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SUBJECT TO REVISION
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mid dozens of artworks stridently
addressing the politics of idenrity at
the infamously “PC” 1993 Whitney
Himlni.ﬂ, E;lwm [.'iHl::II:II!G Naote: o !’[N' ﬂr'J.l'_\gf.l! n,l"I.fJ.l" Rllu:ﬂ Bool: took
a more clliptical and ambiguous approach. This elegantly conceived
structural amendment to Robert Mapplethorpe's ongmal Black Book
qﬂu:siw!ts:l |::|f PWO FOOWs |::|f imh‘\'iﬂ:millr fr.ln'u:c! inl:lb;g'x, :pprnpr'h"llrd
directly from the photographer's controversial series of black male
nudes, In the newly expanded “margin® between the photographs,
Ligon inserted all manner of uniformly typed wexts on race and sexu-
ality, appropriated from heretofore unrelated commentators, snging
from high theorists and articulate drag queens to conservative polin-
cians and zealous evangelists, Yet what
l.igr:lr‘l Was |'|,'_‘|||!.' illsl:ﬂil!g into the mar-
gins was himself. Insisting on the double
connotation of “margin,” he slyly sug-
gﬂ.!vﬂ thar as a black, Bay artist, he'd
always been there anyway, and perhaps
we'd all do well to shift our attention to
the sidelines, And it was there that he
cliimed a space in which his own ambiva-
lent desires, identifications, and resis-
tanes might creulate among the desires,
identifications, and resistances of others:
not 5o much within the pirated images as

BN,
Betroeer them,
|.igﬂ||'u intervention revealed a poten-

tially deep connection between appro-

overlooked duri:lg the in1p-||rl:|r|| garly pluse of the |:rizi||g appmpri-
ation in the Bos—especially as far as an anist like Mapplethorpe was
concerned. For if Ligon was able to see in Mapplethorpe®s work
a latent ponet de résistaree at the height of the identity -driven art of
the "gos, such potential had not always been obvious. On this poing,
in 198z, Douglas Camp, now considered one of the foremaost theo-
rists on subpectivity and representation, penned a short essay that he
later deemed necessary to amend. Crimp's text, “Appropriating

NPrA

priative practices and investigations of identity, a link that was

Johanna Burton

Appropriation,” was an attempt to establish and then conteast two
types of appropnative strategics: a modernist appropriation of style
and a postmodernist appropriation of materal.” Crimp deemed
I:h-e.' ﬁhl |Iu|c|\: ¢:J|‘|hr.'|‘\':l!i-.\|.', :I|ig|:|1.'|:i A% it Wik \.\.'ilh ll‘JL|:i!i|u!x l::f e
thetic mastery.” The second was heralded as deconstrucrive, able,
however briefly, to intermapt such modemist discourses, Cnmp chose
Ri:lht,'rl .\-i:i|lp|e;!]||:rrp|.' and .‘ilwrril: 1.::1.'i1:|.- [ {51 ﬂl:xh ot his ."lrgllmg'l:ll.
Mapplethorpe, he argued, provided an example of the fiest kind of
appropnation since—despite the sometimes explicit content of much
af his phatography—he appropriated numerous stilistic devices from
ar studio photography (whether Vogser fashion spreads or neo-
classical nudes). Levine, on the other hand, undermined modemn
myths of mastery by baldly re-presenting
high-are images without the camouflage
of “oniginality.” Rather than join a filial
chain of creative genius by taking up
anel \I,IIJI.'.:.' Inilul‘::n!li:lg [or even activel ¥
refuting) the work of previous genera-
tions, she performed a kind of stopgap
measure, disabling the smooth mecha-
nisms of artistic legacy.

