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ABSTRACT

The XXXII Venice Biennale, held in 1964, presented an important
moment in the history of American art, for it was the first time that
an American painter was awarded the major prize at the prestigious
international show. The fact that Robert Rauschenberg captured the
most coveted award of the Biennale, the Grand Prize for painting, had
major repercussions for the art scene in the United States and the
international art community. For the Americans, the prize was
"proof" that American art had finally come into its own, that through
its struggle for recognition cver the European avant-garde, it had
finally reached its well-deserved place as leader of the pack. For
the Europeans, especially the French, the award represented the "last
frontier" of American expansibnism--for it seemed that the eoncomic
and military dominance of the United States finally had been
supplemented by cultural dominance. It seems pertinent to this study
to examine the French response in particular, since they had
traditionally dominated Biennale prizes. By analyzing the French
reviews and responses to the prize, and situating these in a broader
political context, I will discuss how the U.S. was perceived as the
new cultural leader, despite the vehement objectionstto the culture
of the New Frontier, which seemed to be only Coke bottles, stuffed
eagles énd carelessly dripped paint.

Given the vehement objections engendered by the Rauschenberg
victory, it seems somewhat curious that the United States would
choose Rauschenberg as a representative of American culture. In
order to discover how the pop imagery in the work was linked to the
image : of U.S. culture promoted by the U.S. Information Agency (the
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government agency responsible for the show), it 1is necessary to
analyze }he cultural and intellectual debates of the early 1960s.
Rejecting earlier notions that high art should remain separate from
mass culture, a prominent group of intellectuals argued for a '"new
sensibility" 1in art which would embrace popular culture, thereby
elevating »1t. This positive notion of a single, al]—embracing
culture corresponds to a more genefa] optimism among many
intellectuals; their rallying cry was the "end of ideology," which
disdained radical Fritique in favor of the promise of Kennedy's
"progressivism" - and the welfare state. These intellectuals argued
that while the system was not perfect,. any major problems could be
averted by simply "fine-tuning" the existing state; in the meantime,
the promise of Kennedy's New Frontier required a more affirmative
than critical stance. The elements shared between these discourses
on culture and society at this time were of seminal jmportance to the
critical understanding of Rauschenberg's work, particularly as it was

presented at the Biennale.
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INTRODUCTION

On January 21; 1961, poet Robert Frost prophesized that a new

administration, under the leadership of John F. Kennedy, would herald

The glory of a next Augustan Age,
A golden age of poetry and power
Of which this noonday's

The beginning hour. 1

The oracle thus revealed, the nation set out for the New Frontier,
where culture and power were to be united as one. Frost's words, and
indeed his presence at Kennedy's +iinauguration, were indicative of
the importance of culture for the new administration. The staid
conservativism of the Eisenhower years gave way to the activist tone
set by the youthful Kennedy. His hard-hitting "realpolitik" was
tempered with cultural refinement. Despite pressing concerns,
despite Castro or Kruschev, America always had time for the finer
things of 1life: <cellist Pablo Casals played the White House and
painter. Mark Rothko dined there. At long Tlast, America had
officially recognized the importance of culture.

But was this union between government and culture to be as
golden as Robert Frost predicted? The question was called at the
32nd Venice Biennale, held in 1964. It was there that American art
received international recognition when Robert Rauschenberg captured
the most coveted award of the exhibition, the Grand Prize for
painting. For the first time in Biennale history, an American artist
won the major prize--and for the first time, the United States

government was directly involved through its sponsorship of the



American exhibition. Rauschenberg's artistic "poetry” was united
with official power--but not all welcomed the winning combination.
In France, Arts ran an outraged headline in the wake of the award:
"Tn  Venice, America> Proclaims the End of the School of Paris and

_ 2
Launches Pop Art to Colonize Europe." Italy's La Voce Republicana

described  Rauschenberg's works as "a conception of the human
3
condition without a way out." The France Observateur provided its
4
own graphic depiction of the situation (figure 1): a stormcloud

over Venice failed to dissuade America's pop-culture superhero from
stealing away with the prize.

At a time when an image-conscious America was setting out to
establish its international leadership in the realm of culture, the
European objections to the Rauschenberg prize highlighted a seemingly
incongruous policy. Curiously, the United States chose to represent
its cultural refinement with works comprised of junk, refuse, and
popular imagery. What did the American orangizers wish to convey
with Rauschenberg's eagles, coke bottles and smeared paint? Why was
Rauschenberg preferred over the other major U.S. contender for the
prize, Kenneth Noland? Why did Rauschenberg win?

These questions find some of their answers in the cultural
debates and historical circumstances specific to Kennedy's New
Frontier Administration. The period itself marks a moment of extreme
optimism where the promise of Tiberalism was concentrated 1in the
Kennedy Tleadership. Intellectuals such as the conservative Daniel
Bell and leftist Susan Sontag found themselves in agreement with each
other: things had never Tooked béetter, the prospects for solving the
problems of poverty and racism were good, and the economic boom

promised not only financial security but an  unprecedented rebirth of
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culture as money and leisure time became increasingly available to
all sectors of society.

In foreign policy as well, the new administration sought to
advance America's claims to world 1eadership,' pursuing ambitious
programs strengthening their economic and military superiority in the
Third World and Western Europe to meet the "communist threat." This
was not the first time American policy had used Cold War arguments to
Justify expansionisf poh’cies,5 but the Kennedy administration pushed
the divisions between East and West to dangerous limits in order to
reinforce the power and strength of the United States. The Cuban
missile crisis demonstrated this policy of "brinkmanship," since the
United States increased the stakes of the situation by forcing a
nuclear . confrontation with  Kruschev, avoiding diplomatic
alternatives, thereby inflicting a humiliating defeat for the USSR.6

American supremacy was not always couched in such dangerously
belligerent terms, however. Among its allies, the United States
pursued a policy which appeared to foster constructive, mutually
beneficial programs, such as Kennedy's "Atlantic Partnership,” a call
issued to the Western European allies to renew their ties 1in a
"Declaration of Interdependence.”7 This conciliatory gesture was
based on the fear that Western Europe was growing increasingly

stronger through the economic success of the European Economic

Community (EEC) and would therefore assert claims contrary to



American interests, as the New York Times Magazine reported in May

of 1962:

...the United States sees a danger in the [European
economic] development that must be avoided at all
costs. The danger is that a resurgent Lurope would
be tempted to discount the need for a close partner-
ship with the United States, and would plunge into
'go-it-alone' policies in economic, political and
military matters--to the inevitable harm of Europe
itself, America and free nations elsewhere. 8

The "inevitable harm" engendered by such an independent policy was
the undermining of Europe's united defense policy, NATO--a defense
policy which primarily issued from Washington. To offset this
possibility, the Americans proposed a two-part plan (tellingly
designated "The Grand Design" by sympathetic journalists): first,
the potential economic autonomy represented by the EEC was to be
linked to American tariff agreements, in the hopes of preventing the
implementation of favorable tariffs within the Community which would
discriminafe against U.S. trade. This economic plan was enhanced by
the United States' hope that Great Britain would be admitted to the
Common Market for reasons explained by Kennedy's advisor, Arthur

Schlesinger, Jr.:

London could offset the eccentricities of policy
in Paris and Bonn; moreover, Britain, with its
world obligations, could keep the EEC from becom-
ing a high- tariff, inward-looking, white man's
club. 9

Ostensibly Britains world obligations to the U.S. would render it a

more responsive ally to U.S. interests in the EEC; as Schlesinger



continued, Kennedy's reasons for Britains inclusion were "political,
not economic."10 The -second part of this plan was é proposed
military package known as the multilateral force (MLF), which would
allow for an international nuclear seaborn force, manned by the NATO
countries. It was designed to provide a sense of participation among
European allies in NATO who had been exluded from the decision-making
process during the Cuban missile crisis; and were increasingly
suspicious that Americans might sacrifice Eufope in the event of a
nuclear war 1in the interest of its own preservation.11 Yet the
proposal did not substantially alter the exiting power balance: the
Americans vretained exclusive command and control of the nuclear
forces.12 The "Atlantic Partnership" was thus a grand design, but
one which chiefly benefited the United States ‘by enhancing its

control over Europe.

This was the context in which Rauschenberg emerged as a |

~cultural envoy for the United States in an international forum. His
primarily figurative imagery was championed for its ambiguity, which
evoked a formal tension and multiplicity of meanings for the viewer;
these were elements which the U.S. Commissioner to Venice, Alan
Solomon, emphasized in the Biennale catalogue. This thesis will
analyze the significance of these qualities in relation to cultural
debates and international tensions which occurred in the early 1960s,
for it 1is my contention that Rauschenberg's works, as they were
presented 'by supportive critics such as Solomon, found their
resonances in a changing concept of modernism where critique was
abandoned for a positive, new sensibility. This shift'was expressed
in broader ideological terms among intellectuals aé the "end of

ideology," a view which proclaimed the victory of liberalism over the



forces of the Left and the Right.

Similar  ideological connections have been drawn between
liberalism and Abstract Expressionism, and the way in which the
avant—garde of the fifties was‘co—opted to advance the claims of
American freedom and democracy with respect to the Cold War.13 While
the aims of the U.S. government had not changed substantially in this
regard by the 1960s, the way in which they were expressed was altered
under the Kennedy Administration. In part this was an organizational
change in strategy; 1in the fifties, private institutions such as the
Museum  of - Modern Art created the impression that avant-garde
exhibitions were organized freely and independently, while in fact
they represented government 1'nterests.14 By the sixties the
government caét off this facade of non-interference, a move made

possible by the liberal image which Kennedy projected and enhanced by

the tone of his administration:

The American people expect more from us than cries
of indignation and attack...For the world is chang-
ing. The old era is ending. The old ways will not
do...Here at home, the changing face of the future
is equally revolutionary. The New Deal and the

Fair Deal were bold measures for their generations--
but this is a new generation...It is time, in short,
for a new generation of leadership--new men to cope
with new problems and new opportunities. 15

America was embarking on a course where old policies were no longer
applicable; society was poised on the brink of change, and solutions

had to be systematically sought and implemented. It was a rehetoric
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of engagement and challenge, one which gave the New Frontier its

name:

...we stand today on the edge of a new frontier--
the frontier of the 1960s, a frontier of unknown
opportunities and paths...The new frontier of which
I speak is not a set of promises--it is a set of
challenges. It sums up not what I intend to offer
the American people, but what I intend to ask of
them. It would be easier to shrink back from that
frontier, to look to the safe mediocrity of the
past...But I believe the times demand invention,
innovation, imagination and decision. For the
harsh facts of the matter are that we stand on
this frontier at a turning point in history. 16

With the Kennedy Administration at the forefront of the frontier,
there was no shrinking back--America embarked on a policy of
brinkmanship which applied to culture as much as to foreign policy.
The avant-garde was thus of integral interest to the
administration where innovations and bold measures were highly
prized. And, like anything else 1laboring under the Kennedy
challenge, "new men" were needed "to cope with new problems and new
opportunities."  For a government seeking to stand on the cutting
edge of cultural progress, the "old way" of the preceding generation,
Abstract Expressionism, were no longer relevant. Alienation and
retreat had no place in the New Frontier. A new avant-garde, one of
youth, untainted by the problems of the war, one which had matured in
the prosperity of the 1950s was enlisted to express the positive
values promised in the new society. Whereas liberalism in the 1950s
had used the dissent embodied in Abstract Expressionism to

demonstrate freedom within democratic society, the



insitutionalization of Tliberalism--with Kennedy as 1its prime
exemplar--rendered dissenf superfluous in an age filled with optimism
and promise.

Liberalism was thus given a new look specifically tailored for
the 1960s. While it still occupied a central position between the
extremes of communism and fascism, the new liberalism under Kennedy
proclaimed the end of all ideologies--issues between the Left and
Right were neatly dismissed when Kennedy's rise to power seemed to
ensure  the 1implementation of 1liberal values, even cultural
progressivism.  Under his leadership leftist intellectuals and Cold
War T1iberals were united in their hopes for a new society. These
developments were of particular importance to the critical reception
of Rauschenberg's work, and form a major part of this thesis.

While these issues were‘centra1 to Rauschenberg's success in
America, they also help to account for the negative response to his
work among European critics, particularly the French who felt his
award marked the completion of a plan of U.S. domination. I have
chosen to focus on the French response, not because it was the most
vitriolic (the AIta]ian press also vehemently condemned = the
Rauschenberg victory) but because France represented the traditional
seat of Western culture. The French had desperately clung to their
cultural tradition through the onslaught of Abstract Expreésionism,
and the Biennale was one of the last strongholds where that tradition
was continually honored and recognized. The Americans' fought hard
to win the Biennale in that year, and the outrage their victory
precipitated was indicative of the stakes, which were political as

well as cultural.



The United States was cha]]engfng French cultural domination at
a time when France was contesting American political hegemony in
Europe.  Kennedy's Grand Design, the consolidation of America's
mi]ifary and economic "partnership" with Europe, was abruptly
thwarted by an increasingly recalcitrant ally--France. Convinced
that the U.S. had no intention of relinquishing its monopoly on
nuclear weaponry, French president Charles de Gaulle announced his
intention to deve]bp an independent defense force (ironically, this
plan was released on May 15, 1962, less than two weeks after the New

York Times Magazine had expressed fears of a '"resurgent Europe,"

discussed above--see page 4). Kennedy responded to de Gaulle's

announcement within two days, warning

We cannot and will not take any European ally for
granted, and I hope no one in Europe will take us
for granted either...Our committment, let it be
remembered, is to a common united defense, in which
every member of the Western Community plays a full
and responsible role, to the 1imit of his capabil-
ity and in reliance on the strength of others...
As long as the United States is staking its own
national security on the defense of Europe...we
will continue to participate in the great deci-
sions affecting war and peace in that area. A co-
herent policy cannot call for both our military
presence and our diplomatic absence. 17

The French  announcement challenged American power, and while it
posed no immediate threat militarily, it had the effect of
ideologically undermining U.S. hegemony in world affairs. France was
bluntly reminded that the Americans had no intention of relinquishing
its role in the "great decisions” regarding Europe. Yet de Gaulle

persisted in his attempts to establish an independent French policy;



persisted in his attempts to establish an independent French policy;
in January, 1963, de Gaulle vetoed Britain's bid for membership in
the EEC and wunequivocally rejected the American MLF p1an.18 By
November of that year, he Tlaunched his slogan of "1'Europe
europeenne", advocating an independent Europe which pursued its own
interests, vrather than those of the United States.19 A truculent
France had thus intitiated a policy which deliberately resisted
American attempts to dominate the affairs.of Western Europe at a time
when the Kennedy administration was intent on asserting American
authority more firmly than ever before.

_ This study attempts to address the reasons for the Americans'
victory over lthe French cultural tradition in 1964 within this
historical and cultural context. Rauschenberg's award was a
remarkable achievement when we consider that the United States had
never been a serious contender for the major painting prize in
previous Biennale competitions. The prize signified a major shift in
Western culture, one which had begun in the 1immediate post-war
period, but which achieved official recognition by 1964, when the
School of Paris was displaced by American Pop Art. Thus, this
investigation will not focus on Rauschenberg's personal iconography,
but rather seek to understand the ideological and political issues
activated by both the works and the circumstances surrounding their
exhibition in Venice.

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that this
thesis will examine issues of which the 1964 Biennale was only a
pert. Yet this exhibition marks a moment when the ideological and

cultural debates of the period come into sharp focus. For this

reason alone, it deserves careful analysis. The Biennale was a major
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event in terms of its impact on the art world although no thorough
study has yet been made. Lawrence Alloway makes brief mention of the
1964 American exhibition in his book The Venice Biennale 1895-1968, |

20
from salon to goldfish bowl. He acknowledges the significance of

the Rauschenberg prize, but dismisses the controversy it evoked in a
single sentence: "The fact that an American won the prize was a
shock to some art establishments, but it was well received by many
artists and writers."21 Critic Pierre Restany's affirmative
estimation of Rauschenberg's work is offered as evidence of the
favorable reception the prize was accorded. What Alloway neg]etts to
mention is that some of the shocked "art establishments" comprised
entire countries and that Restany is hard]j an "objective source"
since he was a major promoter of Pop Art and New Realism. But
perhaps these are quibbling details to Alloway, who also championed
Pop Art from its beginnings.

The only text which treats the Biennale in any detail is Calvin
Tomkins' Off the Wall: Robert Rauschenberg and the Art of OQOur

22 -
Time. One chapter 1is devoted to the 1964 Biennale, but the

information 1is presented as it relates to Rauschenberg's 1life and
career, thus failing to address broader issues relating to the
organization of the show, the curatorial decisions involved, and so
on. Tomkins does provide a useful chronology of events leading to
the Grand Prize, but there.is little in the way of analysis. The
general tone of the text is anecdotal, and the discussion of the

Biennale prize ends with Rauschenberg's personal thoughts about
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winning the major award:

[Rauschenberg] thought for a moment, concentrat-
ing hard on the question. 'That scene in San
Marco yesterday really got to me,' he said.
'Butterflies in the stomach and a lump in the
throat--1ike it really did mean something after
all." 23 '

A touching moment, perhaps, but one which gives 1ittle information
about what the prize "really did mean," after all.

In both Alloway's and Tomkins' accounts, major questions are
left unanswered and serious analysis of the Biennale is superceded by
anecdotes and generalities. Because no scholarly attention has been
focused on this show, much of the material pfesented in this thesis
comes from original documents and interviews with people directly
involved in the organization of the American exhibition. The files
on the Venice Biennale kept by the U.S Information Agency (which was
designated by the government to organize the show) document the
preparations for the Biennale, revealing curatorial decisions,
negotiations for additional exhibition space, budget information, and
so forth. [ have also relied on various unpublished papers and
documents available through the Archives of American Art in
Washington, D.C.; these included reviews and press releases of
Rauschenberg's work which were retained by Rauschenberg's dealers,
Betty Parsons and Leo Castelli. The Alan Solomon papers, also at the
Archives, were extremely important since these are the only records
of the show left by Solomon, who died in 1970.

Many questions remain without Conc]usive answers, largely

because documentation 1is simply unavailable. For example, the
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reasons for government interest in the Biennale in 1964, and the
extent to which it was involved (financially and politically) in the
show will remain somewhat ambiguous until State Department documents
become available. Similarly, the deliberations of the jury are still
unclear, a situation aggravated by the fact that some people seem
unwilling to speak of those events. Sam Hunter, the American juror,
remains silent despite repeated attempts to initiate discussion with
him, However, correspondence from the Swiss judge, Franz Meyer,
provided some interesting insights 1intothe discussions amongst
jurors.

Alan Solomon's assistant at the Biennale, Alice Denney, was most
willing to speak with me about the exhibition; she discussed events
with great candor and enthusiasm. Lois Bingham, a USIA official who
worked with Solomon throughout the exhibition, also shared her
recollections of the organizational problems and curatorial decisioné
involved.

These sources have made it possible to describe previously
undocumented events and clarify those which had been ignored or .
overlooked 1in previous acccounts of the exhibition. With this
material and various secondary sources discussing the political,
historical and intellectual issues of the period, I hope to present a
study which not only offers a critical analysis of the 1964 Biennale,
but contributes: to a greater of wunderstanding of the cultural
policies promoted by the Kennedy administration and the impact of

those policies on Europe.
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CHAPTER I

A "Grand Design" for Venice

The Venice Biennale has been continually an’

occasion for critics to put forward, from

their national viewpoints, synoptic think-

pieces, surveys of the ‘art of our time,'

analyses of the 'cultural crisis.' 1
In 1964, the Venice Biennale became the focus of a "cultural crisis”
where numerous "synoptic think-pieces" took on a national bias
unprecedented in Biennale history. With the American painter Robert
Rauschenberg taking the most prestigious award, the Grand Prize for
painting, the Biennale provided a forum in which issues of cultural
leadership, the state of modern art and cultural hegemony were hotly
debated and widely contested. It was clear that by 1964 the Venice
Biennale was established as the fnternationa] show which provided the
gauge for modern art--its direction, its éenter, its leaders. While
many critics might have questioned the final selection, there was a
“basic consensus that the Biennale prize represented an official
sanctionl which bestowed prestige and legitimacy on an artist or art
movement, - and by implication, established a natioh as the cultural
leader. It was this general consensus which made the chkoice of
Rauschenberg such a controversial one, for by adding him to the
roster of established modern masters, the Biennale was acknowledging
the ascendancy of American culture in the international art world for

the first time.

The fortunes of the Biennale had changed significantly after

16



increasing]y recognized as the major international show of modern,
avant-garde art. In part, this was due to the trend of the Biennale
in the Tlate 40s and early 50s, where the majority of prizes were
given to established modern aftists whose major contributions had
been made in thevfirst half of the century. Most of these artists
were French (including, for example, Henri Matisse, Georges Braque
and Raoul Dufy) with the average age of the artists being about
seventy-three years.2 This "retrospective" approach to the award of

the prize had important repercussions for the Biennale's reputation,

as Lawrence Alloway points out:

Modern art became increasingly the product of giants
instead of eccentrics; heroes instead of victims.
The reappearance of the great names 1inked modern
art and cultural prestige in a way that haa not oc-
cured before. 3

In essence, the Biennale had established itself as a show which
commanded both historical importance as one of the first major
international exhibitions (founded in 1895), as well as a .show which
had an appropriate modernist "pedigree" by honoring established
modern masters. This was an essential distinction which elevated the
prestige of the Biennale prizes, for artists which foi]owed on the
heels of the modern "01d Masters" would likewise have a place in the
artistic hall of fame. The Biennales which followed were intended to
build on this trend, but with an emphasis on new artists rather than
established moderns.4 Yet the juries consistently awarded prizes to

French artists who, while perhaps less well-known internationa]]y

than the likes of Matisse, were nonetheless established artists, and
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all well over sixty. Supposedly dedicated to the most current
trends in modern art, the Biennale had avoided acknowledging Abstract
Expressionism, despité . the appearance of several représentatives of
that movement at Biennales throughout the 19505.5 The show seemed
c}ear]y aligned with European modernism, the traditional stage-set
for the avant-garde, and little notice was given to American art
movements in the post war years.

Despite the oversight of Abstract Expressionism, the Venice
Biennale commanded increasing notoriefy and publicity in the years
following World VWar IT. By 1964, most major art publications
reviewed the show and carried articfes on events or anticipated shows

at the various pavilions before the Biennale actually opened. The

New York Times, the Washington Post and other major newspapers

followed the show, and even mainstream media magazines such as

Newsweek and Time Magazine covered events. On an international

scale, the same was true--L'Express, Der Spiegel, and Tokyo's
6
Yomimuri (circulation 3,700,000) were all carrying extensive

features on the 1964 Biennale. In comparison to other biennials such
as the one in S3o Paulo, Brazil, the Venice Biennale was by far the
most = prestigious bn an international sca]e.7 The Sao Paulo
Biennale's Tlack of international prestige relative to the Venice
Biennale was te11ing of the firmly entrenched notion that culture was
still the in the hands of Western Europe and perhaps it was this
‘assumption Which made both North American and European audiences look
to Venice for confirmation of the latest artistic trends.

The organization of the Biennale was also an 1mportaht element
in terms of the international attention focused on the - show. Since

the prize was awarded to a specific country via its chosen artistic
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representative, much of the controversy engendered by the
Rauschenberg prize in 1964 was precipitated by the very structure of
the American exhibition. The national basis for the award, along with
the prestige it afforded, was an essential component in the struggle
at the 1964 Biennale, and one which will be discussed in more detail
in chapter three. . However, it was not simply the nature gf the
award, but the way in which it was given which also made the prize an
attractive one for nations involved in the competition. The
exhibitions were judged by a seven member Jjury ‘comprised of
representatives from various participating countries, with one member
serving as the chairperson. The Jjurors were selected by the
president of the Biennale on the basis of nominations submitted by
commissioners responsible for the organization of their respective
pavilions. Thus, the Jjury was an international and ostensibly
objective body which selected the artistic leaders in painting and
sculpture, and, by implication, the ”1ead1ng" culture based on

nationality. In 1964, the jury included an American (Sam Hunter) for
| the first time--and this, as we shall see, was the source of much of
the controversy which followed Rauschenberg's victory in Venice that
year.

The factors of tradition, prestige, and the manner of prize
selection were jmportant considerations for countries  which
participated in the Biennale and it was these féctors which made the
final outcome, the prize, much more important as time went on. VYet
it was not until 1964 that the United States government took an
overt, active interest in the international show. Prior to that

year, , the Museum of Modern Art had been respcnsible for the American
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exhibitions at the Biennale and the government had traditionally
remained uninvolved. The reasons for the government's sudden
interest in the show at this time cannot be completely clarified
until State Department documents are made available. However, the
Kennedy Administration's interest in the arts precipitated an overall
change in. official cu]tura] policy, a change which was to have
profound‘ imp]icatfons in Venice in 1964. Contrary to the staid,
conservative cultural image of Eisenhower's administration, Kennedy
fashioned his New Frontier ‘po11c1es on a youthfuT, seemingly
progressive image out to advance, enrich and promote American
culture. Kennedy's 1liberal stance and his emphasis on development
and progress were well-suited to his role as the "people's avant-
gardist." With Kennedy, the latest developments in ért were
incorporated 1into the official presidential policies. With the
opportunity of organizihg the American entry to Venice, the
government seized an international forum in which it could implement
these new cultural "directions." The organizing body responsible for
all prévious American entries to the Biennale, the Museum of Modern
Art, withdrew from-its organizing role for financial reasons.8 In an
appeal on behalf of the International Council of the Museum of Modern
Art, August Heckscher (formerly John F. Kennedy's Special Advisor on
the Arts, 1960-62) contacted both Edward R. Murrow (then Director of

the U.S. Information Agency) and Lucius Battle (Assistant Secretary
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of State for Cultural Affairs), stating

We all feel the importance of having the United

States represented at the biennials, particular-

1y those of Venice and Sao Paulo which are gen-

erally regarded as the most famous international

art festivals in the 01d and New World, respec-

tively. To have this country absent at a time

when it is placing fresh emphasis upon the achieve-

ments of its cultural life would seem an unfor-

tunate contradiction... 9
Heckscher's comment is indicative of the Kennedy Administration's
attempts to bring culture to the forefront, and it was one of the
aims of that administration that U.S. culture carried a message that
all the world would hear. It was therefore fitting that the agency
responsible for the Voice of America and other cultural propaganda
projects, the U.S. Information Agency (USIA), was given the task of
organizing the show in the hopes that the Venice Biennale would be a
suitable transmitter for America's new-found confidence in culture.
The Biennale provided  the United States with an opportunity to
demonstrate that it was a society capable of producing not only
material goods, but a high culture as well. Governmental involvement
was no longer seen as a hindrance to artfstic freedom as it had been
in the past; the Kennedy image of progressivism was well suited to

' 10
the task of sponsoring a major avant-garde exhibition. MoMA's
reluctance to organize and finance the show effectively put the
government in a position to "save" modern art, thereby reinforcing
11
the advanced image projected by the New Frontier.
The immediate task confronting USIA officials was that of

selecting an appropriate cultural representative for the new

administration's. policy. Rather than simply allocating funds to the
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Museum of Modern Art, the USIA selected the director of the Jewish
Museum, Alan Solomon, to organize the show.12 Accofding to Lois
Bingham (chief of the Fine Arts Section, USIA Exhibition Division)
she selected Solomon because she was “"Tooking for a scholar who would
stand behind his convictions" and curate "a cohesive show which said
something for America."l3 Solomon's work at the Jewish Museum made
him a 1ikely candﬁdate for such a task; he had curated major shows of
younger artists such as Rauschenberg, Johns, Noland and Frankenthaler
and had written catalogues which firmly supported and attembted to
establish new trends in American art.14 His involvement with the
“Neo-Dada" artists Rauschenberg and Johns was especially importént,
because according to Bingham, the Venice Biennale officials had
specifically requested that these artists be included in the U.S.
exhibition.15 This poses some interesting questions: why would the
Biennale officials request pop artists and why is there no record of
such a request in the USIA files? It is also curious that the USIA
should take advice from Venice, thereby abdicating responsibility for
the Agency's own selection. Were the Italian officials attually
determining the content of a show which was designed to '"say
sométhing for America"?  Whether the USIA chose to concede their own
policies to the Italians or to determine their own artistic choices,
certain trends became apparent in the exhibition's early stages of
organization: younger, relatively unknown artists were the principle
focus of the show, and they were to be presented as a cohesive group
rather than an eclectic éssortment of artists typical of previous
shows sponsored by MoMA in which artists such as Ben Shahn, John

Marin and Edward Hopper had been included together with Abstract

Expressionists. Additonally, the inclusion of Morris Louis and
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Kenneth Noland added another dimension to the show--that of abstract
painting. The implications of presenting these works in the Biennale
will be discuésed in more detail later. At present, let us turn our
attention to the circumstances surrounding the organization of the
show.

Bingham and Solomon traveled to Venice in November 1963 to
inspect the U.S. pavilion owned by MoMA. The space was deemed too
small for the artists Solomon planned to feature; the U.S. organizers
felt that Noland, Louis, Rauschenberg and Johns (the "Four Germinal
Painters” as Solomon called them) could not be shown on an

appropriate scale in the limited space afforded by the U.S. pavilion.
.The funding for the show--initially $34,000 precluded any major
renovations to MoMA's pavilion, despite the fact that the USIA budget
for the Biennale would a]moét triple to $102,977 by the June
opem’ng.16 However, rather than pare down the show either by
eliminating artists or the number of works, the USIA sought an
agreement with the Biennale officials whereby an annex located off
the Giardini grounds could be wused to exhibit works. The
introduction of an annex was to become a very important part of the
response to the U.S. exhibition; the location of the works was the
basis of a major bart of the controversy over the American prize
which will be discussed later. Because of the problems the
additional space engendered for the organizers (in terms of the
logistics of the.exhibition as well as the critical response to it),
it is worth examining the negotiations for .the annex and the
structure of the exhibition itself.

According to Bingham, several possible exhibition spaces were
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offered by the Biennale officials, who were reportedly "enthused"
about the possibility of a U.S. annex and who provided assurances
that any artists featured in the annex would be considered eligible
for the Biennale prizes.17 The Americans readily agreed to expand
the show beyond the perimeters of the Giardini, but rejected
suggestions from Biennale officials and chose the former U.S.
Consulate office that had been vacated six months prior.

Choosing the old consulate building proved a shrewd maneuver on
the part of the USIA. Aside from the fact that the building had a
history of official diplomatic service, thus providing a somewhat
official "aura", it was ideally located for maximum exposure; though
relatively removed from the Giardini grounds, it was situated on the
Grand Canal. Its more central location, compared to the Giardini
which was removed from the center of the city, promised greater
accessibility to a public which extended beyond the Biennale audience
and was a]éo sure to attract those avant-garde enthusiasts emerging
from the nearby Guggenheim "Art of This Century" ga]]ery.18 The
introduction of an annex provided the U.S. with the opportunity to
stage a fairly compTete and comprehensive show, given the added
space, and also allowed for greater exposure,v simply because the
annex could stay open after dark, unlike the Giardini pavilions which
relied on natural light. Indeed, several vernissages were held there
prior to the official opening, where guests were able to ease into
the world of pop art with assistance from Seagrams, who benevolently
supplied the USIA with free booze.

The annex proved to be something of a mixed blessing for the

U.S. organizers. Use of the consulate building required Tlengthy

negotiations with the State Department which was reluctant to rent it
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to the USIA. Despite the extensive deliberations required to secure
the consulate space, and after several outright refusals from the
State Department, which wanted to sell the structure, the USIA
insisted that as the most suitable exhibition space. Once the
arrangements had finally been made between the two bureaucracies,
Solomon presented concrete proposal to USIA officials that the
consulate exhibition would be expanded to include younger artists
following up on the developments made by the "Four Germinal
Painters."  Yet the artists selected had stylistic affinities with
only two members of the "germina]“ group, Rauschenberg and Johns.

