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ABSTRACT

This thesis is to introduce and examine Video Space Art as a form of Video Art.
Being primarily practice-based research, it offers a theoretical and conceptual
framework to find a better understanding for my artistic practices.

The thesis studies the classification of Video Art. It contains an extended
discussion of the place of Video Space Art in the context of Video Installation.
Furthermore, the distinctions are made from Video Sculpture by theorizing
space and spectator.

The thesis develops the language of Video Installation. It proposes that the two
main elements of Video Space Art are space and spectator. It provides a
conceptual discussion of real and virtual space and the role of the spectator in
Video Art are established. It then explores the languages in developed media of
pictorial art, sculpture, architecture and landscape architecture. Because Video
Installation is a hybrid medium, the languages found in these media are applied
to deepen its meanings. Video Space Art is defined as a space-time experience
that includes people as participants.

The thesis applies these theories to artworks to distinguish Video Space Art
from Video Sculpture. Nam Jun Paik’s Magnet TV (1965), Eagle Eye (1996) and
TV Clock (1963-81), Shigeko Kubota’'s Three Mountains (1976-79), and Bill Viola's
Heaven and Earth (1992), The Crossing (1996) and Passage (1987), Dan Graham'’s
Present Continuous Past(s) (1974), Bruce Nauman’s Live-Taped Video Corridor
(1969-70), David Hall’s Progressive Recession (1975), and Peter Campus’ Negative
Crossing (1974) are among the artworks explored. The extended discussion of
the concepts and concerns behind these artworks are followed by the
classification of these artworks into Video Space Art and Video Sculpture. In
addition to these artworks, the analyses of the elements of Video Space Art are
applied to my own practical works: Two (1999), It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to
School (2000), and Love Potion in my Heart (2004). (The appendix to this thesis
contains the documentation of my works in DVD ROM format.)

The theoretical analysis presented in this thesis sheds light on the classification
of Video Installation. A survey conducted identifies the works of Video Space
Art. By defining Video Space Art, as distinct from Video Sculpture I have

refined aspects of the theoretical base and extended the understanding of my
own practical work.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

page
BTSSR0} @ LU EL S 210 (0) o F o OO 5
Acknowledgements. . .cccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i rteerreerre e nsesesstrrsteraseesanens 8
INTRODUCTION. .. eiiniieiieenenrerteretcienaentsrerescarenseseesessacssessssessasasnsesssns 9
J SN S 7-Tdl 324 (07010 0 Lo DO 10
2. Research Design......cccveiiieiiiniiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinicniiececien e 11

CHAPTER
L. At the Limits of Video Installation......ccueeereeerceneccrecsserecsnesscssscsasecsansesnnecsene 13
1. Classification of Video Art...cc.ccvviriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiniieniiinnne, 14
2. Findings from Interviews....ccoceviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniincenn. 25
3. Single-screen Videotape vs. Video Installation........cccccevuieinnnnnnnn., 33
4. Video Sculpture......cccvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiini e 39
5. Video Space Art — A Provisional Understanding............c.cccu........ 44
IL. Developing Languages of Video Installation.........covcvviieiiiniiannennnn.. 45
S o7 Lo TR 47
2. Viewer, Observer, Audience, Perceiver or Spectator..........c........... 57
3. Applying Concepts from other Media to Video Installation........... 65

i. Pictorial Art
ii. Video and Sculpture
iii. Architecture and Environment
iv. Landscape Architecture and the Urban Landscape

III.  Video Space Art Defined......ccoovuininininiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniineeeienenn. 93
IV.  Practical Analysis..ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiinaicscnnnenn. 101
1. Magnet TV (1965) — Nam June Paik.....cccevvuiiviiiiiiiiiininiininininnn 104
2. Eagle Eye (1996) — Nam June Paik.......ccuevvnnvineinivnnirnniccnrnecceennenes 109
3. TV Clock (1963-81) — Nam June Paik.......ccceoeeeecrccrerreecrcrecrneensarssnnesanenne 113
4. Three Mountains (1976-79) — Shigeko Kubota.....cccceevvvevineennnnnn.. 116
5. Heaven and Earth (1992) — Bill Viola...c.vvevviivviriiierieiieeienieeennn 119
6. The Crossing (1996) — Bill Viola......cccuveeiininiiiiniaieiniiiieniienannnen.. 122
7. Passage (1987) = Bill Viola.....cueeiiriiiniiiiiiniiiinrieceiecneiecenreneenenns 125
8. Present Continuous Past(s) (1974) — Dan Graham......cccceeevverveennn.. 129
9. Liwe-Taped Video Corridor (1969-70) — Bruce Nauman.. cossesssnenel33
10. Progressive Recession (1975) — David Hall....eviiveiiiiieerenienrenennennnn 139
11. Negative Crossing (1974) — Peter Campus....cccevvevenrerenreienisncensnen 143



V. My Own Video Space Art Practice....ccceveveiiiiiicniincniiinininincnecnnnnn 147

1. Two (1999)..cuciuireiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiietetieetatrincsensaecasnssans 149
2. It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000).....ccccevuiirrneiererennnnnens 159
3. Love Potion in my Heart (2004)....ccceiieiiirieiniieicnciiseceerenncenrssns 169
VI.  Exhibition Experiment.....ccocoivvureiiiiniuiiiiniiiiiinicicininienmeeonen. 181
1. Cluster Analysis.....cocceiiveiiiiniiiiiiiiiniiiriiiiirerniersececrennn 183
2. Survey Setting and Procedures.........cccvveviieiuinrniniieniiiiininnnn.. 185
R DZ- - WV -1 L 188
4. Tree DIagrams....ccceveeieiiiieriiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiieisiecsnscsassnstsassansones 192
VII. CONCLUSION. . ..cittttititititeitiiiiiiiiiiisiestescessansennncnsensessssensesnnnns 195
Appendix 1: Survey QuestioNNaIre.....ccciviiiieiiiiiieiiiiiiriesieeiereecrrarecssnnenn 204
Appendix 2: SUrvey Pictures....coeiveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieriinenecerecnenesasasecnnss 207
Appendix 3: Cluster Analysis results for “Non-expert” group..........cccu........ 213
Bibliography..ccvuiiiiiniiieiiiiiri e e 217



List of Illustrations

Leaflet for Exposition of Music — Electronic Television (1963)
Nam June Paik, Exposition of Music — Electronic Television (1963)

W o N & ok W b=

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Wolf Vostell, Television Dé-Collage (1963)

John Baldessari, Folding Hat (1970-71)

Richard Serra, Hand Catching Lead (1968)

Bruce Nauman, Art Make-up No.1: White (1967-68)

‘Nam June Paik, TV Buddha (1974)

Incomplete Family Tree of Video Art
Nam June Paik, TV Garden (1974-78)

. Bruce Nauman, Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969-70)
11.
12.

