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Speaker: ... this vividly, so it’s hard to see (unintelligible) And I want to make a fantastic
comparison. I want you to try to imagine that the art of painting, instead of having been
developed on (unintelligible) be it (unintelligible) wall, or board or on canvas... Instead of that
entirely strange thing that it was developed on a kind of a form in nature. Now... what I'm
coming to is the important thing, I feel. Now if an artist were—had... took a (unintelligible 006)
to... make his expression... on such a form... you can see that he couldn’t... he couldn’t...
pretend that these... irregularities of surface weren’t there; he couldn’t... just overlook this odd
shape. He couldn’t, by using illusion, pretend and make you feel that this wasn’t there, because
if he did try to do that, you simply wouldn’t get anything out of it. I mean he wouldn’t—simply
wouldn’t make a strong expression with his work. Now... he would have fo find a way to
present something on that surface which would feature the surface, which would make that mean
something... which it doesn’t mean much, at least—but he’d have to make it really, really mean
something. And that is the very end of the problem with this thing. After all, painting’s been
going on for centuries; and it’s awfully hard to keep any concepts really alive. In all of the good
theories of painting this has been the living factor; it’s been in the senses, not just, “Oh, that’s a
canvas,” but really something... felt inside oneself as a beginning to one’s efforts. And... I
really hope to show you with a series of pictures, that a/l the valid paintings are dirivacal [sic]
from this sensuous concept and from the implications of it, which are tremendously variant.
And... the variety of course is nowhere near known about now... the variety of solutions, the
variety of... imaginative manipulation of this sensuous... factor. And now I would like to
(unintelligible) the pictures.

SLIDE



Now in this Mondrian, I think if we were just looking at these (unintelligible), all right, here is a
man who takes it right down again, who goes right to the very bare elements of the problem.
And I think he... a little bit doesn’t... doesn’t take into consideration the sensuous surface. To
him, I feel, the surface is an idea; it’s an idea of a level surface with a... parallelogram. And he
plays on that... sensuously; I mean, with... proportions and... amounts of colors, it’s kind of
(unintelligible), but it certainly is about some that’s of the essence. I’m told, however, that I’'m
wrong about it’s being an idea. (laughs) Mr. Sweeney tells me that every brush stroke has a
direction in Mondrian; and that one of them was... had some damage done to it... in some
museum... and it got restored—and “he put the brush strokes the wrong way—completely ruined
the picture.” (laughs) (laughter) I thought it was (unintelligible) Could we have the next?

SLIDE

There again, you see... I mean, you think that a man who’s been artful for many years... and
who’s—knows the whole tradition, would really have a hard time bringing himself down to...

the bareness of that problem; but it really is a great intellectual achievement—and sensuous one.
Slide...

SLIDE

And here again.... Again he apparently could spend, and did spend, years and years and years
just (unintelligible)—Slide...

SLIDE

We have to switch from a (unintelligible) machine, which makes it difficult. So you saw this...
very beautiful Klee the other day... and I wanted to show you this again, because, goodness,
doesn’t this just.... He just makes this scintillate, doesn’t he, in the most rich... subtle and... also
vigorous way. Slide.

SLIDE

And this... this Klee, it’s really for the sake of the picture that comes after; I’'m afraid it’s going
to make the picture that comes after, I think, look not very good. But I just wanted to point out
that here he’s, again, making this surface, making this... sing, this thing with the directions in it,
and the level quality of the surface, tell a story. These are the terms of the art; and he’s using
them. Slide.

SLIDE
Now this picture... is certainly charming; and... it’s very likable. At the same time I feel that it
has an insufficiency of the use—of speaking in the terms, of these terms that we mentioned. I

think you may see as we go on that this is... this is something that’s justified. Slide.

SLIDE



In this Hopper, I think though interestingly he’s well known on the terms of the art... using a
slight amount of illusion—That’s the first time, except for this—I thought—unsuccessful picture
that we’ve had a little bit of illusion—in this very successful picture. A very restrained amount
of illusionary modeling... but the insertion of these terms of the... of the canvas are very
strikingly dealt with. Slide.