Solomon explained

The situation in abstract painting is so fluid
now by contrast with the clearly established
group on the other side, that I do not think we
could maintain the balance represented by the
four germinal figures if we wish to illustrate
developments among the younger artists. For
this reason I would propose to extend the exhibi-
tion with a representation of the major figures of
the so-called pop group, including one artist,
Frank Stella, who actually stands between the ab-
~stract painters and the object painters. 19

Such a statement is revealing for it assumed the firm establishment
of pop art, which admittedly was gaining popularity; however,
advoqates of newer abstract painters would no doubt have_argued that
"fluidity" of the abstract painting situation was insufficient
grounds for dismissal. Nevertheless, Solomon's proposal was accepted
and the U.S. exhibition began to focus rather disproportionally on
pop art at the expense of abstract painting. Johns and Rauschenberg,

benefitting from the additional space in the consulate, exhibited
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almost twice the number of works compared to those of Noland and
Louis shown in the-pavﬂion.20 Yef it is worth noting that the pop
artists were excluded from the Biennale grounds, exhibited only in
the consulate annex.  In keeping with the USIA's original plan, the
canvases of Noland and Louis were slated for the official pavilion in
the Giardini, whereas the works of Rauschenberg and Johns, along with
the "vounger artists" Stella, John Chamberlain, Claes Oldenburg and
Jim Dine were to be exhibited in the annex.21 The reasons for the
split between the abstractvpainters and pop artists in terms of
exhibition space remain unclear. According to Bingham, the pavilion
space was simply better suited to the works by Noland and Louis.
Alice Denney, Solomon's assistant, claimed that Kenneth Noland
insisted wupon being shown in the paQi]ion. Whatever the reasoning,
it was clear that by grouping all of the pop artists in one Tlarge
space, the annex show took on a more cohesive appearance in keeping
with Solomon's desire to present pop art as a movement.

With the exhibition preparations underway, the annex again
became a problematic issue for the USIA organizers. »The Venice
Biennale president, Mario Marcazzan, notifiéd the USIA office that
Biennale regulations prohibited considering any artists for prizes if
their works were not located in the Giardini. The statement
generated a flurry of telegrams between the USIA and Marcazzan. The
Agency's position relied on verbal agreements madé between Bingham,
Solomon and the Biennale Committee during their first visit in
November 1963, while Marcazzan insisted on following the regulations;
once the show opened, he denied that the previous verbal agreements
had ever transpifed. Washington maintained that an annex was

essential to the U.S. exhibition and contended that the artists in

26



the consulate office should be included in the competition. U.S.
officials 1in Rome hoped to argue that because Rauschenberg was being
shown in the annex, this would force the Committee to acknowledge the
annexed works as official, simply because Rauschenberg was
"considered eminently eligible for [the] grand prize.“23 While the
Committee supported Marcazzan, the USIA insisted by telegram: "any
changes [in the] installation plan would mean new selection which
[is] unfeasible at this late date."24 The Agency maintained that
Rauschenberg, Johns, Noland and Louis could not be exhibited in the
pavilion--the space was simply 1’nadequate.’25 Attempts were made .to
negotiate around the regulation; U.S. diplomats from the American
Embassy in Rome (including the U.S. Ambassador) appealed to various
officials to review the case. Efforts to negotiate with the Director

uf Cultural Relations, Italian Foreign Office, proved fruitless. As

the U.S. Embassy in Rome reported,

Again our arguments to no avail. Italians ada-
mant: only artists represented on Biennale
grounds eligible for prize. This of course is
reversal of initial agreement as understood by
us, Solomon and Bingham; but Post [U.S. Embassy]
now convinced Italians will not change present
position. 26

Solomon and Bingham were faced with a choice of Tlimiting the
exhibition to a size suitable for the pavilion space or carrying out
‘the plan to annex the show, at the risk of eliminating two of the
"Four  Germinal  Painters"--Rauschenberg and  Johns--from the
competition. In the end, the Agency elected to take the risk, but

Solomon included one work from both Johns and Rauschenberg 1in the
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U.s. pavilion, hoping that this gesture -of compliance with
regulations would satisfy Marcazzan and the Committee. From Solomon's
perspective, the annex was a necessary component to represent
agequately the state of American culture. Ironically, this
representation of U.S. art rested not only with the works themselves,
but on the physical expression of U.S. expansionism as the exhibition
spilled over the confines of the Giardini into the former consulate
office. [f Solomon missed the implications at the time of his
decision to include the annex, European critics wasted no time making
the connection for him once the Biennale had officially opened.

Given the many problems facing the USIA while orgahizing the
show, including the negotiations and expenditures involved, it may
appear odd 1in retrospect that the U.S. governmént did not simply
delegate the project to a private institution which had always
handled it in the past? However, participation in the Biennale had
become an important part of the administration's cultural policies.
Government sponsorship of the Biennale was characterized by an
‘unprecedented confidence in American culture, most notably on the
part of official, government institutions, a response thét was
largely the outgrowth of Kennedy's insistence that the arts should
receive at least as much attention as technological and scientific
developments.

In terms of concrete policy changes regarding culture,
bureaucrats seized on the liberal image Kennedy promoted and argued
that government involvement, previously regarded as a constraint on
free creative expression, was indeed a necessity if Americans were to
attain excellence 1in the arts. Like much of fhe New Frontier

rhetoric, the idissue was posed as a "problem" where hard-hitting
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policies could be systematically applied. Schlesinger, in a 1962
speech outlining the Kennedy Administration's policy on culture,
explained that because Americans had more leisure time, they faced a
"critical moment" in culture; vthe nation could succumb to the
leveling of culture, as predicted by the "pessimists" or rise to the
”optimists“‘ vision of a new Renaissance'.27 Thus, the problem was

posed in terms where the Kennedy government would be seen as errant

should it refuse to sponsor the arts:

If our civilization is poised, so to speak, be-
tween vulgarization and fulfuillment, then we
would be remiss in not doing what we can for
our country, as in the realm of defense or em-
ployment or civic freedom. 28

Schlesinger's strategy not only laid the foundation for government
sponsorship, but also added a dimension of urgency to cultural
programs by placing them on a par with defense or civic freedom.
The fact that the argument issued from the presidency gave it further
credence and legitimacy ds a policy to be adopted by the government
as a who]e.29 Government became the liberal sponsor of the '"new
Renaissance," but the 1inks between culture and more “pragmatic"

issues of foreign policy were not to be overlooked. As Schlesinger

continued,

Qur times require greatness as well as bigness--
and greatness is a matter, not of the arsenal or
of the pocketbook, but of the spirit. We will
win world understanding of our policy and pur-
poses not through the force of our arms or the
array of our wealth but through the splendor of
our ideals. 30
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Thus the Kennedy Administration developed a double-edged argument in
favor of culture. On the one hand, there was a "community
' responsibility" to sustain cu]turé on the philanthropic grounds that
it was an essential component of society; on the other, the arts and
humanities could be a pragmatic solution to foreign policy problems
where économic aid and military clout were not "enough." Domestic
spending on culture might be justified by invoking national pride,31
- but investment in cultural "exports" such as traveling exhibitions
required a more persuasive strategy in which Schlesinger's "greatness
of spirit" was only one component.  Senator Jacob Javits, one of the
most outspoken proponents of the arts, explained in more candid

terms:

It is high time that we, as a people, realize
that the visual and performing arts are not a
Tuxury but a necessity in the defense of our
free society against .the backdrop of the cold
war. 32

For agencies devoted to "information" programs abroad, the more
general program reforms which Schlesinger and Javits sought were
translated 1into concrete policy shifts. The USIA turned from
"nrograms of persuasion" and "campaigns of truth,: characteristic of
the 1950s, to more subtle cultural programs.3d This change was
designed to concentrate on the strengths of American society rather
than to emphasize the "evils of communism" or vrefute communist
propaganda,34 While cultural programs played a major role in all

countries where the USIA operated, they had a specific significance

in Europe, particularly as economic aid was shifting to the

30



35
underdeveloped Third World nations. These programs became all the

more important as officials noted European hostility towards American

culture: a 1961 article appearing in Foreign Affairs reported that

the image of the U.S. as an intellectual waste-
land and of American writers, artists and think-
ers as exiléeés in their own country...is almost
uncontested in European intellectual circles to-
day. 36

Equally disturbing was the fact that the problem was exacerbated by

Soviet policies in Western Europe:

...anti-Americanism in the form of critical hos-
tility toward American thought -and culture has
actually been increasing. In recent years it has
been steadily promoted by Soviet cultural diplo-
macy, which has given highest priority to Western
Europe since 1951. 37

Such fears were similarly expressed to members of Congress by USIA
officials. While presenting the 1962 budget proposal from the USIA
to the House Appropriations Committee, the assistant area director
for Europe argued for program funding in Europe because "events have
shown that we cannot safely take those countries for granted.”38 The
~ failure of the Kennedy Administration to assure an "“Atlantic
Partnership” with Western European countries (a plan foiled by the
French in their refusal to admit Britain into the EEC, along with
their threat to withdraw from NATO) made it clear that the Europeans
might be more intransigent than the U.S. expected. Armed force was

an impossibility, but economic aid was not enough, and it was with

this realization that made the USIA's new approach to policy even
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more 1mportant.

It was clear to the government that a new cultural policy must
be implemented, particularly in 1light of the cold war arguments
p?esented by various advocates of government sponsorship in the arts.
In Tight of the USSR's cultural programs in Europe, an American
counter—bajance became all the more exigent in European countries.
Yet the United States somehow had to differentiate itself from other
cultural programs--that is, the government needed to foster a policy
which was particularly American in its approach and content. Kennedy

himself proposed a possible strategy:

Above all, we are coming to understand that the
arts incarnate the creativity of a free society.
We know that a totalitarian society can promote
the arts in its own way--that it can arrange
splendid productions of opera and ballet...But
art means more than the resuscitation of the
past; it means that free and unconfined search
for new ways of expressing the experience of

the present and the vision of the future...A
free government is the reflection of a people's
will and desire--and ultimately their taste.

It is also, at its best, a leading force, an ex-
ample, and a teacher... 39

The administration had‘found yet another "new frontier'"--the avant-
garde. ‘By invoking the new in either its present or future form,
Kennedy differentiated U.S. policy from that of "totalitarian"
society while simultaneously 1mp1ying that his administration was a
progressive example--even a teacher--to its citizenry. While the
avant-garde had previously been enlisted in the Cold War cause,
Kennédy proposed to Tlead the battle himself. The New Frontier

differentiated itself from previous cultural policies through its
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outspoken admission of the alliance between government and the avant-
garde; the Tliberal tone of Kennedy's administration promised that
progressive cultural programs need not be discussed in hushed tone,
but were presented as part of the Chief Executive's overall po]icy.40
By equating the avant-garde with freedom and creativity, -government
finally '"came td understand," as Robert Frost had predicted, the
benefits of uniting "poetry with power." Where military and economic
might had failed, the avant-garde could be dispatched as the

persuasive agent of democracy. In concentrating on the arts, the

Kennedy Administration--and the USIA--could claim to be a part

of a nationwide movement towards excellence--

a movement that had its start in the admiration
of expertness and skill in our technical society,
but that now demands quality in all realms of
human achievement. It is part, too, of a feel-
ing that art is the great unifying and humaniz-
ing experience. 41

The advances of science and technology required a counterpoint-- the
creative impulse, the human touch. 1In less abstract terms, Kennedy's
cool, rational ‘"brinkmanship". could be humanized through his
seemingly pressing concern for creativity and expression. Thus it is
not surprising to find Kennedy calling for cultural programs which
.would implement "imaginative policy direction, unification, and
vigorous direction."42 In Venice, the USIA planned Jjust such a

program where unity, vigor and above all, direction picked up where

imagination left off.
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1
Alloway, The Venice Biennale, p. 39.
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Ibid., p. 137. The Grand Prizes awarded in the post-war period
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Matisse; 1952, -Raoul Dufy; 1954, Max Ernst; 1956, Jacques Villon;
1958, Osvaldo Licini; 1960, Jean Fautrier; and 1962, Alfred
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3
Ibid.

4
Ibid.

5
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Kooning; 1in 1954, de Kooning; in 1956, de Kooning, Kline, Pollock; in
1958, Rothko; in 1960, Guston, Hoffman and Kline.

6

USIA Operations Memorandum, July 3, 1964, from USIS Tokyo to
USIA Washington, Venice Biennale files, USIA (64-045), (Washington,
D.C.: National Museum of American Art, Smithsonian Institute).

7 : :
From the first S3o Paulo Biennial in 1951, through the first
ten years of its existence, it was scarcely noticed as evidenced. by
the lack of publicity coverage in major art magazines compared to the
notices devoted to the Venice Biennale for the same time period.

8
“"How in Sdo Paulo," Washington [D.C.] Evening Star, October 8,

1963.
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Correspondence from August Heckscher to Edward R. Murrow and
Lucius Battle, May 10, 1962. USIA file 64-045, "Miscellaneous."

10
This contrasts with the previous situation when MoMA appeared
to preserve artistic freedom by providing private support for the
U.S. entry at the Biennale. Al1 other countries relied on direct
government sponsorship. For a discussion of MoMA's connections with
U.S. foreign policy, see Cockcroft, "Abstract Expressionism, Weapon
of the Cold War," pp. 39-41.
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While the government appeared to be taking on the project by

"default"--and indeed, this is how the press reported it--there were
alternatives to direct government sponsorship. 0On behalf of the
American Federation of Art, Roy Neuberger, wealthy collector and then
a trustee of the AFA, wrote to the USIA: "The AFA is willing, indeed
anxious, to vreplace MoMA but would need help from the U.S.
government." USIA correspondence memo, May 15, 1962, Venice Biennale
files.  Apparently the problem of "loss of freedom" engendered by
government sponsorship in the arts had become a dead issue, or at
least one to be ignored.

12
It 1is interesting to note that Bingham rejected candidates
such as Adeline Breskine, for example, because of their associations
with MoMA or previous Venice Biennales. Apparently the show was
designed, from the outset, to be set apart from MoMA's tradition.
(Interview with Alice B. Denney, -Assistant Director of the American
Pavilion, XXXII Venice Biennale, by telephone, January 11, 1985).

13
Interview with Lois Bingham, by telephone, June 30, 1984.

14
Solomon had been involved in several shows which included both
Johns and Rauschenberg: "Second Generation" (Jewish Museum, 1957),
"The Popular Image Exhibition" (Washington Gallery of Modern Art,
1963), "Robert Rauschenberg" (Jewish Museum, 1963), and "Jasper
Johns" (Jewish Museum, 1964). He also wrote several articles
featuring these artists.,

15 -
Bingham interview. I attempted to confirm Bingham's story
with the Venice Biennale archivist Dr. Umbro Apollonio (a member of
the Biennale Committee in 1964) but received no response. The matter
is complicated further by Alice Denney who claims that neither
Biennale nor USIA officials had anything to do with the selection of
artists; according to Denney, the entire show was devised by Solomon
with her help (Denney interview).

16
USIA Budget, Venice Biennale files.

17
Here again ambiguities emerge as stories diverge. The USIA
maintained that agreements had been made with Biennale officials,
whereby the annex would be considered an official part of the U.S.
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in writing, an oversight which was to become problematic later when
Biennale officials denied that agreements had ever been made.
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The proximity to Guggenheim's gallery provided an interesting
contrast in terms of the trends of modern art. Guggenheim herself
detested pop art and championed Abstract Expressionist works. In
1964, this created a situation where the avant-garde gallery was
showing work from the previous decade, while the USIA was exhibiting
the latest, more controversial work in their annex.

19
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12, 1964.
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whereas Noland and Louis had 13 canvases each.
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Director of Exhibition Division, USIA, Robert Sivard attested
to the potential controversy in the pop -artists' work when he
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CHAPTER 2

State Avant-Gardism at the Biennale

In an attempt to communicate to the world America's new-found
gains in culture under the Kennedy administration, the USIA purported
to present the most exciting artistic innovations the United States
could offer: Pop Art and Post-Painterly Abstraction. The show
emphasized the 1atest.deve10pments in art, choosing relatively young
artists to represent the New Frontier, in keeping with the
administration's emphasis on invention and creativity, particularly
as it pertained to culture. Yet the selection of artists was not
simply a group presented under the banner of youth and innovation;
the works of Rauschenberg, Johns, Noland and Louis addressed similar
issues despite the seeming opposition- between the styles of

abstraction and figuration, as the Agency explained:

These artists, all involved and deeply committed
to the idea of attaching a new importance to sub-
jective feeling and to the expression of personal
responses, represent one climax of the long pro-
cess of Tiberating the individual and his unique
sensibility from any external demands or limits...
They transform and manipulate visual experience,
either rejecting the 'real world' in favor of a
new, created abstract world...or bring real ob-
Jects directly into the work of art thereby giv-
ing them a new reality, in new context, absolute-
ly different from their previous existence in the
external world. 1

Despite tWo very different expressions, the works in the exhibition
found unifying themes with the "transformation of visual experience"
- and "liberated sensibility."