Looking back on this essay a decade
later {eoincadentally enough, in the same
year that Ligon reread the Black Book),
Crimp saw that he had neglected the
relevance of Levine's position as a fermale
artist who 1?'pic;,'|'||:,: seized on _1"!,'!." cal
images of those society deemed *Orhe
But even more surprising 1o the author in retrospect was a radical
ment of Mapplethorpe’s practice that had remaned to him as mvisi-
ble as Poe’s pudoined lewer, hidden in full view. “Whart I failed 1o
notice in 1982, Crimp writes in the introductory essay for On the
Maeserem's Recins, “was what Jesse Helms could not help but notics in
198g: thar Mapplethorpe's work interrupes tradition in a way that
Levine's does not.™ That interruption, Crimp continwed, had noth-
ing to do with Mapplethorpe's styvle, which had seemed to him so
cozily aligned with tradition, nor did it depend on appropriating
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the literal marerial of other art, as in Levine’s approach. Rather,
Mapplethorpe's radical mternuption was defined by what his images
|..‘|t,'i]i.li|h.'|:l aidtzicle the framme: how 1|'|-e.'|'_.' “riorme|
male spectator a homosexual subject,” thus offering the possibilicy

rll;!-' r\q.'|u|u|'ﬂ] Ihr

for an active, political, self-defining (defining throwgh desiring) repre-
sentation of gay suboulture.#

My reason for rehearsing Crimp's entical double take
\illl|'|||:. In the 19808, APPropriateen cime to b seen A% one p_‘ir!iLu-
larly effective means to reveal the working mechanisms of vanous
cultural, social, and psychic institutions—and thus considerations of
subgectivity and adentity necessanly surfaced i such deconstructive
terrain. Yet these latter exposes, in contrast 1o those direcred
at the museum, the media, or structures of signification,

atively

completely dismissing Pop as so many “well balanced and well-tem-
pered modes of appropration, and the successful synthesis of relative
eadicalivy and N'E."l i

Yet to refuse Pop—itsell considered by some the prodigal off-
spring of Dada—any significant place in the history of analytical
:I]1F|’:I'|N]1ri:l.liﬂl:l 1% ten |,'\q|,I:IIL' :|r!_'.1:|:L'|1|}' "1.|.'|."||-Ig-mp-q.'rq.':iIL !"lr|1 -::||1|'|,'..1& [{R14]
quickly with some of Pop’s more far-reaching, insurgent effects, as
well as to assume that a pese of ambiguity holds no promise of cnti-
cal return, In this regard, one should consider in particular Warhol,
since no other artist 5o \.I.ldl.'l:\hfl.l"g.' h}'nlhrhi:’.r\d [amd thus {Lal\ftlwd:l
the radical and the conventional and since his example is a key to any
investigation of the mtersection between appropriation and subjec-
Ii»‘il}' [a I-::p' . it gheould b-\' \:Iil:l. that falls outside the |'|:I|.‘."|1:I|:I:|:|‘\ ::-I-
Buchloh's project). It is often argued thar Warhol's concept of sub-
jectivity rendered all subjects nonsibiects, merely “one-dimensional,”
i|1lt,ln_"|1:||1g4.':|b|¢' H[JIN.I!\._ I'I"l.'! even if lor '|1r.'r|1:lp-. |:||.'l.':t||\.g':l this iz I||gI
he revealed all identity, including that of the avant-garde, 1o be
perpetually shifting and always for sale, at once constructed and
devoured by soaal and economic forces, While this formulation
hardly suggests much subwversive potential ar firsr glance, is funda-
mental urn away from the fiction of stable, normative subjectivity
offers some compeling alternatives, particulardy to those who actively
read themselves as n!l‘(':l.d}' outside or berween the frames of conven-
tional reference. To take just ome example, Richard Meyer has
recently argued that Warhaol took up the very structure of postwar
capitalism—its logic of repetition and difference—as a kind of sly

‘e |.1||u.'q.':|Iiul:l."llil:.'.“'

o
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To refuse Pop any significant place in the history of analytical

were apparently much haeder for eritics, artists, and audi-  @ppropriation is to equate arguably “well-tempered” Pop objects

ences to see. In fact, an episode sir
spired for Craig Owens, whose canonical essay “The
Discourse of Others™ recounts his initial blindness to sexual
difference in Laurie Anderson's 1979 Americans an the
Mewe. (In part 2 of “The Allegonical Impulse,” his discussion
of the semiotic ambiguity of the raised-arm gesture for
“hello™ in one of Anderson’s slides failed vo note that the
erect arm of the gesturer—a nude male—could be read in
micre sbyvious wavs.)® Bur why this blindness? Was Crimp's
queer eve echipsed by the imperatives of instimtional cn-
tigue, and Owens’s feminism temporarily trumped by his
role as poststructuralist? Were such critical identities not
simultaneously habitable? Were considerations of identity
and subjecrivity seen as incompatible with more “rigor-
ously™ cntical enterpnses?