13.
14.

The Rock Garden of Ryoanji, Kyoto, Japan

Lawson’s Distance of Space

Lawson’s Human Distances

Alberto Giacometti

Pablo Picasso, Guitar and Sheet Music (1912)
Frank Stella, A Had Gadya (1984)

Anthony Caro, The Window (1966/1967)
Beth Galston, Ice Forest (2000-2003)

Henry Moore, Knife Edge - Two Piece (1962)
Barbara Hepworth, Two Figures (Menhirs)(1964)
Richard Long, Sahara Line (1988)
Alexander Calder, Little Spider (1940)

Jean Tinguely, Méta-mécanique (Méta-Herbin) (1954)

Laszlo Moholy-Nagy, Ein Lichtspiel: Schwarz, Weiss, Grau (1930)
. Dan Flavin, Untitled (To Donna) (1971)
26.
27.
28.

Anthony McCall, A Line Describing a Cone (1973)
Michael Asher, Untitled Installation (1970)

Graham Ellard & Stephen Johnstone, Holding Pattern (1997-2000)



29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

o1.
52.
53.
4.
S5.
o6.

o7.
58.

Christo & Jeanne-Claude, Running Fence (1972-76)
Robert Smithson, Spiral Jetty (1970)

Richard Long, Gobi Desert Circle (1996)

Ten Longevity Symbols, Anonymous, Choson dynasty, 19th century
Nam June Paik, Magnet TV (1965)

Name June Paik, Participation TV (1982)

Name June Paik, Eagle Eye (1996)

Nam June Paik, Eagle Eye (1996)

Nam June Paik, TV Clock (1963-81)

Nam June Paik, TV Clock (1963-81)

Shigeko Kubota, Three Mountains (1976-79)

Bill Viola, Heaven and Earth (1992)

Bill Viola, The Crossing (1996)

Bill Viola, Passage (1987)

Dan Graham, Present Continuous Past(s) (1974)

. Bruce Nauman, Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969-70)
45.

46.
47.
48.

49.
50.

David Hall, Progressive Recession (1975)
David Hall, Progressive Recession, Artist’s installation plan drawing
Peter Campus, Negative Crossing (1974)
Two (1999)

Two (1999)

Two (1999)

Two (1999)

Two (1999)

Two (1999)

Two (1999)

It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000)
It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000)
It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000)
It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000)



59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

It Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000)
Developing Structures (Progress)

Love Potion in my Heart (2004)

Love Potion in my Heart (2004)

Love Potion in my Heart (2004)

Love Potion in my Heart (2004)

Love Potion in my Heart (2004)

Distance Matrix (“Expert”)

Tree Diagram (“Expert”)

Distance Matrix (“Non-Expert”)

Tree Diagram (“Non-Expert”)




Acknowledgements

First and the most, I owe greatly to my supervisor, Professor Malcolm Le Grice,
who has challenged and encouraged me to finish this thesis. I am very grateful
for his enduring patience, critical commentaries and enthusiasm for my work.
His timely and effective advice throughout the entire period of research has
been my inspiration.

Also I would like to express my gratitude to Graham Ellard, my second
supervisor. He offered scrupulous advice, practical wisdom, and
encouragement. Especially he has helped me unfailingly when I was faced with
a seemingly chaotic environment in preparing for my PhD Exhibition.

I am thankful to the distinguished artists / teachers who gave so generously of
their time for the interviews. Many thanks to Adam Chodzko, Susan Collins,
Sung Min Hong, Tae Hee Kim and Hwa Young Park. Also I would like to thank

the people who came to my exhibition and participated in my survey
questionnaire. I am also indebted to many friends and especially to two Jesuit

brothers, Gregory Park and Simon Yi for their hard labour in installing my PhD
Exhibition.

I am grateful to Dr. Jouni Kuha of the Methodology Institute at the London
School of Economics for allowing me to attend his lectures. Special
acknowledgement is to Dominic Chai who advised me in the conduct of the

survey experiment. I would not have been able to finish this survey had it not
been for his thoughtful care and consideration.

I would like to thank my friends and family members especially Sung Hoon
Park, Bok Soon Yun, and my aunts for believing in me. Also without Sister
Susana Cho, Sister Lucia Lee, and many other people who have prayed for me, I
would not have the strength and endurance for the research.

Finally, in immeasurable ways, my mother and father have sustained me with
spirited support throughout the duration of the study. Even during the most

intense periods of self-doubt, I felt the grounding power of their good will and
love.

Last but not least, I want to thank everyone I met. My creativity would be
impossible to express without them.



INTRODUCTION

1. Background

2. Research Design



1. Background

In this thesis, I introduce the term Video Space Art. It is a form of Video

Art which reflects my artistic practices. This research began as an attempt to

find a better theoretical and conceptual understanding of my practice.
I studied Moving Image Design at the Kaywon School of Art and Design

in Korea and Time Based Art at the Duncan of Jordanstone College of Art and

Design, University of Dundee. Then I took a Masters degree in Fine Art Media at

the Slade School of Fine Art, University College London. During my studies, I
have produced Single-screen Videotape! and Video Installation artworks. My
first exhibition at the Slade was seen as a Video Installation, but I was not
satisfied with this categorization. I saw my work as very different from artists
like Nam June Paik. In my second exhibition at the Slade, I began to use the

term ‘Video Space Art’. I came up with this idea because of the importance of

space as an element in my practice.

I was aware of other artists who had produced work with a similar
attitude to space. Dan Graham, Bruce Nauman, David Hall and Peter Campus
were among those with whom I could associate my works. However, I felt the
concepts and definitions in the critical literature were not adequate for

understanding my own work and aspects of Video Art in general. In

1 ] have Speech Defect at the Moment (1997), Don’t (1998), Attract (1998), I Am Hot Chocolate (1999) are
a few of my single-screen works.
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undertaking a PhD research I aimed to develop my artistic ideas in practice and

at the same time develop a better framework for understanding.

2. Research Design

The aim of my thesis is to define Video Space Art and find its
relationship to the more general concept of Video Installation.

In Chapter I, I explore the classification of Video Art. The division
between Single-screen Videotape and Video Installation is made and I recognize

Video Sculpture and Video Space Art as sub-categories of Video Installation.

In Chapter II, I develop the language of Video Installation. I introduce
two main elements of Video Space Art: space and the spectator. 1 divide space
into real and virtual space and apply them to distinguish virtual arts and spatial
arts. The role of the spectator in Video Space Art is introduced. Then I explore
the languages and concepts of pictorial art, sculpture, architecture and
landscape architecture. Because a Video Installation is a hybrid medium, I
explore how the languages found in other media can be applied to deepen its
meanings.

Using the theoretical ‘variables’ introduced and discussed in Chapter II, I

attempt to define Video Space Art in Chapter IlII. The characteristics and the

relationship between space and the spectator are presented.

11



In Chapter IV, I analyze eleven Video Installation works using the
theoretical variables I have explored in Chapter IT and III. The artworks include
Nam Jun Paik’s Magnet TV (1965), Eagle Eye (1996) and TV Clock (1963-81),
Shigeko Kubota’'s Three Mountains (1976-79), Bill Viola's Heaven and Earth (1992),
The Crossing (1996) and Passage (1987), Dan Graham’s Present Continuous Past(s)
(1974), Bruce Nauman’s Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969-70), David Hall's
Progres;sive Recession (1975), and Peter Campus’ Negative Crossing (1974). 1

present a description and interpretation for each of the works introduced.

In Chapter V, I introduce my own Video Space Artworks. Two (1999), It
Takes me 15 Minutes to go to School (2000) and Love Potion in my Heart (2004) are
my key experiments in Video Space Art. I reflect on making of these works and
attempt to evaluate how space and spectators play mutually important roles in
both expressing and understanding my works.

In Chapter VI, I conduct a survey experiment to test my theory
establishing Video Space Art as a category within the parameters of Video
Installation. The experiment is developed as a test of the applicability of the
theoretical variables I developed during my research. This survey is based on
the eleven works I present in Chapter IV and my own installation, Love Potion in
my Heart, shown during my PhD Exhibition. Applying Cluster Analysis, I
group the twelve artworks into clgsters such that the artworks from the same

clusters are similar and the artworks from different clusters are dissimilar.

12
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1. Classification of Video Art

Video Art, once considered as an alternative art medium, has become a
dominant art form. Yongwoo Lee, who wrote a doctoral thesis on the history of
Video Art, claims “Nam June Paik’s first exhibition Exposition of Music —
Electronic Television (ILL.1) was a manifestation of the philosophy of Video Art.”?
It was the first exhibition where television was used as an artistic medium
turned against television itself. Edith Decker, who wrote a doctoral thesis on
Nam June Paik in 1985, explained the significance of television emerging as an
experimental art medium in the 1960s.2 In spite of Paik’s historic exhibition,
Sean Cubitt expressed a more negative view of the origins of Video Art, where
he said, “It's impossible to see Video Art history, both because the evidence is
fading, and because it was never a single history in any case.”* These conflicting
views indicate that Video Art history tends to mythologize individual artists or
to record individual events separately.® According to Lee, “...many view video

art as a series of fragmented, unconnected phenomena...”¢

Today, the term Video Art has a variety of meanings and comprises a

wide range of artworks. Ibegin with three basic and simple definitions.

2 Yongwoo Lee, The Origins of Video Art, PhD Thesis, University of Oxford, 1998, p.65.
> See Edith Decker-Phillips, Paik Video, Barrytown, New York, 1998, pp.33-40.

* Sean Cubitt, Timeshift on Video Culture, Routledge, London, 1991, London, pp.86-67.
> Lee, op. cit. p.65.

® Lee, p.66.
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They provide a convenient starting point for a working classification and
finding a place for my artworks within Video Art in general.

A Dictionary of Twentieth-Century Art defines Video Art as follows.

Video Art: a broad term applied to works created by visual artists
in which video and television equipment and technology is used
in any of various ways.?

This definition reflects a vagueness and broadness in understanding Video
Artworks.

A more concrete and narrower definition of Video Art is given in the

Dictionary of the Avant-Gardes.

Video Art: The pioneer here is Nam June Paik, who realized early
in the 1960s that magnets applied to points outside a live TV
screen could distort its kinetic image. Paik later placed an
electrified wire across a reel of recorded videotapes, thereby
causing erasure every few seconds; he was among the first to

assemble several monitors into unified objects called Video
Sculptures.

Once the cost of portable cameras decreased, video became a
popular art medium, much like photography before it, so that one
measure of artistry became the creation of work different from the
very common run. Some used video to document live
performances; others, such as Amy Greenfield, exploited its
different scale to ‘film’ performances that were never meant to be
seen live. Stephen Beck eschewed the camera completely for
synthesizers that could create images never seen before; Bill Viola
and Bucky Schwartz, among others, realized perceptual
incongruities unique to the new medium, while David Gigliotti

and Mary Lucier used several monitors to portray a continuous
image that ran from screen to screen.?

7lan Chilvers, ed. A Dictionary of Twentieth-Century Art, Oxford University Press, London, 1998,
p.637.