Yet it was not immediately clear how this concept of coherence

applied to such disparate works as Noland's Turnsole (1962, figure 2)
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and Rauschenberg's Bed (1955, figure 3), both featured in the
Biennale exhibition.2 The high craftsmanship and refinement of
Noland's abstraction would seem to be negated by Rauschenberg's dirty
bedclothes sb]attered with paint, which, according to Newsweek,
recalled "a police photo of a murder bed affer the corpse has been
removed."3 These two works seemed unlikely bedfe]]ows in an
exhibition purporting to present a coherent picture of American
culture, To Alan Solomon, howeVer, these divergent currents of
American contemporary art formed a seemingly well-balanced overview
of gu]tura] development in the United States; abstract art and
figurative imagery developed side by side. The effect produced by

the respective works "balanced" each other out, as Solomon explained

in the introduction of the Biennale catalogue:

[Neo-Dada] has had a rapid and widespread impact

in the last few years, because of the provocative
and assertive nature of its ideas and practices.
The new abstract movement, [Post-Painterly Abstrac-
tion] on the other hand, depending as it does on

a more passive and contemplative condition, makes
demands to which the response has been slower. 4

It appeared thét the U.S. artists offered something for everyone:
the abstractionists' work was more withdrawn and cerebral, while the
Neo-Dadaists provided an art which was lively and daring, more
culturally "“"engaged" through the use éf subjects and materials drawn
from everyday 1ife. But the "balanced" culture presented in Venice
was not what in initially appeared to be--for even the spokesman for
the two "germinal" movements, Alan Solomon, tipped the scales in

favor of Rauschenberg's work, as we shall see.
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Since the Biennale was one of the first forums in which Noland
and  Rauschenberg were within the sight of the bulk of the
international art community, the text of the U.S. catalogue--prepared
by Solomon--was carefﬁ]]y structured in an attempt to establish these
artists both as descendants of a modernist heritage as well as the
most advanced contemporary artists of the time. The influence of
European art was acknowledged, but specific connections were
downplayed or cited as Precedents radically altered by Rauschenberg
and Noland. While the European influence was important, Solomon
showed it to be almost a handicap, as in his discussion of Louis's
paintings:  because of their "uncompromised voluptuosity" vrecalling
Monet, Vuillard and Matisse, the works possessed "an uncomplicated
sensuousness which belongs to the past.“5 By contrast, Noland's
canvases, "“although they are just as deeply committed to pure color
sensations, confront wus with a certain toughness, a certain
psychological seriousness which makes them much more than an
untrammeled delight for the eye."6 While the European heritage was
worthy of acknowledgement, it was relegated to the past, when
aesthetic simplicity placidly fu]ed with "uncomplicated
sensuousness.” Louis was differentiated from Noland through his
"debt" to European painters--a debt which Solomon c]afmed made his
work more traditional and, at bottom, passe. Noland's work shares
some common characteristics with Louis and the Europeans, yet Solomon
postulates a certain seriousness or "toughness" 1in his paintings
which he suggests is decidedly not European and consequently much
more complex.

A European pedigree is also claimed for Johns and Rauschenberg
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through the works of Duchamp and Picasso, but this historical link is

similarly qualified:

Despite such connections with the past, these
new American artists have brought an entirely
new sensibility to bear upon their work, a
sensibility which has grown out of a response
to the particular environment in which they
have Tived and developed. 7

While Rauschenberg and Johns might inspire memories of the past--
Duchamp, Picasso, Dada--it was their particularly American
interpretation, their "new sensibility," which made their
contribution wunique. Their links with the past were acknowledged,
but almost as quickly dismissed, for it was not European art which
lay at the root of this new aesthetic.8

By the early 1960s, the success of Abstract Expressionism
prepared the ground for a new tradition, a new pedigree, in American
art. Noland and Rauschenberg's work was connected not only to a
European tradition of modernism, but also to a more recent heritage
of avant-garde painting in America. This was an important, if not
obvious strategy 1in terms of establishing the unique qualities of
these artists on the basis of nationality. However, while the

germinal painters were indebted to the work of the Abstract

Expressionists, they were also critical of their predecessors. By

3
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the end of the fifties some painters, according to Solomon,

had come to feel that the apparent directness of

this kind of painting was based more on superfi-

cial considerations (of color, texture and spatial

complexity) which only appeared to communi-

cate the true feelings of the artist, that he

remained detached in the crucial sense, and that

these pathetic intrusions detracted from the pu-

rity of the painting situation and from the po-

tential of a nobler and less manifestly self-

centered mode of expression. 9
Thus the "“second generation" of painters rejected the angst of the
action painters; contrary to the heavy, alienated aesthetic of the
Abstract Expressionists, the younger artists turned to a cool "post-
painterly" abstraction, or garing, lively dada. The "pathetic
intrusions" of expressive brushstrokes and other ‘"superficial
considerations" were replaced with strategies more in keeping with
the ‘'purity of the painting situation”--paint-stained canvases of
abstract 1imagery--or "nobler," less "self-centered" preoccupations
such as Neo-Dada, which addressed the world in a more direct, yet
still emotionally detached, way. - The aims of the Abstract
Expressionists, seen as a kind of modern vromanticism where the
emotional sincerity of the artist was revealed through the spTashes

of paint, were rejected for a cool and detached aesthetic. SoTomon

explained

they [the "Germinal Painters"] have matured in a
post-Freudian climate in which the new psychology
has been assimilated in the general culture over
a period of twenty or thirty years. Unlike the
Europeans, the Americans have no clearly defined
ties to the past, and they have found a new path
for themselves in the present. 10
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The angst-ridden 1950s had given way to a "new path” where alienation
was assimilated, to the point where it was no Tlonger particularly
relevant. Unfettered by the bonds of history, the new artists were
free to explore new avenues of cool, ;indifferent expression without
the  "hand-wringing" of the preceding generation.11 Abstract
Expressionism was part of the past, an historical movement
appropriate ﬁor the 50s, maybe, but certainly outdated for the new
generation, which was filled with optimism untainted by the problems
of the past--the Bomb, the HoTocaust, the war. Out of the old
romanticism sprang the new classicism--but who was to carry the torch
for this new frontier, Frost's new Augustan age?

At the outset, Kenneth Noland appeared to be the heir apparent
to the Abstract Expressionists and consequently a 1likely candidate
for international fame. With his restrained brushstrokes, reduced to
staiﬁs delineating his targets and chevrons, he represented a new
sort of qésthetﬁc—-the "new classicism" in its most restrained
form.12 éince his work was featured in the pavilion on the Giardini
grounds he was in a secure position for the Grand Prize competition,
un]iké the artists featured in the annex. His abstract paintings
clearly developed out of Abstract Expressionism, and -he had in fact
been ‘described by the Abstract Expressionists' foremost critic
Clement Greenberg as a successor to that movement. As early as 1954,
Greenberg had selected Noland (and Louis) for the "Emerging Talent"
show at the Samuel Kootz Gallery and in 1960, the influential critic
pronounced that Louis and Noland "are the only painters to have come
up in American art since that 'first wave' [Abstract Expressionism]

13
who approach its level." Greenberg's approval of these artists was
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hardly surprising, for this "second wave" of American painters was
well-suited to Greenberg's conception of modernism, with its emphasis
on two-dimensiona]ity.l4 Additionally, Greenberg's contention that
an historical dialectic exists between painterly and Tlinear styles
was confirmed, in ihis view, through Noland and Louis. From ;he
worked, painterly surfaces of the Abstract Expressionists grew a more
restrained, linear approach; the "excesses" of the action painters of
the 50s and the fact that the style had become institutionalized and
fashionable caused Greenberg to abandon the "painterly" aesthetic in
search- of a style which carried on the tenets of formalism in a way
which conformed to his historical suppositions. Thus, for Greenberg,
the works gf Louis and Noland presented a logical sequence in his
historical continuum of painting. The elements which made their work
of foremost importance to Greenberg are described in his 1960 article

on the two artists:

...Jjust as in Louis's case--and in the middle-
period Pollock's--the picture [by Noland] suc-
ceeds, when it does succeed, by reaffirming in
the end...the limitedness of pictorial space
as such, with all its rectangularity and flat-
ness and opacity... 15

According to Greenberg, their work transcended the sculptural effects
produced by the.painter1y style which were rooted in cubism; this was
an important development--based on work by earlier artists such as
Rothko, Still and Newman--for it allowed the works to develop more
fully the essential elements of flatness, color--the "pure" elements
of painting.16

Thus, Noland's Turnsole (figure 3), was representative of a work
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which readily accommodated Greenberg's theories of modernism; the
flat concentric rings, devoid» of texture because of the stain-
technique Noland employed, formed a visual essay on ghe relationship

of colors and 1imits of the canvas. Greenberg noted

...the particular triumph of Noland's painting
7s the way, in which it specifies and at the same
time generalizes off-white (or for that matter,
brown, yellow, or red) 'space', making it seem
both very literal and very abstract. 17

In particular, Greenberg credited Noland for his gifts as a
colorist--an element of painting hitherto neglected by the painterly
style, with 1its '"easy effects of spontaneity."18 It was this new
"purity" in painting, concentrating principally on color, whereby a
work could "find the guarantee of its standérds of quality as well as
of its 1'ndependence.“19 Noland's work provided an artistic
demonstration of Greenberg's theory of modernism; the generalized way
in which Greenberg wrote of Noland's Qaintings, with a]most ale
references to specific works, seemed only to reinforce the fact that
the works were illustrations of Greenberg's texts. This is not to
suggest thét No1and.was simply a helpless pawn in Greenberg's game;
on the contrary, the artist himself described his own wark in terms
of color exploration and elimination of structural constraints.
However, Noland's statements clearly reflect a close connection with
Greenberg's thoughts on modernism: “a breakthrough also means a
Timitation, a reduction of possibi]ities"zo, a statement which bears

remarkable resemblance to Greenberg's notion of self-criticism within

each medium. Noland also shared with Greenberg a vague aversion to
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cubism, as he explained in his comments on structure:

structure is an element profoundly to be re-
spected, but, too, an engagement with it leaves
one in the backwaters of what are basically
cubist concerns. In the best color painting,
structure 1is nowhere evident, or nowhere
self-declaring. 21

Like Greenberg, Noland suggesté that structural concerns lead to a
cubist straightjacket where nothing new--especially in the realm of
color--can be created. Whether the critic or painter arrived at the
same point independently, the jacket of formalism was equally fitting
for both; and since Greenberg's reputation far surpassed the young
artist's at that time, one might assume that the critic could lay
claim to tailoring the "advance" at least in theory.

Greenberg's views played a substantial role in the critical
reception of Noland's works. His formidable influence as a critic--
perhaps the most important critic of the 1950s--made his artistic
"prophecies" for the 1960s almost an institution, demonstrating his
powerful grip on the critical discourse on art.22 Yet at the same
time, ghe very institutiona]ization of Greenberg's view of modernism
became grounds for a rebellion of sorts on the part of many
critics.23 Just as Abstract Expressionism was  increasingly
associated with the past, so toojdid Greenberg's criticism become
entrenched as a tradition, made rigid by the very dialectics through
which he pronounced the next successive move toward "freshness" in
art. Since modernism, in Greenbergian terms; could only be expressed

through abstraction, flatness, and color, and painting was

perpetually cohfined to limits between the painterly or linear
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dialectic, developments outside of Greenberg's conceptual framework
were summarily  ignored. This feature became increasingly
troublesome to critics such as Priscilla Colt writing in the College

Art Journal:

What disturbs this reader is his [Greenberg's]
recurring intimation that there is a kind of
predestiny working itself out in the history
of style...The critical corollary to this is
that we need watch only the avant-grade [sic]
(presuming it can be easily identified) and
that we may then relegate to limbo that art
which does not fulfill at least some of its
conditions. 24

Those whom Greenberg relegated to "artistic 1limbo" wusually went
unnamed, grouped anonymously as purveyors of "safe taste." When he
actually acknowledged artists straying from the Greenbergian fold, he
attempted to include them as less important but worthy of note
because of their relationship to his theory (Jasper Johns, for
examp]e)25 or completely dismissable, again, in relation to his own

standards of excellence. This he expressed most tc]ear]y in his
sarcastic critique of the Neo-Dadas (obviously withrRauscHenberg and
other pop artists such as Oldenburg and Dine in mind). It is worth

quoting at length, for it is one of the few critical "pronouncements"

Greenberg chose to make on artists outside of his vision of
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modernism, and one which reinforced the opposition to his art

criticism:

Whatever novel objects they represent or in-
sert in their works, not one of them has taken
a chance with colour or design that the Cubists
or Abstract Expressionists did not take before
them...Nor has any. one of them, whether he har-
poons stuffed whales to plane surfaces, or
fills water-closet bowls with diamonds, yet
dared to arrange these things outside the di-
rectional lines of the 'all-over' Cubist grid.
The results have in every case a conventional
and Cubist prettiness that hardly entitles
them to be included under the heading 'After
Abstract Expressionsism.' Nor can those art-
ists, either, be discussed under this head-
ing whose contribution consists in depicting
stuffed chickens instead of dead pheasants,

or coffee cans or pieces of pastry instead of
flowers in vases. Not that I do not find the
clear and straightforward academic handling

of their pictures refreshing after the tur-
gidities of Abstract Expressionism; yet the
effect is only momentary, since novelty, as
distinct from originality, has no staying
power. 26

His easy dismissal of these developments (mentioned only in the
closing paragraph of his lengthy essay) was the source of much
consterﬁation among critics. Increasingly Greenberg's criticisn,
usually focusing on the Post-Painterly Abstractionists, was viewed as
deterministic and opinionated. The resulting frustration was

summarized by Max Kozloff, in a letter to the editor of Art
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International, where he attacked Greenberg's determinism:

In what now appears to be the aftermath of
Abstract Expressionism, there are only two
painters of any significance--Morris Louis
and Kenneth Noland. While he does not deny
they are heirs to the recent past, Clement
Greenberg presents them as the chief har-
bingers of the future. That they are iso-
lated abstractionists, however, in an envi-
ronment which has swung massively away from
abstraction, prevents them from being, in
any sense, representative of a new situa-
tion. 27

The fact that Noland's work was so closely aligned with Greenberg's
criticism forced a situation whereby critics who came down against
Greenberg felt necessarily bound to critique the artist's work as
well. Often an attack on Greenberg was made through the artists whom
he himself cited as most representative of his own theories of
modernism. Thus, 1in a review of Noland's works, Donald Judd and

Vivien Raynor write:

Noland is obviously one of the best painters any-
where...but his paintings are somewhat less strong
" than the several kinds of three-dimensional work.
Painting has to be as powerful as any kind of art;
it can't claim a special identity, an existence
for its own sake as a medium...Painting now is
not quite sufficient, although only in terms of
plain power. It lacks the specificity and power
of actual materials, actual color and space...
advances in art certainly are not always formal
ones. They always involve innovations, but the
actual formal advance, measured by the generali-
zation of historical linearity, may be small.
A realistic history would not be a linear one of
form... 28

Like Kozloff, Judd and Raynor begin with a discussion of Noland's
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paintings in relation to "three-dimensional work," which they defend.
The text then !drifts from specifics relating to ‘tpe paintings,
shifting to an attack on the theories underlying them. What begins
ostensibly as a review of Noland's work evolves into a rebuttal of
the ideas Greenberg proposed most straightforward1y in his 1963 essay
"Modernist  Painting." Greenberg's notion of a 1imiting self-
criticism of the medium, barticu]ar]y as it applied to painting,29 is
based on a false notion, according to the authors, that painting can
lay claim to a "special identity." Further, the "advances" in
painting (for Greenberg these were restricted to formal ones) created
a linear history of art as a succession of formal developments,
which, as Kozloff pointed out, was an innaccurate reading of the
contemporary situation,30 regardless of the value judgements one
might wish to impose on the work.

The dialogue between Greenberg and critics who challenged his
tenets of modernism had a particular significance at the Biennale.
One might argue that Solomon had in fact "sided” with Greenberg's
position simply because Noland was featured in such a prominent
position in the official U.S. pavilion. Yet a close reading of the
catalogue reveals that Solomon described the work of the Post-
Painterly Abstractionists in terms which, while sharing some points
of commonality with Greenberg, placed other concerns over formal
de9e1opments. There is a current within Solomon's text which
parallels Greenberg's views--we need only recall that Solomon set the
"Germinal Painters" off against the romantic, angst-ridden style of
the Abstract Expresssioniéts, just as Greenberg declared that

Noland's restrained, "cool," color stains countered the fashionable

painterly style--yet the resulting "new classicism" advocated by
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Solomon was not based entirely on form, but rather, ambiguity and
expressiveness. These Tlatter elements were significant not so much
in relation to the immediate past of Abstract Expressionism; instead,
they were intimately connected with Solomon's discourse on
Rauschenberg, setting up a dialogue between the two movements (Neo-
Dada and Post-Painterly Abstraction) in which one would ultimately
emerge triumphant. Noland's role in the Biennale, aside from forming
a part of the "germinal painters”; served as.a comparative model
against which Rauschenberg's work would be measured. Thus Solomon,
unlike Greenberg, not only presented Noland as the new trend in

American painting, but also used his work to-show through comparison

t 1]

~exactly how "new" Rauschenberg was. The "void" «created by the
critics' rejection of Greenberg's theories was one which Rauschenberg
might be capable of ff]]ing, and this seemed even more likely given
the fact that reviewers, disgruntled with deterministic formalism,
appeared to be turning to Neo-Dada for ré]ief.31

Initially, Solomon's catalogue entry for Noland appears to be
redressing the damage done by Greenberg's crusade to establish
abstraction and formal concerns as the only viable artistic
expressions.  Perhaps for this reasoﬁ, Noland 1s dﬁscussed in
relation to the group of "germinal painters” vrather than being
singled out as the most important artist. In contrast to Greenberg,

Solomon attempts to relate Noland's work to issues which extended
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beyond the limits of formalism. Thus, while Noland, along with the

other painters, has

turned away from political and social preoccu-
pations, attaching a new importance to the
human condition and to the value of individual
experience, 32

this "disengagement" from active social concerns was not, to be read
as pessimistic retreat. A qualifier is added, one which departs from
Greenberg's assessment of Noland while also differentiating the pop

artists from the Abstract Expressionists:

they have chosen to engage themselves wholly,
as individuals, in the richness and ambiguity
of modern life; their acceptance of the con-

temporary world is optimistic, not cynical.33

Unlike Greenberg who generally described Noland's work in purely
formal terms, Solomon suggests that the works are a response to
modern Tife. The abstract works do not represent escapism; rather,
Solomon proposes that the paintings relate to the contemporary world
by virtue of their expressions of individual experience, and that
this expression, in contrast to the Abstract Expressionists comment
on alienation resulting from modern life, was actually a positive and
optimistic one. While Solomon never actually elaborates on this
position, he suggests that the artwork is "engaged" through its
embrace of the positive aspects of society, attaching new importance
to human expression through ambiguity and optimism. It is through
these latter features that Solomon not only differentiated Noland

(and, 1in the pages which followed, Rauschenberg) from the preceding
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generation, but also carved out a niche to legitimize, through his
"unique" approach, his artistic contributions.

In the text devoted to Noland, Solomon employs a formal language
which concentrates on generalities rather than specific examples of
the works; indeed, not one painting is mentioned by name. His
analysis of the works thereby takes on the somewhat dubious
distinction of being as abstract as the works he professes to
analyze, evidenced by the description of the effect of Noland's
abstractions: they "depend[s] on constantly changing readings of
forms  kept 1in precarious tension despite the clarity of the
geometry"34 and the work “deliberately maintains a formal situation
which = prevents resolution...a visual interplay between precise and
indeterminate definitions of boundaries." From the specific to the

indefinite and back again, the viewer is guided through an aesthetic

labyrinth  which defies definitive explanation. "Vigor and

intensity" in Noland's work give way to the '"enigmatic and
: 36

indeterminate." At his most specific, Solomon explains that the

images "appear to expand and contract, to move out toward the
specfator through the action of color, even though the tohal surfaces
are flat and spatially discrete.”37 It is this formal aspect of the
work which, despite Solomon's tentative description, forms the most
active element in the work, setting up a relationship between the
viewer and the paintings. While Solomon provides no specific
examples, the effect he describes is evident in Sunshine (1961, fig.
4), featured in the Biennale. From the painting's central point of

orange-yellow, the eye moves outward, drawn to the same orange-yellow

of the middle ring. From there the eye jumps further outward to the
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cooler color rings of blue and green, then draws back to the brighter
tones in the center of the composition. Solomon suggests that this
formal relationship, the effects of expanding and contracting colors,
creates an "ambiguous assertiveness" drawing "the viewer into a much
more - active relationship with the art.“38 Yet this  "active
relationship" rests primarily on the viewer's interest in the extent
of formal resolution (or lack thereof), limited by the constraints of
color. Since the Biennale exhibition concentrated on those works by
Noland without the "painterly" touch, where splashes of color
extended beyond the concentric rings, the focus was primarily on the
formal effects of co10r>arrangements without the distractions of
brushstrokes. Thus Solomon, 1ike Greenberg, emphasizes Noland's
formal developments in color in terms 6f the paintings he chose to
select, yet he attempts to go beyond hermetic formalism to include
the viewer in his account of the works"effect.

At  bottom, Solomon's analysis rests on the concept of
ambiguity--the "undefinable and enigmatic quality" which gives the

paintings a certain "presence," as he describes it. If this seems
all too abstract, Solomon explains further, pointing out that this

"presence" results not only

from the visual phenomena introduced into the
painting, but, more important, from the high
level of feeling, from the intuitive manipula-
tion of effects which are kept suggestive, im-
precise in meaning, evocative and equivocal. 40

Here Solomon himself reaches new heights of ambiguity, since, on the
one hand, we are told the works are "detached in the crucial sense"

(see page 43), while at the same time they record a "high level of
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feeling." While this "feeling" remains undefined, one can at least
gather (through sheer force of repetition) that it is 1) equivocal
and 2) optimistic.  Should the reader despair in search of
substantive criticism, Solomon offers a parting clue for the artist's

aesthetic:

Noland's special distinction lies in his under-
standing of the possibilities of a more subtle

and complex exploitation of expressiveness, am-
biguity, and the special vision of the artist,

to create’ a new abstract painting. 41

Aside from the fact that Solomon unwittingly attests to his _own
skills as a creator of abstract texts, the passage lTeaves the reader
with an insatiable thirsting for more in the way of specifics. The
"new classicism," for all of its "ambiguous assertiveness" ultimately
falls into the chasm of formalism-cum-mystification--thus it is small
wonder that Solomon prefaced his discussion with the qualifier that
it relied on a "more passive and contemplative condition,” for the
work was inexorably 1inked to formal developments in art. Crediting
the work's primary appeal to formal developments or quuivocai
expressiveness, Solomon simply reinforced the "passive" readfng of
the work.

Perhaps the most important aspect of Solomon's text on Noland is
the way it reTates to his discussion of Rauschenberg, which follows
immediately after. At a glance, the passages dealing with Rauschenberg
appear to have striking similarities with Solomon's discussion of
Noland: there is an emphasis on ambiguity, optimism, and the

apolitical nature of the works. . Yet there is an added element in the
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text devoted to Rauschenberg: the notion'of a new sensibility, which
would ultimately separate  Rauschenberg's work_ from the
characteristics shared with Noland's "new classicism." To understand
the meaning of this "new sensibility", along with its implications
not only in the art world but among intellectuals and policy-makers
as well, it is necessary to examine 1its vrelationship to
Rauschenberg's work and, more broadly, the shifting perception of
society and culture under the Kennedy Administration.

At the outset, Solomon emphasizes that Rauschenberg represents a
new approach td art, simply by virtue of the fact that he abandons

pure abstraction, incorporating figurative imagery into his painting-

collages, or "combines", as he calls them: thus, Rauschenberg is
setting aside traditional values regarding subject matter". This is
a ‘'"new" development, at least in relation to the previous decade,

where abstraction dominated. In a rather indirect fashion, Solomon
implies that abstraction, and by association, Greenberg, are part of
the traditional establishment, no longer responsive to aesthetic
innovation. This point he makes abundantly clear when he speaks of
Rauschenberg's  aesthetic in }relation to. the  Post-Painterly

Abstractionists:

None of the abstract painters altered traditional
attitudes toward materials or procedures in any
substantial way, but Rauschenberg led a revolution
which has rejected wholly the idea that one kind
of materials [sic] or another are more or less
appropriate to art. 42

The time is ripe, it seems, to cast off the weight of tradition, even

if 1t is as recent as the previous decade, but the introduction of

actual objects and junk sculpture is hardly a "new" approach in art,
57 '
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since over forty years of collage history preceded Rauschenberg's
"breakthrough." How then, is this @nnovation particularly
“revolutionary"? It would seem that while Solomon ipdicates the
"revolution" stems from formal concerns, there is an element in
Rauschenberg's work which specifically differentiates him not only

from the abstractionists, but from the Dadaists preceding him:

[Rauschenberg has a] positive and constructive
view of the world. He has no interest in social
comment or satire, or in politics; he uses his
previously inappropriate materials not out of a
desire to shock, but out of sheer delight, out

of an optimistic belief that richness and height-
ened meaning can be found anywhere in the world,
even in the refuse found in the street. 43

According to Solomon, the basis of the "revolution" is, ironically,
apolitical and positive. While this particular kind of revolution is
a novel, if not innovative, concept, Rauschenberg's combine-paintings
were not always Qescribed in such absolutely affirmative terms;
earlier reviews of Rauéchenberg's work frequently spoke of the
negative tone underlying his combines as in the case of Bed (figure
3) which was Tikened to the scene of a messy murder. In less graphic

terms, figurative artist Fairfield Porter interpreted the '"general
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grubbiness" of Rauschenberg's combines:

He [Rauschenberg] expresses the morality of
poverty, inducing a monastic respect for things
that no one values. He protests the waste in
this society where we take it for granted that
automobiles are disposable, and that trash cans
are filled with paper work. He calls attention
to the success of industrialism opposite to the
way the Bauhaus did, which saw industrialism as
it wished to be seen. 44

Porter's view is one that credits Rauschenberg with a certain kind of
moral view, one which ostensibly exposes industrialism for what it is
and which deplores waste and conspicuous consumption 1in American
society. However, what is most interesting in Porter's review, along
with  others qcknow]edging a somewhat negative aspect in

Rauschenberg's work, 1is the consistent observation ;hat the combines

are not especially critical. Porter notes that "Rauschenberg's work

has more personality than anything Tike it. Its weakness is that it
45 :

tends to be chic." In a similar vein, critic Irving Sandler

Tikened the Neo-Dada aesthetic to that of the Ash Can School, the
realist painters who refused to sacrifice "truth" to "beauty," yet he

qualified the critical position implied by the label "Neo-Dada":

...unlike the Dadas who carried on an organized
insulting of modern civilization...the Neo-Dadas.
are accepting of their condition and are primar-
ily interested in expressing a heightened sensi-
tivity to it. 46

There is something of a paradox here; the critics (with the exception
of Solomon) recognize the possibility of protest directed at society,

generally on the basis of the cast-off materials used, but they also
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concede that, regardless of the suggestion of critique, the work
ultimately retains a neutrality, even a “chicness", which outweighs
its potentially critical qua]ities,47 The way in which Solomon
transforms this paradox into a thoroughly positive exercise'in "sheer
delight" 1is accomplished through the concept of ambiguity, which is
not simply imposed on the work, but applied in conjunction with the

images themselves.

Consider Solomon's statement regarding Rauschenberg's work:

Since his paintings are never anecdotal or nar-
rative in any sense, the agglomeration of images
and objects has the sole function of generating
a kind of irresolute tension with respect to

the meaning of the relationship between the
images...Rauschenberg keeps the attention of

the beholder by offering constantly vacillat-
ing alternative meanings, so that we can never
arrive at a precise and resolved meaning for

the painting. 48

Wh11e Solomon claims no precise meaning is possible, he does not tell
us there is no meaning there. The meaning of the work becomes the
multiplicity and ambiguity of which Solomon speaks, imprecise and
irresolute. The Juxtapositions of disparate images and objects
generates ambiguity, since there is no narrative sequence which
logically follows from them, and from this, the viewer arrives at a
"meaning" which is in itself indeterminate. An important aspect of
this analysis hinges on the viewer's willingness to suspend the
possibility of narrative 1in the works so that the relationships
between objects and images are vague and, at their most specific,
simply suggestive. In so doing, associatibns catled up by each

specific image diminish in relation to the ambiguity which is evoked
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through the interaction between images. The ambiguity does not
obliterate the associative value of each 1mége——rather, it preys on
this, wusing it to evoke equivoca]ity.49 Thus, the inclusion of an
'eag1e, an astronaut, the Statue of Liberty in the photo-silkscreen
Tree Frog (1964, fig. 5) have particular meanings in an of
themselves--but their relationship to other images, Tess '“loaded"
symbolically, such as a sailboat, a car, a figure in a crowd, a hard-

hat worker on a construction site--obscures their own constitutive

value as meanings; their

presence is tamed, put at a distance, made almost
transparent; it recedes a little, it becomes the
accomplice of a concept which comes to it fully
armed: once made use of, it becomes artificial. 50

The “presénce," the individual meanings comprising each image of the
overall composition become "accomplices" to a greater concept--
ambiguity. To attempt to connect the images with a narrative would
destroy their function as forms in which ambiguity can be generated;
this is the essential point Solomon makes when he speaks of their
"sole function of generating a kind of irresolute tension" in . the
relationship between images.Sl Yet this wunresolved tension, this
ambiguous “meaning is not an ?bjective, value-free concept. The
images and their collective expression, however indeterminate,
connote a "sign" which is not only dependent on the dynamic between
the two, but also by their historical significance and specificity.
It is this sign, or second level of meaning, which (to use Solomon's

terms) is designated the "new sensibility." Rauschenberg's work

forms the visual expression of this new sensibility, but what that
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concept represented, and why Rauschenberg's work was particularly

suited for it in 1964 will be the subject of the following
discussion.

In  contrast to the ambiguity evoked by Noland's work,
Rauschenberg's particular brand of equivocality is dependent on the
inclusion of identifiable 1images. While it may seem somewhat
paradoxical that objects and images drawn from popular culture were
as, if not more, indeterminate than qbstraction, ghis particular
state of affairs was related to a changing concept of modernism, not
simply 1in relation to Clement Greenberg's ever-weakening grip on art
discourse, but also to a shift in perception regarding the purposes
of qrt. In her 1965 eésay "One Culture and the New Sensibility,"
Susan Sontag, leftist intellectual and critic, discusses this change

as a response to various aspects of modern society:

What we are getting is not the demise of art, but

a transformation of the function of art. Art,

which arose in human society.as a magical-religious
operation, and passed over into a technique for
depicting and commenting on secular reality, has

in our-own time arrogated to itself a new function...
Art today is a new kind of instrument, an: instru-
ment for modifying consciousness and organizing

new modes of sensibility. 52

This "expansion of sensibilities" 1is made possible through the
incorporation of materials which were, as Solomon would say,
"previously innappropriate" to art expression. Sontag welcomes this
change, claiming that a critical position in art smacks of a dead,

moralizing tradition and must give way to an aesthetic which forms a
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bridge between the world and art:

The Matthew Arnold notion of culture defines art
as the criticism of life--this being understood

as the propounding of moral, social, and political
ideas. The new sensibility understands art as an
extension of life--this being understood as the
representation 9f (new) modes of vivacity...A
great work of art is never simply (or even mainly)
a vehicle of ideas or moral sentiments. It is,
first of all, an object modifying our conscious-
ness and sensibility...53

Sontag is advocating a fusion of "spheres," so to speak, where art
becomes an integral, positive component of society rather than 3
removed, critical element (ostensibly "severed" from 1ife). There is
no room in this new vision of art for elitist theories of aesthetics
which keep the world at bay; by expanding its function to develop
sensibilities hitherto untouched, art will connect .and link to
experience, even if this be a vague, undefined process.