SLIDE

You have to be patient while we shift... from machine to machine. (pause)
Comment: I’m afraid the machine’s...

Speaker: Oh, no. (laughs) Oh, well—talking about it. (laughs) (pause) I wonder if you—as we’ve
seen so few pictures so far—I wonder if you’re able to feel, with me, the insufficiency of form of
that very nice girl in the... jacket. I mean it’s... It’s nice, and really the long... periods of time
artists and audience alike have felt that that amount of form was plenty... plenty sufficient. But
when tomorrow comes—I mean, now... you see there’s a little time lapse since he painted that
picture—I think now... the insufficiency is (unintelligible, possibly filled); it hasn’t got the...
you know, the lift from underneath; it hasn’t got that... essential... language... in it... quite.
And the Mondrian has a great deal of (unintelligible) certainly, in content; and yet it does have
(unintelligible)... really definite. (pause) I’ve been told that’s such a wonderful machine for
slides. (laughter) (pause) Of course painting that’s been done on objects which are not fantastic
like this seat, but paintings of vases, on china, on objects... has... the validity we speak of; it has
it. But there’s a limitation to the content, really, in paintings that’s certain to an object that is
used. It has a lack of opportunity with content... which... separating off in this way gives.... If
he could keep in mind what his— A Chinese artist who painted a ginger jar... had in his hands—
he couldn’t Zelp but have the ginger jar in his senses—the shape of it—It would be impossible to
not do. But we so easily let this go dead to us and... don’t... remember what we’re painting on.
So—and this is (unintelligible); I was following out the idea of a little bit of illusionary
(unintelligible), but still with a tremendous... a tremendous keeping in mind of the character of
the canvas... the character—where (unintelligible), it provides some great deliberation, and led
one part to the other; it isn’t just—There’s no part that isn’t... that isn’t deliberate in that way.
And the verticality of the figure, this (unintelligible) direction.... Slide.

SLIDE

I wish I could got all these (unintelligible, laughs) So... this is a very interesting one. Now there
again there’s a little bit of illusionary modeling. We skip about very much in (unintelligible)
And... just a little—a little... not very deep box, and... these directions, important directions are
echoed so strongly, and the spirit it so strong.... It’s a very basic example, I think. Slide.

SLIDE

So we’ve come into just the bare dealing with the surface of Mondrian into this restricted
illusionary modeling; and this is another example... in which the vertical/horizontal is so
(unintelligible) depth/space is limited to a narrow layer... all—the awareness of the artist of this
problem is so clear. Slide, please.



SLIDE

(pause) Well, I’'m sorry if this is by a living artist; and I hope you don’t know who it is, because
it isn’t fair to (unintelligible); but in this particular example... I felt, that the term, to me—the
term to which he’s speaking aren’t quite... the term... of this—I may be wrong; I hope I am...
but... and especially if you see what comes next, I think you may feel-—at least I do—that it isn’t
quite speaking with it—It’s not hurting it; he doesn’t hurt the canvas surface; he doesn’t tear it
up or anything—but still, no, he doesn’t quite speak with it. Slide.

SLIDE

I want to say that this little... concept—this sketch that I am bold enough to think may work—
does not tell us anything about any other characteristic of the picture. It doesn’t tell us anything
about the content, be it beautiful or unbeautiful paint quality. It doesn’t tell us about the interest,
or it’s power to move us. It tells nothing as I—and I think it will tell us—whether or not that
there is basic form presence; and this, of course, is superb in that respect. It’s really superb. I
don’t know if you feel it. And especially if you hold in mind the picture that went before, which
was certainly not a bad one, and yet... this speaks in the terms in such a pretty and powerful
way. Slide.

SLIDE
This slide is (unintelligible) (laughs) (laughter)
Comment: (unintelligible)

Speaker: Oh, I see. All right, (unintelligible) (laughter) do just as well this way; (unintelligible)
So, it would be big (unintelligible) if Sargent had no form; that would be really a meaningless
thing. And yet... his form, I think you’ll feel in relation to these other pictures-- I hardly think it
matters it’s being on its side—it’s really... It’s soft by comparison. It’s as though... well...
there’s an element of there—the figure’s vertical on a floor, so that that part’s (unintelligible),
but it doesn’t seem to be made with a realization, I feel, of the potency of that... basic
background situation. And then the... (unintelligible) of the thing... really falls as a kind of a
weakness. It’s not spoken with that language, not quite. Slide.

SLIDE

Oh, well! Here’s another story, isn’t it? And it has to be Sargent in (unintelligible) And it
doesn’t it really make you feel that somehow... that in getting this concept into one’s senses one
would really have something for a lifetime to proceed on. And those... echo the direction so
strongly; it has narrow depth and powerful material. Slide.

SLIDE
These are all aiming to... have a (unintelligible) narrow-mounded (unintelligible) modeling.
Now here’s an (unintelligible); and I really think that this one fails... I think it fails more than the



Sargent. It’s—He’s looked at Old Masters; he’s looked at Italy; you can see he’s traveled—He’s
very cultured. (laughter) And it’s terrible, I think. (laughs) And it seems to be good, and it seems
as though... he were working with a sense of the... canvas’s surface and qualities, and making
these verticals in a series... And actually they don’t serve anything; they all... wiggly and kind
of weak... and they don’t... come forward and say (unintelligible). They don’t give you credit,
and yet they sort of fake it, I think... in the dog... (laughs) too. Slide.

SLIDE

You have to have (unintelligible) who are unsuccessful to point out the.... So this... is terrific, of
course, isn’t it? I mean, it has a... narrow depth of illusionary modeling, and a tremendous
assertion of the elements of the figurative situation, because it gives the detail. Slide.

SLIDE

It makes the (unintelligible). Oh, this... this I really...--even though it is by a living artist, and
one shouldn’t feel right about it, I do feel right about it, in saying that I think it’s really a very
bad picture. (laughter) Now... it... it also... is very pretentious. It pretends... very much to be in
the (unintelligible) tradition; but look at it. This... object is, without any meaning on the picture
surface, it... (unintelligible) on top of it, something happening on top of it obviously...
(unintelligible) but this is purely illusionary depth; it hasn’t any... narrow modeled depth of the
pictures we’ve been looking at. It’s just a very hole (whole?), tremendous hole with a... thing
floating it in. (laughs). And the pretentiousness of it and the emptiness of it I think make it
really, really a bad picture. Slide. And there’s nobody working with those things in
(unintelligible), as we were saying, to do that.

SLIDE

Now this on the contrary I think is a miracle; I think this picture’s an absolute miracle. It seems
to me as though the mind of Vermeer were working in a mode that the mind of today works in...
as kind of a mystical relationship of flatness to depth.... The flatness is so asserted on these... all
these lying on the picture surface; and this lying on it foo—It’s lying on the same surface... very
strongly, the same line which is just not illusion; there’s no illusion—almost no illusion in this
picture in my mind, but only suggestions such as the Chinese might use. And the illusion is a
wonder, except for small... and very restricted—to my mind very restricted illusionary
modeling, with a tremendous assertion of the surface... tremendous assertion of the surface....
Slide.

SLIDE

Oh, that’s the end of that part of it. So lights. Now the next slides—I’ll be ready for the slides
right away; I mean this is just a short—I just want to say that now that... we can have... level—
you see level... in asserting the level character of the surface. Now artists—artists aren’t content
to—you know, keeping the senses the way we’ve said, they still want to—you know, for the sake
of the thing they want to express they have to have manipulate it in a suggestive way or.... Now



if an artist who tucked it—If an artist who kind tucked it, the naked drawing... it would tuck like
this... only in complex... ways. Now hold that in your senses and let’s have the slides.

SLIDE

Oh, my Lord! This is—We got the slides (unintelligible, laughs, laughter) I’'m doing the tucking,
and we’ll go back—and let’s get the tucking we can get. But anyhow... these things are on this
other line of thought, see... which we’ll get in the right place, on account of these large slides
and small slides they’ve gotten mixed up.

Comment: Oh, smaller—I can turn on these smaller ones... (unintelligible)

Speaker: Well anyhow... do look at this, because it’s so handy, you see; and it’s on this other
line of thought. And the marvelous Prussian war thing called “The Ultimatum,” which you just
did show, I want to see now, because that is, I think, absolutely marvelous (unintelligible)
(laughter). Now... look at—See, that is why this series... (laughter) (unintelligible) And I
(unintelligible) (laughter continues)... called “The Ultimatum.” It’s called “The Ultimatum,”
and... it’s travesty of the picture form.... At first I thought it was photograph when I saw this
(unintelligible); and it’s a travesty. It really does make fun of the whole picture effort (ethic?)
almost, because everything is wrong about it. It cuts up where it shouldn’t... (unintelligible)
indefinite depth of modeling and... tofally without unity and... it’s awful, but... it was on the
other line of thought. All right. Whatever you have next, let’s have it. (laughs) (laughter)

SLIDE

Comment: Mondrian....

We’ll get the tucked ones later. Oh, well, here’s a tuck, though this is the first one I (laughing)
had in mind. Well anyhow, I think it’s tucked. I think it’s a very fascinating form... If you think
of the surface of the canvas, and then you think of the impulse to make... this sort of thing in
it.... It’s very interesting. Slide, please.

SLIDE

So here’s a tucked one; isn’t that a fascinating one? But if you think of that as asserting this,
powerfully, these feelings, and then fucking them—at least that’s what I call it anyway, maybe at
some quilting talk it’d be more like it. (laughs) But at any rate... doing something to it... and
still keeping its material quality. Slide.

SLIDE

Well, this is a Kandinsky, and... I think it’s tuck does mean... it’s a strange sort of thing, but it
seems to me it’s (unintelligible) and there’s a complicated... complicated manipulation of the
material surface in there. Slide.

SLIDE



Well this is an (unintelligible) and... it seems a little quilted to me... a little quilted, you know...
(laughter) in a very nice way... (laughs) beautiful way, very masterful.
Slide.

SLIDE

And this Guston... I think is tucked; to me it’s tucked in a very complicated way; and I don’t
think any of those new sewing machines would be able to do.... (laughter)

SLIDE

What have you now? (laughs) Not that it makes (unintelligible) where we are.... Let’s see what
the next one is....

Question: Next one?
Speaker: Oh, this is a tucked one, Mike yes. (laughter) We’ll (unintelligible) again.
Question: Do you want the next slide?

Speaker: I think it’s tucked... But... if I take (unintelligible) my senses and try to hold it there, I
see that as sort... you know, tucked under. (laughter) All right.

SLIDE

Well, this is—Now you have to have lights; you cannot just do something about this. Go ahead
with this thing. Now this—Now this is—I know that this is coming up, so that’s not going to be
something else. (laughs) (laughter) But anyhow, sometimes you find—and this is one of the most
dramatic instances (unintelligible) of saying things, I think—that artists have taken this and have
kept—keeping the material character of the surface in their senses have swirled—have swirled it-
- I mean the actual—it’s as though they actually swirled the canvas... because they’ve done—it
isn’t as though they’ve painted the swirl on this white, because... it’s—the whole thing moves,
as though every part were attached to every other part; see that’s quite different from painting a
swirl on something. It’s everything; it’s every bit of the swirl pulls some part, see. All right,
let’s have the slide.

SLIDE

Well, now, if you think about level canvases, see how that was swirled up and... swirled down
over those—in those rich forms. I have a feeling that these are going to like another slide too.