® Richard Kostelanetz, ed. A Dictionary of the Avant-Gardes, Schirmer, New York, 1993, p.644.
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It defines the term by outlining the development of Video Art works from Nam
June Paik’s experiments of kinetic energy within a television set to Amy
Greenfield’s single-screen work, and to Mary Lucier’s multi-screen art work.

This reflects the variety of expressions exhibited within the realm of Video Art.

The Dictionary of Art provides other categories of Video Art recognizing

many forms and diversities.

Video Art: term used to describe art that uses both the apparatus
and processes of television and video. It can take many forms:
recordings that are broadcast, viewed in galleries or other venues,
or distributed as tape or discs; sculptural installations, which may
incorporate one or more television receivers or monitors,
displaying ‘live” or recorded images and sound; and performances
in which video representations are included.?

These three simple definitions, demonstrate how the genre of Video Art

covers a wide range with various languages and meanings. It also demonstrates
how the term Video Art is over-simplified and there remains a need to offer

categories or define forms. Dorine Mignot calls for re-evaluation of the term
Video Art: “Ten years ago Video Art was a video tape made by an artist in the
visual arts, for the visual artists, after all, the first to experiment with the new

medium. Now the term video is ripe for a new definition.”® Although Mignot

? Jane Turner, ed. The Dictionary of Art, Grove’s, New York, 1996, p.419.

10 Dorine, Mignot, ed. Het Lumineuze Beeld/The Luminous Image, Stedelijk Museum, Amsterdam,
1984, p 8.
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does not identify the alternate forms of Video Art, she recognizes that Video Art
is no longer just an art of the visual.

There is a general need for more precise categories distinguishing
practices from one another and to establish criteria. Whatever the general
critical or theoretical objectives, as a practitioner, I needed to have a better and
‘useable’ critical understanding of my own work.

There have been three recent doctoral research projects that have
responded also to this need and have provided some basis for my own research.
Yongwoo Lee from Oxford University who completed his thesis in 1998, Chris
Meigh-Andrews from The Royal College of Art who completed in 2001, and

Jackie Hatfield from the University of Westminster who completed in 2003 have
each attempted more thorough definitions of the field.

Yongwoo Lee in his Ph.D. thesis, The Origin of Video Art, identifies five
forms of Video Art: 1. Documentary Video and Alternative Television; 2.
Performance Video; 3. Image Processing; 4. Video Installations and Video
Sculpture; 5. Feminist Video. His justification for these five sub-categories
originates from an historical perspective. Lee states, “In the early to mid-1970s,
a split emerged between aesthetic formalism ~ with its emphasis on video as an
art form - and instrumentalism, which considered video a medium for socio-
political issues. Between these two-poles arose many sub-categories.”!! Lee

'

recognizes the inadequacy of this classification that this “...classification of

1 Lee, p.5.

18



genres originates partly from arbitrary distinctions made by museums for the
sake of exhibition design” but “...accepts the convention of such classification”2
for the sake of developing historical analysis of Video Art. Thus Lee’s
classification is not based on artistic expressions or the practical interpretation of
works that I, as a practitioner, am seeking.

Contrary to Yongwoo Lee’s historical approach, Chris Meigh-Andrews
uses a technological perspective to help understand his own artistic practices.

Meigh-Andrews argues his approach as “...a tracking of the changing forms of

Video Art in relation to the revolution in electronic and digital imaging that has
taken place during the last 35 years of the twentieth century.”’® He argues that
rapid technological changes have direct aesthetic consequences and traces the
history of the development of “accessible” video.

This classification method based on a technological perspective is shared
by Frank Popper. Edward Lucie-Smith writes that Frank Popper, in his Art of
the Electronic Age, “...distinguishes at least six types of Video Art: the use of
technological means to generate new visual imagery; the use of video to give
performances a more permanent form; what he calls ‘guerrilla video’ - that is
the use of video to distribute images and information likely to be suppressed by
the ruling establishment; the use of video-cameras and monitors in sculptural

installations; live performances which involve the incidental use of video; and

12 Lee, p.5.

13 Chris Meigh-Andrews, Mapping the Image, PhD Thesis, The Royal College of Art, 2001, p.10.

19



finally, advanced technological manifestations, often involving the use of video
with computers.” 14
Like Meigh-Andrews, Jackie Hatfield’s research stems from an

4

individual artistic practice. Hatfield's objective is to “...authenticate the
physicality of the real body in relation to the representation (through [her] as the
artist or through the audience) using film and video as tactile expressionistic
tools.”15 Hatfield highlights the ‘performance’” and ‘narrative’ elements of her
work to be the key distinctions from the other art practices. In exploring the
“...conceptual differences and overlaps between the notion of cinematic

spectacle,”'¢ Hatfield juxtaposes her work with the performative single take

Video Art of William Wegman, video feedback experiments of David Hall, and

Nina Sobel.

Sharing a similar approach to Meigh-Andrews, Hatfield focuses on the

development of her work that is limited by the technological aspect of video

through the camera. Hatfield argues that “the technological advances of
convergent media [offers] the possibility to amalgamate the ideas around
performance.””” Thus she finds her work to be part of the expanded cinema. In
her research she finds a way to have greater audience response by

‘improvements’ in the technological setting. She concludes by formulating her

" Edward Lucie-Smith, Visual Arts in the Twentieth Century, Laurence King, London, 1996.

** Jackie Hatfield, A Touch-Active Interactive Cinematic Spectacle, PhD Thesis, University of
Westminster, 2003, p.1.

16 Ibid., p.2.

17 Ibid.,, p.4.
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emphasis on performance in her work to be part of an extended cinema rather
than Video Installation.
Yongwoo Lee argues that in 1963, Nam June Paik and Wolf Vostell

attempted to deconstruct the hegemony of television though art. Paik displayed
13 television sets where in some of them he totally transtformed the images with
a magnet, while in others he enabled the audience to manipulate the images
with a foot-pedal. Still other sets were placed face down on the floor. The
purpose was to materialize and depersonalize television, formerly “...an object
of idolatry.”'® This display was part of his Exposition of Music — Electronic
Television (ILL.2) exhibition held at the Parnass Galerie in Wuppertal, Germany

in March 1963.

(ILL.2) Nam June Paik, Exposition of Music — Electronic Television,
Parnass Galerie, Wuppertal, 1963

(image from http://www.medienkunstnetz.de/assets/img/data/258/bild.jpg)

® See Edith Decker-Phillips” Paik Video, pp.33-40.
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(ILL.3) Wolf Vostell, Television Dé-Collage,
exhibition at the Smolin Gallery, New York, 1963

(image from http://www.medienkunstnetz.de/assets/img/data/499/bild.jpg)

In May of the same year, Vostell staged Television Dé-collage (ILL.3), an
installation work at the Smolin Gallery in New York. In this installation he
distorted the images of six television sets and “...challenged the special status
that TV enjoyed in the home.”"

Yongwoo Lee states that these gestures not only downgraded television,
but also redesigned and reconstructed the media environment. It was
significant in that it challenged the established ‘one-way’ process of broadcast
television via a series of individual technical manipulations. Paik made video
accessible to the general public. Like Paik’s encouragement of viewers to

participate in Video Art, Vostell took an activist approach, incorporating the

" Lee, p.19.
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Fluxus philosophy and anti-aesthetic “happenings.” Vostell shared some
characteristics with Paik in which he tried to deconstruct television literally and
figuratively. Lee documents Vostell’s purpose as to “...attack viewer passivity,

in the wake of the proliferation and dominance of the media in the 1960s.”2

Also exploring image manipulation were Woody and Steina Vasulka,
working together they provide a significant reference point in the early history
of Video Art. Chris Meigh-Andrews documents their contributions for
providing the foundation for a new electronic language and for exploring and
later defining the frontiers of digital and television space. Meigh-Andrews
states, “The Vasulkas characterize their early approach to video as primarily

‘didactic’, for many years working with the materiality of the video image

towards the development of a ‘vocabulary’ of electronic procedures unique to
the construction of a ‘time/energy object.’”!

For the Vasulkas, exploring a potential for video was entirely different

from either film or broadcast television. In an interview with Meigh-Andrews,

Woody Vasulka says:

How do you interact with the television screen? It's a ‘time
construct’. Normally it constructs a frame - the illusion or
representation of a frame, and it’s normally organized so precisely
that you are not supposed to see that it[‘]s actually organized line
by line using some kind of oscillators inside and if you turn the
television on when there is no broadcast signal, there are free-
running oscillators - two horizontal and vertical oscillators. As

2 Lee, p.3.

1 Meigh-Andrews, p.53.
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soon as there is a broadcast signal it locks onto it, it becomes a
slave to a master which is the broadcast signal. The signal itself
governs. So we would put into the input a sound oscillator — or
oscillators, and we saw for the first time that we could get an
image from a source other than the camera. So our discussion
was about departing from the camera, which television insisted
upon having, and still does. The second principle was to get the
tools to organize time and energy in order to produce visual or
other artefacts. So we started with interference patterns. Inferring
with that time structure, anytime you interfered with that it
would organize itself and that was our entrance into synthetic
world from the audio tools. (s1C)2

For Chris Meigh-Andrews, the merits in the Vasulkas’ technological

experiments are that they have worked with electronic imaging technology to
produce video works in this period.

Whether the classification is based on an historical or technological
model, the validity of these specific categories remains debatable and

unresolved. From the point of view of a practitioner they show how categories

may differ depending on perspective and purpose.

2 Meigh-Andrews, p.54.
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2. Findings from Interviews

Having begun this research by seeking general categories and concepts, 1

also decided to conduct a series of interviews or e-mail dialogues. This begins

from concepts derived from particular artistic experience rather than general
ideas. Many of the interviewees are those who have practiced and are
practicing Video Arts who also teach Video Arts in the universities in the United

Kingdom or in Korea®; they include Adam Chodzko, Susan Collins, Graham

Ellard, Sung Min Hong, Tae Hee Kim and Hwa Young Park. In the interviews I
focused on how they explain or teach Video Art to their students.

However the purpose of conducting the interviews was neither to
document their teaching criteria nor to record their interpretation of Video Art.
I wanted to see if others have also encountered a need to re-evaluate how we

categorize Video Art. Though the interviews began with a series of prepared
questions these often led to more informal and extended conversations or e-mail

exchanges.

Thus, many of these interviews gave me insights for understanding of
the current status of Video Art including the artists’ view of public

understanding of video ‘genre.” Consequently these extended discussions often

took my research beyond the initial assumptions.

3 Interviews with Sung Min Hong, Tae Hee Kim and Hwa Young Park were conducted in Korean
and later translated to English by me,

25



For each interview I had the following five different types of leading

questions:24

1. Inviting descriptions:

e  When and how did you start to make Video Art?
e What aspects of the video medium were most important to
you in relation to your work?

2. Taking things further:

e Whatis the relationship between the moving image and space
in your Video Installation? How important is “space” in your
work?

e How did the technical limitation affect the way you worked,
and the kind of work that you made?

3. Eliciting contextual information:

e How do you describe Video Installation to other people who
are not familiar with Video Art?

e How do you teach or present Video Installation to your
students?

e How important is the form of interactivity of the audience in

your work and can you explain the relationship between
audience and your work?

4. Testing my hypotheses:

¢ There are a lot of installation works these days. These are very

different from Nam Jun Paik’s work, which is representative
of Video Installation in the late 1960s. What do you think
about Nam Jun Paik’s installation and contemporary works?

e Isittime to define another type of Video Installation, distinct
from the classic Video Installation such as Nam Jun Paik’s?

5. Final Thoughts:

e How do you perceive the future of Video Art?
e Is there anything else you would like to tell me?