If these '"new modes of vivacity" seem all too abstract in
Sontag's account, the images and materials drawn from society which
Rauschenberg incorporates 1in his work make this new sensibility a
1ittle more down tobearth. Alan Solomon explains how Rauschénberg's
own “phiTosophica]"' approach transforms the abstract into a more

tangible reality:

[Rauschenberg] expresses the whole point of view of
the movement for which he is the point of departure:
'Painting relates to both art and life. Neither
can be made. [ try to act in that gap between the
two.' In other words, the conditions he brings to
his art are identical with the conditions he finds
in the real world; meaning and value are inherent

in both, we need only seek them out. 54
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Solomon's interpretation of Rauschenberg's words comes close to the
position espoused by Sontag: Rauschenberg bridges two disparate
“worlds, art and life. As a result of this union, experience and art
coexist in happy harmony--no "Matthew Arnold qotion of culture"
1nterferes.

The bridge between art and 1ife is no more literally illustrated

than in Rauschenberg's Winter Pool (1959, fig. 6) where two painted

canvases arevjoined by a real ladder. The right panel is primarily
patches of paint, roughly applied, while the left panel includes
actual picture frames and other "worldly" materials. Nailed to the
ladder, the canvases are 1itera11y joined to the "world" (or its
material '"representative") and all elements are placed on the same
plane. A similar theme found its expression in Rauschenberg's Tracer

(1964, fig. 7); an icon of high art, Rubens' Toilet of Venus, is

ptaced on a par with images of street scenes, army helicopters, caged
birds and an American eagle. Each image is treated with the same
level of indifference--Rubens and hard hat workers co-exist side by
side‘gs equals, reproduced by the same technological process. Even
the process itself breaks down the barriers between art and life, for
Rauschenberg's silkscreening technique approximate that wused in
advertising. [t 1is one more area in which Rauschenberg "expands

sensibilities" in a positﬁve way, as Max Kozloff explains:

...his statement is not unfriendly toward our
technological packaging of sensations, but
rather welcomes the inherent possibilities of
the mass media [...] Each of these tableaux is
part of a continuing badinage between the
assertion of paint and the continuing claims
of the outside world, now carried on through
the mediation of reproductive processes. 55
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Tapping into technological developments and mass media, Rauschenberg
osténsib]y unleashes a range of possﬁbi]ities whereby the very
processes or forms of his work become as accessible as the images
themselves. Sontag elaborates on the implications of  this

"democratization":

One important consequence of the new sensibility
(with its abandonment of the Matthew Arnold notion
of culture)...[is] that the distinction between
"high' and 'low' culture seems less and less mean-
ingful. For such a distinction--inseparable from
the Matthew Arnold apparatus--simply does not

make sense for a creative community of artists

and scientists engaged in programming sensations,
uninterested in art as a species of moral journ-
alism.56

As cultural distinctions between "high" and "low" become increasingly
obscured, art would be, in theory, more accessible for all. The
possibilities vresulting from this development is articulated most

aptly by Sontag:

If art is understood as a form of discipline
of the feelings and a programming of sensa-

tions then the feeling (or sensation) given

off by a Rauschenberg painting might be 1ike
that of a song by the Supremes. 57

While few disagreed with Sontag's assessment of the situation, not
everyone anticipated be-bopping to “Baby Love" or a Rauschenberg
combine with quite the same enthusiasm as she.

While Sontag's vision of the egalitarian age of culture may have

had an admirable anti-elitist, democratic appeal, her optimistic
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conception' of the future did.not enjoy universal consensus. Those
who were critical of the new sensibility were not convinced that the
new Renaissance was at hand; indeed, they argued that the integration
of high and low culture would not elevate, but rather would level all
culture. The debate had as its startihg point varying views on the
effects of mass culture. In contrast to the populist position
adopted by Sontag, leftist Dwight Macdonald expressed his concerns

with posed by mass culture in his 1961 essay "Masscult and Midcult":

...Masscult is a dynamic, revolutionary force,
breaking down the old barriers of class, tradi-
tion, and taste, dissolving all cultural distinc-
tions. It mixes, scrambles everything together,
producing what might be called homogenized culture
...[but] whereas the cream is still in the homo-
genized milk, somehow it disappears from homoge-
nized culture. For the process destroys all
values, since value-judgements require discrim-
ination, an ugly word in liberal-democratic
America. Masscult is very, very democratic;

it refuses to discriminate against or between
anything or anybody. A1l is grist for its mill
and all comes out finely ground indeed. 58

What is perhaps most interesting in Macdonald's observations is that
the characteristics of 'masscult" do not differ markedly from
Sontag's conception of culture, where Motown hits and Rauschenberg
combines existed side by side. Macdonald 1dént1fies the egalitarian
aspect of mass culture, its non-discriminating character, its ability
to eliminate class distinctions. The point of contention between
Sontag and Macdonald lies in their respective views of the effects of
"democratization."  Macdonald pbints to the fact that the resultant
shift is merely quantitative (more cultural options are available if

discriminating standards are eliminated) rather than qualitative.
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The situation does not promise to raise overall standards, as Sontag
hoped, but precludes the possibility of such an occurrence, as

Herbert Marcuse explained:

The range of choice open to the individual is not
the decisive factor in determining the degree of
human freedom, but what can be chosen and what

is chosen by the individual...Free choice among

a wide variety of goods and services does not sig-
nify freedom if these goods and services sustain
social controls over a life of toil and fear--that
is, if they sustain alienation. And the spontaneous
reproduction of superimposed needs by ‘the individ-
ual does not establish autonomy; it only testifies
to the efficacy of these controls. 59

His words articulate the fundamental concept informing a critical
perspective on mass culture: industrialization creates a demand for
culture--a demand which increases as leisure time becomes more
avilable--but satiates this demand with a culture, mass culture,
which entertains and distracts from the real conditions of society,
those which initially induced the desire for release from,it.60
Marcuse and Macdonald, along with other critics of mass culture
and the "new sensibility", necessarily based their critique on the
bé]ief that a genuine culture of the people could not be attained
under the existing structure of capitalism, which by its very nature
was alienating. This alienation had been assimilated in the previous
decade as an emblem of freedom and individua}ity.61 But as Alan
Solomon had pointed out in the introduction of the Biennale
catalogue, a, new generation had matured beyond the angst of the

previous ‘decades, signaling the beginnihg of the "pbst—Freudian age."

Alienation was on the outs, and a new age was taking its place, as
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conservative sociologist Edward Shils explained:

This new order of society ["mass society"], de-
spite all its internal conflicts, discloses in
the individual a greater sense of attachment to
the soc1ety as a whole, and of affinity with his
fellows...The new society is 'a mass society pre-
cisely in the sense that the mass population

has become incorporated into society. The center
of society--the central institutions, and the
central value systems which guide and legitimate
these institutions--has extended its boundaries.
Most of the population (the "mass") now stands
in a closer relationship to the center than has
been the case in either premodern societies or
in the earlier phases of modern society. 62

There was no need to talk of alienation produced by society when in
fact the individuals within it were increasingly integrated through
their "greater sense of attachment." These individuals converge to
form a mass society which has as its focué a vital center of shared

values and institutions. Whereas critics of mass culture claimed
63
that mass society destroyed the individual, the optimistic

sociologist argued that mass society enriched the individual's

potential:

Mass society has aroused and enhanced individu-
ality. Individuality is characterized by an open-
ness to experience, an efflorescence of sensation
and sensibility...[it] has liberated the cognitive,
appreciative and moral capacities of individuals.
Larger elements of the population have consciously
learned to value the pleasures of eye, ear, taste,
touch, and conviviality. People make choices more
freely in many spheres of life, and these choices
are not necessarily made for them by tradition,
authority, or scarcity. 64

The Tlimitations of choice are cast aside in favor of the greater
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good—-thé development of the individual. While Marcuse argued that
these choices were illusory since they sustained 'a1ienation, Shils
argued that alienation no Tonger was an issue. Mass society
paradoxically produced greater individuality. Sociologist, Clyde

Kluckhohn, echoing Shils' view, exp]ainéd:

Today's kind of ‘'conformity' may actually be step
toward more genuine individuality in the United
States. ‘'Conformity' is less of a personal and
psychological problem--less tinged with anxiety
and guiot...If one accepts outwardly the conven-
tions of one's group, one may have greater psychic
energy to develop and fulfill one's private poten-
tialities as a unique person.65

I[f fulfillment could only come through individual potential, and this
in turn depended on the individual's abilities to assimilate with
society, certain]y the greater range of opportunities in mass culture
would only serve to enhance the possibilities for individuality. Was
this not what Sontag had advocated in her plea for "expanding sensi-
bilities"? There was no need for an oppositional culture when ful-
fillment was just around the corner.

This interpretation was bolstered by the contention gf many
intellectuals that sociéty was in fact better than ever before. The
cultural optimism expressed by 1leftists such as Sontag and
conservatives 1like Shils found its political counterpart in the end
of ideology--an 1hte11ectua1 discourse which was so labeled after
Daniel Bell's book of the same name.66 Bell cited the fact that
intellectuals were 1in agreement, for the most part, on political
issues--notably that political pluralism and thé welfare state proved
to be the most viable means with which to improve society, after the

hard-learned lessons of Stalinism had proved that political extremism
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of any kind resulted in totalitarianism. The situation, as Bell saw

it, was that

to old politico-economic radicalism (preoccupied
with such matters as the socialization of industry)
has lost its meaning, while the stultifying aspects
of contemporary culture (e.g., television) cannot
be redressed in political terms. At the same time,
American culture has almost completely accepted the
avant-garde, particularly in art, and the older
academic styles have been driven out completely.
The irony, further, for those who seek 'causes' is
that the workers, whose grievances were once the
driving energy for social change, are more satisfied
with society than the intellectuals. The workers
have not achieved utopia, but their expectations
were less than those of the intellectuals, and

the gains correspondingly larger. 67

Critical 1ntellectuals such as Marcuse and Macdonald appeared to be
the only disgruntled members of society, qespite the jmprovements
made within the system; indeed, Bell implies that their critique is
redundant 1in a society which has become so progressive that it even
accepts the avant-garde. For Macdonald, this latter feature was
hardly reassuring; in accepting the avant-garde, society developed a

new "twist" to mass culture: "midcult."

In Masscult the trick is plain--to please the crowd
by any means. But Midcult has it both ways: it
pretends to respect the standards of High Culture
while in fact it vulgarizes them...It is its ambi-
guity that makes Midcult alarming. For it presents
itself as a part of High Culture. Not that coterie
stuff, not those snobbish inbred so-called intellec-
tuals who are only talking to themselves. Rather
the great vital mainstream, wide and clear though
perhaps not so deep. 68

But the ambiguity which Macdonald finds so alarming was, o¢f course,

70



the place 1in which cultural gains could be made, according to the
proponents of the new sensibility. Perhaps the expanding
sensibilities woy]d not produce a cultural utopia, but by modifying
expectations, the gains could be "correspondingly larger"... What is
good for the worker can be good for the intellectual.

For those 1intellectuals who adopted this pragmatic position,
Kennedy's progressive 1image confirmed that the welfare state could
redress the problems of society with a bit of fine-tuning. A
rational, realistic approach was therefore much more appropriate that
the vromantic utopian revolution--intellectual disillusionment was
replaced by confident optimism as the promise of Tiberalism became a
reality. The views of Cold War liberals and Tleftists adVocating
liberalism in the name of populist values converged with the
possibility of a new and better society under the new liberalism
espoused by Kennedy. Seymour Martin Lipset, an advocate of Bell's

"end of ideology" position, articulated this view when he wrote

...democracy is not only or even primarily a
means through which different groups can attain
their ends or seek the good society, it is the
good society itself... 69

The ideological struggles between the Left and the Right gave birth
to 1iberal politics in the 50s, but by the 60s, these politics had
matured with the Kennedy promise; liberals no longer had to fight for
the good.society--they had woh the battle, caught up in the spirit of
the New Frontier. To paraphrase Macdonald, the vital center was the
vital mainstream, wider than ever before.

Just as the welfare state promised more to members of society,
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the new sensibility in culture promised the greatest benefits,
equitably distributed among the greatest number. Culture could
proved society with a wider range of sensibilities and sensations by
abdicating its oppositional position; 1like the intellectuals, it
could operate most effectively in concert with a system which had
proven 1itself to be the best. The end of ideology signaled the

institutionalization of liberalism; and as culture came under its
wing, it too was 1ibera1ized in the name of democracy and anti-
elitism. The cultural spokesman for the New Frontier, Arthur

Schlesinger, Jr., clarified the implications:

...the greatest art is great because it inter-
prets simple and complex experience simultaneously
and can thus appeal to people at many levels. 70

While it was fairly clear what Rauschenberg represented to America,

the task remained to convince the rest of the world that  the

Americans' new sensibility was indeed the greatest.
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CHAPTER 3

The 1964 Biennale: Prize-Winning Machinations

Within the first week of the 32nd Venice Biennale's opening, the
press  began issuing its verdict over the Rauschenberg prize: the
conservative Le Figaro decried the Pop artist's victory, charging
that an "apocalyptic atmosphere" had taken over the Giardini.l The
leftist French newspaper Combat denounced the "treason in Venice" and
called for a boycott of the Bienna]e.2 Italy's ABC headlined
“"Everything 1is Lost, Even a Sense of Shame.“3 For all of its
ambiguity, Rauschenberg's work seemed to have made quite a clear
statement; if there were any lingering doubts, Alan Solomon had
obligingly clarified the situation the week before Rauschenberg's
prize was awarded: "The whole world recognizes that the world art
center has moved from Paris to New York."4 What seemed to be an
obvious fact to the U.S. commissioner took on a somewhat different
appearance for those who objected to the U.S. prize: one French
critic responded "The whole world? Our entire little world is excited
by this declaration of war. All we talked about was the Americans'
demands.'f5 For critics of the U.S. exhibition, Solomon's comment was
only one more example of the Americans' cultural imperialism which
had dominated the Biennale from the beginning.

At issue from the start was the annex to the U.S. exhibition.

The French press, almost without exception, made mention of the

unprecedented annex; while the other countries had to contend with
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the limited space of their pavilions,

The Americans, in 1964, have invaded with a com-
pletely missionary zeal. Not content to exhibit
in their pavilion in the Biennale gardens, they
have organized a gigantic retrospective of their
two stars, Johns and Rauschenberg--plus their
accomplices--in the palace of the old U.S. consu-
late. 6

The. France Observateur complained that the Americans had infringed

on "the elementary rules of 'fair play'" by extending their exhibit
7
beyond the Giardini grounds. Other reports described the situation

in much stronger terms, such as those used by Pierre Cabanne in Arts:

[Solomon and his associates] have treated us as poor
backward Negroes, good only for colonization. The

first commando is in place: 1it's called 'Pop Art.'

The invasion does not take place in the official
pavilion; it takes place at a distance, choosing
expansionism instead. The old American consulate...

is transformed into a temple for the new religion.

The pope officiates there: Rauschenberg, surrounded by
his great priests, Johns, Oldenburg, Dine and Stella. 8

Even the French critic who was most favorable to the Americans,
Pierre Restany, stood in opposition to the expansiveness of the U.S.
exhibit; speaking of the additional space and the artists featured

there, Restany commented:

[;I] have the greatest esteem for these artists...
but I vigorously contest the validity of the pro-
ceedings which created an unfortunate precedent and
contributed to arousing a halo of cultural imperial-
ism around the Americans. 9

For those Tless inclined to give the Americans the benefit of the

doubt, the Americans benefitted from unfair advantages over every

81



other country participating in the evént. Their large exhibition was
already an affront, but the fact that an artist exhibiting‘off the
grounds was awarded the major prize was an outrage.

The reaction to the American victory was compounded by the way
in which Rauschenberg's work became "eligible" for the prize: the
president of the.jury, A. Hammacher (representing the Netherlands),
had' threatened to resign if the prize was given to Rauschenberg on
the basis of his one work exhibited on the official Biennale
grounds.10 A compromise was finally reached, where the Americans
agfeed to move three Rauschénberg works to their official pavilion;
this was done in the morning, and Rauschenberg's prize was announced
that afternoon. A photographer captured the transfér of
Rauschenberg's works on film, and the picture sent shock waves
throughout the Giardini (figure 8); it was widely reproduced as proof
that the Americans had secretly moved the paintings in an underhanded
maneuver: to capture the prize. Whether the jury had agreed
beforehand made little difference——if anything, it only aggravated
the situation, making the Amerfcans appear as though they had made
secret arrangements with the jury. Within the single 1image, a
multitude of meanings appeared, none too ambiguous for the French:
the U.S. had empioyed unfair cultural tactics, were accorded
.unprecedented ~favors, and managed to come away with the Grand Prize
by sneaking paintings back onto the Giardini grounds.