SLIDE

Well, that’s a terrific one, isn’t it? Of course it’s a sketch, but... it’s the sense of... this—the
thing that the picture is, not what it’s describing, but what it actually is, is turned... and twisted, I
think is evident.



SLIDE

Well this one... has such a beautiful (unintelligible) welling up of the actual (unintelligible), the
actual thing of the picture welled up and turned down and manipulated in both directions.

SLIDE

And this is one of the great old... (laughs) swirls—tremendous. Well I think I know what’s
coming after this, so I think we’ll have lights. I may not be right about it. (unintelligible) if you
tell me what’s next, then I’ll know. All right, let’s see the next one; then I’ll know whether
(unintelligible) right; let’s see what it is.

SLIDE

Well this is one of the swirly ones too, I think, so I'm glad we had that before the lights. It’s...
again... sort of puffing and... not exactly a whirl, but a sort of a puffing—maybe a puffing and
tucking (laughs). At any rate, it’s something puffed—and you can feel how it’s manipulated as a
thing. All right, probably lights I guess.

Comment: I think there are some more before lights.

Speaker: Oh, are there? Well, then not lights. (laughs) Un-lights. (laughter)
SLIDE

Oh, no, this is up another alley, I think....

Question: Would like the lights?

Speaker: All right, lights. (laughter) Sorry, it’s (unintelligible) But anyhow... now this is an
Indian miniature... and this I think is something else... a little bit.... There’s an assumption in it
about the surface; that is, I don’t think the surface is... felt as a terrific positive thing, but there’s
an assumption made about it. At the same time it’s not—it’s carefully not violated. And it’s—
This is the way it’s done. It’s by always showing it through.... By always showing the surface
through. Now. Allright. Let’s have it. (unintelligible) It’s like an embroidery. An embroidery
certainly keeps the sense of the stuff that it’s embroidered on... going... in the sense... All right,
let’s have the next.

SLIDE

Well, I must say, in this category I think comes Chinese painting, and... screens and...
(unintelligible, sounds like akimono)... infinite depth is suggested in those Chinese paintings;
and the surface is not covered. The surface isn’t covered. The silk or the paper is right there, a
most important aspect if we ever get.... So this is a Kandinsky; and... it’s in this theory, (laughs)
I think, in this—also it’s... like an embroidery it says... surface is there, but it doesn’t actually
project it to you. Do you feel the difference? It doesn’t actually project it to you; but it assumes



it... and acts on the assumption that the surface is there and doesn’t forget about it or try to
delude you. Next slide.

SLIDE

This I think is simply awful. (laughter) To my mind there’s no surface; it says nothing....
(laughter) I think it’s really a travesty, all this kind of thing, see in which the surface is so
important—It’s really a travesty on it. (laughter)

SLIDE

Now this is a Chinese... screen, I believe. Hard to guess. But anyway, the material of the screen
is a very important element in it, because there’s an assumption about it—the artist didn’t bring it
into his senses and project (unintelligible) the surface to you; but he acted as though it were
important, you see; he didn’t project it because he acted with it in his consideration for it.

SLIDE

And this is another example; it’s a (unintelligible, sounds like jackimono)... and it’s revolved as
you know, which is so interesting, because if we had the habit of rolling up our pictures and
putting them in the closet, or... unrolling them every morning and rolling them up every (laughs)
night, we’d have quite a different sense of surface. You know, you have to... you have to. And
that’s, I think, an essential matter in the consideration of Oriental painting, that we really—really
don’t often think of, not as often as we should.

SLIDE

Well this is a Kandinsky again... and... you know, it’s so interesting to me, because I read an
article lately, an old one, in which Kandinsky put forward the most pretentious nonsenses, I
think—most pretentious—about... oh, mathematics—he did all kinds of strange kind of spaces...
and old mathematical terms, and... reinvented trigonometrical terms and God knows what. And
when it comes out it’s like an embroidery. (laughter) And I think—I think it’s good! And I think
it’s gooder,[sic] (laughs) than it has any right to be... with that kind of pretentiousness, you
know.... But it came out all right... just a simple lovely thing... assuming the surface and acting
well in relation to the surface.