24 For the interview conducting methods, I followed Martin Bauer and George Gaskell’s Qualitative
Researching: A Practical Handbook, Sage, London, 2000, pp.38-56.
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The following are a selection of responses that have had an influence in
forming or refining my research direction.
As I was confused about the term of Video Art, I was very interested in

finding out how Video Artists and teachers describe Video Art to the people

who are not familiar with it. Based on the responses from the interviewees they
found it difficult to give a simple definition and all acknowledged that Video
Art is continuing to change. For example Adam Chodzko says:

This definition is tricky because the definition changes over time
and space depending on its cultural context. It is as difficult as

trying to describe 'painting’. Having said that Video Installation
can be any combination of time-based image - on a monitor (small
or large), projected (small or large), with or without sound, but it
must acknowledge its physical existence within a gallery: its

physical space (the proportions of screen to projector to viewer
etc), the architecture of the gallery, that people will drift in and

out of it, whether they sit, stand, etc, etc. Otherwise it is 'cinema'
or 'television' and there is a large amount of "Video Installation”

that is really just cinema or TV in a gallery space.?
Graham Ellard responded, “We tend not to describe what we do to
somebody who's never seen it. Isuppose the first thing is to go and see it. Any

description is pointless. It lacks the essential element produced, which is the

actual experience of the work.”%

However Tae Hee Kim saw the Video Installation as an evolution in art
and that sculpture is the main root of Video Installation. He mentioned that the
brush, colours and canvas in the painting had an evolution. He said:

& Adam Chodzko, Personal Interview, August 2003.

% Graham Ellard, Personal Interview, July 2003.
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The brush, the colours and the canvas of painting evolved, and the
‘brush’ changed to the camera. The colours were confronted with
the electric light and the canvas was substituted by the monitor.

And from traditional art, still images become moving image and
the moving image follows the sound and the text at the same time

so [ think this is fundamental to Video Art.?

Tae Hee Kim's description, actually given in Korean, represents a more poetic
view that had some echo for me even though it was imprecise.

My questions about Nam Jun Paik were based on the assumption that all
the artists interviewed would have a clear view of his/her work as central to any
definition of Video Art. However I was surprised that some contemporary

Video Artists were not very familiar with it. For example, Adam Chodzko

responded that he saw a Nam June Paik show many years ago and could not

remember much about it other than it seemed pretty amazing. Chodzko said,
“With Paik it was that sculpture was being generated by combinations of
TV's.”2 Sung Min Hong like Chodzko particularly used the term Video
Sculpture to describe his works saying: “Nam June Paik did a lot of Video
Sculpture but today the central focus is on Single-screen.”?? I was surprised how

many interviewees saw Paik’s works as Video Sculpture rather then Video

Installation.

—_—
¥ Tae Hee Kim, Personal Interview, June 2003.

% Chodzko, Ibid.

# Sung Min Hong, Personal Interview, July 2003.
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One of the most important questions I asked was about the relationship
with audience and space in the interviewees’ own work and their attitudes
toward the form of interactivity of the audience. Generally, interviewees were
very interested in talking about space and interactive audience and all said the
space and audience influences their art work.

For example Susan Collins said, “When I am invited to make a piece of
work for a particular space or situation, I look at the architecture of the space,
the way the space is currently used. Existing expectations are around a space
and the choreography of people within it. And then the form of the work will

usually emerge in direct response to these observations.”® However for Sung
Min Hong, the sociological connection is more important than the gallery space:
“When I have exhibitions in Tokyo, Istanbul, or in China, I pay more attention
to time and social environment than to the gallery’s physical space.”3! He
describes the relationship between his art work and the audience as “...like a
poem and the reader...” because “...some people can not understand my work;
they ignore it. On the other hand some people like it very much and others try

to understand the work rationally.”32 He saw the audience as a reader or viewer

rather then an interactive audience in his work.

% Susan Collins, Personal Interview, August, 2003,
31 Hong, Ibid.

32 Ibid.
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Adam Chodzko gave an example from his work to illustrate the

importance of the audience. He says,

In my own work it again depends from work to work. For
example, Limbo Land (2001) has a dialogue with the audience by (a)
ambiguously positioning a voice-over: A sound record is
seen/heard to be making a phone call, responding to the challenge

to make a soundtrack for an 'ending’. Are we (the viewer - the
receiver of this call) then being addressed as the dying person

(within the space we see)? Or the artist/ director (‘behind’ the

image we see)? Or are we being addressed directly as viewer
(watching the space we see)?

And (b) making an ambiguous relationship between sound and
image (all the sounds appear to be at odds with the images...all
the sound appearing to be generated from a DAT machine playing

a collection of sound samples). As we the audience move through
the space and orientate our bodies either more towards the screen
or the speakers (at the back of the space) we prioritize either the

spaces described by the images or the sounds. We shape our
experience of Limbo Land by how we do this.

To Hwa Young Park, a member of the audience is “...a person’ who
temporally occupies my time-space.”3* She sees herself as someone who wants
to communicate things that were not possible in other forms of language.
However Tae Hee Kim offers a different view. He said, “In terms of physical

space, the audience determines the final character of the art work. They are

both obstruction and finisher.”3

3 Chodzko, Ibid.

¥ Hwa Young Park, Personal Interview, July 2003.

% Kim, Ibid.
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According to the responses, the space and audience seem to be given a
great deal of weight by contemporary Video Artists and most interviewees
expressed a particular interest in space and audience.

These interviews raised a number of questions that are addressed in the
following chapters. Though inconclusive, the interviews confirmed my initial
but then uncertain hypothesis, that there is a need for a more concrete
understanding of the types of Video Art. As expected, the interviewees gave
subjective answers based on their own particular understanding of Video Art
and this was reflected in their different attitudes to space and audience. For
Susan Collins, architecture plays an important role in determining the exhibition
space but for Sung Min Hong, it is the social environment that shapes his
artworks.

On the role of audience, Adam Chodzko gave a detailed description of
how he tries to incorporate the audience into his artworks. On the contrary,
Sung Min Hong presents a perspective derived from Single-screen artworks
where the viewer is just a “reader” and the art work is a “poem” to experience
or respond to.