These were the circumstances which surrounded the events 1in
Venice--but what of the actual Jury deliberations? The international
jury, ostensibly objective, pooled from the various nominations

submitted by each participating country, had selected Rauschenberg
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from all the artists at the Biennale. Was this not evidence of the
superiority of Rauschenberg's work? Like everything else at the
Biennale that year, the situation was not as clear-cut as it
appeared. After intensive lobbying, Alan Solomon was able to
convince the Biennale President to appoint an American juror,12 the
first time a representative from the United States served on the
international Jury. The American organizers had some difficulty
locating someone willing to take fhe job; James Johnson Sweeney and
Walter Hopps had both decTined the 1'nv1'tat1'on.13 In the end, Sam
Hunter, then chairman of the art department at Brandeis University,
agreed to represent the Americans.l4 In Venice, Rauschenberg's
dealer, Leo Castelli commented "At least we have an American judge
now. That's one thing in our favor." e But it was not immediately
clear whether Hunter was an asset or a liability to the Americans'
cause:  prior to the jury's deliberations, Hunter spoke on Italian
te]evisidn, proclaiming the superiority of American art,16 an
incident which more or less destroyed any 111usion§ about the
objectivity of the American juror. Solomon later noted, "When Hunter
arrived he was impossible about proving his purity, to the point
where the Ité]ian jurors wondered if he wanted the prize to go
e]sewhere?17, that is, to someone other than Rauschenberg. While
Hunter himself will not comment on the implications of Solomon's
statement, the "purity" of which Solomon spoke may have simply been
in regards to Hunter's indiscretion with the Italian press, but this
is an issue which still remains unc]ear.18 As for the Italian
jurors' comments, they were apparently concerned that Hunter's

obvious bias would rule out the possibility of a Rauschenberg prize,

since the Jjury might feel compelled to vote for another artists as
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evidence of their objectivity. But the reasons for the Italians
unequivocal support of Rauschénberg remain unclear. Franz Meyer, the
Swiss member of the jury that year suggested that, according to the
Italians, the Americans were threatening to withdraw from the

Biennale:

I remember that the two Italian members, [Giuseppe]
Marchiori and [Marco?] Valsecchi, told us in the be-
ginning, that they feared that the Americans wouldn't
come anymore, if they still had no prize this time
and we should for reasons of opportunity consider
such a prize. As Italians Marchiori and Valsecchi
were naturally primarely [sic’] interested in the
prestige of the Biennale and its continuation as .

an institution. 19

It is unclear whether the Americans had actually offered the Italians
financial support for the Biennale. The French magazine La Cote de
Peintres reported that the Biennale was criticized for its cost (over

200 million lire) and that the Americans had promised to absorb the
20
deficit; Le Figaro also mentioned that the Biennale was endangered
2l 22
financially, but this cannot be confirmed. Alan  Solomon

suggested that the Americans' chances for a prize "began with the
simple pure fact that certain Italians wanted an American prize for
general altruistic reasons, and proceeded to work for 1t,"23 but it
still remains unclear why they were so inclined.

Not all the members of the jury were in agreement with the
choice of Rauschenberg, however. Rauschenberg had received the
majority of the votes (four to three); those in favor included
Hunter54 Marchiori, Valsecchi and Julius Starzinski, the Polish

Jjudge. Meyer, the Brazilian judge Murillo Mendes and the president

of the jury, Hammacher, opposed Rauschenberg initially and the final

84



vote remains unclear . Recall that it was Hammacher who had
threatened to resign if the prize was given to Rauschenberg on the
basis of one work exhibited in the Giardini. Apparently, an offer
had been made to give the award to Kenneth Noland, but Solomon
announced that if Rauschenberg was disqua]ified,25a11 the American

artists would be withdrawn from the competition. Meyer eventually

supported Rauschenberg, as he later explained:

When Bob Rauschenberg's name came up (maybe proposed
by one of the Italians, too), I remember that I tried
for a moment to extend the discussions to other names
of Americans (Mike Sonnabend reminded me years later,
that I had told him I would rather have voted for
Jasper Johns), but--1 think that especially Sam Hunter
made it clear to me--the only American of this gener-
ation, who...could eventually qualify for the chief-
prize, was Bob Rauschenberg, much nearer to European
sensibility than the other artists shown in the Con-
sulate. I fully understood this consideration.26

The issue of Rauschenberg's affinity with European sensibility will
‘be discussed more thoroughly later. The task still vremained to
convince Hammacher to abide by the jury's decision. Prior to the
compromise, reached with the transportation of Rauéchenberg's work to
the official pavilion, Rauschenberg's close friend, Merce Cunningham
and his dance troupe performed at the Venice theatre, La Fenice.
Rauschenberg was reponsibile for all the set designs, which consisted
of Italian stagehands "moving about in the background, pushing brooms
or carrying props."27 The event was well attended, and Hammacher was
reportedly won over by the performance and Rauschenberg's sets.28

The  following day he agreed to the compromise, and Rauschenberg

~emerged as the winner of the Grand Prize for painting.
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While the transfer of Rauschenberg's work seemed to be the apex
of the controversy, it was not the only event which provoked the
critics of the Americans. For the French, who unanimous]yvcondemned
the American tactics, the imperialistic statement made by Solomon
(regarding the transfer of world art centers) found its visual
counterpart in the advertisement which Leo Castelli, Rauéchenberg's

Néw York dealer, ran in the June issue of Art International and the

July issue of L'Oeil (figure 9). On the opening pages of these
journals appeared a map of Western Europe and England, showing the
cities of London, Paris, Kassel and Venice. Flanking each city were
names of various Castelli artists--Rauschenberg, Johns, Chamberlain,
Ste]]a, Bontecou, Leslie, Lichtenstein and Higgins. While seemingly
innocent--after all, Castelli was only ﬁub11cizing the fact that most
of his artists were being shown 1in major international shows
“(Documenta, the Biennale) or in the major European art centers--the

imagery he chose conveyed much more to the world in 1964 than mere

publicity for his gallery. Paris L'Express reproduced the
advertisement in its article on the U.S. domination of the Bienna]e,
identifying it with the caption "Publicite Americaine" rather than
specifying it as Castelli's own promotional project.29 Indeed,
Annefte Michelson, 1in her favorable coverage of the Americans' role
in Venice, conceded that the map was "somewhat Napo]eom’c."30 When
the Biennale prize 1ignited the volatile atmosphere pervading the
Giardini, the advertisement articulated in visual terms the "crisis"
as the French criticé perceived it--Solomon directed the Americans'
colonization of Europe, with the aid of his cartographer, Castelli,

who mapped out the targets.

It is dinteresting that Castelli chose a map to represent his
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artists and his gallery, for the image itself does not appear to be
an advertisement at all and it takes some time before its commercial
intent becomes apparent. A map 1is ostensibly an accurate and
objective guide, providing direction or placement for things, whereas
one might assume that an advertisement should clarify what is being
sold and by whom as concisely and as immediately as possib]e. Yet in
the Castelli ad, the map is not designed to reveal what is showing at
Castelli's gallery in New York, but rather to demonstrate that the
artists he Sponsors.are showing in Europe. Rauschenberg and Johns
appear in all four cities, Chamberlain is in London and Venice, and
so on. But rather than leaving the viewer with a sense that these
artistic appearances were mere coincidences, the map specifies that
these events were directed by Leo Castelli, as indicated by the
imposing compass bearing his name. The compass is the only clue that
the map has a commercial intent; Castelli's name and the address of
his New York gallery encircle the "Nf indicating north. If the
gallery itself is not featured in the actual geography of the map, it
is clear that it is exerting its influence by purporting to be as
natural a guide as any Boy Scout compass indicating north, south,
east or west.

From these more  innocuous beginnings, more insidious
connotations appear. The dotted 1ines which form the l1ink between
the names and cities suggest troop dep]oyments or plans of attack.
Yet in this case, the battle to be waged does not consist of 1nfahtry
but rather of the "avant-garde"--the advanced guard, sent from New
York to affect the cultural "liberation" of Western Europe.31 As

these emissaries of American culture advance through Europe under the
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guidance provided by the Castelli compass, all other geographical
features become incidental, subsumed by the large, typeset names of
the Castelli artists. 1ndeed; the actual designations of the cities
are included as small, incidental features, whereas the names
"Rauschenberg", "Johns", "Lichtenstein”, etc. deinate the Tand
masses and essentially are there to designate the real significance
of the various locations. Similarly, the borders of each country,
while providing a sense of geography and direction within the map,
have the additiona] function of actually forming visual 1inks between
the groups of artists' names. Again, the names provide direction and
focus, whereas the borders themselves are simply visual transitions
between artists' units. Only the compass, solid, black and imposing,
distracts the viewer from this geographical harmony; but of course,
it serves to direct the viewer back to the artists Tisted, while
designating the source--Leo Castelli--for the identifying features of
the map.

Further analysis leading to the same general sense of U.S.
cultural domination can be discerned from what has been omitted from
the map. The view of Western Europe is condensed, truncated. The
bulk of Italy is eliminated, France and West Germany are shown only
partially, and England 1is reduced to a fragment in the upper left
hand corner. The names of the countries have been omitted--indeed,
those few countries in which the names of Johns, Rauschenberg, et.al.
are absent have been relegated to anonymity--and those nations
"fortunate" enough to have been graced by Castelli's artists are
identified only in those terms. Again, the essential information
regarding the geography is based not on standard differentiation

between nations, but rather on that which they have in common: the
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presence of the Castelli artists. Details are unnecessary when the
artists "say it all." What is‘presented, then, 1is not a Europe
divided according to borders and national identities--instead, it is
a unified Europe, one which significantly is unified geographically
and 'visua11y by the presence of American artists who for the most
part were associated with Pbp Art. The implication that Europe could
be dominated by artists aestheticizing the commercial, mass culture
of the United States was anathema to the French especially, and the
Castelli publicity took on even'more'significancé after the Americans
won the Biennale prize. While no critic specifically analyzed the
image, the events of the Biennale clarified its implied meanings, to
the point where it was obvious evidence of U.S. cultural tactics when
it was reproduced in L'Express.

The issue of American cultural imperialism intensified when a
French dealer, Daniel Cordier, closed his Paris gallery ten days
after Rauschenberg recieved his prize in Venice; such an action would
not have been of major consequence under normal circumstances, but
before the Biennale opened, Cordier chose to issue and circulate
widely a letter explaining his reasons for leaving Paris and moving

to New York. He wrote,

The dimensions of this city are not compatible with
the scale of modern civilization; it has become a
holiday resort, a place of entertainment, and is
becoming less and Tess a center of creative activity.
In order to interpret our period, an artist has to
be familiar with its realities, its sensibility.
These can be felt better and more intensely in New
York. 32

Paris, ctltural center of the Western world, was deposed; Cordier's
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words implied that it had the appeal of a vacation spot, without the
impetus for creativity. New York, on the other hand, was the hub of
modern civilization. As a dealer for Rauschenberg, Cordier had good
reason to relocate in New York where modern sensibility and reality
joined forces. Artists, it appeared, were not the only ones who
could act in the gap between art and life. As an art market, New

York had these advantages and more, as Cordier continued:

In America, there are curiosity, taste and means,
which explains why New York, after having been a
market, may well become a preponderant cultural center. 33

The pro-American press seized upbn Cordier's ‘"defection" as proof of
the superiority of New York; Time used his Tetter as evidence that
"Paris has slipped creatively" and the market had gravitated to New
York because "first-rate moderns" are created there.34 Art critic
Robert Hughes noted that “French painting has lost its centrality"
because of Paris's inability to adapt to aesthetic changes.35 The
viability of New York as a cultural center was measured relative to
its economic strength; Paris was simply passé, its critics charged,
deriving 1its 1importance from a tradition of culture which had no
place in the active sensibility of modern civilization. Cordier had
found his market and its center; the new sensibility had no place in
Paris, and Cordier had the foresight to pack up his Rauschenberg's
and move.

As noted earlier, the French response to the American victory

was based Targely on their perceptions of Solomon's handling of the

shdw and the circumstances accumulating prior to the award. It was
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also difficult for them to accept the major change at the Biennale--a
young artist who was relatively unestablished had taken the major
. painting prize traditiionality given to an "old master" of modern art.
In 1964 the French had featured a major retrospective of the abstract
painter, Roger Bissiére; on the basis of awards made at the Biennale
in previous years, Bissiére seemed a likely contender.fdr the prizeﬁ
His reputation was long-standing as a major painter (he received the
Grand Prix National des Arts in 1952, the first to be given to a
painter) and his work was typical of the Paris school of abstract

painting:

His painting has remained non-figurative but today
we can see that its qualities are traditional and
French: it is humble and intelligent,. never dog-
matic, harmoniously tuned to the simple emotions
inspired by silent meditation before the spectacle
of reality which is thereby freely and d1screet1y
transcended. 36

These particular qualities were appropriate in an artist who was
featured in the Biennale, as Raymond Cogniat explained in his summary

of the French pavilion:

[Bissiére] is certainly the painter most qualified
to illustrate the peaceful permanence and continu-
ing invention which one feels the need to experience
even more vividly today. His exhibition is one of
unquestionable dignity and refinement.... 37

His work was championed by French critics for its fine technique and

transcendental qualities which evoked an almost soothing effect;
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Pierre Schneider described this in a review of Bissiére's work in

1962:

Bissiére practically never departs from the post-
Cubist gridiron. He tends it with the loving care
of a suburban gardener, extracting the maximum
produce from each little plot. The general effect
is that of a gentle, tightly woven Impressionistic
patchwork: soft, quilted blankets for eyes prone
to chills. 38

For those who had taken to bundling up 1in these protective,
comforting aesthetics, Rauschenberg's Coke bottles came as something
of a rude sp1ash'ﬁn the face.

Yet coke bottles were not all the French had to contend w1th;
in Rauschenberg's silkscreens, for example, political and military
issues appear repeatedly. Ih Kite (1963, figure 10) an American
eagle is p]aced at the top of the canvas, 1linked to the images below
by a shower of drips; below, a U.S. army helicopter dominates a crowd
of flag-bearing American Marines, who appear to - be storming an
unidentified building. Rauschenberg's Buffalo (1964, figure 11)has
similar allusions to American power: kennedy, author of the "Grand
Design" for Europe, gestures emphatica]]y with an air of authority.
At his side rests the omnipresent eagle, this time emblazoned with
the Coca- Cola trademark. Signs of the New Frontier abound: the
space program, represénted by a Tunar module "splashing down," the
army helicopter, the city and of course the American symbol of power,
the bald eagle.

These images, evoking military themes, ‘would seem to be
especially 1oaded for the French, barticu1ar1y when one considers the

political . relations - between France and the U.S. Recall that in
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November of 1963, de Gaulle had announced his intention to pursue a
policy calling for "1'Europe européenne," directly challenging
American plans for a renewed "Atlantic Partnership." In defying the
U.S., first through his rejection of Great Britain into the EEC, and
second by refusing American offers for nuclear weaponry, truculently
insisting on an independent nuclear defense, de Gaulle staked his
claim for European hegemony.  Yet in Venice, the Americans captured
the cultural crown which France had worn for so long, and had done so
with images which seemed intent on "bridging the gap" between art and
power. |

How were these images emptied of their associative values, as
Solomon had argued, when power and authority seemed to exude from
the canvases? How were these potential "imperialist aesthetics"
perceived? Wasn't the bulk of the American exhibition predicated on
its particularly "national" brand of culture, where icons of power
were elevated to the realm of high art? And what of the traditional
Western culture, which in Buffalo is scarcely visible as Rubens'
Venus peers from under Kennedy's right arm?  Amid the barrage of

images, drawn from popu1ér culture, Venus is almost Tlost. The

fragmented hand gesture with its accusatory finger, points at her, as
though expelling her from the modern world which surrounds her in
various forms. She 1is out of focus, out of date amongst the
technological images around her. -As the cultural tradition of Europe
faded beneath Rauschénberg's media images of American power, perhaps
a new "grand design" for culture was revealed, where even high
culture was subjected to American imperialism.