SLIDE

Now this I think is awful. To my mind this is a very bad abstraction. I think it doesn’t make the
right... assumptions about the surface or it doesn’t project, and I think it divides it up very
badly... I won’t tell you who it’s by. (laughter) I think it’s awful; and I wanted to... show it to
balance these... I think good ones. And the reason it’s awful is just common sense; it doesn’t
even act on the--

SLIDE



But isn’t that lovely? This is a “New England Goddess.” She may have come from around
here.... (laughs) And it’s a gouache. And... that... acts as though... the paper it’s drawn on is
very important. I think it’s lovely.

SLIDE

Oh, dear. (laughter) Oh, dear, now we’re back on the swirly ones; we did get mixed up. But this
is... there are several Delacroix; I think there’s three.... And they are, to my mind, this kind in
which the whole thing, the whole material of the picture is swirled... And all connected, because
the interesting thing about a Delacroix, or a Rubens, I think, is that if you look at them very
closely, with a magnifying glass, you’ll see that every joint—at every place where one form
meets another—is an assertion of connection. That is, it isn’t just... they’re brushed together, or
blended, or anything; but that there’s an assertion of connection, which is and-and at that point...
And I feel that... really if you see what you see what this swirling is... that completely
continuity is an essential factor. The poor people, like... that I think poorly, salon people, the
(unintelligible, phonetic Bouquereaux) and so on... they’re—didn’t see that at all, and they...
chopped it all up, you know.... They chopped it all up and expected it to have movement; but it
had no movement. All right. Slide. Ithink we’re pretty done with slides.

SLIDE

(pause) Oh, dear. There were three Delacroix. (laughs) Well, this is another one of these
Kandinsky’s (unintelligible) came out with... very well. (laughter) (laughs) Oh, dear.
(unintelligible)

SLIDE

Oh now we’re on a different line altogether. (laughs) Now we’re on a different subject. (pause)
Well anyhow... we’ll have to skip to this one at the end.

Comment: (unintelligible)

Speaker: All right then. Take it off. We can put on a different...series.
SLIDE

That’s on a different series too. (laughs) You’re all very patient.
SLIDE

I may have to ask you to imagine the Delacroix. (laughs) (pause)
Comment: Okay.

Speaker: All right? Well that isn’t good at all. Oh, we’re completely mixed up now. Well, now,
never mind. It’s a Sargent... and it’s a watercolor. And my thought about it was... I think—I

10



think that it has an important form, but it’s because of the watercolor, and you do see the paper
through, it... is... saved... to some extent—and that was my point. All right.

SLIDE
(pause) It’s a Sargent called (unintelligible, sounds like “Fire’s Mountain”) (pause)
SLIDE

Oh... Oh, dear. Well we lost the Delacroix completely. (laughter) Well this is by a man named
(unintelligible), abstract artist; and I felt this was (unintelligible) in going to an artistic form...
(unintelligible}—You see because the assumption of the surface was the same (unintelligible)
even though the projection of it wasn’t... that it’s (unintelligible). All right. Now we’ll get to
the Delacroix.

SLIDE

Oh, dear. Well, there’s a Kandinsky that’s... figured... successful, in spite of all his
unnecessary... (unintelligible) It’s a fascinating fantasy, which does float on the surface.

SLIDE
Oh, here we a Delacroix! (laughter) (laughs)
SLIDE

Oh, there’s another one! (laughter) (laughs) Well... these two Delacroix, and... in case
(unintelligible) that swirling of the whole... substance of the picture.

