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ABSTRACT

In my work, I aim to historicize the mechanics of misogyny. Through
appropriation and re- authorship, the work interrogates and exposes the discreet
erasure of contemporary gender inequalities and the societal attempt to obscure
the historical origins of these inequalities.
My thesis work has been focused on Frederick W. Macmonnies, a
predominant beaux-arts sculptor responsible for many early-twentieth-century
American fountains and monuments. Many of his sculptures were embroiled
in controversy, on grounds ranging from their aesthetic competence to their
alleged misogyny. Macmonnies’ staunch academicism ran parallel to the birth
of modernism, effectively expelling his name from the contemporary canon
of twentieth-century American Art, despite the sculptures’ continued public
presence. Some remain in their original location, like the two fountains flanking
the 42nd street Library in Manhattan, while others have literally been put to
rest; The Triumph of Civic Virtue, once prominently displayed in front of city
hall, now resides in the Green-Wood Cemetery. Allegorical sculptures were, and
continue to be, installed in front of governmental buildings, intended to ground
the concurrence of moral and political authority in the eyes of the elite as well
as the governed. These sculptures surround every institution of confinement,
present but unseen.
This text functions as a theoretical framework for my practice,
grounding the impetus and methodology of my engagement with Frederick
MacMonnies & his works.
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Self Portraits after a psychic break, 2017, Ink on Paper, 22.5” x 18.5, 2017
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I: APPROPRIATION
In the context of image making, Appropriation can be defined as the relocation,
annexation, or theft of visual material.1 It is distinct from “borrowing,” which entails a benign
integration of the compositional, narrative, and formal strategies of other artists and art objects.
Borrowing is conditional to the collective project of visual representation, evident in any given
historical epoch or pedagogical tradition. Appropriation, on the other hand, has a much more
limited history. This century-long tradition begins with Dadaist innovations like the ReadyMade and Photomontage2, a rejection of the romantic notion of the original art object, and in
turn, a repudiation of beaux-arts academicism. The use of reproduced images and objects in
the early modernist avant-garde coincides with the accelerated proliferation of printed material.
Appropriation by definition contends with technological advances, negotiating the relationship
of mass-production, television, and digital media to the art object.
Appropriation is both gesture and means. As means, appropriation can entail
mediation or reproduction. It can be selective or comprehensive, and has the unique ability
to quote a painting as an image and an object concurrently. Appropriation is inextricably tied
to artifice, as to cite an extrinsic image or object requires the quotation to be visible, and the
quotation can only be visible through some measure of success in replicating its likeness.
Without this, there arise questions of plagiarism and legibility, whether the appropriated image
functions as a quotation that gives context or a redaction that renders the image opaque.
Artifice is tethered to Art both etymologically and historically. In its original form,
the word artifice is defined as the employment of skill. This sober definition is antithetical
to the modern definition of the term, “an artful stratagem, or a false or insincere behavior.”
Pre-Modern3 painting envelopes both of these activities, as pictorial representation requires a
command of opticality. The inherited graphic conventions of illusionism continue to instruct the
way we perceive and evaluate two-dimensional works. These conditions leave the contemporary
maker with two choices: subscribe or subvert. The path chosen determines not just how the
image functions, but also the presence and position of the image-author.
In the 1982 essay ‘Taking’ Pictures, Barbara Kruger describes the role of
Appropriation in 1970s and 1980s feminist art:
This strategy is employed by a number of artists working today. Their
production, contextualized within the art subculture, frequently consists
of an appropriation or ‘taking’ of a picture, the value of which might
already be safely ensconced within the proven marketability of media
1 John C. Welchman, Global Nets: Appropriation and Postmodernity (2001), in Appropriation: Documents of Contemporary Art, ed.
David Evans (London: MIT Press, 2009)
2 David Evans, Seven Types of Appropriation, in Appropriation: Documents of Contemporary Art, ed. David Evans (London: MIT Press,
2009)
3 Roughly defined as the sixteenth-century through the nineteenth-century western canon. This is, of course, an arbitrary delimitation, but is in the tradition of Clement Greenberg’s bifurcation of Modern and Pre-Modern painting as outlined in Modernist Painting
(1960).
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imagery. Using, and/or informed by fashion and journalistic photography,
advertising, film, television, and even other artworks (photos, painting and
sculpture), their quotations suggest a consideration of a work’s ‘original’
use and exchange values, thus straining the appearance of naturalism. Their
alterations might consist of cropping, reposing, captioning, and redoing,
and proceed to question ideas of competence, originality, authorship and
property.4
While Kruger primarily addresses photographic or televised media, canonized works
enjoy a similar status of being “safely ensconced within (their) proven marketability.”5 Painting is
not only endemic, but emblematic of its paradigm, which makes the figures, narratives, palettes,
and compositions of canonical paintings function as icons. The polemic of maker and subject is
a gendered binary that continues to instruct the representation of the female and the feminine.
This polemic is especially transparent in allegorical painting and sculpture, a tradition
popular from the seventeenth-century through the late-nineteenth-century. Allegory is the origin
place of twenty-first- century Appropriation6, the answer to a secular call for visual literacy.
Allegorical works were designed to impart knowledge and dictate morality to the illiterate
populace. Even after educational reform, the allegorical tradition retained its didactic purpose.
Authorship was reserved for those who benefited from the hierarchical class structure of the
time, and this, of course, precluded anyone who wasn’t a wealthy white male. Virtue and vice
were qualities assigned along gender lines, and female subjects were deployed as foils for a male
narrative. Within the narrative and graphic conventions of Allegorical works and the stories
they are derived from, female agency does not exist without gross qualification. Inscribed in
these recurrent postures—and within those postures, recurrent gestures—lay the mechanics
of image-based rhetoric. Allegorical figures are rendered calcified in the climax of tragic and
heroic narratives, draped to expose or venerate—to violate, be violated, or stand witness. Their
functions vary, whether it is to disable or place in defensive position, to demonstrate base desire
or to perversely infantilize the female, the feminine, and femininity, but their common operation
is first to subjugate and subsequently moralize that subjugation.

