ANEXO C: SIMPOSIOS

1. Trascripcién del Simposium: Primary Structures, realizado en el Jewish Museum de Nueva
York el dos de Mayo de 1966, participaron Mark Di Suvero, Donald Judd, Robert Morris,
Barbara Rose y Kynaston McShine como moderador.

2. Trascripcion del Simposium: Is Easel Painting Dead? realizado en la Universidad de Nueva
York el diez de Noviembre de 1966, participaron Walter Darby Bannard, Donald Judd, Larry
Poons, Robert Rauschenberg y Barbara Rose como moderadora.
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THE FE¢ SCULPTURE
1aee
SYMPOSIUM OF "PRIMARY STRUCTURES® HELD MAY Z,AJBﬁISH HUSEUH

Partieipants: Xynaston McShine, moderator and organizer
of the exhibitionj; Barbara Rose, @ritic; Robert Morris,

Donald Judd and Mark Di Suvero, sculptors.

BRs I think ope might begin this discussion by q;i:;:QkLﬂxﬁ
that the seulpture in this exhibition broke down quite
clearly into two groupsrof work: the open, lirear, flat
an& planar worgg,rmainly by ﬁhe English seculptors such as
Anthory Caro, Phillip ﬁing, Gerald Lalng, Michael Bolus,

and David Anresley; and on the other hand, the volumetric
sculpture, mainly by Americans, which dependeﬁ on single k
indivisible volumes. Lost of the work of the former was

polychromed. Some of the American work was painted, but

often only one color was useds

II8: I knew that color would be an important factor while
selecting the showe I also realigzed that the intrinsiec

color of the material would often be significant, rot in
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nvene 2
‘that is definitely going to gee=im#e our art activity. I do
Inot think art is just a simple deliberate act. I think our
i%exposure to new experiences is important. (One used to have
to go to the movies to see movies,x?;e can have a movie at
nine in the morning when you are running out of coffee.)

\/ The availability of everything is definitely going to change

[\the situation.
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. DJ: I think it would be best of all if the material had its own

color which was intrinsic and not applied. But there isn't much

really has a lot of color is plastic{ For example, Larry Bell's

Ao —

coated glass boxes are really pale. And most of the metals are

gray in one way or another.

(33 DBob Korris seems to be against color in sculpture, but I'd

like to ask him why gray isn't a color, since his pieces afe gray.

RM: I think gray is a color. A4nd as I sald before, I think
things do not exist without color, but I want to restrict my use

of it to as neutral as possible a range.

E5: In other words, that's your purpose in confining yourself to
gray, whereas your objection tc the use of color is a more gereral
one. Cf course we can distinguish between applied cologAintrinsic
color. In Judd's wall piece, for example, the transverse rod has
been colored blue, while the galvanized aluminum boxes have been
left in their original state. In the similar floor construction,
which faces it, there is no applied color. &ince the pieces are

qulte similar, I wonder how you decide about color?

2y ‘
DJ: I don't work from any gereral prineiple. I select what happens

to be in accordance with ny purpése. As>i saia; I'd rather they‘d

color the material than paint it, because by adding paint you're
adding some other standard or authority which is somehow redunrdant.

But it gets pretty tricky as to what color to use., In fact, the

Lourdes Pefiaranda



bare tube is not uncolored; it's been anodized., Therefore it has
an extra layer which has been oxidized, Dut all that tends to be-

come pilcayun€sees

BR: To change the subject, I wanted to explain the appropriateness
of the participation of Morris, Judd, and Di Suvero in this sym-
posiun. They were among the first to establish and make explicit

| new positicons in sculpture which made posgible some of the devel-

j opments this show has focussed upon. In Di Juvero's work there is
a kind of dynamic tension of structural relationships, and a direct-
ness of impact that have irnfluenced many young sculptors, particu-
larly those in the Park Place group. Morris was one of if not the
first to use simple unitary volumes rather than to make sculpture
that depended on a relationship of parts. Several works in the

axdists
show erive directly from prototypes he executed in plywood from

N
1961-65 which were exhibited at the Creen gallery, and widely re-
produced in photographs. In these works he used the room as gen-
eral envircrment for works which related to floor, wall, and
ceiling in unprecederted ways. Judd was among the first to use
identicel or rapeated elements and to work with mathematical se~
i-ﬁuences, particularly those axtendable to infinity. Like vorris,
‘ ;e too used 51nnle volunes and non-rela t'oral compositions I
think it is igportant to point out how these three artists de-
veloped precedents which prepared the way for the lind of work
we're seeing now., Di Suvero's work, although more romantic than

the sculpture in the show must be ccunted as part of the general
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context in which it developeds And on that score, I want to ask
¥ark whether he agrees with Hilton Framer that thie new sculpture
in anonymous and impersonal, and whether he finds this objectlon=

able, since it is an aesthetic position opposed to his own.

¥, DI S I think Primary Structures is the key show of the siz-
ties, and that it has intrcduced a new rereration of artists,

As for whether the work is anonymcus, all work is anomymous that
doesn't have any rame. Some of it 1s beautiful. The Ron Bladen,
for example, is a great plece. 1t expands our ldea of scale and
reslly changes our knowledge of space. Gome of the work pre-
sents itselfl as manufactured object: and the very sense cof obe-
Jectness elimirates it from what I think is the most erucial part

of modern sculpture. I thirk that my friend Don Judd can't qualify

as an artist because he doesn't do the work.  And there is more and

q moée of this kind of thing, vhich to my mind 1s the negation of
afhe object by making ar objecte DBut this iarnot grappling with
the essential fact that a man has to make a thing in order to be
an artigt. As far as I'm concerned, those works which give me that
sense of radiance which I fird I need in a vork are these that

have been actually worked over by an artist., I think that all
those pointed up brénges, the peinted up marbles, the expanded

bronzes from the casts, are meaningless.

DJ: How wait a minute. The point is not whether one nekes a

work oneself or not. The point is that it's all a case of tech~
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the old sense of the patina of a bronze, but in such a way that

color and structure are unified.

BR: In a recent article, Bob Morris lmplied that color was Somew
thing that didn't properly belong to sculpture. Do you still

feel that way"

RM: Yes, I don't think it!s part of the physical nature of the

worke

X3: Does the hard, bright color in Bllsworth ¥elly's sculpture
act in more or less the same way as 4% does in the neutral gray

of your work?

RM: 1 think Xelly's color works, but I think it works for dif-
ferent reasons. 4#15 pdfee is a flat cut-out, it hardly has any
dimension to it at ally it's almost a pure sheet of color, and

the statement doesn't corcerr itself with volume.

BR: In other words, you think his color 1s used pictorially

rather than sculpturally?
RM: Yes, I've said that, tooc.

BR: 1It's true that Xelly paints his piﬁces, but Don Judd uses
color by coating aluminum with commercial metallic glazes, or by
using the intrinsie color of the netal., Of course that gives quite
a different effect from his earlier painted wood or painted netal

pieces.
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nique that makes the thing visible, so that I donlt see in the
long run why one technique 1s any more essentially art than another
technigue. And there are presumably an infinite number of tech-
niqueses I éonit see why someone shouldn't go out and find the one
that it suits him, whether or not it conforms to the manipulatory
technique that's been going or for some tiue or to & new one.
BR: Here is the crucial question: wheother an abstract aesthetic
s as ruccdy
conception which may be manufactured or fabricatedkan art as the
perscnal manipulation of materials, I think -sMSSSEEt the hoart of
most of the objections to the new work is that people feel that
sirce they can't see the artist's fingerprints, it's net a personal

statenent.

/RM: I think that's a ridiculous issue, ard I denft thirk whether

;

}you fabricate 1t yourself or have somebody Ffabricate it for you
 has anything to do with melking arte. ¥y interest is in having the

Iy

| work as well executed as possible.
,).’

M. Di S: Xo, in a sense it's a question of the ability to be
terrific &n one procedure, or the willingness to make mistakes,
You never dlscover broken color by just sitting there anaylzingﬁ
color charts, although theoretically you coulds But it has
happen with actually working with paint on canvas. That doesn't
mean I don't like work that doesn't have fingerprints. For ex-

ample, there is Carl Andre's line of firebricks. It is really
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rihilistie, but because it is beauntiful, it gives you a sense of
Joy, as few of the works in the show dc. But that is because I
thirk that at the core of modern sculpture is space, and most of
the artists in the show have avoided dealing with space, although
some of the British ornes have tangled with it.

BR: I eculdr't disagree more, what ls intercsting about the
good new work is that it encloses space rather than cutting into

ite it works with interior volume rather than mass, charging

our canventioral notion abogt spéégz ’In_;;éé, I began by observing
thgé'éggmﬁéfkﬂbéeaks down into two grcups. Of the pieces which
cut into space in the manner of Teony Caro's work, ncone begins to
approach the level of Carc's sculpturse which stands out in a way 7
that divoress it from work derived fpom it. 4and then, on the

other hand; there ls the volumeirie work, of which Horris's and
Judd's pleces would be examnles, which deals with space in an

entirely different way, by displacing it and enclosing it,

Mo Di 8¢ You mean the monolith, the old-fashioned monolith. The

obelisk in Ceantral rarke

BR: No, I think that the volumetrlec woirks in the show operate
differently from the monolith in the manner in which they dis-
place great chuinks of space and ip that one often has the real

sense that they are hollow shells and not solid.

DJI: Anyway, Mark is def ning space as something that 1s moved A
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o
by the forms. If it isn't moved, if it's static, then, according

to his definition, it isn't really space, But that space that is
shifted around or activated in one way or another is not what in-

terests me.

4. DI 53 The people who change space through a new sense of scale
are the ones I dig the most, Giacometti certainly does it, ale
though he has to use the figurses. But he actually changes the

size of the space. o
DJ3 I hate that kind of space and purposely avoid 1t, because it's .l

an anthropomorphic kind of space,

BR: To go on to another point, Hllton Eramer listed what he be- .
lieves were the precedents for the new sculpture in the-works of
the Constructivists, Cabo, Vartergerloo, Calder, David Smith, and
Louise Kevelson., I don't agree that their work has any kipd of
direct relationghip to the new sculpture, Qxcgpt perhans in the
scale of Calder's and Smith's works or in relative simplicity.
‘The roots of the new work, 1t seens to me, lie more specifically
in painting, W& in that it grows out of a dissatisfaction with the
Vli@iﬁations'Br painting. I krow, for example, that Don and Bob
were both origihally painters. Let me ask you then, why did you
stop paintirg and start making sculpture?

o

RHs I eouldn't say. I stepped painting and I didn't do anything 
for two years and then I started maldrg sculpture.

DJ: I became very tired of several major aspects of painting and
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felt that I couldn't do anythirg I would ever like with any of
them., In the first place I was tired of the fact that it's a

rectangle, and in the second that 1t's so many inches from the
wall, and that no matter what you do you have to put something

\| within the shape of the canvas. For example, if you put a series

of circles within the canvas, that leaves all that border around

;' the circles. On the other hand, if you decide you want to em-

Pr—

SRR

m—

h:phasize the rectangularity of the canvas, then you have to use

elements that enforce it, that is, correspond to theedges in some
WaY e fhat really leaves you no choice, 4&nd also; paintings are
invariably canvas. And I'm very tired of that particular surface,
and of oil paint, too. 30 1t seemed a good thing to give up.
Painting seemed very restricted. Ko matter what you did you
couldn't make it strong enough and clear enough. ©Sco there was
nothing to do but quit om it A propos of sculpture, I never

————— e

took sculpture as a model, although I was impressed, not Influ-
ené;dugiacfly, but pushed somewhat by quite a few people, for eiam-
ple, by Bontecou and Chamberlain, who at one time I thought did
stroné;;WQQrk than I could possibly do. And one of the reasons

I stopped painting at the same time was that Oldenburg's work

was much stronger than anything I could possibly make in a painte
ing. S0 the new developments in sculpture don't exactly amount

to a revolution, It didn't come overnight, I thipk itfs had a
pretty normal development. And you don't want to get saddled

with a lot of people who are supposed to have influenced you who
didn't irfluence you. For example, even though I admired Smith's

work, I never seriocusly considered it as an influence, But

¥ramer mentions that Smith's last show was an influence. Kow
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chronologically that's impossible, because it was last year, and
everybody was pretty well along in what they were doing by then,
so Smith's late pieces could not have been an influence. In fact,

sculpture always locked archaic to me. It always had the kind

of space Mark talked about; anrd 1t always had related forms and
a certain hig&}chy of parts-~the major part, the minor part, and
so forth. These wera things I wasn't interested in and which I

certainly was trying to get away from in palnting.

BR: But that's what I mean about painting being a primary source
for a number of the ideas in the new sculpture. For example, the
eliniration of internsl compositional relationshipns was accomplished
in painting by Pollock ard FNewman., That is why I feel the ante-
cedents for the new zculnture ean be found in painting rather

than in seulpture.

DJ: Yes, but I'd say at least for myseclf that those antecedents
are extremsly general, and that they mostly concern scale. Al~
most everybody assunes that‘broad scale is desirable now., FKearly

all the best works have it.

KS: How about the Russian Construetivists., Were you interested

in their work?

RMs DNo, I never pald any attention to it. The first sculptures
I nade were a portal and a column. I copled both forms directly

out of the Zoser complex in Egypt.
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DJ: 1 think everybody concidered Constructivism, Neo~Plasticism,

and Cubism past history by the time Bob ard I were developing our

work, Hondrian was dead and gone and an old master when I thought

about painting. Recent Ameriecan palnting seemed much more amtual

KS: In the noew work, rep@tition is a very strong element. why

do you think this is so?

BR: Repfiition iz a method of structuring; rhythm is important

to art. The three répeated diagonals in Ron Bladen's plece givest

a particular kind of emphssis and the impressive sense of monu-

pmentality or statie majesty if you like.

¥33 But it's not really static because part of the experisnce

consists of just walking around it.

W BR: Let's put it this way... the viewer moves but the forms don'
leap or jump around. They remain, at least in comparison with
open welded or assembled work, relatlvely static. They really
stand still. That's cne of the big differences between Mark's
position and the new aesthetic, And the content of the new work
is quite different from the more emotional and romantic content

of earlier work.

DJs Mark stdes that sculpture initates movement in a way, You
Mnow, ;;;méist of it is théf a certain éﬁthropomorégggwggtitude
runs through his work. One finds it not only in his worlk, but in
the general historzl~é%qihe last several hundred years. Although
T like his work very much, I would object to this quality if I

were doing it. Swmith, too, I think does a great deal of alluding

“
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to other things. The general structure even in the last plaeces

is rather figurative. !e has a box there and a box there, which

fird pretty unbalievahhie phllosophically and pretty urinteresting._.

V is very relational and allusive, And that particular quality I

1'd like work that didn't allude to other things and was a specific
th ng in iteelf which derived a specific quality from its form.

But I think that my work and Bob's work is art in the same sense

that work has always been art. It intends _to have a certaln

quality which deals with what you thinh abgyﬁ he world, ccwd ——
) 5' whatever art is, and I don’t thirk it is essent1ally any diffarent

than afg_has always bean in that respect- And it's eertainly not
hiﬁiefsonal, anonymous and all that sort of stuff. I'd rather
g s

stay clear of the spiritual siree I don't like its old

meaning, I think that a givern thing creates an interesting space !
but that you don't need to set up a certain amount of motion to ;
malle 1t interesting, that a surface in itself is interesting. You
dor't have to set a form at an angle and relate something else to
ite If you have a rectangle of a certain size and certain surfacevﬂ
and material, and it has the guality you want, then it's suffi-
ciently interesting and you don't have to work it into some other

gontext to make 1t interesting. T,

onal
¥e Di S: You talk about your art in a pure géﬁiga;nei fashion
while the formation of valueg as you know excellently well is not
based upon this ratioral cognizant sense. And when you tallk about

space, you're ignoring the mathematical perception of space. That
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space which we perceive i1s untrue. We've learred it, yet you're
still operating in its terms. When you talk about my space and
ay that ;t'v suggestive, that is right. But that shows a wealw
rness on my part because I think that space should be wa warpegd. And
the mere idea that man could not 7ind one side of its infirite
surface until the eighteenth century is incredible. This 1s

knovledge we must have like a part of our fingertipsg.

DJ: Those kinds of things are very tricky in application to arte
Art is not sciencs and whether it is behind science or not is a

very complicated question. If it's dealing with a specific

l
|
\

scientific problem certainly it's following, but on the whole it |

i{s not doing that. Usually science is just a mine for techniques |

Nothing much else.
i

¥, Di 93 They used to talk about the interchange between art and
seience. I think that it meant something then and it still neans
something now. It's a special ¥ind of apppoach to a problem
which is explorative. I mean in a true sense art does explore as
opposed to the tools which you use. You use a man as a toole
And 1 ouwject to that because I think that we should use everything

we have in the conmmunicative worlde

DJ: I think there's a big gap between the discussion of Buclld=
ian and non-REuclidian geometry and art, and that the two should
be left in the different areas in which they are., The sort of

i
\
]
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connection you're making is exactly the kind of analogy-making that
I object to.

BR:; Do you feel your work has expressive quality?

DJs Yes of course. I dan't exacbly like talking about spirit, \
sl it . |\)
mysticism and that sort of tbing because those words have- old i
meanings, and J think they way as well be dumped because tﬁeir ?.ai
e [ |

old meanings are stronger than the new meanings.

N

¥. Di 83 It's true that what I do really like in a piece of scul-
pture is to feel from it that sense in which it is rot an object, |
in which it possesses that thing which is not visible to our eyes,
which you may call mysﬁical or spirituals For example, the rock <.
at the Met isn't a rock, it's truly an ;rchaic Apollos I find

that this object art,'this ABC art, is often a special kind of
commercial acceptance of the tecinological world that disavows

all of the joy and the tradgedy and accepts regimentation, which

is what you mear by repftition,

KSs Don't you think it's a criticism of the regimertation, though?

Ko DI 83 I think it's as much a criticism as anybody who wears a

gray flannel suit.
BR: REssertially what Mark is saying is that the joy and the trad-

gedy should be in art, whereas what those who accept the aesthetie

|
of abstract art feel is that the joy and tradgedy shouléd be in life, j
ard that the aesthetic emotion, which is different, should be in art.s
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But I want to return to the question of scale. You are obviously
ereating problems for the collector who lives in high rise amrt-
nents and for the museums which have limited space. In onc sense,
the refusal to compromise on the issue ¢f scale becomes & part of
the quality of the new work, which is clearly nonumental sculp-
ture and not coffee table kniek-knacks or lobhy art. But where

can this oversize art be aceomodated?

RM: wWhy does the artist have to make a decision about that, If
he wants to make something, then he makes it., It's shown in the
galleries and people have finally accomodated themselves to 1t %o

some extent,

DJ:s I agreee I don't think you worry about whers it's going tor}
go. I think if you worried about that you wouldn't get anything f

donea. 4

¥e Di 5: You use the word scale very loosely. Size is meaning-
less, size is stupid eventually. The biggest man in the world is
probably the stupidest man in the world.

After the panel discussion, questions were soliclted
from the audiences:

Max Kozloffs I have a question for Bob Morris. I think there is
a2 curious paradox at times in the ldea of reductiveness simigwmss
gammewlsg- in rocent works because 1t seems bthat a¥though we speak
of the moneclithic or the inert or the static relationships and so

forth, in the new worky rather than austerity, it seems to me you
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get & kind of incredible preciousness, artiness, The same is true
of your use of grays How would you d,afend yourself mmatm
acgusation like this? '

RMs; That gray becomes precious?
¥K3 weu, the whole attitude is presiouss Of vhigh gmy'is a pari;g;

RM3 Can you be more specific about what it is that a&ku it pﬂ«
cious? '

¥Ks ALl rigm:, we'll try, I'm not talking about that p’rsﬁiwsnoas
vhich has manamm with the kind of hiehlr mm cn' ra:imd
surface. I'm talking about concepiual attitndas whmhy one thing
begomes & k:tad of inflated metaphor for an mporim* It ba&mn
suxtic,tgnt unto itself, which is the hai,sht oi‘ deuamm, 80 to

RMs Well, it doesn't become a metaphor for some peoples For axe
ampley We.

Leo Sbemborgs 1'd like yery much o kiow from m ﬁdm Rehart
* Morris vhether the knovledge and the sensation of tbc hauqmnu

"8t their pleses are part of their “”"h’m ”"”’m’?

qh a’.lmar .m
EMt lLet me answer rar Don first. T think .tt*;f Mg bl
his work heema at least from my memam, end T W that this

is true fqr & lot at pmlo, sheet metal 1; a comon caauﬂa natcr.m
t!:at cne dm mow certain thinga about ﬁ.t, so that w J.ookinx at

! ‘f',,wr.p,\ ‘
nq. 5. pleces you have to be aware that thW kil - "?ﬂ ny work,

R
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in some cages the pleces mokmoraliktmlm temtminm
casesy and I'm not guite sure whut the determining fagtors ares
Especially now that I'm using a mt‘wm mﬁmyjs which
doesn't seem to reveal any joints or give much of an umiativc '
kind of guality that brings to mind vhat you know about other D
terials youlve experienced, And it seems &1s¢ that it's the paxs
tieular shape that deternines wiether the piece gives the impression
of being a mass or a wlidm'aho.uawtm; m&itm ’caury

from pim to pleces

s I -’atm my pleces to be hollow, The sheed netal 13 atﬂimly
only so thia‘k, and everyone knows how tidel® it 2.! 80, ‘kbnt you are
avare of this big space inside, mw:*-n glsp why !m tube in the

: pisce vitzh tha four bms is upm, in &'dor to azmw ﬁmt i 1a
hollows :

Mo M By I find the two pleces that are clmz,y hﬂ.lw mwe the
most interesting in the show, For example, onp has AMQ. as
one looks inside the Larry Bell, of kmowing that it's hellow and
one experiences a visual contact which you get neither in painte
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Frank Btems I would 1ike %o ask Don how he rea:Ls abont the
aiﬁarenm bai;ween the vay the volumaa e.ra axper.‘semead m *.ha wm
piece and the floor p:l.m. : ‘

DIt Phe volumes are ‘the same of courses ' But I thik the one on
the rlooi' 2ooks Iarger- hacauso you soo all the sidess &nd thc ‘
sense s;i‘ the volune is pxatgably eh}mgbﬂ sm mv hy thu ragt

that yw dcn't md m tumawha tgm m m m m wal.l pim
sinca y@tﬂro mung ons nide ‘ao lmk sh This has m aﬁwt ,93,, X

\ ;wst hew largc tba‘.: q\ain iﬂo ‘89, thai-e 8 d:
: prerer me avw tha oﬁ:am ~ B#t :Lt m_.’w xna

is. espaeialir am sama tkum mmm i Wi
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IS EASEL PAINTING DEAD?

A symposium held at New York University in November,

1966, as part of the series "The Critic's Colloquium,' mod-

erated by Barbara Rose. Participants included Darby Bannard,

Donald Judd, Larry Poons and Robert Rauschenberg.

BR: Last night I was speaking with Barnett Newman about the
topic of this symposiumg "Is Easel Painting Exhausted?'" He
said, who paints gﬁ'an easel? I guess that's the point--
nobody . Artists/today paint either on the wall or on the
floor. The real question then must be broadened to ask not
only if easel painting itself is dead but what do we mean by
easel painting in this context? We mean simply an art object
that hangs on the wall, that is painted on a tﬁo-dimensional
cloth support with brushes.

f . The work of Darby Bannard, Robert Rauschenberg,
Donald Judd and Larry Poons seems to me to represent a posi-
tion, either pro or con, in terms of the question, is painting
dead? Rauschenberg's last show was a=ehew of sculpg;re. Re-
ceﬁtiy he has devoted himself increasingly to making mixed-
media theater events. Judd, who began as a painter rejected
painting on some grounds which he has made very clear in

various theoretical articles. Both Larry Poons and Darby
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Bannard were working for minimal, reductive solutions in

their paintings in the early 60's and recently have turned
away from such reductive solutions toward a denser,more com-
plex art. Obviously, they think there is still a large
potential for easel painting. On the other hand, many artists
whsmmme turning away from painting in the direction of either
three-dimensional structures or shaped canvases or various

kinds of hybrids)seem to have certain dissatisfactions with

the convention of easel painting. Jtheught—we-might—pos-
sibly—probe—some-of—-these-tomight. To begin the discussion,

I1'11 ask Bob Rauschenberg why he stopped painting?

RR: I didn't really stop in the sense of just stopping. I
found tyag by doing something other than painting in the
studié{A;;;e experience that seemed to me to be useful just
in the general category of keeping alive. I never was con-
vinced of the divine space of the canvas. I always recognize
any canvas as a piece of cloth. It is just through the econ-
omy of lumber and structure{}fhat a fabric is woven horizon-
tally and vertically and that it stretches most expediently

in those directions. But I never had a concept to change

that shape.

BR: Was it pictorial space that you were dissatisfied with
or was it just the sacrosanct idea of the painting as a two-

dimensional object?

BR: There was never any doubt that one was manipulating an
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object. So it was very easy to move out off of that surface,
out into the room. Once you're in the room, well, then, your

medium can take any shape.

\ 5
A [N -
IV

BR: I have always seen your, paintings—ée—ehasxsent as a re-
action against flatness in painting. I felt that the reason
the content§of your work finally spilled out into the room
was because the space of the painting was inadequate to hold
them. %-donlt-kaow-whether-thet e-right—or—nets—but—that—ie—
oneof.the.ways.that l.see-it .

RR: I was already out in the room. By the time you stretch

the canvas you are out in the room.

BR: I guess that's true. But specifically, can you see your-
self painting again?

RR: I can't, but you could, maybe. It's not that I wouldn't
want to paint again. ...I will. Right now I like the critical-
ness of doing something live and the difficulty that one runs
into doing theater. That doesn't eliminate painting or the
possibility of painting. But painting is just one thing that

you do.

DB: If a convention or tradition or method of making pictures
is to remain vital, then the artists contained within that
convention have to paint vital paintings. And if the tradi-
tion is exhausted that means that the artists within that
tradition are painting bad paintings. !h-ir;:baé meang that

there would be no good easel painting done within a recent
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period of time, which you could make arbitrarily(&Ehe last
year)or two years,or six months. This in turn would mean
that artists such as Ken Noland, Helen Frankenthaler, Frank
Stella, Olitski, Lichtenstein, Larry Poons, etc.--you can
supply your own--have not painted good paintings in the last
year. If they have painted good paintings in the last year,
then easel painting as a convention of art-making)is not ex-
hausted. Now it might be better to ask if easel painting is
a convention that is doomed because other conventions will
supercede it. I think the answer to that is no, too, because
the combinations that can take place between paint and canvas

are infinite.

B
BR: ;| Are they infinitely viable, that's the question?

DB: They are as infinitely viable as #iwe people want to make

them.

BR: But if we look at it in a total historical context, we
o Westey n ard)

see that easel painting has not been a permanent conventionA
that it is in fact about 500 years old. It dates from the

hen
time\ghnt painting came down from the walls and off the manu-
script page and became a portable object. Therefore, why
can't we see a point either in the immediate, the near or

the distant future, when it will be an outworn and exhausted

convention?

DB: It is possible that everybody will give it up tomorrow.

But the point is that people are using it now well. Consequently,
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there is no reason for them to give it up, because you can

do a great deal with it,

BR: Don, two years ago you said, ''0il paint and canvas aren't
as strong as commercial paint and as the colors and surfaces
of materials, especiallyjyif the materials are used in three
dimensions. O0il and canvas are familiar and like the rect-
a;gular plane, have a certain quality, and have limits. The
quality is especially identified with art. Three dimensions
are real space. That gets rid of the problem of illusionism
and literal space, the space in and around marks and colors

which is riddance of one of the salient and most objectionable

relics of European art.H

DJ: That's all true enough. But let me explain because it's a
very complicated subject and I don't want to answer yes or no.
You have two cases: one, the social one that Darby was just
ﬁalking about, in which you prove that it is still alive be-
cause so many people have done good work in the last year or
ten years or whatever. Obviously, it is true that there has
been good work done in that time. So if you take just that,
it is obviously proven that painting is still alive and kick-
ing. Then, there's what I think about my own work and paint-
ing--which is something else. Clearly, I don't want to do it
myself and have a number of objections to it. -But I like
painting done by a number of people. In many cases, I like
that painting better than three-dimensional work that would

supposedly have some affinity with my work; so, it's a
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complicated situation. And whether something is a painting
or is not a painting, that is)ja certain kind of form, is not
the only thing involved. There are other kinds of forms,

other techniques involved, other qualities involved and all
of these balance against one another. Both Stella and Poons

have a certain kind of order that I like which, unlike paint-

i}

ing itself,is radical and new. In other words, I may like

. the order, but feel sorry too that it's in painting. So my

feeling is ambiguous.

BR: Why are you sorry it's in painting? What is wrong with
y y v

painting?
DJ: It is somewhat contemplative, slightly passive.

BR: And you see three-dimensional objects as more aggressive

and active?

J: 1 guess so, but anyway we need a better definition of

painting because obviously it is changing and it can change.

B: Yes, it has changed. In his drip painting, Jackson
Pollgﬁk stopped using the technique of hand painting with
brushes. Since then'Morris Louis?/has spilled and stained
paint; Jules Oliefski has done painting with spray guns. Do
you think that these technical innovations are enough to re-
invigorate the tradition?

DJ: I would consider all of that still painting. To define

it simply in its most conventional way, 1'd say a painting
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is a rectangle on stretchers an inch or two from the wall
using oil paint on canvas and usually something within the
frectangle. The minute that you have a variation on one of
ithose aspects, such as it being shapedJor such as the surface
being metal or wood or something other than canvas, then

you're somewhat away from traditional painting.

BR.The point is, I suppose, that the tradition of easel
painting has been breached the moment that you have a shaped

canvas.

pJ: Easel painting was breached with Polldck and Newman.
Bp . With the mural-scale picture?

pd: Yes.

Bp: In other words, you feel that one can date the end of the

easel convention to the late 40's.
DJ: Yes, they did, I guess, and I would agree with that.

BR: And you feel that the painting done now is beyond that
convention, is different.

DJ: It's a different kind of painting. I guess you can call

it painting. It's certainly very different.

BR: But if I've understood statements you've made elsewhere,
you've felt that there still was something implicitly limited
about paint on a two-dimensional support. If I understand it \
correctly, it was the space, the illusionistic space of paint-

ing that you were objecting to. =
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DJ: Yes, I object to it a great deal.

DB: The point is that just because you have an annoyance with
the idea of a rectangle on a wall, that this has to be ex- =

tended into making a materially different kind of art. In

e ———

other words, it is mixing quality and materials, it seems to
me. Judd is saying that because this thing has a certain ap-i}

pearance or factual existence and you can describe that 1|
<

existence, the next step is that it is irksome.

DJ: Its quality comes from its shape and material in part.K%
And it is that shape and those materials which I object to.

|

It's not an annoyance--it's a real thorough dislike. I ’
\
1

think it has emotional, philosophical, and social implica- ||

tions.

Con
RR: I don't think art cewlé ever be defined negatively.
Everything that you could want it to do that it is not doing

is historic.

LP: Why do you keep referring to reviving something as if
something is dead? That is what struck me about the original
question, I started to ask myself, how could this question be

asked in a serious wa§2

BR: One reason I asked the question was because I was doing
; Qhoreémems 'f’

some reading and I came across guakations like this€¢ one,

written thirty years ago by John Graham: ''The problems of

pictorial forms have been all solved and eésel painting for

private patronage is dead. The generation which has seen
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this take place is as usual not fully conscious of it.'" Now
that was thirty years ago. Many things have developed in the

interim--new materials . . .

LP: Certainly, and I think that the things that have happened
in the interim, especially, in the last five years, have led
to the asking of this question. But it is generally an unin-
formed public, who do now happen to comprise the majority of
the so-called art scene, which is asking this question. These
people, I feel, are not inspired when they see what you might
call traditional two-dimensional painting, whether it be
Rembrandt or Louis. They are not moved by it. Luckily for
them, they were able to grab hold of something in pop art

that began to make them feel that art really is not evading
them. It made them feel that if they like pop art they are
interested in art. Yet they still run up against people like
Louis or Noland or Newman and they run into a blank wall with
them. So, it seems to be a natural impulse for them at that
point to ask if painting is dead, because they don't really
dig it. I agree with Darby when he made the inference that

if easel painting is dead, then all the people that are making
easel paintings are exhausted. If easel painting is exhausted
then it means that Darby is exhausted, it means Noland is ex-
hausted, it means that a lot of great painters are exhausted,
and that's not true! The question that comes up then is:

why is this a question, asked in a serious manner? I can

only relate it back to the large scene that art now more or
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less belatedly enjoys. 1 guess there is a lot of money float-
ing around, but that's about it; the uninformed public is
asking this question because they are not really moved by
traditional art. And I'm not saying that just because they
do not like Louis or Noland. I also feel that a great many,
or the majority, if they came face to face with a Tiepolo
would not be moved by that either; they would rather look at
some extreme example of pop art and grab hold of something

there.

RR: You are implying that there is some kind of standard.

LP: Yes, there is a standard of quality you can't ignore,
which is still continuing in easel painting, and if it wasn't

continuing, or if I didn't believe it, I wouldn't say so.
RR: If it were continuing you wouldn't have to say SoO.

BR: All right, why is this a question now? It occurs to me
that it is a question not only for the large uninformed public,
but also because in the art schools one sees students turning
away from the convention of easel painting. One sees them
either making three-dimensional objects, or various kinds of
kinetic work, or any number of things other than paintings.
Painting seems to be capturing the imagination of the young

less.
LP: I don't believe this is true.

BR: It may or it may not be. It has just been my observation
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that carpentry kits and spray guns have come to take the

place of paint and canvas in art schools.

LP: You certainly do not object to Jules Olitiski using a
spray gun or put him into a different category simply because

he uses a spray gun. He also still uses a brush.

BR: No, I think that what has emerged so far is that perhaps
the specific convention of easel painting is dead and has
been dead since the late 40's. Since Pollock,at any rate,
but_thetls.whet—we meamby-peinting-at-large~
DJ: Easel painting is a cut.and-dried case by now. It is
decidedly gone, and gone for twenty years, and there is no

[ &evxevaj
question about 1g:>nliﬂtbe question of whether painting,is

in good or bad shape is something else,hfi is certainly very

debatable.

DB: I think there is another simple way of looking at it.

Art has gotten to be very popular.

LP: I would not say abstract arQ:?iit. Only a certain por-
tion of art has become very popular. I am not talking about
op art either. What we would term traditional art, or the
carrying on of the tradition of flat)two-dimensional painting,

is not essentially any more popular than it ever was.

DB: I was not talking about tradition. I just mean that

there are more people numerically who have a great deal more

interest in art than they did before,and many many-times—more
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peoplaniraintevested-inany. This generates a certain kind

of environment. It is an enviromment in which art gets pub-
licity and money and lots of other attractive things. This
attracts young people to go into making art. You get many
more people making art than ever beforejand you get many
more people making more variations on art than ever before.
You have many msse people going into painting, for example,
who might not really be interested in painting. But they
are interested in the fact that this is an exciting environ-
ment. Eventually, those people do something other than
painting. Some make objects, some go into the theater, Each
person does the things that his talent leads him to do a:

soon as he finds his talent. Then the people who do the

other things turn around, and see where they have been before,

(that is, painting), and they say,’ I think painting is no
good because it was limiting me." But the people who are
still painting look at the painting that they are doing and
say,"this is what I like because I know how to do it, and I

know how to handle paint.”

RR: I have heard very often lately that art has been over-

publicized and so many people are interested in art. Even

their credentials have been doubted because of snobbish break-

downs about who is interested in what for what reasons. I
think that it's a kind of self-consciousness that makes one
talk about that aspect of art because that's really the way

nearly everything is.
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DB: -#mm., I was not saying it was bad.

RR. I'm not saying that it is bad or good. I'm saying that

I don't think that it is unique to art. I really don't feel
smothered by too much attention and understanding and appre-
ciation and interest in art. But that's because I am not
setting up .semse hierarchies where you can say that this
person does have an interesting attitude about art or a
serious one. I don't think it was ever that simple. You
read art history and you see that great patrons existed all
over who had all kinds of peculiar relationships to art. And

I think that art is just as useless today as it ever was.

LP: But it is certainly not useless to somebody capable of

appreciating it on a very intense personal level.
RR: I don't mean useless in that way.

LP: It is certainly not useless categorically. It is very

essential to some people in regard to making it or viewing it.

DB: It is overtly useless; in other words, it has no sub-

stitute.

RR: It can't really last for you. One painting that may have
absolutely cut your life in two might not work three years

later.

P: Well, I once mentioned something to a painter friend of
mine. I said it seems that I no longer get a great kick or

charge out of making a painting, and that it is really getting
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to be a lot of work and not much excitement involved in doing
it any more. His answer was that there are plenty of other
places in life to find excitement. And I believe it. It's
true. To try to justify one's whole life and existence in

the studio, you know, is a kind of useless and senseless thing

to do.

BR: I want to get back to something that was implicit in what
Larry was saying, which is, that there are really two publics
now for art. There is the general public, willing to seize on
things that are not painting, things like, say, kinetic art or
whatever the new gimmick of the year is at the Museum of Modern
Art. But, on the other hand, there is a more limited public
that is interested in traditional art. Do you agree that

there are two publics for art and does it make any difference

to which you address yourself?

LP: I definitely think there is a public that is intimidated
by paintings such as Louis's. These are the same people who
are also intimidated when they walk into, say, the Metropol-
ita;;ggéwére forced to look at a Cezanne. They really feel
intimidated by it because there is no rapport between them
and the painting. And I would say that the majority of people

now, because the art scene is too large, fall into that cate-
gory.

RR: There are lots of people that just make you sick to your

stomach when they are talking about your work or friends'
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work or any work. They might not know that what they say
might not be what they are going through, but perhaps they

are just inarticulate.

LP: I'm not talking about social articulation, I'm talking
about the emotional response that these people deal with when
they view art. I'm not really talking about whether somebody
is articulate or not. I'm talking about whether someone is

genuinely moved by a painting. Because s what has happened

in the last five years in artiyabened the door, really, to a

|
lot of people who had never before been interested in art, /
All of a sudden, because they could grab onto things, lit- (
z

eral things, literary things, about the art,&ggt in the door. *

1

DJ: I agree with what Bob said. The public is a very bad

thing to talk about in regard to any discussion of art. In?z

|

the first place, you really don't know anything about it. |
It is the public, and that involves people who know a great
deal about %ﬁ‘has well as a lot of people who don't know much
about it. You don't know anything about what is being thought |
about your work, on the whole. I don't see that references A\
back to the public or politics and museums or markets or any E
of that really is very useful. I think one of the big faults;
of a lot of criticism is that it does refer back to those

Iy
sorty of things a great deal. '

BR: You may object to it as a discussion of art, but it is

part of the total picture.
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J: But I think it usually doesn't say much about the work

involved. <

BR: Easel painting was painting made for middle-class
domestic patronage. It was made for conceivably a different
social milieu. Today, you know the difficulty of getting

large canvases into people's houses.
LP: That's not a problem.

BR: It's really not? You still feel that it is private
patronage and not public art that you are interested in,

despite the scale of your work?

LP: The origins of the money for purchasing the paintings
are different from the intentions of the artists and the re-
sults that he achieves. As a matter of fact, most of the
pdggéihg being done in this country today is quite evidently
still 24 x 30 paintings which are meant to hang in people's
houses. I'm sure there are more paintings being painted now
for people's living room walls and over the fireplace than

ever.

RR: But there are lots of other things though that weren't
be fore

being done then too. At a certain point it seemed that the

painter became conscious that someone was going to see his

work. And he couldn't any more relyfon a kind of eesmmel

\ il s

sentimentality or, familiarity or classic concepts which were

\

: . n< .
more or less historical. Instead we realized he wanted to

try something else. There is no need for paintings to get
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so big if you really are taking it into consideration that
someone has to remove the staircase or break out a window to
get it into their house; orﬁgza\{fg it into account that in
order to see the whole painting, they'll have to walk from
one side of the room to the other. That's no coincidence .-

something happened® those are not large easel paintings any
g happ A

more.

LP: It almost goes without saying that certain possibilities
for painting are definitely the possibilities of scale. In-
stead of saying big paintings, I would rather say large or
small-scale paintings, because bigness is really m;‘t the issue.
It can be, if the painting is just big, period. ,1f the paint-
ing happens to be a remarkable painting/you cannot separate
that from its physical dimensions. Therefore, it is a mar-
velous painting or a remarkable painting despite its size,
meaning the size really is of no importance. D‘éarge-scale
smme become necessary for an artist for one reason “or another.
I have two reasons for using it, but I do not care to talk
about the second reason. The first reason is the reason that
I operate on in my studio. The second reason is a social

reason which is of no importance to anyone except myself.

B: But that's one of the things that I was asking about be-
fore. However, if I can't get an answer, I can't get an

answer. Nevertheless, you have been working on a large scale,

LP: I mean to put it in the simplest sense: 12 square inches
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of cobalt blue is one experience, 100 square feet of cobalt
blue is an entirely different experience. Now if I want to
deal with the experience of a one-square-foot blue painting,

I will paint a one-square-foot blue painting and vice-versa.
RR: But that is not a familiar academic idea in art.

LP: Well, I don't know, why are those Tiepolos at the Met-

ropolitan so enormous?

RR: Probably because they were commissioned for a particular

space.

LP: Well, you might say in a certain sense the artist still
is working on commission nowadays, except he is commissioned
through a gallery. So, therefore, the artist does in a cer-
tain sense, limit or restrict his work in the galleries. If
I definitely want a painting to be shown in a gallery, I'm
certainly not going to make it 16 feet tall if the gallery

is only 9 feet tall.

BR: Would you make a 16 foot painting anyway?

N4, bux
LP: ,The question of making a large painting is not just

blowing up a small painting into a large painting. The paint-

ing could not exist in the same sense, being smaller than it

is, or any other dimension, than it is.

BR: What I'm asking really is, do you think there is any go-

ing back to easel painting scale, or do you think we are
.Qor K precest ot Loask
stuck ﬂwi)th mural-scale?
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RR: One is never stuck with anything in art. I mean, look,

there are people everywhere doing all kinds of things. Art
o

isn't something that ,few artists do and cram down the pub-

lic's throats.

BR: But it does seem there comes a point past which there is

no going back to what was done previously.
RR: Nearly always.

DB: You cannot have an irreversible material position. The
only material change is that materials get better;and I

think it is unlikely that people will use inferior materials.

BR: How about the new materials? Do you think they make a
For Lraacpt,
difference?'\ﬂo plastic~base paints make a difference?
LP: They certainly have made a difference in that certain
things now are possible swso which were impossible to do
with oil paints. For example, it was pretty much impossible
with oil paint to paint 120 square feet of an area and have
it be the same color. And have it absolutely soaked into
the canvas, so that there was no surface shine or light re-
flected off the surface of the painting. Now this is pos-
sible with acrylics and water-base paints. You could, of
course, paint 120 square feet with oil paint, but the result
would have a sheen to the surface. Now it is possible to
work overall on a painting in a much different and more

quick and immediate fashion than was possible with oil paint.
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BR: I think we have unanimously decided that painting, even
easel painting, if we define it simply as painting on a two-
dimensional support, is not dead. Perhaps we can now talk
about what you feel are the central problems facing painting
today, then, having concluded that it is a very lively and

viable tradition.

DB: The basic problem is not the basic problem of painting
because painting does not have problems. Only painters have
problems. The basic problem is that nowadays, you have to
e&éé}éﬁéii}ggg;gﬂfrom scratch. Everything you do has to be
invented by yourself. This gives painters problems because
they don't have any tradition to work with, They can't work
under a master, and then paint like him, and improve a little
bit on him the way they used to do. What you have to do is
invent; in other words, you can't even start with painting

any more. You might say you want to start with structural
objects, or you might want to start with any combination of
any materials or events or things that can make an artistic
entity. You have to make decisions at such a low basic level
that it takes you about twenty years to even decide what kind
of medium you want to work in. And this is a problem for
painters, no doubt about it, and for all artists today. Once
you get up to a certain level of development in the kind of
art you have chosen, you have to continually refine and choose,
refine and choose, refine and choose--on and on until you have

a mature style. It is such a problem because it is so long
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and so tedious and so difficult.

BR: Do you think, then, that there are more possibilities

open to the artist today, that there are simply more choices?

DB: There have always been the same number of choices. But
there have not been the same number of choices that people
knew about. There are more things being done by more people
today, so you can look and see them being donme. Like this
whole business of happenings and all the rest, this instant
or self-motivated theater, theater on a scale where you
don't have to go through all the problems that theater en-
tailed before., This is something fresh and new, and it is a
choice that people can take and a choice that a lot of people

will take from now on.

B: Do you think there is any pressure brought to bear from
this sort of proliferation of choices? Is painting, for ex-
ample, being pressured by, say, the kind of three-dimensional

structures that Don makes?

DB: No, because people that don't want to paint, don't paint
any more, that's all. In other words, if somebody isn't in-
terested in painting, in what you call the traditional way,
which is painting of a flat surface, then they do something
else.

BR: Don, do you have any of the same concerns as painters?

'
DJ: To some extent--the kind of order involved and certainly |
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measuring vitality comparatively, then it's impossible. But
if there are good paintings being made, as I said originally,
or good structures, then whatever the tradition or sphere of

art making, it is functioning, and it is vital.

RR: I do not know whose business it is whether good paintings

are being made or not.
BR: 1It's the critics' business, presumably.

RR: The critics don't have much business. The other thing
is that I don't see this dramatic breakdown of painters stop-
ping painting and doing something else. Some of the most
incredible pieces of sculpture in the world were done by
painters or were done in a time when one didn't care whether
one were a painter or sculptor. It seems to me that a
painter just starts whatever he wants to, just as a sculptor

does.

BR: I am getting the impression from what you say that you
feel the arts are closer together than perhaps they once

were,

RR: Yes, I do think that, but I think they weren't ever as
far apart as has been implied by this exaggeration about

whether you are doing three-dimensional or you're doing flat
something. Usually someone has an idea or has a reaction or
a feeling and it concerns him so much that he does something

about it.
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BR: There is one question which it seems to me concerns all
of you, although in different ways; and that is the question
of pictorial space and what that means in terms of what is
possible in a painting. If I understand the direction of
current work, it has been for a time an anti-illusionistic
direction. It has been in the direction of making the object H
more actual and more concrete. It has led Bob, for example,
toogkﬁé objectérgpill out into the room. It has led Don into
three-dimensional work. It has led Darby and Larry into
something quite different. Do you agree that the question
of the kind of space or illusionism that painting offers is

a central one today? ji

DB: It may be a central question, but W saying it's a
central question today % implies that it's on everybody's
mind. Of course, you have to make a spatial consideration.

I do for myself. I make a spatial division of a certain
special sort on the canvas and this is a consideration for
me, but what it is is part of building a painting. I don't
worry particularly about spatial consideration that don't
have anything to do with the painting. I don't worry, for_
instance, about whether I should be involved in this kind

of space because I find this space comfortable. Consequently,
I continue to use it., If I found it uncomfortable and limit-

ing, well, then, I would use another kind of space.

BR: I am very much interested in the concept which Sidney

Tillim used in talking about the space in Larry's painting.
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He called it "bulk space,' meaning that there were no longer
positive and negative areas, but rather that the whole space
seemed to be positive, that it seemed to be a new kind of

space. 1Is the space in painting today different?

LP: It seems to me that the issue of positive and negative
space just somehow has always been resolved in paintings
throughout history. The way positive and negative space is
resolved today is still essentially the same way; that is, you
really don't have any positive or negative space. It is all

one space, so to speak.

DB: I think the critics are very worried about space more
than anything else because they have a history of spatial
paintings. But I have never seen a critic come out and say
there is a blue-green, I have never seen a blue-green in a
painting before and that's a red-hot item and I'm going to
write it up as being blue-green bluegreen. Rather, it turns
out that they talk about the space and the different things
that are happening in the space and use such terms as positive
and negative and so forth because recent art history has been
a history of what you might call a spatial revolution begin-
ning with Impressionism and Cubism and Abstract Expressionism.
We have always been worried about space, so it's space, space,
space all the time. But space is just one part of a painting.
The size and the space in the painting is just one little in-

gredient.
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LP: It is also the space created within the painting. Maybe
there has been a tendency in the last five years to treat \
space from the edges of the canvas towards the center rather ;
than working from the center out to the edges. I think there;
might be that tendency now, but it is all essentially to the

same purpose.
RR: And one is as big a trap as the other.
LP: What kind of trap are you talking about?

RR: How can painting from the center out be any better than

painting from the edges in?

LP: I didn't say one way or the other was any better. I
just said there has been a tendency starting with Pollock in
which the edges are really relatively free, very much less
dense than what is happening on the inside of the painting.

Somehow the painting seems to start at the edges and grow in.

BR: Let me put it this way: in older art you get space be-
hind the picture plane. The feeling, the sensation, I often
get about the new abstract work is that there is a kind of
illusionism, but that some forms, because of the nature of
the interaction of adjacent colors, are being projected for-
wards in front of the picture plane. And it is not value
contrast that is doing that. It is the power of colors to
either recede or go forward. When I first saw Larry's paint-

ings I had the sensation that the dots were actually suspended
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between me and the ground. And I got that same feeling about
the centers of Darby's new paintings--that they were coming

forward.

DB: That's a tool to use. Because it makes another complicat-
ing factor. Just as you use a different color. One thing
goes in front of another visually. If you use something that
goes in front of another visually, and then you've got some-
thing else in your roster of materials. I like things shuf-

Oy O by
fling bekiaé, curling behind, and forward.

BR: But do you feel that this shuffling goes on behind the

frame or in front of the frame?

LP: It might be an intricate balance arrived at, where it
is neither in front or behind. You know it is behind and in
front at the same time, so to speak. There is a deep space
involved. You can see it as deep space one second, and as

absolutely flat space the next second.

BR. So you like that interchangeability. Do you also like

that ambiguity?
RR: That's nothing new for painting.

BR: I just want to know whether the ambiguity is deliberate.
These are effects that I perceive and I want to know if they

are deliberate.

\NLQA,&-&
LP: It is new in the traditional sense,hat where there really

was a background and a sky twenty miles off in the distance,
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emt that sky was always way back there in the distance no
matter what you did because you had a figure in front of it,
proclaiming the space there, and the sky proclaimed its space
back here. 1In the past there was the illusion of perspective
and distance between these two points. I'm saying these
points exist today in painting except that they intermingle,
meaning that there is a balance reached between going back

and going forward.

B
Like Albers.

BR: Like Hans Hofmann? It sounds like push-pull.

LP: I don't know because I never studied with Hofmann or

read anything like that.

RR: I think that things like this are so strict in your
painting that such an element is no longer just simply part
of your material or your decision, it is actually your con-
tent. It is your content. You are certainly not interested

in little dots!

LP: No, certainly not. Dots are a means to use color and

color is a means to produce what I've been talking about.

BR: I think that one question we might consider is the ques-
tion of simplicity versus complexity. I got the impression
from Darby's remarks that he thinks that art should become

more complicated.

DB: Overtly complicated. I think my paintings should become
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more complicated, so I'm making them more complicated. I
made lots and lots of very simple paintings about five years
ago which consisted of, say, a circle on a background. I

ran through all my colors doing this, and I'd decided that I
had had it within my power to make more complicated paintings,

so I did.

BR: Larry, why have you been using more complex systems re-

cently?

LP: I have become interested in this backward and forward

thing and in the equivocal balance between these two things.
In order to get that equivocal balance I needed to use more
color. You might say the only basic change from the paint-
ings five years to now is the use of more color, from basic
two-color paintings to now eight or nine or ten colors in a

painting.
BR: There are different shapes, too, aren't there?

LP: No different shapes. The first paintings were all dots.

But during the first year the ellipses come into the painting.

BR: I just wonder if the point at which you and Darby and
others were using fairly simple solutions came out of that
original reaction to abstract expressionism, and whether now
perhaps we are witnessing another kind of reversal where

things are going to start getting complicated again?

DB: If you want to use color, you have to think about it
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beforehand, because if you use color right on the canvas, it
gets all muddy, and if it gets all muddy, it doesn't show
like the original color as you planned it. If you want to
use twenty colors in the canvas and you want each color to
be distinct so that people can recognize it, then you have
to make each of these colors separate. If you mix it up,
the color is going to get lost. Consequently, that is part
of the reason our paintings look the way they do, with many

distinct separate elements.

RR: I know that you can put on paint without thinking about
it. You can just see a can of red and without making a
sketch for it, can predetermine its relationship to the entire

thing. Do something about that and it isn't necessarily muddy.

BR: Your art strikes me as fairly complex and I wonder
whether you feel that there is a kind of superiority to the

notion of complexity.

R: I never felt that making a painting was very simple and

that probably shows.
BR: Don, do you think there is such a thing as a flat painting?

J: No, there isn't, so far. I think it's probable that some-
one will manage to make one. You might make the sensation so
definite and specific ememglt as to stay on the surface and

not negate it} but so far, no one has. I think Frgnk Stella's %

‘\—
A
paintings come closest to being actually flat.A,Xbu can't have
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any illusionism in any sense without getting back to shis |
old quality that painting has had all along, which I think

=
is not especially credible.

RR: Aren't you saying then that the reading of the painting

is where the correction should take place?
DJ: No, it's decidedly in the painting.

RR: When I look out here, I can certainly see the red blouses
and the orange dress more quickly than the bright blue and
green back there. Now are those people sitting in the wrong

seats?

DJ: Those people are not paintings out there. That's not a
painting.
RR: But you're talking about a kind of morality about .

DJ: 1If you are going to use just an optical effect, it has \
to be made so definite that you don't have an illusionistic
surface so that you don't somehow destroy the surface you are

|
|

working on. ~ |
DB: But there is actually the other possibility that some

things we've inherited from the European tradition are just

fine and that they are very good things to use. They remain

with us and we can handle them and we can use them in our own

context.

DJ: It is a question of credibility and what you believe. I;

can't believe any of it. -
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DB: You'd look at a Flemish painting for instance,and you
wouldn't believe that person was really in front of the back-
ground, because I wouldn't believe it either. But I wouldn't
make any decision about the quality of the painting related
to the belief I had. 1In other words, I don't feel undermined

or fooled about the .

DJ: But your credibility, your belief in the painting and
its qualities are in a way two different things. Again,
it's a gradation. The only work you really beliere’in com-

g 1 DISTLY
pletely would be your own,(LP: That's nonsense.»). p After

~

that it shades off in various ways depending upon the time
and the period and the people involved so that you believe
certain elements in someone elsesworks and you disbelieve é
certain elements. I believe something of the order that |
Larry has in his paintings, but I disbelieve the kind of

illusionism. = ¥

DB: Belief is a function of words, isn't it? 1It's a func-
tion of a question that is formed. I have to believe that
something is a certain color, believe that tivemm=he a fact
or believe that an event happened in Chicago, let's say. I
have a certain degree of belief that it is true because the
newspaper says or doesn't say so. But when I'm looking at a
painting I don't have any such thing as belief, I only have

observation of thess facts that are there.

DJ: That seems a contradiction of the whole experience to &

i,
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me, because it is very much a question of the belief in it
and just what's believed and what kind of enthusiasm you have |

for it.

DB: In other words, when you look at a painting you form ques-

tions about it, and then decide whether you believe the answers

that you give the questions.

RR: What about the distortion w# when the light passes
through the glass and hits the wall and all of a sudden you
have the illusion that this box is closer to you than that

H

one, because of the size or density of its shadoﬁ?-ﬁecause
<

that happens too.
DJ: Which boxes are you talking about?