On the notion of the types of Video Installation, the interviewees tended

to use the term, “Video Sculpture” in connection to Nam June Paik’s work, an

issue that will be explored later.
From these results, I realized that my questions were too general. 1

asked about Video Art and I did not give them any example of work or artist
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other than Nam Jun Paik. So almost all of their views on Video Art were based
on their own work or they chose some other example of work or artist to define
Video Art.

From the interviews, I confirmed that these artists were still using the
terms of Video Sculpture, Video Installation and Video Art interchangeably to
describe the same art work. For example, when they described Nam Jun Paik’s
work, they made little distinction between Video Sculpture, Video Installation
and Video Art, and Paik himself resisted a particular label for his works. Both
as an undergraduate student and later in my practice I have found this
interchangeability of terms confusing.

Ultimately I felt that these interviews or conversations did not lead to
any specific conclusion about a classification. I decided that my own questions

were too generalized and not focused enough on specific works, an approach I
tried to correct with the process I used for getting responses at my PhD

exhibition survey (see Chapter VI).

However, the diversity of the responses confirmed my own view that a
better set of distinctions were needed, and strengthened my aspiration to test
my concept of Video Space Art for a more concrete understanding of Video Art,
especially my own practical work. In particular the interviews gave me
confidence that I should concentrate my research on the issues of space and the
spectator and on developing a distinction between Video Sculpture and Video

Space Art.
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3. Single-screen Videotape vs. Video Installation

In a broad sense, Video Art may be divided into two basic categories:
Single-screen Videotape and Video Installation. Though not universal these two
categories are explicit or implicit in much of the available literature. They are
found for example in the essays of Dorine Mignot, John Hanhardt, and Eleanor
Heartney. Hanhardt writes, “Video Art is not only Single-screen videotapes
created for gallery and/or broadcast. It also has its expanded forms: sculpture
and installation pieces that engage multimedia and formal issues within gallery
spaces.”% Heartney concurs with Hanhardt that, “While early Video Art which
tended to consist of Single-screen tapes played on television monitors, the field
has expanded over the last four decades to encompass elaborate installations.
These may incorporate large-screen projections, walls of monitors with multiple

computer-coordinated channels, theatrical environmental settings, and recently,

even the latest interactive technology.”3”

In connection with this in the catalogue Luminous Sites: 10 Video
Installations, Peggy Gale emphasizes, as an essential difference between a Single-
screen Videotape and a Video Installation, that "...while a single tape develops

(moves forward) in time, a Video Installation work continues. It is cyclical in

% John Hanhardt, "Expanded Forms: Notes Toward a History,” World Wide Video, Art & Design,
London, 1993.

37 Eleanor Heartney, “Video Installation and the Poetics of Time,” in Outer & Inner Space, Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts, Richmond, Virginia, 2002, p.15.



form rather than directional, repeating pre-recorded material ... or generating

constantly-new live images in response to its programming or its environment.”

and, she continues, that the addition of a third dimension to a Video Art work,
"... which in any case already contains the fourth, extension in time - through
the addition of further monitors, structures, misses en scene, open the work to a
new response. This experience takes place in OUR space, not "over there" in a
two dimensional world of pictures. Video, with its glow-from-within, already
suggests the sculptural HERE (as opposed to film's pictorial "there"), and video's
"furniture” existence (a TV set) gives a mundaneness that is also "here”, in every
way.” 3

In Video Art: an Anthology, Peter Frank draws attention to the fact that
“...a whole area of Video Art has capitalized on the spatial factor, permitting the
manipulation of video not only as image but as object.”® Frank’s distinction of
video as an image and video as an object further aids the understanding of the
differences between the Single-screen Videotape and Video Installations. Well
known Single-screen works like John Baldessari’s Folding Hat (1970-71) (ILL.4),
Richard Serra’s Hand Catching Lead (1968) (ILL.5) and Bruce Nauman'’s Art Make-

up (1967-68) (ILL.6)¥ can serve as examples to demonstrate the differences I wish

to make here.

 Peggy Gale, “On/Off” in Luminous Sites: 10 Video Installations, Vancouver, 1996, p.14.

? Peter Frank, “Video Art Installations: the TV-environment” in Video Art: an Anthology, Harcourt,
New York, 1978, 204.

“ Note: Though Art Make-up was shot on film it is now almost exclusively seen or presented on
video as in the installation in ‘Behind the Facts’ exhibition in Barcelona, Oporto and Kassel (2004/5)
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(ILL.4) John Baldessari, Folding Hat (1970-71), 29:48min, b&w, sound.

(image from http://www.philamuseum.org/exhibitions/video/baldessari.shtml)

(ILL.5) Richard Serra, Hand Catching Lead (1968), 16mm, 3:30 min, b&w.

(image from http://www . henry-moore-tdn.co.uk/matrix_engine/content.php?page_id=369)



(ILL.6) Bruce Nauman, Art Make-up No.1: White (1967-68)
(image from http://ww w.deutsche-bank-kunst.com/art/2003/14/d/1/137 php)

Baldessari’s Folding Hat shows a half-an-hour sequence, a close-up of the
artist holding a hat that he squeezes and flattens. The video shows the
continuous interaction with the artist and the camera. In Art Make-up, Nauman
shows himself, painting himself with different colours. He himself is the
performer, while in the other works like Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969) he
forces the visitor to perform. In Art Make-up Nauman “acts” by “painting”
himself. Nauman makes reference to the artist as medium; the performative
aspect of “making up” is emphasized in this work. In Hand Catching Lead,
Richard Serra’s hand is filmed as he attempts to catch, and often misses falling

lumps of lead. In these works, artists have turned the performances into

replicable objects — video. However in Single-screen Videotape works like the
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ones mentions above, the viewer is temporally and spatially removed from the
performance thus making the video a material object and a recording of a
moment in time.