As it murms out, such overdetermined exclusions of race,
gender, and sexuality were not the only omissions to be made in the
name of a properly critical definition of appropriaton in the carly
‘#os. Pop art suffered an even more direct disavowal at the hands
af Be min H.IDY, Buchloh i his semin
Procedures: Appropriation and Montage in Contemparary Ar.™ In
that text, Buchloh took pains to reject Pop as a precursor for a num-
ber of wp-and-coming artists {interestingly enough, all women, though
RI.'I![[L‘I is not ﬂdl!l‘\l‘aht‘ll |'|].' I|'|L' iI.L|l|'||i:||':l1 'll.ld'ln!; Drara Bimbs
Jemny Holzer, Barbara Kruger, Louise Lawler, Sherrie Levin d
Martha Rosler. Instead, he assigned them an overtly political blood-
]il'lr.'—l)ild.‘l, l"nuimﬂi\"ialll. :Imi1 |.II1.'!1 institutional L:ri!il||||’—n'|1il|'

| g8 easay ".-"L||q;ﬂ
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metaphaor for identity, and, in particular, gay male identiny.® His camp
sensibility and at times homoerotic code reframed “identiny™ simul-
tancously as an index of complicit consumensm ard as a potential
wehicle for rg'w\.rinr' S0

It was precisely this ambiguous eriticality that compelled Buchloh
to cut Pop’s imb from appropnaton’s family tree, For if Pop obpects
operated as so many “delicate constructs of compromise™ (to adopt
ofe ::lf ]‘5|||:1:l1 s phl'ﬂ S5, 1|11‘|t it “‘[:ll.l][[ a.l.lrr.'|!| I.I:m|.1r any “clean”™
master narrative of decidedly political an—emphasizing instead the
ambivalent, even duplicitous nature that is, in fact, inherent in every
act of :Im:nq:ri;tl:inn." So toa with q.:m'n.l'th,'r."l'lis:lln nf:riu‘r.'_ al‘xllil]il}',

NOrms,

ar to Crimp’s wan- - {00 quickly with some of Pop's more far-reaching, insurgent effects.
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and gender, which, as evidenced by Craimp and Owens, show
how localized identity and subjectivity threatened the com-
prehensive gamuts of poststructuralist approaches and insti-
nutional critique. (It is perhaps worth noting that the Freudian
concept of identity is itself defined by compromise, in that
the self is produced and mantaned by the balanced assimila-
tion and rejection of the propertics and ateributes of others )
Eighries appropniation, at its best, was deeply invested in pre-
cisely these questions—how to disable naturalized master
narratives, how to remonstrate the singular and usher in the
multiplicitous. To dismiss either Pop or localized identity
structures was to umintentionally reinscribe a familiar, uln-
mately comservative, genealogy—one that did not account for
artists” necessarily updated relationship o contemporary cul-
wre. After Pop, it was impossible to fantasize a space of resis-
tance outside commesdity culture from which to bevy entique.
Instead, repressive structures were potentially revealed and decon-
structed (though also potentially revealed and muluplied) precisely
through rapt immersien in and entical consumption of them, How-
ever different in effect, the success of both Richard Prince’s presenta-
tions of masculinity as a handful of well-packaged accoutrements and
Barbara Kruger's ventnloquization of coercive stereotypes relied on
the artises” decidedly intimare relationships 1o their subjects, In order
o resist the cultral riptides, one needs to plot (however rangenially)
one’s own longitude and latitude within them. The noton may have
been best articulated by Hal Foster i 1982, when he asserted that this
approach to culture suggested a model wherein artises rreated “the
public space, social representation or artistic language in which he or
she intervenes as both a target and 2 weapon."'®