RR: The ones you had at Leo Castelli's against the wall.
The shadows were really quite extraordinary and I tried to |

ignore them, but they certainly defeated what you wanted.

DJ: All I can say is that they don't seem illusionistic in
that sense to me. You are bound to have a certain amount of
reflection, and you are changing position when you look at a !
three-dimensional thing. In a sense that is an illusion |
just in the technical meaning of the term. I distinguish

between that, and illusion which I think is a perfectly matter-

of-fact illusion and has no connection to the other kind. &se 3

seirererieafeikhathes -~
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During the intermission, questions were submitted by
the audience. The following are some of the questions and

answers.

Q: Can Donald Judd explain the difference between illusionism
that is related to anthropomorphic space and concept of a man- |

centered universe and simple perspective? ~=

~.

of a man-centered universe; in this it is wrong and not

credible.

Q: 1Is it foreseeable that there will be a revival of human-

istic values in painting?

LP: It seems to me that any artist's sensibility is of ex-
treme humanistic value. Aad-éfter all, an artist paints a
picture from his sensibilitie;. There is no other way to
paint a picture, and that is extremely human. Does the ques-

tion refer perhaps to social realism?

DJ: Larry is using the word in a very general way. If you
use the wor# in that way, then I would agree. If you use
"humanistic' as ordinarily used in its more precise meaning,
then I would say it is thoroughly dead. If you take humanism

with a capital "H" it's long gone and out of the question.

RR: Nothing is ever out of the question. It is only out of

the question today. Something is going on right this very
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minute that is making a lie out of that. Somebody is doing
something else. We have no business assuming whether some-
thing is through or whether it is over. If it turns up again,
it is going to be something different. To make decisions like
that, you have to draw a line someplace and say this is all

we've got.

BR: Are humanistic values with a capital "H'" expressed in

your art?

RR: Not in the way Judd puts it. I'm trying to get around:
it some other way by increasing the physicality of the work

so that one is not caught up in psychological choices and Y

limitations. But the fact is that people will have to make
i
decisions in any event in relation to exactly what they willi

see. Now I think that's another form of humanism. \r}
DB: I think you could say without using the word humanistic
that painting has a human value because what paintings are,
after all, are a record of decisions that the artist has

made in a medium that doesn't demand any straightforward,
practical use. In other words, he is making something as
perfect as he can without having any use for it other than
that it's supposed to be looked at. I find, or I found,

that as I paint and as I change or develop style and so forth,
that the decisions I make have a kind of correlation with the

decisions that people make in everyday life. But they are

not identical with those decisions obviously. I cannot, when
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I'm painting, make a decision not to walk in front of a truck,
but I make decisions of a similar sort. For instance, I de-
cide)is something going to give me greater adaptability in
the face of my canvas? 1In life, you make decisions involving
other people, careers and things of that sort. They are the
same kind of decisions as in art but using different materials.
You can make a decision, for example, to restrict yourself.
You can make the same kind of decision in everyday life. I
think these decisions correlate, and I think that is why a
successfully made painting stands for coming to successful
terms with the environment. This is a terribly complicated
idea which I cannot articulate any further than that. But I
think that's why paintings have their value, because they do

have this relationship to life.

DJ: I think that is true, more or less. The terms are some-
body else's, and I wouldn't exactly think in them. But there

is certainly a correlation.

LP: It seems to me that there is a correlation between any
action you do and any aspect of life relating to other aspects
of life. It is inescapable that you do not work in a vacuum.
You don't close yourself off and become a different person

when you begin painting.

Q: Do you consider that the experience of LSD is having or
is going to have a strong effect on the perception and there-

fore the future conception of art?
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RR: Yes.
LP: Certainly not any more than alcohol.

DB: Again, it is in a sense something that has to be viewed
in context. Obviously, somebody who is on LSD all the time
and is struggling to paint a painting while on LSD is going
to paint a different kind of painting than he is going to

ordinarily, but I don't think LSD is going to make aisedy=et
any kind of articulate artistic work that is going to influ-

ence anything anyway.

RR: You can't separate one influence from another. Obviously

a lot of people are concerned with LSD. Its area is percep-
tiong 3}.13 not like mayonnaise or something, and it's going

to change things.

DB: LSD produces perceptions, but it doesn't produce paintings.

BR: Well, it has, unfortunately. But those paintings were
very traditional looking paintings, which is what's interest-

ing about them.

RR: But the question says influences, doesn't it? The ques-
tion is whether perception influences conception? And I

think it necessarily does.

DB: If the same people who are painting paintings are also
taking LSD, then LSD will have an effect on making their
paintings. The question is, will this happen, which we
don't know.

RR: You don't have to actually sense all those things, you
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don't have to be a soldier to have some idea about what war
is. There are a lot of children growing up who don't know
what war is. They have some idea about the horror and the
fear and all that business. You don't have to do it yourself.
We have been tremendously influenced probably more by what we
haven't done than by what we have. Now, how do we have any
relationship to all those things we haven't done? We do that
through an exchange, an awarenessf:nd a response DemhRiLienec

4o

amd other people's perceptions.

LP: I think a point to be made is that there is a great deal
of difference being in a turned-on state @ind your response

to certain stimuli whether they be color or form or what-have-
you, and your response to what would be the same stimuli under
normal circumstances of not being turned on. That is where
the real crucial difference lies as far as applying and try-
ing to say anything e about this LSD
thing. I think if a person takes LSD and produces some mar-
velous work, it is going to be marvelous work with or without
LSD. But so far, this situation has not come to pass, simply
because of the great discrepancy between the turned-on state
and the normal state of being. Unless, of course, the whole
world is turned on and everybody else is turned on and is
capable of being stimulated by this thing. The only things
worthwhile talking about are the results; as far as I have
seen they are rather commonplace and ordinary things. Yet in

the turned-on state, I can imagine them being terribly in-

teresting.
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BR: To what degree do you think that everyday experience
changes perceptions? For example, we come into contact with
all kinds of things--TV, widescreen movies;Ehat a former gen-
eration didn't. Do you think that this has changed percep-

tion in any way?

LP: Yes, I think so very definitely, but the changes are
very subtle. Envirommental changes from generation to gen-
eration are subtle things. The turned-on state of LSD or any
other kind of drugs that produces these kind of illusions is
not a subtle distinction. You might relate the subtle dis-
tinction from Cezanne on in painting;?gack to environmental
changes, but you can look at the whole history of art as
being a gradual change and not the abrupt change that seems
to occur in a turned-on state or on LSD. I think that envi-
ronmental changes certainly do exert influences, but they
are subtle influences. They lead subtly to new developments

in art and in all other fields of endeavor.

Q: ofs it good or psychologically healthy to put such em-
phasis on absolute innovation in art?%

DB: I don't think it is bad, I think it is stimulating. I

think the artists who are going to make good art will do so

despite che—gaodomr=bmxdesr any of the influences they have

in their environment as long as they can keep on working.

RR: Innovation, I think, is better for the artist than for

the public. It keeps him from falling asleep at the easel.

Lourdes Pefaranda

432



40

DJ: I think innovation is necessary. I can't see any other
alternativgé I think that's the way art operates and that
= i

any claim for it being stable or staying with the past is ai

contradiction of what happens. j

DB: There will always be innovation because a good artist
always makes up his own ways of doing things..-ié;tatistic-
ally, the chance is too infinitesimal that two ar;ists are
going to do things their own way at the same time. A good
artist is going to make up his own way of doing things, he
is going to innovate. He is going to create quality in his
pictures, and the other people are going to see this quality
and do it themselves. Then his work will become an innova-

tion.

BR: I'd like to ask Bob Rauschenberg, do you think quality
is important in art? If I understand you correctly, you

think it is not important.

RR: I don't think it is. I think it's too simple a rela-
tionship to have with anything. If what one means by quality
is a standardization of values, I don't think we can afford
it. I really think we need more worse painting. There is
nothing new about an artist using everything he can get his
hands on. There is something quite old about an artist as-
suming virtue in the fact that paint and canvas hﬁ*cbore sig-
nificance than other materials. We are living at a time when

we are exposed to so many new materials every day. I think
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