4
Barbara Kruger,’Taking’ Pictures (1982), in Appropriation: Documents of Contemporary Art ed. David Evans (London: MIT Press,
2009)
5 Ibid
6
“Conceived in this way, allegory becomes the model of all commentary, all critique, insofar as these are involved in rewriting a
primary text in terms of its figural meaning. I am interested, however, in what occurs when this relationship takes place within works of art,
when it describes their structure. Allegorical imagery is appropriated imagery; the allegorist does not invent images but confiscates them.
He lays claim to the culturally significant, poses as its interpreter. And in his hands the image becomes something other (allos = other +
agoreuei = to speak). He does not restore an original meaning that may have been lost or obscured: allegory is not hermeneutics. Rather,
he adds another meaning to the image. If he adds, however, he does so only to replace: the allegorical meaning supplants an antecedent
one; it is supplement. This is why allegory is condemned, but it is also the source of its theoretical significance.” Craig Owens. Beyond
Recognition: Representation, Power and Culture (University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA, 1992) pg. 54
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The malleability of the rhetorical image problematizes the activity of interpreting
its message, and ensures that it “must remain forever suspended in its own uncertainty.”7 It is
this margin of error, this logical tension, where didactic work has a unique ability to engage the
viewer in a dialogue rather than invite passive reception.
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Ibid
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Master Class, Ink on Paper, 62.5” x 46”, 2017
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Installation of Master Class, MacMonnies Songbook, and End Credits
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II: MODERNIST DIDACTICS
I am interested in coopting the organizing principles of 20th C. didactic material,
as the aesthetic conventions were instructive to (and now function to illustrate) the transition
from beaux-arts academicism to a Modernist paradigm. My personal collection of this material
ranges from digitized reproductions to concrete objects, and while they range in facility, each
contributed to the preservation or production of our contemporary art historical canon.
I have recently been focused on Aesthetic Aptitude Testing. This phenomenon began
in 1929 with the first iteration of the McAdory Art Test1, and could be described as a proposed
antidote to the WWI era avant-garde and its effect on the collective project of Painting. The
McAdory Art Test set the precedent for the art tests that would follow (e.g. Goodenough
Drawing Scales, Meier-Seashore Art Judgement Test, Horn Art Aptitude Test, amongst others).
The test consisted of a stack of ledger-sized pages, with four similar images displayed in a grid
on each page. Towards the beginning of the test, small formal changes are made: slight shifts
in composition, palette, line weight, etc. As the test advances, these changes become more
drastic. Rather than displacing one line, figures are completely re-contextualized, drawn at
various “levels of skill,” or abstracted through different drawing languages. The scorecard was
similar to contemporary normative assessments, instructing the student to select one image they
deemed the most aesthetically successful of the four. These tests were then evaluated based on
consensus: a populist determination of aesthetic competence.
These means of valuation are continually replicated in art education. From an early
age, we are taught to engage with images based on comparison, encouraged by questions
like, “which one is your favorite?” In the preface to the 1959 book Comparisons in Art: A
Companion to the National Gallery of Art, the authors describe the pairing of paintings as “...
prompted by some revelation it offers regarding style, purpose, or matter; and the result of the
confrontation is discussed in text printed on the plates themselves.”2 This idea of comparison
as a fruitful confrontation is still evident in Art History lectures: two parallel images that
encourage students to “compare and contrast.” These Art Aptitude tests began in the 1920s and
persisted through the 1960s, attempting to determine objective metrics of aesthetic evaluation.
As described by McAdory, there were three aims to these evaluations: Educational, Vocational,
Consumer. They were Modernism’s answer to canonization in the age of reproduction.

1 Margaret Siceloff (McAdory). McAdory Art Test (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University 1929) Fleet Library: Special Collections.
2 Fern Rusk & John Shapley. Comparisons in Art: A Companion to the National Gallery of Art (London: Phaidon Press, 1959)
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MacMonnies SongBook (1), Wintergreen Oil Transfer on Paper, 14.5” x 22”, 2017

MacMonnies SongBook (1I), Wintergreen Oil Transfer on Paper, 14.5” x 22”, 2017
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Campaign Poster (Triumph of Civic Virtue Candidate), Ink on Paper, 46” x 50”, 2017
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III: LOCATING THE CANON
Canonization is the process by which an art object is deemed indispensable to the
scholarly record. This process involves the entire web of interdependent systems that make
up the art world: museums, galleries, academic institutions, publications, critics, art historians,
etc. Canonization emblematizes an art object, mythologizes its maker, and ascribes value to its
existence. At the same time, it empties art objects of their original meanings and contexts. The
Canon is no one singular entity. It is ever evolving, subjected to omissions and revisions at the
will of the “canonical curator.” But the canonical curator is not necessarily a singular person
either; it can be collective (e.g. an academic institution, as demonstrated through their available
slide collection), digital (e.g. Artstor, essentially an algorithm that edits based on search terms),
or a publishing house (e.g. Phaidon Classics) These curatorial, or editorial, decisions enact
hegemonic narratives of painting’s history, as the inherited filters secure its immortality.
The canon is also dependent on the socio-economic systems of authority embedded
within the art world. In the Renaissance, for example, it was political families that would
commission an allegorical painting in order to manifest their position as a moral (and therefore,
political) authority in society. Nowadays, the process is more collaborative, as dealers and
gallerists, informed by the respected critics, instruct wealthy art collectors to buy a particular
work: these paintings are investments, objects that will accrue enough cultural capital that
will translate, at auction, to monetary capital. However, the flipping of works is not the sole
motivator: the acquisition of art objects as a display of cultural authority, political prominence,
and literal wealth.
The museum is one of the few institutions where the canon is found manifest. Unlike
art history books, the museum is filled with the original art objects rather than reproductions. It
is didactic in both its design and contemporary form. In the 19th century, museums provided
public displays of conspicuous consumption, an opportunity for aristocratic patrons to
demonstrate philanthropic virtue as well as their social ascendency. However, they served another
purpose, one that Juliet Tapia describes as the first tradition of museum education: “humanist
pragmatism.” This concept “linked artistic attitudes to social responsibility, and, in its crudest
form, assumed that the contents of museums could be used instrumentally to teach artisans and
industrial designers to produce manufactured goods that would compete successfully against
foreign trade.”1 This lineage continues to have an effect on contemporary museology. The
museum is still “expected to encourage and facilitate individuals to become enlightened and
‘civilized’ while the social order is simultaneously strengthened by a reinforced cultural consensus
particularly important in modern, capitalist social systems.”2
Although museology has objectively shifted towards a more neutralized didactic
dogma, the relationship of benefactor to museum continues to necessitate a critical
interrogation—due to the causal relationship of museum to the canon. There have been calls
1 Julie Moore Tapia. Poking Holes in the Oil Paintings: The Case for Critical Theory in Postmodern Art Museum Education.Visual Arts
Research,Vol. 34, No. 2, Museum Education (2008). Pg. 36 	
2 Ibid, pg 36.  	
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for a shift in the educational principles of museums; however, this shift is paradoxical without
considering the financing of those institutions and collections. Museum placards collude with
gilded frames to instruct”art appreciation. “The information is relayed in the now-traditional
sequence of: Name (year of birth – year of death), Title, year of completion, Medium and
Dimensions, and status (on loan/partial gift/gift/permanent collection). Occasionally, if a
painting is deemed especially significant, there will be a description of the artist’s life or their
intentions. The composite information homogenizes the pedigree and the expository as
instructive to the work.

Aestheticians and philosophers have contended with the museum since its origin.
Adorno described the museum in predictably linear terms, writing that the “Museum and
mausoleum are connected by more than phonetic association. Museums are the family sepulchers
of works of art.”3 He attributes the mortality of the preserved art object as conditional to the
terms of a museum: an institution obligated by historical respect rather than the needs of the
present.4 However, the idea of the mortal art object is undercut by our
continued engagement with these objects.5

3 Theodor W. Adorno, quoted in Douglas Crimp On The Museum’s Ruins. (MIT Press, Woburn, MA, 1993) pg. 44
4 Ibid, pg. 44
5 “Today, the history that is “given back” to us (precisely because it was taken from us) has no more of a relation to a “historical real”
than neofiguration in painting does to the classical figuration of the real. Neofiguration is an invocation of resemblance, but at the same
time the flagrant proof of the disappearance of objects in their very representation: hyperreal. Therein objects shine in a sort of hyperreemblance (like history in contemporary cinema) that makes it so that fundamentally they no longer resemble anything, except the empty figure
of resemblance, the empty form of representation. It is a question of life or death: these objects are no longer either living or deadly. That
is why they are so exact, so minute, frozen in the state in which a brutal loss of the real would have seized them…History is a strong myth,
perhaps, along with the unconscious, the last great myth. it is a myth that at once subtended the possibility of an “objective” enchainment
of events and causes and the possibility of a narrative enchainment of discourse.” Baudrillard On Simulacra and Simulation (The University
of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, MI) pg. 45.
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Top: Life Before Death, (installation in Manhattan), Plaster Compound and Spray Paint, 112” x 30”, 2017
Bottom: Life Before Death (Installation in Queens), Plaster Compound and Spray Paint, 12” x 30” 2017
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Public Discourse, 1919, Graphite on Paper, 113” x 50”, 2017
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Details of Public Discourse

