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Introduction 

In 1966, shortly after the American artist Elaine Sturtevant became known for recreating the art 

of her contemporaries, she began a career-long engagement with the work of Marcel Duchamp, 

whose repute was ascendant in what would be his final years. By November 1973, when her first 

institutional exhibition was mounted at the Everson Museum in Syracuse, New York, Sturtevant 

had produced over fifty works in various media that engaged with, related to, or repeated 

Duchamp, who was concurrently the subject of his first posthumous retrospective at the 

Philadelphia Museum of Art.1 The Everson exhibition, Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ 

Actions and Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, included a darkened and spotlit installation 

informed by Duchamp’s contributions to the 1938 Exposition Internationale du Surréalisme, 

which transformed Paris’s posh Galerie Beaux-Arts into a cavernous spectacle.2 Mounted far 

outside the art world’s urban centers, Sturtevant’s exhibition went largely unseen and 

unremarked upon. Even though the show’s disappointing reception partially precipitated the 

artist’s decade-long withdrawal from exhibiting her work, the installation, as well as the objects 

and images within it, maintained a lasting presence in her practice. Sturtevant created the bulk of 

what can be termed her “Duchamps” in the period leading up to the Everson exhibition, but she 

continuously returned to this body of work, especially in the 1990s, producing new work from 

old material and reinforcing the central tenet of her project, that the mere act of repetition elicits 

                                                
1 The Everson Museum exhibition was not just the first but, until her MoMA retrospective in 2014, the only 
institutional exhibition of Sturtevant’s work that originated in the United States. A condensed version of Sturtevant’s 
2004 retrospective, The Brutal Truth, subsequently traveled to MIT’s List Visual Arts Center in Cambridge, MA. 
2 The possessive plurals in Sturtevant’s titles, such as this one and Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, might initially appear as 
mistakes, but they were intentional. Bruce Hainley drew out the meaning of the artist’s approach: “These 
pluralizations and apostrophes scandalize unity, proclaiming that before any self (or already at work within it) there 
are others: Picabias interloping into the concept of “Picabia”; many Warhols making up “Warhol”; multiple 
Duchamps as clearly as there are Duchamp multiples.” Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic]: Sturtevant's Volte-face 
(Los Angeles, CA: Semiotext, 2013): 45–7. 
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what the artist referred to as new “phenomena”—artworks entirely distinct from those they 

reference.  

Beginning with her first solo exhibition at New York’s Bianchini Gallery in October 

1965, Sturtevant had, in the words of one critic at the time, “made a name for herself” by 

remaking the work of others.3 Her earliest subjects, starting in 1964, were Andy Warhol’s 

Flowers and Jasper Johns’s Flags. Sturtevant’s paintings and sculptures were meticulous and 

exacting, but inherently different, recreations of works only recently produced by her peers. 

Working from memory, and not photographs, the artist produced what she preferred to call 

“repetitions” at more or less the same scale as the originals. Years later, she elaborated on her 

working process: “It is imperative that I see, know and visually implant every work that I 

attempt. Photographs are not taken and catalogues used only to check size and scale. The work is 

done predominately from memory, using the same techniques, making the same errors and thus 

coming out in the same place.”4 Yet, as art historian Michael Lobel first demonstrated, 

Sturtevant’s painted repetitions were hardly facsimiles: the artist often altered the imagery, 

medium, and scale of her sources, emphasizing the autonomy and even originality of her own 

versions.5 Sturtevant, after all, was not claiming the death of authorship or originality, as 

suggested by readings retroactively applied to her work after the rise of appropriation art in the 

1980s. She was rather concerned with “probing originality” and its “limitations.”6 

                                                
3 John Gruen, “The Pop Scene: A Violent Strike Against East Village,” World Journal Tribune, April 25, 1967, 12; 
cited in full in Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 22–6. Whether intentional or not, Gruen’s offhanded comment 
acknowledged the way in which artists had begun to attain a kind of brand name status. 
4 Sturtevant, “Interior Visibilities,” in Magritte, ed. Didier Ottinger (Montreal: Montreal Museum of Fine Arts, 
1996): 124. 
5 Michael Lobel, “Sturtevant: Inappropriate Appropriation,” Parkett 75 (2005): 142–47. Lobel noted, for instance, 
how Sturtevant transformed Roy Lichtenstein’s lithographic print Crying Girl (1963) into the much larger oil 
painting, Lichtenstein Frighten Girl (1966). 
6 Sturtevant, interviewed by Bill Arning, “Sturtevant,” Journal of Contemporary Art 2, no. 2 (Fall/Winter 1989): 41. 
Later in the interview, the artist stated, “I am talking about the limitations of originality, the positive and negative as 
well as the relationship between originality and origins.” 
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Duchamp, too, was known for challenging conventional notions of authorship and 

originality, and Sturtevant had stated, “His concern with trying to redefine what we consider art 

was a very big factor in terms of my own work.”7 Yet, Sturtevant’s works after Duchamp, an 

artist whose methodologies included exhibition making and various means of photomechanical 

reproduction, additionally reveal the central and entwined roles of installation and photography 

in Sturtevant’s broader practice. This thesis will not only examine the body of work Sturtevant 

produced in the manner of Duchamp but also the photographic maneuvers and installation 

strategies she employed to present, reproduce, and reconfigure these works, thereby shifting the 

emphasis from the objects themselves to the framing structures that help define them as 

artworks. This study will first concentrate on the role of photography and imaging within the 

“Duchamps” Sturtevant produced between 1966 and 1973; then it will detail the installation 

strategies she employed in her 1973 Everson Museum exhibition to bring these works together, 

before concluding with a review of the 1998 exhibition Int./Ext. Visibilities, which will 

demonstrate how the artist frequently revived her own material for new purposes. To better 

understand the context of Sturtevant’s repetitions, it will be helpful to review certain aspects of 

Duchamp’s activities and reception: the proliferation of replica Readymades in the 1950s and 

1960s; the artist’s exhibition and installation strategies; and the central role of photography to his 

practice. In the process, this study will also illuminate the ways in which Sturtevant used her 

work after Duchamp to engage with contemporaneous artworld developments, from public art to 

performative photography. 

During the period of Sturtevant’s most prolific engagement with Duchamp, many of her 

peers were equally engaged with his work: a select few collaborated with him; others produced 

                                                
7 Sturtevant, interviewed by Dan Cameron and Leo Castelli, “A Conversation: A Salon History of Appropriation,” 
Flash Art International, no. 143 (November/December 1988): 76–7. 
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copies, replicas, and meticulous reconstructions; many praised him or infused their work with 

thinly-veiled references to Duchamp’s own practice; and some challenged his standing in 

writing.8 It was within such an environment that Sturtevant produced the dozens of works that 

culminated with what she informally referred to as the “Duchamp room” in her 1973 Everson 

Museum exhibition.9 Though only sparingly documented, Sturtevant’s tripartite exhibition can 

be partially reconstituted from various scraps of information gleaned, largely by Bruce Hainley, 

from the artist’s spotty recollection, the museum’s scant archives, two contact sheets of 

installation images, and the account of a single reviewer.10 The “Duchamp room” can be further 

appreciated and understood by proxy through its own repetitions, since Sturtevant re-staged this 

installation under the title Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags over a dozen times beginning in 1992.  

While existing scholarship has treated photography as a largely marginal aspect of 

Sturtevant’s practice, one of my central arguments here is that it has in fact played a crucial and 

pivotal role throughout her career. Even before Sturtevant started making photographs, the Pop 

art subjects of her earliest painted repetitions display a concern with the aesthetics of 

photomechanical processes: Andy Warhol’s silkscreens, the Ben Day dot patterns of Roy 

Lichtenstein’s comics-derived paintings, Tom Wesselmann’s mixed media collage-paintings, and 

James Rosenquist’s sampling of advertising imagery.11 When Sturtevant began incorporating 

                                                
8 Donald Judd, Carl Andre, and Robert Smithson are just a few examples of artists who countered the predominant 
culture of Duchamp worship in the late 1960s and early 1970s. For their critiques, see Donald Judd, “Marcel 
Duchamp and/or Rrose Sélavy,” Arts Magazine 39, no. 6 (March 1965): 53–4; Carl Andre’s “Against Duchamp” 
(1975) and other related texts collected in Carl Andre, Cuts: Texts 1959–2004 (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2005): 
91–2; and Moira Roth, “Robert Smithson on Duchamp, an Interview,” Artforum 12, no. 2 (October 1973): 47. 
9 Sturtevant, interviewed by Peter Halley, “Sturtevant,” Index, no. 50 (September 2005): 48. As will be documented 
below, the Everson exhibition was divided into four galleries: one each for works after Beuys, Duchamp, and 
Warhol; and one featuring the simultaneous projection of three films, one related to each artist.  
10 Though Hainley’s diligent research and conversations with the artist are responsible for most of the information 
we have regarding Sturtevant’s Everson Museum exhibition, the author recently obtained additional materials, 
including correspondence between the artist and the Museum’s staff. 
11 Rosenquist even described his painting process in photographic terms: “I painted things from photos and…it felt 
like I hadn’t done it, that it had been done by a machine…. I reproduced it as photographically and stark as I could.” 
Rosenquist, interviewed by Gene Swenson, in “What Is Pop Art? Part II,” ARTnews 62, no. 10 (February 1964): 63. 
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photography into her own process, it was typically necessitated by her source material: whether 

Duchamp’s role-playing portraits and Readymade miniatures, Eadweard Muybridge’s 

locomotion studies, or Joseph Beuys’s actions. Yet, the artist consistently employed the medium 

across all aspects of her practice. As an artist concerned with the imagery of others, Sturtevant 

was keenly aware of how images define the public perception of an artwork and can even 

supersede the object itself. She thus used photography to frame the reception and documentation 

of her artworks, exhibitions, and performative reenactments. As a result, much of her output 

involved photographic operations, whether or not the work itself was photographic.  

