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ABSTRACT

The American-based international art journal Artforum has proved one of
the most prominent and influential of art history's discursive agencies, playing a
critical role in framing, probing, and re-working particular beliefs of art
practice, art history, and art criticism broadly conceived of as 'Modernist' and
‘post-Modernist.' This thesis investigates the development of Artforum's
critical and historical writing on 'Modernist," 'post-Modernist,” and feminist
1ssues. It takes Artforum, from 1962 to 1993, as its 'archive' and undertakes
a critical history of the journal's personnel, policies, and textual discourse, as
well as its look and design.

The first chapter, "The Language of Another Generation,” focuses upon the
'old" Artforum, a concept of the magazine which attempts to articulate a
retrospective perception of its critical power from the mid-1960s to the mid-
'"70s. Specifically, it challenges a conception of the magazine which portrays it
as a mouthpiece for Clement Greenberg's theories of Modernist artistic and
critical practices. In attempting to elucidate this misconception of the journai,
the chapter makes use of some of Michel Foucault's suggestions for a historical
analysis that focuses on the ruptures, rather than the continuities of the object
of study. To this end, the chapter identifies factors which contributed to the
construction of the idea of Artforum as a Greenberg-influenced journal and then
locates a discourse working against that idea, a discourse that disrupts
Greenbergian Modernism.

Chapter 2, "Shameless Hussies,” centres on Artforum's November 1974 and
November 1980 issues and questions the journal's gendered biases toward the
human figure in art. It considers the magazine's attempt to wrest from body
and performance artists Lynda Bengiis, Lisa Lyon, and Carolee Schneemarn
their artistic authority, and documents its struggle to maintain the

producer/product, subject/object distinctions that these artists had blurred



through their practices. Indeed, the chapter propoundé that Artforum's
resistance to images of the female figure waxed when the body represented
belonged to the artist herself and, in view of the evidence presented by the
November 1980 issue, waned when artist and body were either distinct identies
or male. The chapter concludes with an analysis of whether or not the journal
succeded in nullifying the artists' political power by preventing their bodies’
final collapse into ambiguous representation.

Chapter 3, "Autocritique,” looks at Artforum's relationship to certain
concepts of post~-Modernism through its notable recourses to a self-referential
criticality. It discusses examples of the journal's self-reflexivity under the
editorships of John Coplans, Ingrid Sischy, and current editor Jack Bankowsky
and proposes that the magazine oscillates between working with and exhibiting a
Greenbergian notion of Modernist self-criticism on the one hand, and an idea of

a post-Modernist deconstructive impulse on the other.
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Introduction

'Neither a bore nor quite a whorehouse...'

"They used to say that Artforum was like Listerine:
it tasted terrible, but it was good for you.'

- Max Kozloffl

In an article written for the 30t anniversary issue of the American-based
international art journal Artforum, Thomas McEvilley exclaimed, 'Cracking open
a magazine can be like opening a box of chocolates: knowing more or less what
is inside does not diminish the delicious anticipation.'2 As the above comment
by Max Kozloff indicates, for some persons Artforum may have often seemed
more a monthly dose of antiseptic than a box of chocolates; yet, in the 1960s
especially, each issue indeed generated amongst those persons a sense of
anticipation: 'There was such urgency to the magazine then, as the entire
contemporary art world eagerly awaited each issue.’3 Since its founding in San
Francisco in 1962, the journal has developed into one of the most prominent
and influential of modern and contemporary art's discursive agencies, Its
reputation for an authoritative critical rigour established early on through its
vital role in framing, querying, and re-working particular ideas of art practice,
art history, and art criticism known collectively as 'Modernism." Francis
Frascina has pointed out that 'by 1970 [it] was probably the leading art
journal in the USA.'4  And McEvilley, who began writing for the magazine in
1981, has declared of its first 15 years, 'Its power was undeniable - everyone

knew the term Artforum Mafia, and used it' (Malcolm, 59). More recently,

1Max Kozloff quoted in Janet Malcolm, "The Girl of the Zeitgeist - II,” The
New Yorker, 27 Oct. 1986, p. 59.

2Thomas McEvilley, "Sweet Thoughts,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 178.
3Chuck Close, "He Called Me Chuck,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 123.

4Francis Frascina, "The Politics of Representation,” in Modernism in Dispute,
eds. Paul Wood et al (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993), p. 90.




when the Henry Moore Institute in Leeds mounted an exhibition of the work of
Serge Spitzer in the spring of 1994, issues of Artforum were hung on the
walls, 'as though in homage or in ironic reference to their power.'d

As Frascina has pointed out, the art magazine and the university comprise
two of the institutions crucial to the formation of a dominant culture (1993:81).
Following Raymond Williams, he calls attention to the idea that both institutions
select certain cultural meanings and practices for emphasis, reserving others for
either reinterpration and dilution, or else exclusion and neglect. Notably, part
of the process of Artforum's institutionalization has occurred at the hands of
the American university system, through Art History departments which have
enlisted the journal - and even, I would go so far as to say, canonized certain
of its essays ~ into their teaching of modern and contemporary art history. It
was through one such department, UCLA's Department of Art History, that I
first encountered the magazine.® During the time I spent in both undergraduate
and post-graduate studies there, essays first published in Artforum featured in
a significant percentage of the department's art history course syllabi, thereby
attesting to its prime role in informing its faculty's teaching - and its students’
understanding - of 20th-century art practice, criticism, and theory. Although I
was unaware of Willilams' ideas at the time, my decision to undertake a critical
history of Artforum sprang from a similar intuition: that, in so doing, I would
confront that which the journal, and thus my own American-based, Artforum-

influenced educational training, had selectively emphasised, reinterpreted, and/or

5Tim Hilton, "It's All Too Easy - To Forget,” The Independent on Sunday,
Magazine, 3 April 1994, p. 22.

6From my own experience at UCLA (1986-1990), the department’s canon
seemed to comprise Michael Fried's "Art and Objecthood,” Artforum, Summer
1967, pp. 12-23; Robert Herbert's "City vs. Country,"” Artforum, Feb. 1970,
pp. 44-55; Max Kozloff's "American Painting During the Cold War," Artforum,
May 1973, pp. 43-54; Eva Cockcroft's "Abstract Expressionism, Weapon of the
Cold War," Artforum, June 1974, pp. 39-41; and Moira Roth's "The Aesthetic
of Indifference,” Artforum, Nov. 1977, pp. 46-53. These essays featured
repeatedly within the undergraduate and graduate level art history course syllabi
produced by both permanent and visiting faculty.



omitted in its construction of 20th-century art history.

By invoking the concept of a critical, as opposed to a traditional, history, 1

am appropriating some of Michel Foucault's work in The Archaeology of

Knowledge, which I discuss at greater length in my first chapter. Whereas a
traditional history searches for continuity or overall significance between
disparate events, Foucault advised the historian to 'ignore no form of
discontinuity, break, threshold, or limit'7 in performing his or her task.
Furthermore, he suggested taking as a starting point whatever unities are
already given, interrogate what it is that specifies and individualizes them, and
then either break them up or dissipate their apparent familiarity (26).
Artforum itself forms a unity of sorts, or more specifically it provides us with
what Foucault referred to as an oeuvre - 'a collection of texts that can be
designated by the sign of a proper name' (23). Through the use of the case
study, the following chapters acknowledge and then attempt to disrupt the unity
denoted by the sign Artforum by locating the journal's points of connection and
its ruptures, always striving to render unfamiliar aspects of a magazine which
after more than 30 years has perhaps become stereotyped.

Admittedly, there is one well-known aspect of Artforum that has so far
resisted rupture: its public perception as a journal that Is, at best, difficult to
read and, at worst, unreadable. As former Artforum contributing (1971-1974)
and associate (1974-1975) editor Peter Plagens remarked to former editor John
Coplans (1972-1977) in the journal's 308 anniversary issue,

...the perception did come about that Artforum as a whole was the
equivalent of the longest, most excessively footnoted Michael Fried

essay you could think of. The magazine seemed to say that the most
important new art was being made by, and critically championed by,

incomprehensible academics displaced to SoHo.8

He further described the journal of the 1960s and early '70s to Coplans as ""a

TMichel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, trans. A.M. Sheridan Smith
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1972), p. 31.

8peter Plagens, "Interview with John Coplans,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 190.



degree magazine” written by Ph.D.'s about M.F.A.'s' (190). Long-term
Artforum readers perusing the 30th anniversary issue might have remembered
that Plagens had used the pages of the magazine to carp at its opaque writing
once before. In his 1974 essay "Peter the Pressure Cooker," Plagens moaned,
"Tried to read three issues of Artforum on the plane coming in, got through
only part of one article before my head hurt.'9 According to Carter Ratcliff, at
least one of Plagens’ colleagues knew and approved of the journal's reputation
as an arduous read. He relates, 'I remember one of the writers at Artforum in
the old days ~ I think it was Annette Michelson - saying, with a kind of pride,
that Artforum was the only American journal that seemed to be translated from
the German.'10 Yet, even after a series of resignations and forced departures
in the 1970s from the critics and editors who had attained for the journal its
early reputations for rigourous criticism and difficult writing,11 the charge of
unreadability continued to hang over its head:
If it were only Aunt Minnie in Keokuk who couldn't make heads or
tails out of an article in Artforum...it wouldn't be a serious problem.
But more and more it's the artist with an M.F.A. from Cooper, who
lives on Prince Street, gets a show every year or two and maybe an
occasional teaching assignment at Visual Arts or Queens College who is

flummoxed. When an intelligent, educated, knowledgeable person finds
himself unable to understand a trade magazine about his own trade,

there's a problem.12

Ingrid Sischy (1980-1988) admitted to New Yorker writer Janet Malcolm that

9Peter Plagens, "Peter and the Pressure Cooker,” Artforum, June 1974, p. 31.

10Janet Malcolm, "A Girl of the Zeitgeist - I," The New Yorker, 20 Oct. 1986,
p. 49.

11These include the resignations of former editor Philip Leider (December
1971), associate editors Annette Michelson, Rosalind Krauss, and Joseph
Masheck (December 1975), and contributing editors Michael Fried (June 1971)
and Barbara Rose (March 1973); and the dismissals of John Coplans and Max
Kozloff in February 1977.

127 Jeffrey Keeffe, Letter, Artforum, Dec. 1977, p. 11.



she, too, found much of Artforum unreadable.'13 She further confessed,
An object lesson 1 keep before me all the time is that of my mother,

who picks up Artforum, who is completely brilliant, sophisticated, and

comIIIﬂex, who) wants to understand - and then closes it (Malcolm,
" IL" p. 52).

Yet Sischy, if anything, exacerbated the magazine's alleged opacity by producing
issues which through their lay-outs severely challenged their readers' abilities to
get through an article. In a sense, the problematic shifted from content to
form. Or, perhaps, from Modernism to post-Modernism? A special issue of
May 1983, for example, alternatively printed its feature essays diagonally,
sideways, upside down or, in one case, two to a page at different angles.
Dinitia Smith of New York has cited the January 1986 issue for its baffling
abundance of aggregate words separated by virgules - 'artificially/artistically,’
for instance - and quoted Sischy as joking in response, 'The issue had a secret
therne. [t was a special issue on slashes, testing our readers' subliminal
capacities.'l4  The final issue produced under Sischy's editorship (February
1988) rendered literal the accusation of unreadability when space ran shert in a
series of interviews conducted for the issue. Faced with more material than
could fit neatly within a page, Sischy systematically reduced the typeface within
each article until it was nearly illegible. Stewart Greenspan told Dinitia Smith,
'We used to laugh about the fact that if you scissored the magazine up and
randomly put it back together, you wouldn't know the difference’ (49).

Chapter 1, The Language of Another Generation, discusses the journal's role
in disseminating information tc the public or, to be more precise, its titularly
defined role as a forum for issues about art. Richard Cork's 1975 article for

Studio International, "Pitfalls and Priorities: An Editorial Dialectic,” 13 thus

13Janet Malcolm, "A Girl of the Zeitgeist - 11, The New Yorker, 27 Oct.
1986, p. 52.

l4pnitia Smith, "After Andy,” New York, 29 January 1990, p. 49.

I5Richard Cork, "Pitfalls and Priorities: An Editorizl Dialectic,” Studio
International, July/August 1975, pp. 2-3.




proves useful for understanding the paradox intrinsic to Artforum: a vehicle for
public exchange that seemingly restricts its public's access to its texts. As his
essay's title indicates, Cork argued the case for and against contemporary art
magazines. Submitting his fourth point in favour of their continued existence,

he contended,

There is nothir.lg.inberently wrong with a magazine which concentrates
wholly on art 1f_ 1t 1s aware of the need to relate its contents to the
broadest of social bases: newspapers, with their far greater ease of
access to the mass Qf the public, signally fail to discuss art in any
depth, and so 1t 1s important to nurture the forum that an albeit
compartmentalized magazine can provide (2).
Cork presumes for art magazines the function of forum, specifically a forum
providing access to a broad social base. Artforum in fact founded itself upon
precisely this principle of providing a forum for the public exchange of ideas
about art, even going so far as to incorporate the very concept of the forum
into its name. Whether or not it fulfilled its self-described role is a question
discussed in the first chapter of this thesis. What is of interest here is not
just the consistent perception of Artforum as a magazine renowned for
impenetrable writing, nor even the notion that the journal defied Cork's dictate
that an art magazine ought to relate its contents to 'the broadest of social
bases.' Nor is it the realization that for its first decade, Artforum recognized

and knowingly perpetuated the social and intellectual limits of its forum, as

evinced by the following exchange:

John Coplans: A peculiarity of the American scene in the '60s was that
half the artists were shaped in universities, where they studied history
and philosophy and the like, and the other half were shaped in the art
schools. There was hardly anyone among the Minimalists who didn't
study philosophy, and hardly anyone among the Pop painters who
didn't go to an art school. ' .
Peter Plagens: Is that how Artforum became a 'degree magazine' written
by Ph.D.'s about M.F.A.'s? No wonder its tone was cold.

John Coplans: What you call coldness was simply a better educated
generation (Plagens. 1993:190).

No, what is of interest here is the discovery that implicit within a perception of
Artforum's persistent inscrutability is the insinuation that throughout the

magazine's 30-odd years in publication, its various editors not only preserved



that perception, but actually encouraged it, thereby unifying the journal through
a familiar stereotype.

Interestingly, current editor Jack Bankowsky has hinted that he could yet
disrupt this stereotype. In an article for The New York Times published in the
autumn of 1994, Diana Jean Schemo singles out Artforum for exemplifying what
she terms 'the jabberwocky of art criticism.'1® In response, Bankowsky admits
his own fears for the increasing opacity of art criticism (though he neglects his
own magazine's contribution to its development):

Jack Benkowski (sic), editor of Artforum, says he worries that
criticism that can't be understood without painstaking rereading, and
criticism that forsakes judgment for description may be destined for
irrelevance. He traces the trend toward obfuscation in popular
magazines to the highly analytical criticism found in academic journals
which, he says, are poorly mimicked by 'second-string writers' in a
kind of intellectual trickle-down effect (Section 4, 1).
Bankowsky's confession of his worries for the future of art criticism gives rise
to the possibility that he might work to arrest or even reverse this apparent
trend through Artforum itself. He therefore suggests that he may accomplish
for the journal that which his predecessors avoided: a rupture of one of its
forum's more familiar aspects:

The Artforum of Philip Leider (1962-1971) and John Coplans’ (1972-1977)
editorships has produced another unifying, persistent conception of the journai
as tied almost exclusively to the Modernist critical practice of Clement
Greenberg. Chapter 1, The Language of Another Generation investigates how
this perception was produced and works towards its dissolution by interrogating
Artforum essays which 1 believe effect its rupture. Significantly, this
conception's generation and disruption partially arise from the same source: the
journal's editorial board. The presence of former contributing editor Michael

Fried (1966-1974) on the editorial board, and his 1967 defense of Greenbergian

Modernism against the 'corrupting’ influence of Minimalist art, "Art and

16Djana Jean Schemo, "The Jabberwocky of Art Criticism,” The New York
Times, 23 Oct. 1994, Section 4, p. 1.




Objecthood,” have especially occasioned the notion of the magazine as bound up
with Greenberg's critical practice. Fried himself has acknowledged his critical
debt to Greenberg - 'as anyone familiar with my essays on abstract painting
and sculpture is aware, 1 was deeply influenced throughout the 1960s by the art
criticism of Clement Greenberg'l” - though he has also asserted that 'by 1966 |
had become unpersuaded by his theorization of the way modernism works...’
(56). Despite his apparently faltering faith in his mentor's theories, we shall
see that it is not Fried's writings for Artforum that mount the most profound
challenge to the magazine's alleged articulation of Greenbergian Modernist
criticism but, rather, those of his self-confessed Greenberg-inspired colleagues,
Barbara Rose (1965-1973) and Rosalind Krauss (1969-1975). Chapter 1 traces
their debts to Greenberg's beliefs and examines how their articles for Artforum
interrupt Fried's perpetuation of Greenberg's critical presence within the
magazine.

Fried’s "Art and Objecthood,” and its subsequent status as what Janet
Malcolm dramatically but more or less correctly described as 'a sort of
culminating aria, sung from the ground with the knife in the chest, of the
enterprise known as formalist art criticism' ("...II," 62), inspires the title of
this first chapter. The chapter takes into account conceptions of Greenbergian
Modernism which, as Malcolm does here, often mistakenly conflate Greenberg's
practice with that of formalist art criticism. Underlying some of those
conceptions is the assumption that the language associated with Greenberg and
his erstwhile followers belongs solely to his view of Modernism and is thus
culturally and historically specific. Malcolm has recounted an encounter with
Julian Schnabel who, in referring to the 'objectness’ of his work in
conversation, articulates this assumption. Inquiring as to whether he was using

the term in Fried's sense of that which Modernist art strives to defeat, Malcolm

17Michael Fried, "Theories of Art after Minimalism and Pop," in Discussions in
Contemporary Culture, ed. Hal Foster (Seattle: Bay Press, 1987), p. 56.




was stunned at his response:

Schnabel says he doesn't know Fried's essa it i

. y, and asks me what it is
about. After‘I tell th he nods, and says with devastating
carelessness, 'All that is the language of another generation. We don't

use language Iike that today. We're a different generation. We're
interested in different things' ("...I1," 62).

Of course, Schnabel may have been being completely disingenuous here.
Indeed, he probably was. But the point is that his remarks affirm that
Artforum's own devotion to the representation and re-working of Modernism in
the 1960s renders its discourse, too, culturally and historically specific. More
to the point, his comments highlight the need to disrupt what we shall see is
the pervasive and unifying notion of the journal as Greenbergian in its critical
outlook in order to expose not only the deception behind that perception, but
also the fiction behind Schnabel's presumption of a generational break between
the artistic and critical practices of the '60s and the '80s, between Modernism
and post-Modernism.

Chapter 2, Shameless Hussies, developed from my response to a critique of
Artforum that the Guerrilla Girls delivered within the journal's own pages.
Asked to participate in Ingrid Sischy's final issue as the magazine's editor, the
Guerrilla Girls agreed to an interview, but brought with them for publication a
well-deserved written denunciation of the journal for its lack of coverage of
female and non-white artists. After stating their position and listing their

supporting statistics, they concluded,

Only one female artist had work reproduced on the cover of Artforurm
during all of 1985, '86, and '87. Women now comprise more than
nine percent of the military. Guerrilla Girls feel it is safe to say that
in 1987 a woman has more opportunities in the U.S. Army than on the

cover of the international Artforum.18
The Guerrilla Girls' statement prompted me to look through Artforum's 1ssues
of the '80s, '70s, and '60s. Along the way, 1 discovered a particular trope in

the journal's coverage of female artists - the use of female artists who

18Guerrilla Girls, Statement, Artforum, Feb. 1988, p. 133.
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specifically utilize their bodies for their art. Chapter 2 discusses this trope. It
begins with an analysis of Artforum's controversial reaction to Lynda Benglis'
two-page advertisement in the November 1974 issue and culminates with
Sischy's special issue of November 1980 on the human figure in art. It pays
particular attention to three case studies - the appearances of Benglis, Lisa
Lyon, Carclee Schneemann within the above-mentioned November issues -
which seem to make manifest the journal's inability to critically engage with the
work of female body artists without first attempting to wrest them of their
artistic authority. I will suggest that in its efforts to deny or at least throw
into question the degree of the artists’' authority over their work, Artforum
hoped to reassert the producer/product, subject/object distinctions that Benglis,
Schneemann and, to a lesser extent, Lyon had blurred by employing their
bodies as their artistic medium. At issue is the proposition that the journal's
gender biases go far deeper than neglecting to select the work of female artists
for cover image reproductions; they go to the very heart of how Artforum
represented their work and, equally importantly, the artists themselves.

Throughout the course of my doctoral studies, I have characterized my
project both formally (to the university) and informally (to those who asked) as
an interrogation into Artforum and its dissemination of 'Modernism' and ‘posi-
Modernism.” However, having reached that paradoxical stage of concluding my
writing of the thesis with its introduction, I have come to appreciate thar what
I have queried is not so much the journal's dissemination of the various
practices and beliefs that collectively come to be regarded as either 'Modernism'’
or 'post-Modernism," as its internalization of their principles. Chapter 3,
Autocritique - a title I have appropriated from Barbara Rose's book of the
same name - discusses the journal's internalization of both Greenberg's

Modernist concept of a Kantian self—criticism,19 described in his 1961 essay

19Chapter 3's argument is specifically tied to "Modernist _P_ai.nting"'s Kantian (as
opposed to Greenberg's earlier Marxist) notion of self-criticism.
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"Modernist Painting,” and Craig Owens’ theory of é deconstructive post-
Modernist self-reflexivity. The concepts of Modernism and post-Modernism
come under examination here, as does the notion of a split between the two.
Correlatively, we shall see that Artforum under the editorship of Ingrid Sischy
has been framed in terms that render the journal itself post-Modern and thus
bespeak the idea of its own internal split. For example, