution systems, combines with the use 
of public space expanded the individual possibilities for a post-conceptual  
practice. The artists have set precedents in the expanded field of art since the  
conceptual art movement. Liz-N-Val are the founders of Abstractrealism: the  
philosophy of “something from nothing Art”. Abstractrealism is the logical  
outcome of Abstract Art and Realism.xxxii 

 
Liz-N-Val is the professional moniker of the couple, Liz Clark and Val Goroshko.  For 
many years the two took out full-page advertisements in Artforum.  These ads often 
reproduced images of their paintings, drawing and sculpture, along with the phrase “© 
LIZ-N-VAL” in large type.  As opposed to the opacity of Graham’s publication pieces, 
these ads sought to draw direct attention to the couple themselves, as well as their works.  
For them, recourse to publicity for its own sake is the backbone of post-conceptual 
practice.  

*** 

Kostabi World is the name of Mark Kostabi’s studio, a name clearly inspired by 
Warhol’s Factory… with a nod toward Walt Disney Productions.  By the mid-1980s, 
Kostabi had established himself as a fixture on the New York City art scene with a series 
of works, loosely derived from metaphysical painting, which allegorized art production 
as a machine.  The figures in these works are invariably featureless nudes rendered in 
gradations of black, grey and white.  Typical scenarios include figures struggling to climb 
out of vats of primary colors, figures shackled to easels and yet more figures 
programming computers to spit out paintings. By illustrating the idea of selling out, these 
works attempt claim to be pop.  Kostabi boasts that he employs roughly twenty assistants 
to conceive and execute his painting line.  He also produces a game show broadcast on 
cable television called “Title This.”   On this program, art critics compete to title 
Kostabi’s various works.  Among others, these have included: Laura Cottingham, Gary 
Indiana, Alan Jones, Carlo McCormick, Taylor Mead, Robert C. Morgan, Glenn O'Brien, 
Cay Sophie Rabinowitz, Christian Rattemeyer, Walter Robinson and Lilly Wei.xxxiii 

*** 

In the late 1990s, Kerri Scharlin began producing conceptually based, autobiographical 
works premised not on her exceptionality, but on her ordinariness.  In one, she hired a 
cartoonist to depict her activities throughout the course of a day: waking up, eating 
breakfast, working out on a treadmill, shopping, etc.  These she published as a coloring 
book. This was followed by another series in which she hired art critics to write about her 
work.  The result was an exhibition comprised entirely of reviews.  In yet another series, 
Scharlin hired various Hollywood writers to script fictional episodes from her life in the 
style of the television programs they usually worked for: Law & Order, The Simpsons, 



Caroline in the City and NYPD Blue.xxxiv  Then she cast different actors to play the 
versions of herself as a dramatic character. 

 

*** 

Invited to take part in documenta 5 in 1972, Art & Language produced the Documenta 
Index, which comprised eight file cabinets filled with Art & Language texts. These, they 
cross-referenced with an index printed on posters.  As Charles Harrison described it, 
“The index listed the texts according to their alphabetical and numerical designations.  
Under each of some 87 separate citations the other texts were variously listed according 
to one or other of three possible relations to the text cited.  These relations were 
symbolized as ‘+’, signifying a relationship of compatibility between a given pair of 
texts; ‘-‘, signifying a relationship of incompatibility; and ‘T’, signifying that the relevant 
documents did not share the same logical/ethical space and were therefore not to be 
compared in advance of some notional transformation.”xxxv Using the same system, Art & 
Language also produced a poster titled “Alternate Map for Documenta (Based on Citation 
A).”  The indexes represented dialogs concretized as text – or, more specifically, pointed 
to dialogic formations underlying a set of written texts.  The indexes pointed not just to 
written texts, but also to an ongoing social dialog that Art & Language identified as a 
productive process. Compared to Dan Graham’s 1966 three-point model of legitimation, 
this was a much more elaborated mapping that documented, among other things, real 
legitimation processes unfolding within a larger, but coherent, group of more-or-less like-
minded artists.  Michael Baldwin considered it a cybernetic model. 

*** 

 The persistence of publicity in contemporary art since Pop makes it important to 
distinguish between that and information per se.  The two may overlap, but they are not 
synonymous.  Moreover, while artists turn to publicity in bids for self-determination, it is 
information, not publicity, that has transformed the essential nature of the artwork.  
Publicity revolves around a subject.  Information revolves around an object.  Publicity 
must be made public.  Information can be clandestine.  Publicity persuades.  Information 
controls.  

 Notably, publicity and information dovetail in Warhol’s fifteen minutes of fame.  
Most people interpret that statement in terms of the former, as shorthand for the idea that 
everyone will at least receive a modicum of recognition: “He’s having his fifteen 
minutes.”  Yet, Warhol’s statement clearly suggests that universal fame, as information, 
is a self-cancelling proposition: a signal that devolves into noise.  It is an utterly concise 
formulation of Marcuse’s repressive tolerance.  In this vein, many of the artistic projects 
discussed above evince an archaeological or nostalgic character. All the trademarking, 
the self-mythification, the specialized personal jargon is not without a maudlin pathos 
because what they seek to publicize may turn out to be an artifact of the apparatus.  Not 
surprisingly, feminist critique throws the presumed subject of publicity – the autonomous 
artwork, the author, the self-made man – into high relief.  Mary Kelly’s “Post-Partum 
Document,” for example, traces the formation of subjectivity back to the intersubjective 



discourse of mother and child. In turn, Kelly’s text “Re: Viewing Modernist Criticism” 
argues that authorship is the product of specific discourses, not least of which is criticism.  
Conversely, Martha Rosler’s “Vital Statistic of a Citizen, Simply Obtained” renders 
corporeality into data, implying the absorption of the individual by the apparatus. 

If the institution of art functions as an apparatus, that functioning is primarily a 
question of informatics.  Via systems esthetics, Jack Burnham pioneered this line of 
reasoning, observing that the artwork as information:   

… is a refocusing of aesthetic awareness… on… information exchanges and away 
from…  solid artefacts. These new systems prompt us not to look at the skin of 
objects, but at those meaningful relations within and between their visible 
boundaries. xxxvi 

Of course, these meaningful relations vary with the kind of coordinates used to generate 
the information, which, as Burnham implies, can cut across established categories 
according to its own particular logic. 

 Vis-à-vis the apparatus, Walter Benjamin’s critique of the book as an atavistic 
form of intellectual production harbors a nascent systemicity. Benjamin imagined that 
sets of interchangeable file cards could replace the fixed order of the book – a notion, in 
fact, that anticipates computer punch cards.  Although Benjamin saw a liberating 
potential in this transformation, elsewhere he noted a historical devolution from the 
coherent narratives of oral history and written information to pure data.  With this comes 
certain instrumentalization. Gilles Deleuze accordingly argued that an information-based 
society of control has replaced Foucault’s disciplinary regime.  Here, information is key 
to social control.   

 According to Deleuze, informational control regulates, not individuals, but 
dividuals, through automated exchanges.  As opposed to the individual, the dividual is 
divided and shares traits in common with unidentified others.  The apparatus regulates the 
dividual through programs.  Thus, the dividual may be automated.  The dividual is the 
object of cybernetics.  In such a scenario, the object of the artwork, i.e., the interpolated 
subjectivity of the viewer, becomes radically attenuated. Deleuze goes on to cite the 
example of the electronic collar, where variable information can control where anyone 
goes at any give time.  Here, the apparatus makes no attempt to reform individual 
subjectivity; it is only concerned with a specific result at a specific time and place.xxxvii  
Yet even this example may be too Orwellian, too residually disciplinary, especially 
because it implies a homogeneous sweep of totalitarian control.  More pervasive are the 
various swipe card, Metro Card and E-ZPass accesses that millions of commuters and 
workers use every day. More powerful is the force of collective auto-control, a force that 
can be aggregated, say, by networks such as Google Earth where users produce and 
submit data voluntarily… or the ongoing kinds of co-navigation implemented by iPhone 
apps. Compared to the goal of managing an industrial work force, post-dot-com 
monopolization attempts to harness spontaneous productivity at the level of bio-power, 
prior to its composition into a social class.  Models for this would include CraigsList and 
Wikipedia as well as Google Earth, where the systems’ proprietors monetize 
uncompensated contributions.  



 By the late 1970s, breaking with the museum and gallery had become a proven 
way to gain street credibility.  Yet shortly after, the street, instead of offering an 
alternative to institutions, began to serve as an institutional proving ground.  The outside 
became inside.  After the rise of the Internet, Critical Art Ensemble’s Steve Kurz 
contends that virtual space displaced the street as the most significant site of political 
contestation.  Rather than targeting sites with denial-of-service attacks, Kurz argues that 
simply slowing down information flows serves as a more potent form of activist 
intervention. The transcendence into virtual space, however, is incomplete.  While 
information yields control, control of information is unwieldy.  Think WikiLeaks or 
Google versus China.  Moreover, the street now serves as a dumping ground for the 
informational residue of re-materialization. Think grimy CD jewel cases and smashed 
cell phones.  Against this pulverization, the self-made man is a compensatory reflex, a 
map of an abandoned future. Yet, information is nothing if divorced from material reality.  
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