Whether incorporating her own body into the image, as she does when reenacting works 

by Duchamp, or manipulating photographic documents, Sturtevant’s photographic works 

highlight both the performative and generative potentials of the medium, her artistic practice, and 

the act of repetition itself. As she persistently and accurately insisted, she did not use 

photography, or any other medium, to create reproductions or copies. For Sturtevant, copies were 

“static and dead” and “incapable of differentiation”; copies produced superficial sameness, but 

repetitions embodied and engendered difference by incorporating “the powerful creativity of 

process,” and were thus closer to reenactments.12 When Sturtevant produced the work Duchamp 

Man Ray Portrait (1966), she did not, for instance, create a copy-stand photograph of Man Ray’s 

“Monte Carlo Bond” portrait of Duchamp—a process Sherrie Levine employed in the early 

1980s with her rephotographs “after” Walker Evans and Edward Weston—but rather created it 

entirely anew in her own image [fig. 1]. Cross-dressing as one of the most famous artists of her 

time, Sturtevant prefigured, with this image, the gender reversals of the subsequent reenactments 

                                                
12 Sturtevant, “Interior Visibilities,” 124. In this text, which contains the artist’s clearest elucidation of her intentions, 
Sturtevant asserts, “The work is most definitely not copies.” 
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she performed for the camera, most frequently affecting the public-facing appearances of male 

peers like Duchamp, Beuys, and Frank Stella. 

Born Elaine Frances Horan on August 23, 1924, Sturtevant rigorously avoided disclosing 

biographical information and insisted that people professionally refer to her solely by her 

married surname.13 Exploiting and subverting a convention typically reserved for famous men, 

the artist’s mononymous moniker further functioned as a gender-neutral alias.14 Appearing in a 

1969 Time magazine article on “art-oriented art,” Sturtevant’s portrait “as Man Ray’s 

‘Duchamp’” was the first image of the artist made available to an American audience.15 

Operating under her husband’s surname and adopting Duchamp’s playful guise—Sturtevant 

represented herself, from the beginning, through forms of masquerade. In that same article, 

Sturtevant told the magazine, “What interests me is not communicating but creating change.”16 

That photography is a medium known for its reproductive capacities made it a paradoxical tool 

for engendering change and difference. Yet, when Sturtevant had herself photographed lathered 

in shaving cream she generated an entirely new image. More importantly, Sturtevant also 

produced an irrevocable shift within Duchamp’s original. Viewers of Sturtevant’s photograph 

can no longer see Duchamp’s portrait the same way: each image now conjures the other, 

regardless of precedent or origin. It will be shown that when understood collectively, in its full 

                                                
13 As Hainley details, “By early 1969, the artist had been married to and divorced from Ira F. Sturtevant, an 
advertising executive,” with whom she had two daughters, Dea and Loren. In her very first exhibition, the group 
show New Names at Betty Parsons Gallery (December 20, 1960 – January 7, 1961), she was listed only by her 
married surname. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 241–44. 
14 The few female artists who were known mononymously at the time used their gendered given names, such as 
Chryssa and Marisol. Despite the artist’s efforts, critics frequently referred to her as “Elaine” and “Miss Sturtevant” 
in early articles and reviews. 
15 “Trends: Statements in Paint,” Time 93, no. 9 (February 28, 1969): 71. Sturtevant’s Duchamp Man Ray Portrait 
was first illustrated, alongside her Study for Muybridge, Plate #97: Woman Walking (1966), in Yoshiaki Tono, 
“Elaine Sturtevant: The Logic of Forged Paintings,” Bijutsu Techo 282, no. 5 (1967): 70. 
16 “Trends: Statements in Paint,” 71 
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breadth, Sturtevant’s work after Duchamp highlights the extent to which this notion of “creating 

change” was an operating principle throughout her practice.17 

Sturtevant’s installation strategies have been well documented, but far less scholarly 

attention has been paid to the collective effort of her photographic activities, which were even 

minimized by the artist herself. The catalogue raisonné produced in conjunction with her 2004 

exhibition, The Brutal Truth, was limited to “Painting Sculpture Film and Video,” as indicated in 

its subtitle.18 Significant photographic works, including those modeled on Duchamp, Beuys, and 

Muybridge, are notably absent.19 Though they are artworks in their own right, some of the 

photographs used to illustrate and represent objects such as Duchamp Fountain (1973), 

Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage (1967), and Duchamp Objet dart (1967) were not credited as 

such. Reflecting the range of her sources, photography was just one of the many mediums 

Sturtevant employed to make her repetitions manifest. Yet, photography permeates all facets of 

her work from the documentation of her earliest exhibitions to the appropriated imagery in her 

later works. Since there has yet to be a full undertaking of her photographic output, this study 

aims to provide both a justification and foundation for a catalogue raisonné dedicated to such 

works, or at their very least, their inclusion in a broader accounting of her practice. 

Bruce Hainley, arguably the leading authority on Sturtevant, as well as Peter Eleey, Elisa 

Schaar, and Patricia Lee, have all written about various photographic projects of Sturtevant’s, but 

there has so far been no comprehensive study of her work in that medium. In his monographic 

                                                
17 Several years later, she defined “change (as a phenomenon)” as one of her core “concerns.” Sturtevant, quoted in 
Jane Bell, “Elaine Sturtevant,” in Contemporary Artists, eds. Colin Naylor and Genesis P-Orridge (New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1977): 931. 
18 Sturtevant, The Brutal Truth, Vol. 2, Catalogue Raisonné 1964–2004: Painting Sculpture Film and Video, ed. 
Lena Maculan (Frankfurt: Museum für Moderne Kunst, 2004). Sturtevant also omitted her photographic works from 
the 2014 catalogue Drawing Double Reversal, a semi-official inventory of her drawings and works on paper. 
19 Sturtevant did include some of her photographic works, including versions of Duchamp Wanted and Duchamp 
Relâche, in the “Drawing Double Reversal” section of the catalogue raisonné’s companion volume. Sturtevant, The 
Brutal Truth, Vol. 1, eds. Udo Kittelmann and Mario Kramer (Frankfurt: Museum für Moderne Kunst, 2004). 
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survey, Under the Sign of [sic], Hainley contended that Sturtevant’s boundless project could 

never be boiled down to the formalist essentials of any particular medium: “The conceptual 

dynamo of Sturtevant’s pursuits had never been, would never be, photographic, however she 

might avail herself of photography or photographs.”20 Even if Sturtevant’s photographic 

“pursuits” cannot, or should not be reduced to a concept of the photographic, there is plenty to 

be learned from studying the resulting images and, more importantly, how she deployed them. 

Schaar recognized, like Hainley, that Sturtevant’s photographs foregrounded the “performative 

aspect” of the artist’s project, and were thus “revealing about her practice overall.”21 For Lee, 

Sturtevant’s photographic works act as “material evidence” and “documentations of her actions,” 

and display her “willingness to make her embodied process visible and transparent.”22 All of 

them understood her photographs to be, as Eleey described them, “images in action.”23 

As the curator of Sturtevant’s 2014 retrospective at the Museum of Modern Art in New 

York, Eleey provided a brief but insightful survey of the artist’s photography in his essay for that 

exhibition’s catalogue. After discussing Sturtevant’s work in relation to the appropriation artists 

of the 1980s, Eleey wrote, “Perhaps unsurprisingly, Sturtevant’s resistance to being summarized 

as a ‘copyist’ is most evident in her works that involve photography, which complicate the basic 

mimetic processes and assumptions of the medium, often turning them against themselves.”24 At 

the same time, however, Eleey marginalized Sturtevant’s photographic practice, suggesting that 

the artist “produced very few photographic images as art” and characterizing even that 

                                                
20 Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 227–28. In the book’s most unorthodox chapter, written as a script between an 
art writer and a go-go dancer, the author discusses Sturtevant’s photographic series after Muybridge. Ibid., 179–82. 
21 Elisa Schaar, “Sturtevant: Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac,” Artforum 56, no. 1 (September 2017): 340. Schaar is 
currently at work on a forthcoming study of Sturtevant’s overlooked videos. 
22 Lee writes of Sturtevant’s photographic works in Sturtevant: Warhol Marilyn (Cambridge: Afterall, 2016): 70–2. 
23 Peter Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment: The Art of Sturtevant,” in Sturtevant, Double Trouble, exh. cat. (New 
York: Museum of Modern Art, 2014): 63. 
24 Ibid., 61. 
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supposedly scant output as “doubled documents of absent things, performances, and actions.”25 

Though Eleey framed the photographs as secondary to Sturtevant’s other pursuits—“things, 

performances, and actions”—it is precisely their nature as “doubled documents” that establishes 

them as critical elements of her practice. As I will argue, even those photographs that have not 

been considered “as art” should in fact be understood as integral to her engagement with the 

broader practice of those artists she took as her subjects. 

A posthumous exhibition mounted by Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac in 2017 brought to light 

many of the photographic works Sturtevant produced in the late 1960s and then revisited 

throughout the 1990s.26 In a review for Artforum, Schaar wrote that the exhibition “demonstrated 

that photography was a more considerable part of the artist’s output than had previously been 

assumed.”27 Like Eleey, Schaar observed how Sturtevant undermined the conventional functions 

of photography, using “techniques of collage, montage, cropping, and multiplication to unsettle 

habitual modes of perception.”28 Noting that the artist’s body and visage is unmistakably present 

in many of her photographs, Schaar wrote, “The viewer of Sturtevant’s photographs hardly need 

be told they are hers to realize something is awry.”29 It is undeniable, for example, that it is 

Sturtevant behind the shaving cream, not Duchamp; it is Sturtevant donning the utility vest and 

fedora, not Beuys. The photographs, Schaar continued, “show her presence in an oeuvre that 

                                                
25 Ibid., 63. Emphasis added. Though not cited, Eleey appears to have borrowed the term “double document” from 
Robert Rauschenberg’s description of Short Circuit (1955), an assemblage that came to include, by 1967, a 
miniature Johns Flag Sturtevant created to replace Jasper Johns’s original, which had been stolen. Rauschenberg, 
“Robert Rauschenberg,” in Elayne H. Varian, Art in Process: The Visual Development of a Collage, exh. cat. (New 
York: Finch College Museum of Art, 1967): unpaginated. 
26 The exhibition, Undeniable Allusion, was on view from April 22 to June 17, 2017. In the press release, the gallery 
promoted the works on view as “rare photographs and objects by Sturtevant”—“an exceptional body of work.” 
Since most of the material was not likely intended for exhibition, it wasn’t until after the artist’s death that these 
images—foundational material for a number of projects—were exhibited as discreet (and marketable) artworks. 
27 Schaar, “Sturtevant: Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac,” 340. 
28 Ibid. 
29 Ibid. 
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otherwise looks like everyone else’s but hers.”30 Many of the photographs included in this 

posthumous exhibition constitute the raw material for works Sturtevant exhibited, even if in 

different forms, at the Everson Museum in 1973 and later, as a kind of sequel, in her 1998 

exhibition Int./Ext. Visibilities at Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac in Paris. 