Public Record (The Triumph of Civic Virtue), Wintergreen Oil Transfer on Paper, 30.5” x 44”, 2017
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IV: COUNTER-HEGEMONIC STRATEGIES
In feminist theory, there has long been a debate over intervention vs. correction, and
this extends into institutional critique. A feminist recuperation of the museum is paradoxical,
according to art historian and cultural analyst Griselda Pollock. She outlines the problematics of
corrective feminism in her 2007 project titled The Virtual Feminist Museum, calling instead for
an interrogation of how “The absences of women’s histories in world archives (have) defined a
vision of the human on the pattern of a privileged masculinity.”1 This project, like my own, is
essentially one of disinterment.
The groundbreaking 1984 New Museum show Sexuality and/in Representation was
described by curator Lisa Tickner as “the first serious exhibition devoted to the concept of
gender in relation to language and society.”2 The exhibition included works by female and
male artists, including Barbara Kruger, Hans Haacke, and Sherrie Levine. The works ranged
from photographs to works on paper, centering on the intersection of gender, sexuality and
representation. The pieces were diverse in material and subject, but with a recurrent strategy
of “image-scavenging,,” defined by Tickner as, “the theft and deployment of representational
codes.”3The written materials surrounding the exhibition continue to be relevant in the
contemporary conversation of gender and representation, and the fundamental question posed
by Luce Irigaray is ever-present in my studio: “how can women analyze their exploitation,
inscribe their claims, within an order prescribed by the masculine? Is a politics of women
possible there?”4
When considering feminist strategy as it relates to image making, it is critical to
consider the efficacy and implications of extant literary models. Emancipatory re-signification
is one of the primary modes described by Susan Lurie in her book Unsettled Subjects. Lurie
determines this strategy to be insufficient in scope, as it neglects to address the mechanisms of
subjugation that perpetuate dominant gender hegemony. She writes,
Feminist theory encounters a stubborn impasse, I have further argued, when
it marshals the insights of poststructuralist analysis only for the critique
of feminist identity and for its complement, an unnuanced valorization
of emancipatory re-signification. Because these modes of analysis have
shifted attention away from the workings of patriarchal power, they have
functioned to impede the pursuit of what Nancy Fraser has recently
described as the most urgent task for post-structuralist feminist inquiry: to
‘maximize our ability to contest the current gender hegemony and to build a
1 Griselda Pollock. Encounters in the Virtual Feminist Museum: Time, Space, and the Archive (Routledge, New York, NY,
2007) pg. 12
2 Press release for “Difference: on Representation and Sexuality.”, December 1984, Identifier: 18154, New Museum
Digital Archives, New Museum. http://archive.newmuseum.org/index.php/Detail/Object/Show/object_id/7983
3 Lisa Tickner, Sexuality and/in Representation (1984). in Appropriation: Documents of Contemporary Art, ed. David Evans
(London: MIT Press, 2009)
4 Luce Irigaray. This Sex Which is Not One (Cornell University Press: Ithaca, NY, 1985) pg. 81
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feminist counterhegemony.’5
Like Pollock, Lurie determines that a feminist counterhegemony authored through
appropriation is the only way to escape the pitfalls of emancipatory or reactionary models, as
to bleach feminist action of its dialectics obscures its grounds. Lurie suggests that the most
effective counterhegemonic format is analytic, that “feminists could pursue analyses of and
interventions in the slippage between these progressive and appropriative effects.”6
In my own practice, I reconfigure fragments of canonized masterworks, in order to
elucidate—rather than emancipate—the graphic agents of gender-based subjugation. I do not
aim to absolve my work of collusion with oppositional discourses, but rather to intervene within
them. This pairing of strategies— to re- enact and re-contextualize—is in the tradition of
1980s feminist art, described by Tickner as, “a continued countering of cultural hegemony in its
ceaseless and otherwise unquestioned production of meaning and of subject positions for those
meanings.”7 Canonization and hegemony are parallels, both inevitable, both inherited; the canon
is demonstrative of our broader inheritance of historical information. In order to dismantle and
then reconfigure our inheritance, and to understand the scope of our collective endowment, it
requires that we acknowledge and dismantle its mechanics from within its language.
The physical and discursive location of these works dictates their operation. Their
canon has functioned to deplete them, essentially leaving us with the molt of the original
painting (as it was historically understood). However, to discard these paintings, these myths
as “the other,” to arbitrarily break with the past as if it has no relevance, only perpetuates the
systemic nature of gender inequality. The delusion of gender parity is prevalent in contemporary
American culture, whether it is the subtle dismissal of gender- based discrimination or the
vitriolic interrogation of the 21st-century need for feminism. The hyperbolic backlash against
feminism in wide sections of mainstream culture is indicative of the ever more pressing need for
feminist inquiry and action, rather than an account of its obsolescence.
As a female artist, my appropriation of these works complicates, while in some way
colludes with, the authorship of the original paintings. My ambivalence towards these paintings
is manifest in their reproduction: I am recuperating the female subject as a female painter while
also perpetuating the visibility of these subjugating images. With the superfluous environment
redacted, the power dynamics embedded in figurative gesture are amplified, their previous
phrasing molted. Certain elements of the citations are transgressed, while others are preserved.
These works present a multiplicity of contradictions and affirmations, rather than proclamations
of resolve.

5
6
7

Susan Lurie. Unsettled Subjects: Restoring Feminist Politics to Poststructuralist Critique (Durham:Duke Univeristy Press, 1997)
Ibid
Ibid
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The Triumph of Civic Virtue, Acrylic on Canvas Dropcloth, 108” x 65”, 2017
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The American Monument, Acyrlic on Canvas Dropcloth, 108” x 68”, 2017
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