John Hanhardt attributed the birth of Video Installation art to the
surfacing of a consciousness that rejected Single-screen television viewing
within the home.#! The artist shows the work not on a single monitor but on a
number of monitors. Yongwoo Lee describes Video Installation as follows:
“...the work takes the form of multi-channel video using -close-circuit
technology, a grid formed by videotapes, the constructive manipulation of
sculptured forms, or the monitor used with other materials as a primary or a
secondary medium."”42

Like conventional installation art, Video Installations are not for
permanent possession but for temporary occupation of a specific space. The
value is in display. In Video Installations using image media, communication
with the audience and interaction with the environment are more important
than aesthetic consistency. The interior and exterior environment created by
moving images is far more complicated than the static one surrounding painting
and sculpture.

I agree with Paul Crowther’s approach to installation as a deconstructive

sensibility. He writes that:
1 John Hanhardt, “The Passion for Perceiving: Expanded Forms of Film and Video Art”, Art
Journal, 1985, p.213.

2 Lee, p.228.
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The deconstructive sensibility is very much the character of the
times. One important artistic manifestation of this is the
prevalence of Installation and site-specific Assemblage Art. For
the very essence of these formats is to create a configuration
whose meaning is manifestly emergent from a field of relations.
The conventional art object is also determined in these terms; but
in Installation and Assemblage it is made much more overt. The
work comes to us in a context where the transience of the specific

configuration is known in advance.®

As discussed earlier, the history of Video Installation can reasonably be
said to begin with Nam June Paik’s Exposition of Music — Electronic Television
displayed in 1963.# Paik aligned 13 television sets on the floor of the gallery and
induced participation by the audience. The same year Wolf Vostell specifically
introduced the concept of installation by placing TV sets on office furniture in the '
Television Dé-collage show held at the Smolin Gallery in New York. Regarding
Video Installation, Lee argues that “...these displays did not exactly coincide
with the concept of installation in modern art, but their form belonged in the
realm of early installation art.”#> They allowed the audience to manipulate the

functioning of TV, subverting the veneration of the medium.
In my attempt to identify Video Space Art as part of but distinct from
Video Installations, the distinction between Single-screen Videotape and Video

Installation serves as a stepping stone. However my aim is not to produce a

# Paul, Crowther, “The Postmodern Iterable: Installation and Assemblage Art”, The Language of
Twentieth-Century Art, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1997, p.206.

4 Decker-Phillips, op. cit. 60.

£ Lee, p.230.
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comprehensive categorization for all Video Art. The objective is limited to

understanding Video Space Art in the context of Video Installation.

4. Video Sculpture

“The development of Video Installation as an art form and the discovery
of its parameters can begin, as in John Hanhardt’s work on Wolf Vostell and
Nam June Paik, with the use of the television set itself as sculptural object.”* As

Margaret Morse indicates the term Video Installation originates from Nam June

Paik’s pioneer works like TV Garden (1974-78) and TV Buddha (1974) (ILL.7).
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(ILL.7) Nam June Paik, TV Buddha (1974)

(image from www.csun.edu/~hcarh001/ 305/postmoderimages.html)

* Margaret, Morse, “Video Installation Art: The Body, the Image, and the Space-in-Between”, in
[lluminating Video, Aperture, New York, 1991, p.161.



Today, the term Video Installation has a variety of meanings and covers
a variety of artworks. In the narrow sense any video that is shown in a setting
designed by the artist may be called an installation. When at least one of the
elements in the installation consists of video images, then the art work is called
Video Installation.

A relationship with sculpture in one aspect of Video Installation has also
been widely recognized. The term “Video Sculpture” has been used by
Margaret Morse, Vito Acconci¥, John Hanhardt and many others to describe
Nam June Paik and Wolf Vostell’s early Video Art.

Distinguishing Single-screen Videotape from Video Installations, then
Video Sculpture as a recognized category within Video Installation leads to this

‘Family Tree” (ILL.8) and its question mark.

Video Sculpture

(ILL.8) Incomplete Family Tree of Video Art

¥ See Vito Acconci, “Television, Furniture & Sculpture: the Room with the American View”, in
The Luminous Image, Stdeljik Museum, Amsterdam, 1984, pp.13-22.
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In order to illustrate the point of my question mark I juxtapose two

prominent Video Installations: Nam June Paik’s TV Garden (ILL.9) and Bruce

Nauman'’s Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969) (ILL.10).

(ILL.9) Nam June Paik, TV Garden (1974-78)

(image from http://www.guggenheim.org/exhibitions/past_exhibitions/paik/paik_top.html)
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(IL.1..10) Bruce Nauman, Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969)

(image from http://www.medienkunstnetz.de/assets/img/data/2024/bild.jpg)

In TV Garden (1974-78), approximately thirty television sets of all sizes
were positioned in a darkened gallery space, surrounded by plants and TVs.
Televisions were placed on their back, side, upside down or upright and partly
covered by ferns and plants. John Hanhardt praises Paik’s sculpture
/installations, showing how they “...were to transform our customary view of

the medium by creating powerful and witty metaphors out of its elements.”

% John Hanhardt, p.213.



In Live-Taped Video Corridor (1969-70) Nauman forces the spectator to

'

move through a narrow “corridor.” A video camera above and behind the
spectator records and reproduces the image of the spectator on one of the two
monitors at the end of the corridor. And on the other monitor, connected to a
hidden tape-recorder, the spectator sees the empty corridor.

The differences between TV Garden and Live-Taped Video Corridor may be
described as follows: in TV Garden, the components of the work are arranged to
occupy space in the manner of sculptural objects. One element — a TV set is
juxtaposed with another so that their physical relationship, as objects, becomes
an aesthetic experience. The images on the TV sets, as the title might suggest,
are like flowers while the sets might be like rocks, in a video rockery or indeed

like the classical Japanese Garden of Ryoanji (ILL.11). As with Ryoanji, the

spectator stands outside this work, appreciating its sculptural relationships.
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(ILL.11) The Rock Garden of Ryoanji, Kyoto, Japan

(image from http://shige-wallpaper-images.web.infoseek.co jp/sceneries/kyoto4-e. html)
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In Nauman’s Live-Taped Video Corridor the experience of the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>