Before proceeding, I want to acknowledge that Sturtevant consistently urged viewers of 

her work to focus on the implications of her actions rather than the specific references and source 

artists—who I will refer to as her “artist-subjects.” After describing her repetitions as 

“articulat[ing] the refusal of a reference as a reference,” she added, “it is not the reference but 

how the reference functions that’s important.”31 In that same interview, she elaborated on how 

she selected artists to repeat: “These choices are based on how effectively they work as catalysts. 

But the choice is not a commentary on the work.”32 For Sturtevant, the sources only needed to be 

recognizable; they were otherwise irrelevant to the work’s comprehension: “As long as the 

viewer knows that I have used a source, the piece remains unchanged.”33 Given Sturtevant’s 

reluctance to dwell on her artist-subjects, as well as her dismissal of critical studies that did so, it 

is worth understanding what is gained and lost from such an approach.  

A detailed analysis of her work after one artist, such as Duchamp, risks putting 

Sturtevant’s work in service of another’s and shifting the focus away from her own concerns and 

procedures, or worse, suggesting a mere matter of influence and homage. Altogether ignoring 

Sturtevant’s sources, on the other hand, obscures the subtle but important differences between 

her disparate repetitions and the varying ways they function. For instance, Sturtevant’s 

repetitions of Duchamp or Beuys necessitated a far different approach and set of tools than did 

                                                
30 Ibid. 
31 Sturtevant, interviewed by Thomas Wulffen, “Elaine Sturtevant: How the Reference Works,” Flash Art 
International, no. 166 (October 1992): 128. 
32 Ibid. 
33 Sturtevant, interviewed by Arning, “Sturtevant,” 43.  
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her responses to the paintings of Johns or Lichtenstein. It is no coincidence that Sturtevant’s 

photographic work is largely limited to her work after Duchamp and Beuys. There is therefore a 

stark contrast between a work like Johns Flag (1965-66) [fig. 2], in which Sturtevant’s painting 

is a convincing double of its source, and one that documents a performative reenactment, such as 

Duchamp Man Ray Portrait. The source “must be immediately recognizable,” Sturtevant told 

curator Bill Arning in 1989, “Otherwise my work loses the visual and intellectual impact. You 

have to know it’s [sic] Johns or Lichtenstein for the work to function.”34 Though the source of 

her “Duchamp” portrait is immediately recognizable, the momentary deception that occurs when 

looking at her “Johns” painting is less likely to occur with the photograph, precisely because the 

artist herself is bodily present, marking the image as decidedly not by or of Duchamp. In such 

works, Sturtevant makes the difference generated by her repetitions forcefully explicit. 

A balanced analysis of Sturtevant’s work should not prioritize the reference over her own 

production, but rather seek to understand how varying sources—her “catalysts”—required 

different responses from both the artist and her audience, revealing the complexities of her 

multivalent project. By examining Sturtevant’s work after Duchamp, this study aims to assess 

the core concerns of that body of work, while also demonstrating what it reveals about her 

broader practice—that Sturtevant was far less concerned with the objects themselves than with 

how they functioned and performed, often in ever-shifting combinations with each other, through 

imaging and installation.

                                                
34 Ibid., 41. 
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Chapter One – Photographic Maneuvers and Installation Strategies 

Duchamp’s renown was resurgent when, in 1966, Sturtevant had herself photographed in his 

image, wearing an oversized shirt and excessively lathered with a shaving cream mask—her hair 

modeled into two vexing horns—to create Duchamp Man Ray Portrait.1 In the years preceding 

her reenactment, Duchamp’s relatively scant body of work had become considerably more 

accessible: his first monograph was published in 1959; he was the subject of three major solo 

exhibitions; his previously dormant Readymades were more frequently exhibited; and he made 

himself available for numerous interviews, lectures, and media appearances. The withdrawn, 

evasive, and semi-retired artist of the previous thirty-plus years became an increasingly public 

persona in his final years. Though Duchamp might have been perfectly content to remain hidden 

in plain sight, he was drawn out in the 1960s as his work began to resonate more strongly with a 

younger generation of artists, including many who would become Sturtevant’s subjects. 

Though interest in Duchamp’s work had gradually built throughout the fifties, it was 

Robert Lebel’s Sur Marcel Duchamp—published in French and English in 1959—that provided 

artists working in the following decade with their first comprehensive overview. Produced in 

close collaboration with the artist, the well-illustrated publication included the first attempt at a 

catalogue raisonné.2 The career-spanning exhibitions followed soon after: Duchamp’s first 

retrospective, which was curated by Walter Hopps for the Pasadena Museum of Art, opened in 

fall 1963; the second was mounted just fifteen months later at the Cordier & Ekstrom Gallery in 

New York; and, in 1966, the British artist Richard Hamilton organized a survey for London’s 

                                                
1 Two decades later, Sturtevant recalled: “Duchamp was of course experiencing tremendous popularity at that time. 
There were many younger artists who were in great admiration of his work, whereas previously, Duchamp was a 
background figure.” Sturtevant, interviewed by Cameron and Castelli, “A Conversation,” 76. 
2 Duchamp is credited with the “design and layout” and for supervising the printing of the plates. Marcel Duchamp 
and Robert Lebel, Marcel Duchamp, trans. George Heard Hamilton (New York: Grove Press, 1959). 



 13 

Tate Gallery. Since many of Duchamp’s most famous works were lost, damaged, or unable to 

travel, replicas and reconstructions had a crucial role in all three exhibitions. 

As exemplified by Bicycle Wheel (1913) and its many iterations, replicas of Duchamp’s 

Readymades had become commonplace by the time Sturtevant enacted her first Duchampian 

procedures. Though Duchamp produced most of the original Readymades between 1913 and 

1921, they were rarely exhibited and most were lost. As the artist acknowledged in 1961, many 

of the Readymades known to the public were not “original in the conventional sense” but 

recreations of long lost originals.3 Clearly recognizing their significance, Duchamp himself 

produced his first replacement Readymade as early as 1916 when he assembled the second 

version of Bicycle Wheel—the one with the straight fork that was captured in photographs of his 

studio from around 1918. The version initially documented and publicly recognized through 

images—an original in one sense—was thus itself a copy. 

As the curatorial demand for Readymades grew, Duchamp often delegated the task of 

creating or selecting substitutes to curators, dealers, and other artists.4 In 1951, the dealer Sidney 

Janis helped produce a new version of Bicycle Wheel, purchasing parts that the artist assembled.5 

This version, which features a wheel with a curved fork, was acquired by the Museum of Modern 

Art and would become the model for most future replicas, including Sturtevant’s. In the early 

1960s, the Swedish art critic Ulf Linde produced a number of replicas, including Bicycle Wheel 

                                                
3 Duchamp, “Apropos of ‘Readymades’,” lecture delivered at the Museum of Modern Art’s “Art of Assemblage” 
symposium, October 19, 1961, in The Writings of Marcel Duchamp (Boston: Da Capo Press, 1989): 142. 
4 There are seemingly as many versions of the Bottle Rack as could be found at the Bazar de l’Hôtel de Ville in Paris, 
the department store where Duchamp purchased the initial porte-bouteille. For a thorough examinations of this 
phenomenon, see: Francis Naumann, Marcel Duchamp: The Art of Making Art in the Age of Mechanical 
Reproduction (New York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc., 1999): 208–54; and Adina Kamien-Kazhdan, Remaking the 
Readymade: Duchamp, Man Ray, and the Conundrum of the Replica (New York: Routledge, 2018): 86–109. 
5 Duchamp assembled this Bicycle Wheel, which was exhibited in Climax in 20th Century Art, 1913 (January 2 – 
February 3, 1951), from bicycle parts and a stool Janis purchased in Paris and Brooklyn, respectively. Kamien-
Kazhdan, Remaking the Readymade, 89. 
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(1961), for a series of European exhibitions.6 Richard Hamilton, who would later meticulously 

reconstruct The Large Glass and several other Duchamps, followed with his own version of 

Bicycle Wheel in 1963.7 Duchamp was ambivalent about such replicas, even when they were 

markedly different from his originals, and was usually very willing to authenticate them with his 

signature and the inscription “pour copie conforme,” meaning “certified true copy.”8 For 

Duchamp, the idea was as important as its physical manifestations with “the replica of a 

‘Readymade’ delivering the same message.”9 The copy was therefore a sufficient, if subordinate 

substitute for the original, regardless of who selected or produced it. 