Unlike Solomon and American enthusiasts of Rauschenberg's work,
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the French saw no ambiguity in his "new sensibility." 1In contrast to
Bissiere's elegant abstractions, which gently transcended the issues

of the outside world,

Pop Art is a brutal representation (characterized by
giganticism) of elements from the American way of life,
picked from the urban context. Consumer products have
been worshiped in this civilization of comfort; it is
therefore comprehensible, although sad, that food,
cars, the American symbols of health and well-being,
that is, all the germ-free and assembly 1ine objects
have become the major preoccupation of the North
American artists. 39

Pop art brought one abruptly back into the "real world" of American
consumer-culture. Pierre Schneider described the process as a shift
from  "hyper-idealism" to “hyper—materia]ism."40 According to
Solomon, the maenings of objects or images were transposed, once'they
were placed 1in the completely different context of a Rauschenberg
combine--it was this which evoked a "new sensibility." But the signs
of American popular culture refused to recede for the French
Critics——the sensibility represented one of materialism and
consumerism.

The consumer oriented imagery was particularly objectionable given
the vrelationship between Rauschenberg's work and that of the Dada
group. | While they disliked Rauschenberg's pop imagery, the

"indifferent" tone of the work made it even more problematic. As

Leonard, critic for the France Observateur explained,

For these usual objects, deformed, splattered, me-
ticulously reconstructed in enormous dimensions,
these 'comics' scrupulously reproduced on a scale
_of panoramic cinema screens, these collages of mag-
azine photographs, all the bric-a-brac which consti-
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tutes 'Pop Art'--it is this which constitutes a
grotesque plagiarism of Dada...Dada was an essen-
tially revolutionary movement, pushed by an immense
social conviction. It was an attack on bourgeois
society...but the Neo-Dadaists, by contrast, are
locked in a passionate embrace with bourgeois sym-
bols. 41

While Solomon had made a point of denying the potentially critical
readings of Rauschenberg's work, the French critic found the work
even more problematic because it remained detached, simp]y presenting
objects without comment, reflecting the consumer society and worse,
aestheticizing the process which “engenders publicity campaigns.”42
This observation presents an interesting contradiction with respect
to the possible readings evoked by Rauschenberg's work. While they
were potentially political works, aggrandizing U.S. power, given the
political relations between France and the U.S., Leonard ignored
these 1issues and chose to focus on the popular imagery emb]oyed in
Rauschenberg's works, with its detached and almost apolitical tone.
Again, examining Buffalo, it seems strange that Leonard, a critit
violently opposed to the American "sensibility," would overlook the
authoritarian gesture of Kennedy, and the symbols of American power.
The critic offered a possible clue for this seemingly myopic reading
of the work, however; identifying Rauschenberg's connections with the
French Dada tradition, Leonard pointed out that the political nature
of the works 1is debased, a "grotesque plagiarism." Political
statements are renounced through the artist's embrace with mass
culture--he makes no comment on Kennedy, he merely reproduces an
image sapped of its meaning as it funnels through popular culture.
This issue was reiterated somewhat differently by Alain Bosquet,

who voiced fears about a culture which has no "feeling," no
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creativity--but simply imitates popular culture, creating a debased
"high culture." The work of Rauschenberg and other Pop.artists did
not only signal signal the end of a fine art tradition, it threatened

to level culture:

The Beatles and Johnny Hallyday have a more accept-
able idea of improvisation than they fRauschenberg
and the Pop artistsid. What is really serious is

the number of run-of-the-mill people that applaud
that kind of art. 43

One might assume that the Beatles and Johnny Hallyday at least had no
pretensions about what they were doing, unlike Pop Art which
professed to be the new avant-garde. Its superficial meaning hides

behind the protective shield of the avant-garde, where it appears to

be something it isn't:

...Pop Art is not really destructive: it is dirty,
flat, soft, lazy, but not powerful. It gives the
grocers the impression that they too can have a sub-
stitute of the atomic bomb on their walls, something
that recalls the human precarity today. Unfortunately
it is merely a bottle of ketchup that has stained a
piece of canvas. 44

Bosquet points out that the work may give the impression
of seriousness, but is only American culture--pop culture--smeared on
the canvas.

The issues raised by the French critics are not that far from
those presented by Sontag, Solomon and other proponents of the new
sensibility; the work "bridges" art and life, it is never critical,

and it represents a chance for grocers and cab drivers to share in
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the new "people's" culture. What does differ is the way in which

these issues are presented--for the purveyors of the new sensibility,
Rauschenberg's work is a step forward, a postitive way to come to
terms with the American environment. Yet for the French, it was
closer to a step down from high culture, into an affirmative culture
of commercialism which issued from the American shores. The culture
which was ostensibly being elevated to new heights for the Americans
had Tittle to do with the French tradition of high culture. While
the new sensibility meant that everyone could participate in
America's new democratic culture, critics vehemently argued that the
values did not transfer over to Europe, because Europeans did not

identify mass culture as their culture.

The 1issue was one which was aggravated by the events at the
Biennale, where everything had a po11tféa1 meaning. The American
artists did not find their work exempted from this, especially when
the ihages they employed were particularly American. The fact that
any discussion of the work was prefaced with descriptions of the
organizers' political manéouverings assured that each image was seen
in that context. The work, the show, the organization--it all became
political, subsuming and vulgarizing "high art" under a mire of
commercialism. |

As European culture became more and more inundated with mass
culture produced by the Americans, it was perhaps inevitable that
high culture would eventually succumb, although the French resisted,
relying on an old cultural tradition of which Bissiere was a part.
But the force of the new, connected as ft was to the ecohomic power
of the United States, was too strong. The march of ‘'"progress"

continued and the Americans were in a position to call the tune,
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possessing the military, economic and even cultural means to do so.
Critic Jean-Jacques Lerrant spoke to the issue when he commented,
"Pop Art is as American as Coca-Cola is. But the civilization of
wine stays behind."45 In Venice, amid the din raised by the critics

protesting the coup, Rauschenberg carried away the prize for America,

but not quite in the way that the France Observateur depicted it.

The new sensibility found a visual expression of its victory in a

work by Rauschenberg tellingly titled Coca-Cola Plan (1958, figure

12): Coke bottles smeared with paint dominate a global sphere.
Coke's p]én is held high with wings clipped from a relic of old
culture, and American pop culture, with its superhero strength,
wrested high culture from its lofty heights, placing it in the free
soc%ety were consumer democracy ruled. Kennedy's Augustan age was
realized: poetry was united with power, where even high art went

better with Coke.
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NOTES

1Raymond Cogniat, "La peinture de ces derniéres années au bord
de Ta faillite?", Le Figaro, June 22, 1964. Cogniat was the Principal
Inspector of Fine Arts in the French government at the time.

2A1a1n Bosquet, "Trahison & Venise," Combat, June 27, 1964.

3ABC, June 28, 1964.

4A]an Solomon's statement appeared in several newspapers and per-

iodicals, including John Ashberry, "Venice Biennale Center of Controversy,"
New York Herald Tribune, June 23, 1964; "D.C.", "Pop'Art & Dollars ou la
semaine de Venise," La Cote de Peintres 2 (July-August 1964), p. 25;
"Goodbye Paris, Hello New York,™ Time 84 (July 17, 1964), p. 58.

5"Pop'Art & Dollars...", p. 25:
"Tout le monde? Tout notre petit monde s'est excité
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que de exigences américgines."

) 6Jean-Fran 0ois Revel, "XXXIIe Biennale de Venise: Triomphe du
Réalisme Nationaliste," L'Oeil 115-16 (July-August 1964), p. 4:

"Les Américains, en 1964, ont envahi Venise avec une
€nergie toute missionaire. Non contents d'exposer

dans Teur pavillon, a 1'interieur des jardins de la
Biennale, ils ont organisé un gigantesque rétrospec-
tive de Teurs deux vedettes, Jasper Johns and Rauschen-
berg--plus Tes comparses--dans le palais de 1'ancien
consulat des Etats-Unis..."

7Leonard, "Des dollars chez les Doges," France Observateur,
June 25, 1964.

8P1erre Cabanne, "A Venise, L'Amérique proclame la fin de 1'Ecole
de Paris et lance le Pop'Art pour coloniser 1'Europe," Arts, June 24, 1964:

"...nous ne sommes plus que de pauvres negres arriérés,
tout juste bons 3 &tre colonises. La premier commando

est sur place: i1 s'appelle le Pop'Art. L'invasion ne
met meme pas les formes, negligeant le pavillon officiel
des Giardini, elle prend ses distances et choisit 1'exter-
ritorialité: T1'ancien consulat americain...transformé en
temple de la nouvelle religion. La pape y' officie:
Rauschenberg, entouré de ses grands prétres, Jasper Johns,
Oldenburg, Jim Dine, Frank Stella."

The military connection was also made in "Pop'Art & Dollars...", p. 25:
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atomique."
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CONCLUSION

...pressures and playing off of influences by
dealers and government officials have always
been the daily bread which fed the whole [Bien-
nale] machine. If the Americans have [sic]
really for one moment threatened not to come
anymore without the prize this time, they only
used the natural language of the place. The
government official [sic] of all countries and
all dealers interested in certain artists went
to Venice, trying to bring the prize home and
always engaged all the expedients they could
think of. [If in 1964 the Americans finally
succeeded, you may say against them that their
aim had been no less nationalistic as the one
defended by the French or English in other
Biennale years. 1

Franz Meyer's words speak to the issue of the Biennale politics in-
general; there 1is no doubt that the Americans had unprecedented
advantages in 1964, and they used these to press for their claim to
the prize, but the French had-1ong been exerting pressures to
maintain their hold on the Biennale. Yet the force of tradition was
no match for the pressure the Americans brought to bear in Venice in
1964. Alan Solomon pointed out, "“We might have one [sic] it anyway
(apart from the question of merit) but we really engineered 1t."2 So
much for aesthetic victories. What had really triumphed in Venice
was U.S. culture; Rauschenberg's "aesthetic merit" was subsumed by
larger issues involiving cultural hegemony.

The triumph of the new sensibility in Venice signaled a cultural
shift» which extended beyond the transfer of art centers, however.
Not only had the French tradition been abandoned, but the notion of
modernism had also been left in the past. Ironically, Clement

Greenberg, who had fought for the ascendancy of American culture
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through Abstract Expressionism, and later fought to preserve these
géins through Post-Painterly Abstraction, fouhd himself occupying a
position not so very far from the French critics who resisted Pop Art
with the tradition represented by Bissiere. 1In the face of a culture
which advocated !positive engagement with the forces of domination,
Greenberg clung to a formal tradition which had lost its meaning and,
perhaps, its direction; at the same time the French continued to hold
onto their tradition which had already been uprooted by Abstract
Expressionism.  When the battle was lost, the French collectors left
Paris and came to New York, and Greenberg left New York for the
provinces of Canada.

In a broader sense, the Biennale prize represented a more
general crisis in art; for America, the options presented ranged from
formalism to an "engaged" art celebrating society. While
Rauscehnberg appeared to have chosen the latter, believing as he did
in Fhe promise of liberalism, ghe hopes projected in Kennedy were
soon shattered by the war in Vietnam. . With this stain on the new
sensibility, even Sontag renounced her membership. Yet culture never
returned to the tradition preceding the ascendancy of Pop Art, gand
the future of the new sensibility, given 1its abandon of old tenets

of modernism, 1is indicated by literary critic Fredric Jameson in his
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dicussion of postmodernism, worth quoting at length:

What would happen if one no longer believed in
the existence of normal language, of ordinary
speech, of the linguistic norm...? One could
think of it in this way: perhpas the immense
fragmentation and privatization of modern 1it-
erature--its explosion into a host of distinct
and private styles and mannerisms--foreshadows
deeper and more general tendencies in social
1ife as a whole. Supposing that modern art and
modernism--far from being a kind of specialized
aesthetic curiosity--actually anticipated social
developments along these lines; supposing that
in the decades since the emergence of the great
modern styles society has itself begun to frag-
ment in this way, each group coming to speak a
curious private language of its own, each pro-
fession developing its private code or idiolect,
and finally each individual coming to be a kind
of Tinguistic island, separated from everyone
else? But then in that case, the very possibil-
ity of any linguistic norm...would vanish, and
we would have nothing but stylistic diversity
and heterogeneity. 4

With the déve]opment of postmodernism in the 1980s, the diversity of
styles has become homogenized into a new kind of speech "in a dead
1anguage"5——1mages are pulled from the history of art just as
Rauschenberg  indifferently selected 1images from mass culture
magazines. The triumph of Pop Art meant the aestheticization of
consumer culture, but it made way for a postmodern movement feeds on
the art movements of the past. Thus, the old traditions reappear,
but in a bastardized form. Their return from the grave has incited

the spirit of battle between Europe and American once again--but the

ideological stakes in this new fight are yet another story.
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This 1is perhaps best illustrated by Rauschenberg's own art
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Dante and Virgil--in hell, Richard Nixon's image was obscured with
red paint (see "Thirty-four Drawings for Dante's ‘Inferno'", Canto
XXI). By the mid-1960s, Rauschenberg abandoned his silkscreens for a
series entitled "Currents," collages of newspaper clippings which
were critical of U.S. 1involvement in Vietnam. Interestingly, this
later series did not incur much critical attention, yet when
Rauschenberg revitalized his silkscreen technique, critics celebrated
the return of the "enfant terrible."
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Fredric Jameson, "Postmodernism and Consumer Society," p. 114,
in The Anti-Aesthetic: Essays on Postmodern Culture, ed. Hal Foster,
(Port Townsend, WA: Bay Press, 1983).
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Ibid.
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Figure 1: Editorial Cartoon, "Des dollars chez les Doges,"
France Observateur, June 25, 1964.
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Figure 2:

Kenneth Noland, Turnsole, 1961. Synthetic

polymer paint on canvas, 944 x 941 inches. Museum
of Modern Art, New York. [Source: Kenworth Moffett,
Kenneth Noland (New York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc.,

1977) ]
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Figure 3:

Robert Rauschenberg, Bed, 1955. Construction,
74 x 31 inches. Collection of Mr. and Mrs. Leo
Castelli, New York. [Source: Andrew Forge,
Robert Rauschenberg (New York: Harry N. Abrams,

1959) ]
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Figure 4: Kenneth Noland, Sunshine, 1961. 0il on canvas,
7 x 7 feet. Collection of Dr. and Mrs. Jack M.
Farris, Solano Beach, California. [Source: Kenworth
Moffett, Kenneth Noland (New York: Harry N. Abrams,
Inc.., 1977) 1
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Figure b5:

Robert Rauschenberg, Tree Frog, 1964. 0il on
canvas, 96 x 72 inches. Collection of William
Dorr, New York. [Source: Andrew Forge, Robert
Rauschenberg (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1959)]
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Figure 6: Robert Rauschenberg, Winter Pool, 1959. Combine painting
on canvas, 89 x 59 inches. Collection Mr. and Mrs Victor
Ganz, New York. [Source: Andrew Forge, Robert Rauschenberg
(New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1969)]
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Figure 7:

Robert Rauschenberg, Tracer, 1964. 0il on canvas,
84 x 60 inches. Collection of Mr. and Mrs. Frank
Titelman, Altoona, Pennsylvania. [Source: Four Germinal

Painters, United States of America, XXXII International

Biennial Exhibition of Art, Venice, June-October 1964.

(New York: Jewish Museum) ]
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Figure 8: Transport of Robert Rauschenberg's work from U.S.
annex to U.S. pavilion, XXXII Venice Biennale, Venice,
1964. [Source: Calvin Tomkins, "The Big Show in
Venice." Harper's Magazine 230 (April 1965)]
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Figure 9: Advertisement for the Leo Castelli Gallery, June,
1964. [Source: L'Oeil, July 1964]
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Figure 10:

Robert Rauschenberg, Kite, 1963. 0il on canvas.
84 x 60 inches. Collection of Michael and Illeana
Sonnabend, Paris. [Source: Andrew Forge, Robert
Rauschenberg (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1959)]
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Figure 11:

Robert Rauschenberg, Buffalo, 1964. 0il on canvas,

96 x 72 inches. Collection of Mr. and Mrs. Robert B.
Mayer, Winnetka, I11inois. [Source: Sam Hunter and John
Jacobus, American Art of the 20th Century (New York:
Harry N. Abrams, Inc., n.d.)]
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Figure 12:

Robert Rauschenberg, Coca Cola Plan, 1958. Combine
painting, 26 x 6 x 4 inches. Collection of Dr.
Giuseppe Panza, Milan. [Source: Andrew Forge,
Robert Rauschenberg (New York: Harry N. Abrams,

1959) ]
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