From Boetti, | inherited the Warholian idea that

The notion that appropriation might be seen as a mode of reveal-
ing language, representation, and even social space to be so shape-
shifting as to subsist simultancously as both weapon and target (and
thus as bath subject and object) still resonates today, Yet rather than
deploy appropriated elements of culure as so many sharpened
weapons and demarcated targets, a number of artists working now—
including Amy Adler, Glenn Ligon, Aleksandra Mir, Francesco
Verzoli, and Kelley Walker—recycle them to reveal critically the ways
thar subjectivity is crafted, consumed, and controlled. Most of these
artists are mterested in redirecting or confusing cirauits of exchange
rather than jamming them entirely, perhaps having learned the lat-
ter’s near impossibility. In other words, Foster's weapon-and-targer
analogy can be uscfully amended by adding a drop of Pop's insistence
1 uulsunlpliln!—au:l the sometimes |||'|u.\ipl.-|."r|.-d results ::Ediggs-
tion. At the nisk of sounding any New Age bells, I'd like vo think of
current practices of appropration in terms of homeopathy, which

StEfa nO Arie nti >> the world |s already contaminated, prepackaged,

with nothing laft that is pure or original. In this respect, Boetti's orlentation was different from that
of most of the arfe povera artists; they wanted to get to the root of things, to search for primary

treats diseases by administering small doses, as remedy, of what
could otherwise be lethal. I is Derrida’s famous “Plaro’s Pharmacy™
thar first suggests such a bodily metaphor as a cnincally useful decon-
structive tool,” There, Dernda plays with the Greek concepr of plhar-

forma and symbols. In my own work, | respond to the continwous flow of mass-media images in a

parsonal way. | don't want to inter-
prot or deconstruct the meanings of
images like Cindy Sherman or
Richard Prince. Instaad, | Intervens
at the level of their physical produc-
tion and dissemination. I've folded
comiec books to make abstract
sculptures; erased the texts of lllus-
trated books, leaving only the
images; and modified posters the
same way, using ordinary erasers.
I'vi cut up slides with a paper cutter
and shopping bags with scissors.
My goal has always been material
disorientation, so0 that one discovers
that the image, the work, banal as it
Is, contalns a modicum of wonder.

—A5 TOLD T ¢

mraboir—loosely rranslared as “medicine™ bur defined equally as
*cure” or "poon.” It is the ambiguity of the pharmalkon that appeals
to the philosopher; if the same substance that destroys the body can
:ﬂsu sAve il, xm:!l an 11pp-uail1'|::lr| is crﬁ'\g‘:i\'uhlr ||ﬁ|!l|:mr:':|.. it P:.'rhu[h
considering culiure itself as a kind of loosely integrared body, we can
Imagine artists operaiing within its sphere by sampling and reinject-
mg its elements i less benign doses—not so much to “cure™ the
incurable as o render its symproms visible, manipulable. Understood
this way, homeopathy is the ultimate compromise, liverally recali-
hrating and strengthening by recirculating (o, to recall its contrast-
ing definition, potentially weakening the system from within).

It is, then, somewhat ironic that the concept of compromise best
defines the ways in which artists are most compellingly ueilizing
;lppmprhtil M l[:ldil}', 1:|f|!|:|'| with |:|'|.'q..'11|:r I"n]‘l OVErTOacs. |4.'a.| Illw wnr;l
be read as passive (rather than passive-aggressive], lets marn to Mir,
one of the more political arnises of the day, whose projects nearly
always involve collaboration—whether with artists, nonartists, or
even entire communities. Mir's work coyly modifies both memories
and mores, often in order to point to their underpinnings of dass,
gender, and race, She has temporanly run a anema for the unem-
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ploved (spedializing in Hollywood disaster movies) and spectacularly
staged the landing of the first woman on the moon (with the help of
an enthusiastic crowd, including altruistic construction workers who
bulldozed a beach on the Baltic Sea into a lunar serting). In every case,
Mir traces meaning back to a complex network of social and psychic
comessions, which are at once the site of institutional oppressions and
of prllr_'n[i.rll rEsistANCE A 1 them. To this end, Mirs 2003 bk
Corprorate Mentality examines the pervasive incorporation of art into
the sphere of commerce by archiving projects by various artists who
l;ﬂlw np I!IL‘ UHITJIFF.]I\' struciures 11‘ |a|\' L‘ﬂphiﬂisln :Jn1}' {4 {.‘l::lil.rlnill{i
them, however subtly.” Her ongoing manipulations of and linkages
between the mass media and private photography (such as her Hello
progeats and her recent Barthesian manafesto, ttled Fasdimg Phedograpis)
recall a statement made by Sherrie Levine in reference o some of her
own work some twenty years ago: “l like o think of my pamtings as
membranes permeable from both sides so there is an easy flow between
the past and the future, berween my |'|I.hll::ll‘.\' and ¥ wars.™H IF Mir's and
Levine's approprative methods have anything in common, then, per-
haps it 15 an understanding of the work as a connective tissue, mediat-
ing the flow of collective and individual histories—and pr widl ing the
oppomunity to insert oneself, however promiscuously, within them.
Verzoh and Adler pursee a similar kind of msertion, stitching them-
selves into the glimorous fabrc of celebrity culture, Verzoli, who often
What fascinates me about

Pa u | Pfe iffe r > Warhol is that it"s hard to

pin down his subject matter or even his statement, which is anti-
thetical to the multicultural politics of the "90s when statement and
position were everything. What | find even more interasting is how
cartain things are perfformed. There's a kind of dissolution of the
whole person being there as the director of the art-making or ideas.
The Warhollan personality seems to be completely dysfunctional
and yat you wonder if somehow this person has taken charge of the
dysfunction-—or maybe not. You can't tell if they're running the show
of they're just a victim of a screwed-up process, As a model, it's
much more layered and Interesting to look at that than to just
make a statement against commercialism. It has the potential to
come closer bo some Kernal of truth, —AS TOLD TO MICHAEL LOBE
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appears in his own hlms, themselves nfe with intertextual knots, has
featured (o, failing that, conjured) divas from Edith Piaf wo Bianca
Jagger, all of whom serve as camp vessels through which desire loosely
circulates, In Vezzoli's most recent work, for the Fondazione Prada in
Ml 1, |w pf.l}'x I:rihl:llv (18] |Ii:3. |||||5-'\.I::i|h:|| B IS, Pit.'r ]’:.ll::||11 s n]ini.
For part of the installarion, Vezzoli re-created a vinrage movie theater
in which his own altered remake of Pasoling's 1964 Comizr d ' Amicre
(Lowe Meetings) was continually screened, Vezzoli would seem to sub-
scribe vo Pasolini’s belief in film as a kind of nonsymbolic language
nimbly attuned to charactenzing social realitics—but only so long as
those realities are always shown to be constructed. For his version of
Connizi d"Amore, the artist recast the original film as 2 contemporary
realicy-TV show, in which four divas—Catherine Deneuve, Jeanne
Maoreau, Mananne Faithfull, and Antonella Lualdi—engage in emo-
tionally detached maring rituals, the scope of which exceeds any
gay/straight dichotomy and revels instead in polymorphous perversity.
Audience partcipation is, of course, key bur completely mconsequen-
tial, and the four women take tums watching as various men, one
woman, and a deag queen vacuously vie for their affections. The pay-
off for the winning couple [determined by audience poll) is the oppor-
tunity to publicly marry, then consummate, Such overdetermined
decadence is typical of YVezzoli, whose anraction to velver couture and
strands of pearls translates o a perfectly fetishistic acsthetic—so
many disavowals and recuperations,

Mo bess interested in the malleable |11Ii|t.‘1 of l;,l:m'n::l.lr and me.-,
Adler is aware that the slightest of tums can render deeply conven-
wional celebrity images not quite nght and thus available as screens for
the play of presumably unintended projections. She finds her subjects
not in vintage cinema but in teen magazines or on the cover of Peaple:
River Phoenix, Jodie Foster, Britney Spears, Leonardo InCaprio. Yer
just as often she pictures herself as a conglomerate

sootimued oo jage {18
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Eitts and essentially tumed then into sod-
ull:l}qi:al upﬂ:imm: |1]. d:mmn!ilq; their
m:rq.m:llims and labcr ﬂ'pm:ing unaﬁp!:d
images to the public in magazine articles
and an “exhibition catalogue,” Canelan’s
projest echoes Kippenbergers interest in
self-promotion, as well as his vaste for por-
eaving himamiey in all its candid splendor.

Even Kippenberger's iconoclastic ani-
tundie towarnd styvle has begun to crop up i a
diverse range of artists” work, from fellow
Germans Kai Althoff, Cosima von Bonm,
andd Jonathan Meese 1o quirky figurative
painters such as Brian Calvin and [an
MeCarthy, as well as in the edectic formal-
ism of Pietr Uklanski and Urs Fischer,
While it is premenure 1o judge the “Kippen-
berger-ness™ of these seuvres, his formal
legacy has cleary been codified into some
sort of avant-gande sign value—where awk-
wardness, unfinished fimsh, and seylstic
irregulanty are understood as markers of
an antagonistic position and of politico-
aesthetsc gravitas, Still, Kippenberger is not
an easy act o follow, and few artists have
beer understond the difference berween
being “marked as™ and sioply being. O
Alsion M. Cingreas m curstor of comtemporary art o ihe
Cemtre Ceoorges Pompickos, Parin,

FRANKELBAG oowiamand froam fugr 257

When 1 visited Bag™s studio this sum-
meer, she played mie a couple of her videos
and then, as evening became night, saron
the floor and talked by the light of the TV
sereen, which, ned o an empry VCR,
glowed that flat, steady, featureless Blue. |
ke 1||.1I||:in5 aboue B\lﬁ‘s life when she
150t 'F;q,'inﬁ an unfamiliau' inn;n-bcw:r, |'.||.|I
this conversation in almost total bluish dask-
ness is now 4 permancnt part of my peciere
of her. There is a warry in her wit, an anxi-
iy abour where we're going thar sets her
videos apart from the TV comedies they can
reseirible. There's also an embedded ideal-
isim. Ask Bag about Pop and she'l jumg firse
oy what she calls the Pop art of the ‘Sos: Bar-
bara Krugpr, Cindy Sherman, artists wha,
like thewr predecessors two decades earlier,
were influenced by movies and media but
who “definitely pushed it, found the polisies,
found the content. 1 wend vo be romantic
aboun the responsibiliny of the amist,™ says
Bag. “1 expect a lot our of ar.™ O
Iravid Frankel in muamaging odditor i the Deparcmens of
Pusblicatiosns o the Suseum aof Meslern Ast, Mew York,
and s contribeeting editor of Artfarmm.
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of everygirl and It Girl, looking just familiar
enough o sneak into the universe of pop-
cultoral imagery. Adber wsually begins a

work by selecting preexisting photographs

af celebrities or herself, though sometimes
snappang pics of her own, and then making
aningx after her p}um:p:phiu“migirlﬂx"
(@ vontradiction m terms if there ever was
onel. Mext she photographs these draw-
ings, afver which point they are destroyed,
Thus her drawings merely serve as transit
seations berween different phases of photo-
graphic copies, since they are modeled
on and wltmmarely presented only as pho-
tographs. One can discern the mfluence of
Cmady Sherman here, sance Adler alludes to
the vocabulary of film through her still
images, which are neardy always done in
serics, strossing that the  relationship
Betrveen images is more important than any
single one. {In a different, if related, vein
it is perhaps no coincidence thar both
Sherman and Adber ereated “centedfobds”
when commissioned to do projects for
Argforrnne) Adler, however, legs her own
desires seep mto the images she produces;
it’s hard not 1o notice that she sees a litdle
of herself in Leo or that the guitar chick in
the recent exhibivions “Different Girls™
Isathves in the glow of more than just house
lights. Such willfully comaminated modes
of identification I:dn] want to Iiejmlil.' or
}:uwjnh.‘] pln:usul‘.lH].‘ ccho from the e
en atime of Adler's images.

For Walker, there is no afiinre when it
comes o images—only an impossibly flar,
ever-increasing stack of them. Walker liger-
ally scans the field in which he operates,
raking images starkly from their convexes
and reinserting them, often awkwardly,
bk dito cireulation. Using his asa
camera, the artist upd:m:x Rausch:nh.-m'x
“fae-bed po'ﬂun: |'blarlq'.:."| He umﬂwlcsp}u:r
tographic mmages—piciures of race nots
similar 1o those usurped by Warhol, selec-
tions from Benetton's controversial ad
campaigns, photos of Manin Luther King—
with sactile st imported from the realm
af the peal: streamers of Crest toothpasee,
cereal boxes, pantvhose, and bricks.
Walker's digital assemblages foreground
the ways in which media imaﬂcs are
intended o work as weological signposts,
desire-piquing decoys, oF pure p
while testifying 1o the inherens multifari-
ousness of cvery such message. This
approach is underscored by the poentially
umensding manipulation of many of Walker's
works, which are often sold on CDs with
the stipulation that the owner may con-
tinue to alter his or her purchase. Walker
sugigests that nearly every mass-media
image partakes in the trafficking of identity,
proffering uneven reflective surfaces on
which 1o glimpse oursclves as estranged
pan-objects. Such a reading is made liveral
in his multicolored, mircored Plexiglas

Raorschach :pluli.'}bcx. which come off less
:hlsrys to the unconscaos than as ;L'jf albu-
shos to hﬁs:ﬂahi“t}:

Agamst the backdrop of this discussion,
it is worth returning 1o the work of Glenn
Ligen, wheo, for a recent series of work,
gave “black-themed™ "ros coloring books
1o schoolchildren, most of whom colored
in figures like Maloolm X with no teace of
anxiety over the details of race. The result-
g pictures (many of which Ligon took as
mesbels for his own full-scale painl:'ngs:l
were weird palimpsests—outlines of kleol-
oy undone by the not fully indoctrinated
scribbling of a child, Such work draws on
many of the amist's carliest venmres, from
his well-known minimally painted appro-
priations of texts culled from all manner of
black history (James Baldwin®s prose, or
Richard Pryor's jokes) to his Notes o the
Margins of the Black Book. And while
Ligon's response to Mapplethorpe was m
many ways aligned with Crimp's reassess-
ment of the photographer, it also shows
significant differences. Just as Crimp had
noted thar Mapplethorpe's images offered
ronoim for play of desire around their edpes,
s oo did Liguﬂ—l]‘buugh Uﬁun revealed
how less affirmative desires are ph:pod ot
there, as well. And, the question of race,
not addressed by Crimp, was taken up
explicitly by the young artist, whose
response 1o the nude black body was neither
simply desire nor identification but instead a
kind of staged inguiry into the ways in
which Blackness and sexuality are so often
entwined in the cultwral uneonscous.

o course, h].' Emupu'nﬁ these artists
N:gclh:r as htl:hd.:rn[qm:[whti:inixls [FY
term dubiously adopted even in s day,
one risks plotiing vet another genealogical
strand, a family wree in which Warhol is,
well, Pop. This is hardly the inention of
this casay; rather, by invoking Pop's model
of compromise, | have attempred o
aldress its ramifications in some current
mrdes of appropriation, particulary theose
that call on (or call out) mmwnhtim.ﬂ
strategies of identity. Thess modes of
appropration, predicated on recycling
rather than on out-and-ous refutation, arc
necessarily contaminated and guite often
ambiguously intentioned, To this end one
recalls Harodd Bloom's treatise=addrsssing
nat the plastic arts bur, rather, Romantic
poetry—in which any noon of a
respectable genealogy is sucometly sullied.
He argued, “Foetry s the anxiety of influ-
ence, is misprision, is a disaplined per-
verseness, Poetry s misundersianding,
misinterpretation, misalliance, Poewry
(Romance] is Family Romance. Poerry is
the enchanment of incest, disciplined by

resistance to that enchantment.™" Warhol
s pﬂ:u]iar nnn:le,,lhcll. m|
obuanna Forson v  Sew Yierk-hased ars heviorias asd e
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