Always looking to “wipe out the idea of the original,” Duchamp agreed, in 1964, to 

produce limited edition replicas of his own with the Italian publisher and dealer Arturo Schwarz, 

who sought to “rescue [the] Readymades from oblivion.”10 Using blueprints drawn up by 

engineers from photographs of the originals, Duchamp supervised the fabrication of fourteen 

Readymades in multiples of eight. Unlike the mass-manufactured originals, the replicas were 

meticulously handcrafted by professional artisans, including ceramicists, glassblowers, welders, 

and carpenters.11 Modeled on the sculpture as it appeared in photographs of the artist’s New 

York studio, the Schwarz edition of Bicycle Wheel (1964) reinstated the straight fork of the 1916 

version, thus distinguishing it from other replicas. After he produced the multiples, Duchamp 

acknowledged to Lebel that the replicas created by other artists had “returned to the Readymades 

                                                
6 Though Linde produced the replicas without Duchamp’s knowledge or authorization, the artist later certified them 
all. In early 1963, Linde had nine additional works by Duchamp fabricated, this time with the artist’s approval, for 
an exhibition at Galerie Burén in Stockholm. Kamien-Kazhdan, Remaking the Readymade, 96–7. 
7 Even prior to the Schwarz replicas, Hamilton recognized that Duchamp had so thoroughly orchestrated “the 
propagation of his achievements through the media of printed reproductions and certified copies” that the public had 
begun “to accept the substitute as the work.” Richard Hamilton, “Duchamp,” Art International (January 1964): 22. 
8 Duchamp likely learned this French legal phrase from his notary father. 
9 Duchamp, “Apropos of ‘Readymades’,” 142. 
10 Duchamp, interviewed by Otto Hahn, “Passport no. G2255300,” Art and Artists 1, no. 4 (July 1966): 10; Arturo 
Schwartz, cited in Naumann, The Art of Making Art, 240. 
11 For more on the handmade quality of Duchamp’s replicas, see Helen Molesworth, “Duchamp: By Hand, Even,” in 
Part Object Part Sculpture (Columbus, OH: Wexner Center for the Arts, 2005): 178–201. 
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the liberty of repetition they had lost,” encouraging him to embark on his own reproductions.12 

Produced decades after their prototypes, the replicas and copies reinforced the Readymades 

origins as reproducible objects and quickly became acceptable substitutes for the long-lost 

originals in museum collections, exhibitions, and publications. 

By the time Sturtevant produced her Duchamp Bicycle Wheel in 1969, there were already 

six officially acknowledged replicas of Duchamp’s first Readymade.13 Mirroring the fate of 

Duchamp’s original, Sturtevant’s was subsequently lost and replaced by a second version 

produced in 1973 in preparation for the Everson exhibition [fig. 3].14 Sturtevant modeled her 

second repetition, which featured a curved fork, not on Schwarz’s more recent edition but rather 

on the 1951 Janis version. Unlike those produced by Hamilton and Linde, Sturtevant’s sculpture 

was neither a replica nor a reconstruction—it was not designed to stand-in for Duchamp’s as a 

Duchamp. Nor was it a type of homage designed to develop and proliferate Duchamp’s legacy.15 

Sturtevant’s Duchamp Bicycle Wheel was neither the first nor the only of her Duchampian 

repetitions: it was rather one part of a larger project, a totality. 

Sturtevant’s works after Duchamp, as well as her broader project, have typically been 

framed in relation to the consequential challenges her precursor made to concepts of authorship 

and originality. Yet, this body of work also draws particular attention to her employment of 

photography and installation strategies, both of which have recently begun to be more fully 

appreciated as essential to Duchamp’s practice as well.16 Duchamp used photography to circulate 

                                                
12 Duchamp, interviewed by Robert Lebel, “Marcel Duchamp, maintenant et ici,” L'œil, no. 149 (May 1967): 20. 
13 Not included are the five versions of Bicycle Wheel that Richard Pettibone produced in 1965 for his solo debut at 
at Ferus Gallery in Los Angeles, which opened just two months after Sturtevant’s first show of repetitions at 
Bianchini in New York. Like Sturtevant, Pettibone explicitly presented his versions as his own works. 
14 Sturtevant described the sculpture’s provenance as “present location unknown.” Sturtevant, Brutal Truth—
Catalogue Raisonné, 130. 
15 Sturtevant made it clear that her work “is not paying homage.” Sturtevant, “Interior Visibilities,” 124. 
16 Elena Filipovic’s recent book examines both facets of Duchamp’s practice. Filipovic, The Apparently Marginal 
Activities of Marcel Duchamp (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2016). Three earlier texts, all published in 1977, 
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his work and ideas, construct facsimiles that further troubled distinctions between original and 

copy, and demonstrate the multiplicity of identity. He employed installation strategies, as a 

curator would, to weave together disparate works (even if arbitrarily), but also, more 

significantly, to undermine conventional modes of display and expand the conception of art to 

the exhibition space itself. Particularly relevant to Sturtevant was how Duchamp used both 

photography and installation to complicate rather than further entrench a work’s identity. 

Fountain (1917) provides a clear and well-documented case in point. With the original urinal 

almost immediately lost, imaging became crucial to the public’s perception of what became 

Duchamp’s most famous work. Alfred Stieglitz’s well-known photograph did not document the 

work in situ but explicitly staged for the camera, arranged on a pedestal in front of a Marsden 

Hartley painting. Yet, that one image hardly represents the complex and varied history of the 

object and its many replicas, which were installed and photographed in a multitude of 

arrangements and positions—upturned on a pedestal, hanging from a doorway, even installed in 

its functioning position.17 Taken together, the images of even this most familiar work resist a 

single fixed reading for the artwork, which had as many variations as incarnations. 

As we will see, Sturtevant employed photography much as Duchamp did: enlisting 

friends to document her objects, installations, and performative reenactments; fabricating 

reproductions to represent objects that may never have existed; and repurposing images to 

generate new content. Also like Duchamp, Sturtevant rarely exhibited her photographs as 

standalone artworks, mounted in frames and hung on the wall. Rather, she used installation 

                                                                                                                                                       
analyzed Duchamp’s work in relation to photography: Jean Clair, Duchamp et la photographie: essai d'analyse d'un 
primat technique sur le développement d'une œuvre (Paris: Chêne, 1977); Thierry de Duve, “À propos du 
readymade,” Parachute, no. 7 (Spring 1977): 19–22; and Rosalind Krauss, “Notes on the Index: Seventies Art in 
America,” October 3 (Spring 1977): 68–81. 
17 For comprehensive documentation of Fountain and its many iterations, see William Camfield, Marcel Duchamp: 
Fountain (Houston: Menil Foundation, 1989). 
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strategies and display mechanisms to activate her imagery, frame its reception, and produce 

dynamic juxtapositions. Though Sturtevant frequently produced photographs simply as part of 

her exhaustive entanglement with an artist’s œuvre, she also treated her imagery as material, 

frequently reprocessing it for future projects. At times, the artist created images only to 

reproduce them, as she did with some of the material included in the Everson exhibition 

catalogue. Using strategies as diverse as photomontage, photocopying, and projection, Sturtevant 

produced numerous iterations or manifestations of the same artwork, highlighting the 

significance of imaging to the reception of any work of art. 

 

Installation as Total Environment 

Duchamp’s first two exhibition-related collaborations with the Surrealists, in 1938 and 1942, 

have long been recognized as landmarks for subsequent installation practices.18 Yet Duchamp’s 

engagement with exhibitions is more wide-ranging than has typically been acknowledged. After 

their first two joint ventures, Duchamp worked again with the Surrealists, in 1947 and 1960, 

contributing to the organization and installation design of two more international exhibits, both 

in Paris. But his curatorial experiments began as early as the period during which he was still 

actively producing Readymades. Beginning with the Société Anonyme, the so-called “museum 

of modern art” he co-founded with Katherine Dreier and Man Ray in 1920, Duchamp organized 

and staged various exhibitions, including solo presentations of works by Constantin Brancusi, 

Florine Stettheimer, and Mina Loy.19 For the second of his two Brancusi exhibitions in 1933, 

                                                
18 Filipovic covers both exhibitions, but Lewis Kachur provided the most thorough study of the 1938 and 1942 
Surrealism exhibitions. Kachur, Displaying the Marvelous: Marcel Duchamp, Salvador Dali, and Surrealist 
Exhibition Installations (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001) 
19 As head of exhibitions, Duchamp was at least responsible for the Société Anonyme’s inaugural exhibition in April 
1920, for which he framed paintings with paper lace borders. In 1926 and 1933, Duchamp organized Brancusi’s first 
two US exhibitions for New York’s Brummer Gallery, arranging loans, designing and overseeing the installation, 
promoting the exhibition, and coordinating sales. Duchamp was the “Guest Director,” in 1946, of Stettheimer’s 
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Duchamp even took the drastic step of trimming a few inches off the top of two Endless Column 

sculptures to fit them inside the gallery according to his plan, illustrating his prioritization of the 

installation over individual works.20 One of Duchamp’s earliest, and perhaps most notorious, 

curatorial feats came in 1917. As the head of the hanging committee for the Society of 

Independent Artists Exhibition, which would reject his pseudonymous submission of a urinal, he 

proposed an alphabetical hanging system in lieu of one more conventionally based on genre, 

style, status, or perceived quality. 