SLIDE

Now, we’ll have another one. All right. Well now, this—We won’t have to bother to have the
lights put out (unintelligible) Now this is the final thing that I have to show you that’s in this
series. And... this is different in this way, to my mind. The surface, as a material—now it isn’t
swished, it isn’t tucked, and it isn’t assumed; but it really is projected towards you—I mean not
in the sense of bulging, but... projected—I mean it’s presented to you in the most positive way.
And the material... kind of adds—and the material experience is presented to you. Do you feel
it? It isn’t that he does much about the directions of the canvas... it’s that the surface is made to
carry tremendous material—sensation of material. All right, next slide.

SLIDE
And this also. (laughs) Doesn’t that—I mean it’s... amazing; | mean he just simply

(unintelligible)... and that’s, you see, one very important thing that can be done... one way the
situation can be utilized... (unintelligible) All right. Is that all?

11



SLIDE

Oh, this Weber, I think... I felt this Weber—I think the (unintelligible) worked really—he makes
the surface... not as rich and heavy as (unintelligible) does, but... a lighter, sensuous thing...
that he presents to you, and I think it (unintelligible) very (unintelligible).

SLIDE

And this (unintelligible) I thought, had this (unintelligible) and encaustic, I suppose; and this has
a material force... The surface is (unintelligible) the material force.

SLIDE

Well this is really to balance another picture which I think—I hope—is coming. I think this has
a material surface force that’s impressive.

SLIDE

And... for this that I show because I felt that it does not have... you know... certainly not by
comparison.

SLIDE

And this I think... has... you see; it’s a fresco... and has that material—of course that’s a very...
strong feature of fresco, isn’t it, that it does carry to you that very strong sense of (unintelligible
441)

SLIDE

And this... (unintelligible) mural (Miro?)... the (unintelligible) does it, doesn’t it... very
strongly.

SLIDE

And this—Isn’t it amazing in that way? It makes it powerful and rich, the sense of material just
in the surface, in the sense of the surface. And that’s all. And I want to tell you something after
you turn the lights on. Now we’ve looked at some pictures that... some of which have subject,
content and form... and some have only form, the content being in the form—and some, in my
opinion, do not have form, or not quite sufficient form in this, as I think, very deep sense. Now
this concept, which is not a verbal one, in spite of all these words, is not a verbal one, I think lies
quite deeply in the art of painting. And... it would be impossible, if one—I mean believing that
that is a concept and (unintelligible)—it would be impossible to predict how many directions the
art of painting could take, as it were, springing from that (unintelligible, possibly key) concept.
But on the other hand, it’s—and that makes it so exciting, the pursuit of painting, which you
can’t possibly predict what directions it could take... but... all springing from it—but, at the
same time, as a corollary, it is possible, I think, to know that all directions are not possible;
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and... at any rate not fruitful for the art of painting. Now I want to tell that (unintelligible), in
about 1760 or something like that, said to his students, “Do not imitate the touches of Masters,
but rather their conceptions. Instead of following in their footsteps, endeavor only to keep the
same road.” (Applause)

Comment: Isabel would be happy to (unintelligible)
Speaker: Oh, I wish you would, but gosh, I didn’t even think it. Yes.

Question: Well, I think that what you’ve proved is very important and very valid; because
anyone who works on a two-dimensional surface must re-vitalize the sensitivities towards it,
because, as with the (unintelligible) it’s a misunderstood cliché today. But I think it’s also very
important to realize that some of the most important work of our time has been a complete
frustration, and a complete infuriation, with the need, the very real need, as you express it, of
sensitizing yourself to a two-dimensional surface... I mean bringing the whole fruit of the multi-
dimensional experience onto a two-dimensional surface. And I don’t think that it is the only
solution as far as painting goes.

Speaker: No, it certainly is not. I mean there’s so many solutions that have been made... and...
untold solutions undoubtedly will be made. But at time don’t you feel that in our time that
these... efforts—It’s a very wonderful time in that so many experiments are being made—
fundamental type of experiments—but that... in the effort to—Well, I don’t know—It soars off
sometimes into a kind of space that isn’t an artistic space, and becomes very weak... see.... At
times—I mean some—some directions in contemporary painting are not strong, and others are
very strong, I think. Do—Do have some more questions or... thoughts.... (laughs) won’t you?
(laughter)

Question: It seemed to me from your first premise, when you talked about the rectangular
bracing of the composition and the narrow depth, that you would perhaps advocate that that
would be a... sure, a fairly sure-fire initial step to take—I mean—

Speaker: -- Well, that’s an interesting thought—
Question: --Do you think so?

Speaker: That’s a very interesting thought. I think it’s validity is—as a thing it would be very
strong, you know—But at the same time an artist has to say what he has to say; and that has a
special content. And one can’t just (unintelligible), “Oh, there’s (unintelligible); I’ll adopt that
form,” because it may not—the form carries a lot of the content, doesn’t it? And if one doesn’t
have that to say, he can’t use it, that’s all. Too bad... (laughs) ‘cause it certainly is effective.

Question: Well I... really had the feeling... you were pointing out the strength of that

(unintelligible), but I was pretty sure that you didn’t—you certainly didn’t intend to convey the
idea that that was the only way to get at it.
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Speaker: No, I didn’t. I think I had some very good examples, but the trouble when they came in
series was chaotic (unintelligible) (laughs), so that they probably conveyed a stronger
impression. But would you—I was so struck with what you said last Sunday, that you felt the
closeness of painting and sculpture, at least on the human level, and like to have people circulate
between the two arts, and so—which I think is so fine... But wouldn’t you say at the same time
that at the bottom—rock bottom—basically that painting is... definitely different, and that—But
the two arts have come very close... and again have separated. And I should think that they are
quite separated right now... really; whereas in the Renaissance, from early to late, they, wouldn’t
you say, were quite... close. I mean that they were almost translatable; I mean, you could... --
But that isn’t by any means always so. Wouldn’t you say that in China and India and Egypt that
the two lines were quite distinct... that sculpture has—is quite another character, wouldn’t you
say, than painting—from the painting? And probably—I don’t know how it is—How do you
think it is with us? Are they close or not?

Comment: Well, I think it’s... certainly a good parallel with the Renaissance. Many paintings
were made that look quite sculptural, and sculpture was made that looked like a painting—Many
things were done in that time... and I think maybe... some... a number of painters today are
trying to do things, frequently, that might be done better in sculpture. I mean, you constantly
read about space... and lines of movement... and things which... maybe... are...a three-
dimensional... concept more than they are one for the two-dimension or the flat panels. I think
they’re... working really closely together, but I don’t think it’s as apparent as maybe in the
Renaissance.

Speaker: That’s interesting... very.... Yes.

Question: Well, what... Well... I’d like to talk about painting, but I’d like to just throw this out
in the sense of sculpture too... because I don’t believe that sculpture, in the sense of being
pedestal sculpture, relates at all, in our day and age, to our society. And I think this is less true of
painting, but I think it’s also very true of painting.

Speaker: Well I must say... I really think that’s an interesting point... in this way... Now
(unintelligible) that public art has tremendous power in merging which only a public art can
have... but that if an art can’t find itself in that position, there are certain advantages to that too.
Now there’s a possibility for any content—I don’t think there’s a possibility for any content in
public art; but there’s a possibility for any content in art that is for a smaller audience. You
see.... So this is—It’s— if one has the advantage of that great audience, there’s still a
tremendous challenge in the lack of it, because of the freedom and the different kind of
responsibility. Do you find that?

Comment: Yes, that’s absolutely true... except that when I say that it has no relationship to...
our time I don’t mean it has relationship to a large audience; I think it has a relationship to a very

limited audience.

Speaker: But it does have an advantage, you see.
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Comment: I’'m not—I don’t believe that’s true of sculpture; I don’t believe that’s true at all of
sculpture.

Speaker: Really? Well, people have sculpture in their houses...
Question: Which means...? (laughs)
Speaker: (unintelligible) Well... I guess nobody has another thought... That’s it. (Applause)

END OF RECORDING
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