In 1953, Duchamp conceived, assembled, and installed the major historical survey Dada 

1916–23 for Sidney Janis Gallery in New York. Though accounts of that exhibition tend to focus 

on the intricately designed, tissue-thin poster-catalogue or the urinal that hung (with a sprig of 

mistletoe attached) from a doorframe, it was also one of the artist-cum-curator’s most elaborate 

exhibition designs. Described by one critic as “suggesting…the interior of an aquarium,” the 

crowded installation filled every corner of the gallery.21 To maximize hanging space, Duchamp 

employed floating Plexigas partitions to display both sides of graphic works and designed 

custom shelves and vitrines, two of which were mounted to the ceiling [fig. 4]. According to 

Janis, the interlocking network of transparent walls created “an ambiguous atmosphere” that 

“resembled a huge Merz construction.”22 The reference to Kurt Schwitters’s self-labeled 

                                                                                                                                                       
posthumous retrospective at the Museum of Modern Art. In 1959, he worked with Julian Levy to organize 
Constructions, an exhibition of Loy’s found-object assemblages at David Mann’s Bodley Gallery. For more on these 
exhibitions, see Jennifer R. Gross, ed., The Société Anonyme: Modernism for America (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2006); Paul B. Franklin, Brancusi & Duchamp: The Art of Dialogue (New York: Paul Kasmin Gallery, 2018): 
144–71; Henry McBride, Florine Stettheimer, exh. cat. (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1946); Carolyn Burke, 
Becoming Modern: The Life of Mina Loy (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1996): 433–35. 
20 Franklin, Brancusi & Duchamp, 164. 
21 Howard Devree, “Dada Re-Surveyed.” The New York Times, April 19, 1953, X9. The catalogue lists 212 works. 
22 Sidney Janis, “A Recollection of the Dada Show,” in Anne d’Harnoncourt and Kynaston McShine, eds., Marcel 
Duchamp (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1973): 202. The dealer’s son provided his own account in Carroll 
Janis, “Marcel Duchamp Curates Dada,” Art in America 94, no. 6 (June/July 2006): 152–55, 215. 
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approach to collage, assemblage, and the Gesamstkunstwerk (“total work of art”) is fitting.23 The 

immersive, grotto-like environment of Schwitters’s Hannover Merzbau, which Duchamp visited 

in 1929, has strong correspondences with Duchamp’s exhibition designs.24 Both artists designed 

installations to prioritize the collective whole over the individual works displayed within. 

It is Duchamp’s emphasis on the installation as a unified work or totalizing environment 

that Sturtevant acknowledged with her 1973 installation, which was modeled in part on the 1938 

Surrealist Exposition. Sturtevant, though, had been conceiving of her works as coherent 

collections from the beginning. With her debut solo exhibition at Bianchini Gallery in October 

1965, Sturtevant introduced her concepts of repetition and total structure. Visible in the single 

photograph of the exhibition made available by the artist, the central element was an 

arrangement of paintings and sculptures produced in the manner of Arman, Johns, Claes 

Oldenburg, Stella, and others, all hung on a clothing rack being “pulled” by a George Segal-like 

plaster figure [fig. 5]. Sturtevant set this tableau against the backdrop of a floor-to-ceiling grid of 

her Warhol Flowers (1964–65). A few months later, the artist included this entire arrangement, 

titled as one work, 7th Avenue Garment Rack with Warhol Flowers (1965), in Gene Swenson’s 

“The Other Tradition” exhibition at the Institute of Contemporary Art in Philadelphia, 

suggesting that the individual works within were not as important as their collective statement.25 

For her second solo exhibition, America, America at Galerie J in Paris, Sturtevant locked the 

doors of the street-level gallery so that passersby could only view her painted and sculpted 

                                                
23 According to the catalogue, Dada 1916–23 included thirteen works by Schwitters, including several “Merz” 
collages and issues of his Merz magazine. 
24 Duchamp’s designs for the 1947 Surrealist exhibition at Galerie Maeght in Paris are especially evocative of 
Merzbau. Duchamp visited Schwitters in Hannover with Katherine Dreier, who purchased “no less than twenty-five 
Merz pictures” under the auspices of the Société Anonyme. Gwendolen Webster, “Kurt Schwitters and Katherine 
Dreier,” German Life and Letters 52, no. 4 (October 1999): 448. 
25 See Herbert Muschamp’s account of the ICA exhibition in Sturtevant, Sturtevant Drawings, 1988–1965, exh. cat. 
(New York: Bess Cutler Gallery, 1988): unpaginated. A covert addition, Sturtevant was not listed in the catalog for 
The Other Tradition (January 27 – March 7, 1966), which featured several of Sturtevant’s current and future artist-
subjects, including Arman, Duchamp, Johns, Lichtenstein, Oldenburg, Rosenquist, Warhol, and Wesselmann. 
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repetitions through the glass panes of the shuttered entry.26 Viewed from a single vantage point, 

without the ability to move through the space and examine individual artworks, the installation 

became a static entity—more like a picture of an exhibition. Framing the Bianchini and Galerie J 

exhibitions as discrete and unified works of art, Sturtevant even assigned them their own 

catalogue numbers in her “first draft” catalogue raisonné.27 These first two exhibitions of 

Sturtevant’s repetitions exemplify an approach the artist employed throughout her career: 

emphasizing the collective installation over the individual objects contained within. 

 

Photographic Records 

By focusing on installations as totalities, Sturtevant shifted attention from the individual 

artworks to the framing mechanisms that support, define, and disseminate them, including their 

photographic documentation. The artist, who strictly controlled the circulation of her images, 

framed the reception and perception of her exhibitions by limiting the installation photographs 

made available to the public. What was for a long time the only known photograph of her 

Bianchini show, initially published in the December 1965 issue of Artforum, only documents one 

corner of the gallery.28 The photograph reinforces the exhibition as an environmental whole but 

it leaves out other documented elements. For instance, John Canaday’s review of the exhibition 

mentioned “a wall of good Lichtensteins” and Lil Picard described “Glass-Vitrines,” none of 

                                                
26 Though the exact dates of this exhibition are unknown, it was held during the summer months when the gallery 
was already scheduled to be closed. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 98. 
27 Sturtevant, Brutal Truth—Catalogue Raisonné, 108. Lena Maculan described the decision to assign catalogue 
numbers for these exhibitions in “Explanatory Notes on the Catalogue Raisonné (First Draft).” She also explained 
that since “a catalogue raisonné is always an ongoing process of correction and addition…the artist appears entirely 
justified in regarding this volume as a ‘first draft.’” Ibid., 19. 
28 The image appeared with Max Kozloff’s diatribe on the “retreat from originality,” which included a dismissive 
mention of Sturtevant’s exhibition: “It is the most pathetic advertisement of an artist’s apartness from herself that I 
have seen.” Kozloff, “Three-Dimensional Prints and the Retreat from Originality,” Artforum 4, no. 4 (December 
1965): 27. 
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which appear in this installation view.29 Sturtevant’s preferred image of the Galerie J exhibit was 

taken by the renowned photographer-for-hire Harry Shunk and published in color with Yoshiaki 

Tono’s 1967 profile in the Japanese magazine Bijutsu Techo [fig. 6].30 Installation photographs 

are principally documentary, serving as visual records of an exhibition as artists and curators 

arranged it for a viewing public. Shunk’s photograph, in contrast, appears to capture an 

exhibition still in the process of installation: one painting is propped on its side against a wall 

and a second is held by yet another “George Segal,” here posed as the show’s curator. As 

Hainley noted, the vantage point offered by the image is a “flipped inversion” of what viewers 

would have seen through the locked gallery doors.31 The photographic record is therefore 

entirely unfaithful or contradictory to the exhibition as it existed.  

For these reasons, curator Peter Eleey categorized Sturtevant’s installation photographs 

as “evasive maneuvers” and “inadequate” documents, though he understood that Sturtevant’s 

actions were intentionally misleading.32 Recognizing that Sturtevant’s installation photographs 

indicated a broader concern with imaging and photography, Eleey suggested that the artist only 

released a single installation image “to control the image of her work and to keep the force of her 

installations from dissipating over multiple visual iterations.”33 When organizing Sturtevant’s 

2014 retrospective, Eleey discovered three additional photographic views of the Galerie J 

exhibition, which demonstrated how “no single image could have sufficiently captured the 

                                                
29 John Canaday, “Art Shows Worth Seeing,” The New York Times, October 16, 1965, 22; Picard, “From ABC to 
Camp Art: New York Report,” Das Kunstwerk 19 (November 1965): 58. No further documentation of the 
“Lichtensteins” has surfaced, but a vitrine sculpture is discussed and illustrated in Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 
47–9; and Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 102. 
30 Tono, “Elaine Sturtevant: The Logic of Forged Paintings,” 73. 
31 Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 98.  
32 Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 61, 63. 
33 Ibid., 55. 
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dynamics of the exhibition.”34 As documented in Shunk’s additional photographs—none of 

which were taken through the locked doors—the exhibition was not a static arrangement of 

artworks but rather appears to change from image to image [fig. 7]. Though Eleey acknowledges 

that the rearrangements may have been made “for the purpose of the photographic 

documentation,” he favors the suggestion that the exhibition was a “rotating installation.”35 

Given Sturtevant’s penchant for experimenting with juxtapositions, and the unlikelihood that she 

hired Shunk to photograph a changing installation over the course of multiple days, I would 

suggest something else: that it is far more likely that the artist staged the various arrangements 

explicitly for the camera. Documenting an exhibition viewers were not able to experience close 

at hand, Sturtevant was able to construct, through photography, the version of the exhibition she 

wanted to preserve for posterity. For Sturtevant, the photographic representation of the 

exhibition, which she likely hoped would be published and thus viewed by a larger audience, 

was as important as the exhibition itself, which was similarly restricted to a single vantage point. 

Two decades later, in 1989, Sturtevant employed similar strategies to generate imagery 

for a pivotal exhibition, Sturtevant: Works from 25 Years at Galerie Paul Maenz in Cologne. A 

small cache of installation images from the gallery’s archives demonstrate just how malleable 

her approach to installation was, and what exactly she was trying to accomplish through 

photography.36 As with the Galerie J exhibition, the few available photographs depict an 

installation in flux, with artworks in various arrangements. Three color photographs capture 

Sturtevant’s Beuys Fat Chair (1974/89), which she created expressly for this exhibition during a 

                                                
34 Ibid., 55–6. The additional exposures can be found in the archive of Harry Shunk and Shunk-Kender Photographs, 
The Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles. 
35 Ibid., 63. 
36 All materials related to the Cologne exhibition are housed in the Galerie Paul Maenz Köln records, 1956–1991, 
Getty Research Institute, Research Library. 
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televised, opening night performance, in various locations throughout the gallery.37 Two images 

document standard installation views, but a third captures a still life of artworks clearly staged 

for the camera. For this image, Sturtevant positioned two pieces of modified furniture, her 

Duchamp Bicycle Wheel (1973) and the Beuys Fat Chair, in front of her Johns Double Flag 

(1966), which, with its horizontal bands, leans against the grooved aluminum tracks of Stella 

Union Pacific (1989) [fig. 8]. The reshuffling continues in two black-and-white photographs that 

pair Duchamp Bicycle Wheel with Oldenburg Bacon and Eggs (1967) in one and Johns Double 

Flag again in the other [fig. 9]. Since the latter image was published with Jutta Koether’s review 

of the exhibition at Paul Maenz, the images might have been staged specifically for the press, 

even though they did not represent how the works were installed in the actual exhibition.38  

Since these photographs do not accurately document the exhibition as a viewer would 

have seen it, they cannot be classified strictly as installation photographs. Instead, Sturtevant 

appears to have used the camera to experiment with juxtapositions, just as she did in her 

Muybridge studies or the bi- and tripartite drawings she created in the late 1960s, which in one 

example paired a “Tom Wesselmann” nude with a “Roy Lichtenstein” hot dog [fig. 10].39 The 

photographs of the 1989 Cologne exhibition are also consistent with the images Sturtevant 

captured of her earliest exhibitions, showing arrangements that look perpetually in the process of 

becoming. Though her inclination was towards installations as totalizing environments, these 

photographs demonstrate that she also understood the contingent nature of installations and 

artworks in general—what Eleey referred to as “the provisional nature of art’s appearance.”40  

                                                
37 For more on this Beuys Fat Chair, see Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 64–5. Gerd de Vries recounted the 
opening night performance to Lena Maculan in “Interview,” in Sturtevant, Brutal Truth—Catalogue Raisonné, 33. 
38 Jutta Koether, “Elaine Sturtevant: Paul Maenz,” Artscribe International (September/October 1989): 88. 
39 Michael Lobel discusses Sturtevant’s “combinatory approach” to drawing in Lobel, “Drawing and the Roots of 
Sturtevant’s Art,” in Susanne Gaensheimer, et al., Sturtevant: Drawing Double Reversal, exh. cat. (Zürich: 
JRP|Ringier, 2014): 25–6. 
40 Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 56. 
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By limiting the availability of installation views, Sturtevant understood how artworks and 

exhibitions carry meaning through their reproductions and representations. Installation images, 

of course, are crucial historical documents, since they help form the public record of an 

exhibition. In time, far more people will have seen photographs of an installation, which can be 

reproduced, distributed, and archived, than the exhibition itself, which took place for only a brief 

period of time. Based on the evidence of these three examples, Sturtevant’s installation 

photographs should be understood as significant components of the work’s presentation, and not 

only as documentary images. The photographic records of Sturtevant’s exhibitions, as 

“inadequate” as they may be, need to be understood for what they are: the artist’s preferred 

representation of the work. 

Photography is often overlooked as a crucial aspect of Duchamp’s practice, largely 

because he disguised his more subtle photographic operations as an-aesthetic documents. When 

Duchamp first employed photography to produce the Box of 1914 (1913–14), he exploited the 

camera’s dry, technical capacity to reproduce imagery. With this initial box, and the Green Box 

(1934) that followed, Duchamp used photographic processes to meticulously create facsimile 

reproductions of his manuscript notes, thereby transforming his ephemera into art.41 He did not 

use the camera, still a relatively new tool, to produce pictorial imagery or capture a moment in 

time, but rather, as noted by Filipovic, “as if it were a copying machine, a photocopier avant la 

lettre.”42 

At the time Duchamp started using photography, Pictorialist photographers associated 

with Stieglitz and Edward Steichen’s Photo-Secession sought to endow their work with the 

qualities of painting, thereby distinguishing their work from amateur and commercial imagery 

                                                
41 Alluding to its fabrication, Duchamp packaged the Box of 1914, which was produced in an edition of five, in 
recycled containers for photographic paper and glass plates. 
42 Filipovic, Apparently Marginal Activities, 40. 
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and elevating what was still considered a lower medium to the status of art.43 Duchamp, in 

contrast, attempted the reverse by applying the conditions of photography—primarily its 

reproducibility but also its precision and technicality—to painting. Not long after assembling his 

first box, Duchamp used similar techniques to produce a full-sized, hand-colored photographic 

replica of Nu descendant un escalier, No. 2 (1912) for Walter and Louise Arensberg [fig. 11].44 

Though Duchamp’s laborious techniques had more in common with those employed by the 

Photo-Secessionists than may have initially been apparent, his matter-of-fact reproductions and 

facsimiles differed greatly from that group’s painterly imagery. Throughout his career, Duchamp 

continued to merge, and even confuse such categorizations as photography and painting in works 

ranging from the hand-colored miniatures of his Boîte-en-valise (Box in a Valise, 1935–41) to 

the elaborately constructed backdrop of his last major work, Étant donnés (1946–66). 

The photographs Duchamp did produce as records of his most ephemeral works often 

transcended their practical function to become original works in their own right. When it came to 

documenting his own work, Duchamp usually delegated the actual camera work to others. Far 

from administrative records, many of the photographs taken by Man Ray, his most frequent 

accomplice, are artistic images that merit their own attention.45 Take for example Elevage de 

Poussière (Dust Breeding, 1920), an evocative photograph that transforms the dust Duchamp 

allowed to accumulate on The Large Glass into a desolate landscape [fig. 12]. Though Man 
                                                
43 The influence of Pictorialism, as represented by Stieglitz’s Photo-Secession group and 291 gallery, was waning by 
the time Duchamp started using photography to make his facsimile reproductions. In June 1917, Stieglitz published 
the last issue of Camera Work, the journal he founded in 1903 as a forum for art photography. See Christian A. 
Peterson, After the Photo-Secession: American Pictorial Photography, 1910–1955 (New York: W.W. Norton, 1997). 
44 Duchamp’s devoted patrons were sore at having missed their chance to purchase the original from the 1913 
Armory Show. Even after they acquired “No. 2” in 1919, the Arensbergs kept the replica hanging in their collection, 
first in their New York apartment and later in their Hollywood home. Naumann, The Art of Making Art, 20. For his 
1963 retrospective at the Pasadena Art Museum, Duchamp installed the two Nudes side by side. 
45 Man Ray photographed many of Duchamp’s works, including the Readymades. His evocative images of Why Not 
Sneeze, Rose Sélavy and Bottlerack, taken in 1935 and 1936 respectively, were used to represent the works in the 
Boîte-en-valise. A drastically cropped detail of his photograph of Duchamp’s Rotary Glass Plates, taken in 1920, 
was used to illustrate In Advance of the Broken Arm. See Ecke Bonk, Marcel Duchamp: The Box in a Valise, 
Inventory of an Edition (New York: Rizzoli, 1989): 222–23, 232–35. 
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Ray’s photograph is significant as documentation of Duchamp’s process, Dust Breeding is also a 

mysterious and compelling image that further enhances its subject.  

In a variety of projects, Duchamp illustrated that he understood how images could 

represent an artwork and mold its public perception and historicization. Lost almost from its 

inception, Duchamp’s Fountain might not have achieved such significance if the artist had not 

made considerable effort to put it on the record. After employing Stieglitz to photograph the 

sculpture, Duchamp published that image in the second issue of The Blind Man, a short-lived 

journal created almost expressly to generate scandal around the work’s submission and rejection 

from an unjuried exhibition [fig. 13].46 The photographic reproductions Duchamp produced to 

represent the Readymades in his “portable museum,” the Boîte-en-valise, became equally 

essential, if not problematic, documents of long lost originals. To create those miniature 

reproductions, Duchamp meticulously retouched and manipulated photographs—originally taken 

by Man Ray, Henri Pierre Roché, and maybe even Duchamp himself—to such an extent that the 

works illustrated in the Box are distinct from those initially photographed [fig. 14].47 Yet, when 

designing his first monograph, Duchamp used several of these images—not the unadulterated 

original photographs—to illustrate several artworks, creating a subtle disjunction between the 

object and its representation.48 With the Box in a Valise, Duchamp not only provided a 

framework for understanding his enigmatic and widely varied work, but he also complicated the 

visual records of his most ephemeral objects by producing images that came to stand in for 

works they only partially represented.  

                                                
46 For more on The Blind Man, see Thierry de Duve, “Given the Richard Mutt Case,” in The Definitively Unfinished 
Marcel Duchamp, ed. Thierry de Duve (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991): 187–225. 
47 Duchamp’s elaborate retouching process is detailed in Bonk, Box in a Valise, 195–256. For more on how the 
miniature reproductions influenced both the public perception of the works they documented and their future 
iterations, see Martha Buskirk, “Thoroughly Modern Marcel,” October 70 (Fall 1994): 113–25. 
48 Bonk, Box in a Valise, 181–82. 
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In her works after Duchamp and others, Sturtevant similarly understood and used, to her 

advantage, the power of images to frame the reception of her paintings, sculptures, and 

performances. Around the same time Sturtevant produced the first of her readymade repetitions, 

Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage (1967), she also created a series of images of such objects, which 

were largely modeled on the aesthetic of those reproduced in the Box in a Valise [fig. 15]. As 

will be shown, these images, some of which “documented” works that never existed, were 

fabricated records that Sturtevant produced primarily to be reproduced in other formats. 

Recognizing that an image of an artwork could be just as important as the object itself, if not 

more so, Sturtevant meticulously managed the documentation and presentation of her art. It was 

this sort of concern for imaging that situated photography at the core of Sturtevant’s practice.  

Not unlike Duchamp, Sturtevant was determined to undermine and exploit photography’s 

core reproductive function, using images to question rather than confirm the veracity of what is 

presented. As documented by Eleey, Sturtevant worked “some years earlier” as a prop stylist for 

Habershaw Studio, a commercial photography studio founded in New York by Henry Haberman 

and Frank Gershaw.49 Possibly informed by that experience, the artist used photomontage and 

other rudimentary post-production techniques to create unique images—rather than 

duplications—that often belied reality and generated new visuals for existing artworks. Though 

the sources of Sturtevant’s Boîte-style reproductions are overtly clear, she also produced imagery 

unrelated to her artist-subject’s oeuvre, such as a pair of photomontages from 1967, which will 

be examined in more detail below. Likely influenced by the contemporaneous fad for models and 

monument proposals, Sturtevant re-envisioned one of Duchamp’s erotic sculptures, Objet-dard 

(1951), as large-scale public works. Far from copies, reproductions, or replicas, Sturtevant’s 

photomontages, both titled Duchamp Scale Model for Objet-dard (1967), resemble nothing 
                                                
49 Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 51, 75n36. The Habershaw Studio primarily worked with advertising firms. 
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found in the oeuvre of Duchamp, who certainly never proposed turning one of his most intimate 

objects into a public monument. Yet, Sturtevant’s photomontages put Duchamp’s esoterically 

erotic objects from fifteen years prior into conversation with more contemporary approaches to 

sculpture, illustrating how the artist generated change through repetition and, in the process, 

revived and refreshed her source works by making them current. 

 

Staged for the Camera 

In 1920, with Fresh Widow, Duchamp began signing select works under the name Rrose Sélavy, 

a feminine alter ego he subsequently brought to life in a series of role-playing masquerades 

staged for the camera.50 To conjure and capture the many guises of this and other personas, 

Duchamp frequently turned to Man Ray, who proved to be a skilled portraitist.51 Duchamp did 

not exhibit these collaborative photographs, but rather repurposed them for his assisted 

Readymades, placing his assumed visage on perfume bottles, bond certificates, and wanted 

posters.52 David Joselit argues that in these works Duchamp brands himself, or at least his 

photographic representation, as a kind of “Readymade artist.”53 When Sturtevant assumed some 

of these guises anew forty years later, her performances did not emphasize her own ready-made 

nature but rather the opposite: the powerful subjectivity of her body and image in action. As a 

female artist masquerading as her male contemporaries, Sturtevant implicitly called attention to 

longstanding gendered imbalances operating within art, from gallery and museum representation 

                                                
50 Duchamp even signed much of his correspondences as Rrose Sélavy. See Francis M. Naumann and Hector Obalk, 
eds., Affectionately, Marcel: The Selected Correspondence of Marcel Duchamp (Ghent: Ludion Press, 2000). 
51 Though the dates of Man Ray’s photographs of Duchamp as Rrose Sélavy are still debated, the first published 
image appeared in spring 1921 on the cover of the one and only issue of their magazine, New York Dada. 
52 The works referred to here are: Belle Haleine, Eau de Voilette (Beautiful Breath, Veil Water, 1921); Monte Carlo 
Bond (1924); and Wanted: $2,000 Reward (1923). 
53 David Joselit, “The Artist Readymade: Marcel Duchamp and the Société Anonyme,” in Gross, Société Anonyme, 
35. In this essay, Joselit expanded on his idea of “the self readymade,” as elaborated in the final chapter of Infinite 
Regress: Marcel Duchamp 1910–1941 (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998): 179–93. 
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to the female nude’s ubiquitous role as both subject and object. As with her Duchamp Man Ray 

Portrait, the undeniable gender shift that occurs in her performative photographs forces viewers 

to reckon not only with the repetition of another’s imagery but also the subversion of gender 

conventions, such as the artist-model relationship. 

The performative images Sturtevant created in the manner of Duchamp will be detailed in 

the following chapter. Two other projects, both unrelated to Duchamp, exemplify the role of 

Sturtevant’s embodied presence across her photographic work. In 1966, around the same time 

she started producing her Duchamps, Sturtevant created a series of photographic collages 

informed by the quasi-scientific motion studies that the bookseller-turned-photographer 

Eadweard Muybridge conducted in the late nineteenth century. David Hayes, a young but well-

connected curator and collector who also assisted with Sturtevant’s Duchamp-related images, 

photographed the disrobed artist walking and posing in front of her own painted repetitions. 

Layering image over image, Sturtevant used these photographs to create numerous iterations of 

the contact print photomontages Study for Muybridge Plates #97 and #136 (both 1966) [figs. 16-

17].54 Eleey described the Muybridge Plates—with a nod to Douglas Crimp—as “the closest 

Sturtevant gets to making ‘a picture of a picture.’”55 Photographed at or near the center of each 

frame, Sturtevant positioned her nude body between her own “pictures” of others’ art and the 

camera lens. As both artist and model, Sturtevant amended the popular imagery of Johns’s flag, 

Lichtenstein’s comics, Rosenquist’s advertisements, and Warhol’s flowers—paintings she 

described as “driven by surface involvement”—by literally foregrounding the forceful presence 

                                                
54 Sturtevant’s “plate” numbers do not directly correlate to plates of the same number from Muybridge’s Animal 
Locomotion. The 2017 exhibition at Ropac included nine versions of these two collages from 1966–67. 
55 Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 63. 
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of her naked body.56 In the process, she produced one of her “powerful reversals,” upending 

traditionally prescribed gender roles of artist and model by staking claim to both. 

When Sturtevant returned to this motif for her 1986 exhibition at White Columns in New 

York, she updated her earlier collages by splicing in photographs of works produced after her 

initial studies. Spanning twenty years, the Muybridge Plates illustrate how Sturtevant regularly 

used her own art as material, recycling old work into new content. With Muybridge Plate #97: 

Woman Walking (altered plate) (1986), Sturtevant changed the content of three frames to include 

repetitions related to the three artists central to her Everson exhibit—Beuys, Duchamp, and 

Warhol—and added an outtake from the initial photo shoot featuring one of her earliest 

repetitions, Stella Benjamin Moore (1964) [fig. 18]. In one instance, Sturtevant conceals most of 

her body by overlaying an image of a Warhol Marilyn, reversing the figure-ground dynamic 

established in all other images.57 By adding new backdrops to certain frames, Sturtevant 

intentionally disrupted the chronological aspect of these locomotive sequences. As art historian 

Marta Braun has documented, Muybridge similarly manufactured the chronological effect of 

many of his plates from photographs that were actually taken out of sequence. “Because they are 

presented as sequences,” Braun writes, “we see them that way.”58 With her 1986 revivals, 

Sturtevant intentionally challenges this kind of assumption with her discontinuous imagery, 

instead offering a vision that jumps from one moment to another and back again, hopscotching 

across the various backdrops her painted repetitions provide. 

                                                
56 Sturtevant, interviewed by Tony Benn, “Certainly Thinking is a Kind of Madness,” in Sturtevant, The Razzle 
Dazzle of Thinking, exh. cat. (Paris: ARC/Musée d'Art moderne de la Ville de Paris, 2010): 274; originally 
published in SITE Magazine, no. 7 (2004): 27–33. The striding motion enacted by the artist and captured by Hayes 
in these photographs recurred throughout Sturtevant’s career, from her evocations of Beuys in Beuys La Rivoluzione 
siamo noi (1988) and Dillinger Running Series (2000) to the looping dog of Finite Infinite (2010). 
57 This frame’s dynamics of figure and ground are further discussed in Lee, Sturtevant: Warhol Marilyn, 70–1. 
58 Marta Braun, Eadweard Muybridge (London: Reaktion Books Ltd, 2010): 199. The author originally included 
this analysis in Braun, Picturing Time: The Work of Etienne-Jules Marey (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992). 
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With her film Duchamp Nu descendant un escalier (1968), and a series of related 

collaged film stills, Sturtevant referenced the chrono-photography that inspired Duchamp’s 

famous painting. Though Duchamp’s nude was modeled on the images captured by French 

scientist and photographer Étienne-Jules Marey in the 1880s, Muybridge was conducting similar 

studies with nude men and women in America around the same time, which culminated in his 

publication of Animal Locomotion in 1887.59 While Marey used multiple exposures to capture 

movement on a single photographic plate, Muybridge demonstrated the motion of his subjects 

across a series of sequential images. When Sturtevant created her own motion studies, she may 

have been responding to what Hainley called the “vogue for Muybridge in the ‘60s.”60 

Muybridge’s grid-formed sequences especially resonated with the conceptualist favor for 

seriality, as seen in the documentary photography of Eleanor Antin, Bernd and Hilla Becher, 

Douglas Huebler, Ed Ruscha, and Robert Smithson.61 By 1973, Mel Bochner, Dan Graham, and 

Hollis Frampton had each written significant articles on the photographer and his relevance to 

contemporary artists.62 Sturtevant’s friend Robert Rauschenberg, who owned some of 

Muybridge’s locomotion prints, had produced an early example of the type of chrono-sequential 

imagery inspired by Muybridge with his Cy + Roman Steps (I–V) (1952).63  

                                                
59 Muybridge devoted four volumes of Animal Locomotion (1887) to nude studies of women and men in motion. For 
a discussion of the gender dynamics of Muybridge’s nudes, see Braun, Muybridge, 207–15; and Sarah Gordon, 
Indecent Exposures: Eadweard Muybridge’s Animal Locomotion Nudes (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2015). 
60 Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 181. In the mid-1950s, Dover published mass-market editions of Muybridge’s 
The Human Figure in Motion (1955) and Animals in Motion (1957), both of which were widely available to artists 
throughout the following decade. 
61 For more on the relationship between Muybridge and contemporary photography, see James L. Sheldon and Jock 
Reynolds, Motion and Document, Sequence and Time: Eadweard Muybridge and Contemporary American 
Photography (Andover, MA: Addison Gallery of American Art, Phillips Academy, 1991). 
62 See Dan Graham, “Muybridge Moments: From Here to There?” Arts Magazine 41 (February 1967): 23–4; Mel 
Bochner, “The Serial Attitude,” Artforum 6, no. 4 (December 1967): 28–33; and Hollis Frampton, “Eadweard 
Muybridge: Fragments of a Tesseract,” Artforum 11, no. 7 (March 1973): 43–52. In 1975, Frampton and Marion 
Fuller used foodstuffs to create a humorous homage to Muybridge, Sixteen Studies from Vegetable Locomotion. 
63 Rauschenberg owned several of Muybridge’s prints, including Animal Locomotion, Volume III, Plate 130, which 
documented a woman descending a small set of stairs in profile and from behind. Given Sturtevant’s close 
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In 1964, Sol LeWitt made overt reference to the photographer’s serial imagery with 

Muybridge I and II, two rectangular peep-show boxes, which also anticipated the voyeurism of 

Duchamp’s yet-unveiled Étant donnés.64 Visible through a row of apertures, the interior of each 

box contains a series of ten sequential photographs: one set shows a nude woman striding 

progressively closer to the camera, while in the other the camera zooms in on the woman, now 

seated [fig. 19]. LeWitt’s model, an anonymous female subject like Muybridge’s, directly 

confronts the viewer, who stands in the same position as the photographer had. Both artist and 

model, Sturtevant stays almost entirely within the frame, advancing only marginally from left to 

right. Categorizing the Muybridge Plates as Sturtevant’s “triumph over the photographic and its 

discourses,” Eleey contended that the “studies help clarify that her interest was not in any 

‘punctum’ or ‘decisive moment,’ but rather in images in action.”65 Yet as images they are hardly 

active. While LeWitt’s photographic sequences aspire towards a moving picture illusionism, 

Sturtevant’s constructions, like Muybridge’s before her, more fully embrace photography’s 

technical capacity to keep time at a standstill. One of the tensions in Sturtevant’s Muybridge 

Plates then is that between the static backdrop of the artist’s painted repetitions and the kind of 

looping, repetitive motion of the artist walking in place.66  

In another series of photographs staged expressly for the camera, Sturtevant deliberately 

framed her process as a kind of performance. In 1989, the artist hired Peter Muscato to take 

                                                                                                                                                       
relationship with Rauschenberg, these photos could have served as models for her Muybridge Plates. Robert Storr, 
Selections from the Private Collection of Robert Rauschenberg (New York: Gagosian Gallery, 2012): 38–9. 
64 The two works are discussed and illustrated in Sol LeWitt, and Gary Garrels, Sol LeWitt: A Retrospective, exh. cat. 
(San Francisco: San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, 2000): 61–2, 130–31. 
65 Eleey, “Dangerous Concealment,” 63. 
66 The strident motion enacted by Sturtevant in these photographs recurred throughout the artist’s career, from her 
evocations of Beuys in Beuys La Rivoluzione siamo noi (1988) and Dillinger Running Series (2000) to the looping 
dog of Finite Infinite (2010), not to mention her descent down the stairs in Duchamp, Marcel Duchamp (1992). 



 33 

pictures of her inside the studio painting Stella Bethlehem’s Hospital (1989) [fig. 20].67 Clearly 

modeled on earlier photographs of Frank Stella taken by Hollis Frampton and Ugo Mulas, 

Muscato’s images capture Sturtevant intensely at work on her repetition. With gallons of house 

paint at her side (one perched atop a ladder for easy access), Sturtevant is seen painting line over 

line of black stripes, with thin slivers of bare canvas in between, methodically building the 

painting’s H-shaped structure. Though Sturtevant’s reenactments of Duchamp and Beuys have 

been folded into her œuvre, these images have largely been ignored.  

In recreating images of Stella, Sturtevant also reproduced the cult of personality—so 

prevalent in the 1960s—that helped establish the young Stella as a hotshot painter. In magazines 

and exhibition catalogues alike, artworks were often accompanied by a photographic portrait of 

the artist, often at work or in the studio.68 The catalogue for Sixteen Americans, the Museum of 

Modern Art exhibition that introduced Stella and his black paintings to the world in 1959, is one 

such example. Though most artists were photographed in studio settings, Stella appeared, in a 

picture taken by Frampton as part of his series of Official Portraits, wearing a sharp business suit 

against a stark white background [fig. 21].69 As Thierry de Duve observed, Stella’s wry “self-

presentation” is noticeably at odds with the other more casual portraits of artists at work or 

alongside their work.70 Artworld publications had developed a similar penchant for behind-the-

scenes access. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, ARTnews published nearly a hundred articles in 

their “Paints a Picture” series, which documented in photographs and writing the production of a 

                                                
67 A contact sheet of images from the session was published in a 2019 auction catalogue for Phillips. The image 
caption erroneously dates the sessions to 1971, even though Sturtevant didn’t begin painting her “black Stellas” until 
1988. The caption also misidentifies the painting in the picture as the Stella Getty Tomb that was being auctioned. 
Phillips, 20th Century and Contemporary Art Day Sale, Morning Session, New York, November 13, 2019 (New 
York: Phillips, 2019): 190–95. Bruce Hainley more accurately dates the pictures to “c. 1989,” which corresponds 
with the dates for Stella Bethlehem’s Hospital. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 259. 
68 The catalogues produced by Finch College Museum of Art for their five “Art in Process” exhibitions, mounted 
between 1965 and 1972, included portraits of the exhibiting artists. 
69 Dorothy Canning Miller, ed., Sixteen Americans, exh. cat. (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1959): 76. 
70 Thierry de Duve, Kant After Duchamp (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996): 200. 



 34 

single work, almost exclusively by male artists.71 The creative act had become a very public 

process, a kind of performance. The most legendary example was Robert Goodnough’s 1951 

profile “Pollock Paints a Picture,” which featured Hans Namuth’s now famous photographs of 

the artist at work on Autumn Rhythm: Number 30 (1950).72 The images quickly went on to define 

the public perception of Pollock as a wild, gestural abstract painter, regardless of how accurate 

that was. 

The photographs of Frampton and Mulas were thus part of a wider trend, which was 

parodied by the former and exploited by the latter, one of the foremost chroniclers of the 1960s 

artworld. In 1964, the same year Stella declared, “What you see is what you see,” Mulas 

documented the artist at work on one of his Notched-V paintings.73 In one photograph, Stella 

leans in very close, seeming to study as much as paint the surface of the canvas [fig. 22]. This 

image appeared in Mulas’s 1964 volume New York: The New Art Scene, a book that epitomized 

the current obsession with the lives of artists. Though Mulas’s image appeared first, Frampton’s 

photographs have taken on a more mythical status, since they captured Stella as a young painter 

at the outset of his career.74 Beginning in 1958, Frampton collaborated with Stella to produce the 

fifty-two portraits that would eventually comprise The Secret World of Frank Stella (1958-62). 

Several frames from Sturtevant’s session call to mind Frampton’s image of Stella painting Getty 

Tomb in 1959, which was initially published in a 1970 exhibition catalogue [fig. 23].75 Not 

unlike Mulas’s image, Stella is shown crouched low to the floor, carefully and dispassionately 

                                                
71 By my count, only seven women were featured in the series, among them Jane Freilicher, Joan Mitchell, and 
Elaine de Kooning, who wrote around a dozen of the articles. 
72 Robert Goodnough, “Pollock Paints a Picture,” ARTnews 50, no. 3 (May 1951): 38–41, 60–1. 
73 Stella, as told to Bruce Glaser in “Questions to Stella and Judd,” ARTnews 65, no. 5 (September 1966): 59. The 
original discussion, which also included Dan Flavin, was recorded by WBAI-FM, New York, on February 15, 1964, 
and broadcast as “New Nihilism or New Art?” on March 24, 1964. 
74 Ugo Mulas and Alan R. Solomon, New York: The New Art Scene (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967). 
75 Though the complete series has never been published, three of Frampton’s images were reproduced in the 
catalogue for Stella’s 1970 exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art. William S. Rubin, Frank Stella, exh. cat. (New 
York: Museum of Modern Art, 1970): 2, 47, 175. 



 35 

brushing black house paint in concentric stripes. Like Namuth’s photographs of Pollock, Mulas’s 

and Frampton’s images have since become iconic, representing an idea of the artist that molds 

our understanding of their work. 

Frampton and Stella conceived of their images as tongue-in-cheek quotations of various 

photographic conventions and genre types. In a 1963 dialogue with Carl Andre, Frampton 

sarcastically described each photograph in the series as a “prize-picture on the point of becoming 

cliché.”76 As indicated by the title, the two artists started the series as a parody of the type of 

coffee table picture books exemplified by David Douglas Duncan’s recently published The 

Private World of Pablo Picasso (1958), but they also register as a critique of the men-at-work 

imagery featured in ARTnews’s “Paints a Picture” profiles.77 Art historian Maria Gough 

described Frampton’s and Mulas’s images as far “removed in sensibility” from each other, since 

the latter “deploys the very convention of the creative artist-at-work that Frampton had parodied 

just a few years earlier.”78 I would contend that their respective images, especially those 

discussed here showing Stella at work on two different paintings, are not so dissimilar. Whatever 

parody Frampton and Stella hoped to achieve with their image—perhaps something more akin to 

their earlier Official Portrait—has been undermined by its value as a historical document and 

subsumed by the mythic quality later endowed upon the series. The photographs of Sturtevant 

miming Stella on the other hand seem incapable of supporting or producing any such myth, 

precisely because hers trouble any fixed idea of identity. Sturtevant may have approximated the 

look of Stella in Muscato’s photographs, but she similarly appeared as Beuys, Duchamp, and 

                                                
76 Carl Andre and Hollis Frampton, “On Forty Photographs and Consecutive Matters, Part 1: January 26, 1963,” in 
12 Dialogues, 1962–63 (Halifax, Nova Scotia: Press of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, 1980): 57. 
Frampton’s photographs of Stella are reproduced throughout this volume, but those showing the artist painting in his 
studio are illustrated with the dialogue, “On Painting and Consecutive Matters.” 
77 Bruce Jenkins, “The ‘Other Work’ of Hollis Frampton: A Tour,” in Bruce Jenkins and Susan Krane, Hollis 
Frampton: Recollections/Recreations, exh. cat. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1984): 17–18. 
78 Maria Gough, “Frank Stella is a Constructivist,” October 119 (January 2007): 94–120. 
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Figure 70. Sturtevant, Duchamp Trébuchet, 1997, color photograph with gouache,  

3 3/16 x 5 11/16 inches, collection of Mark Kelman, New York. 

 

 


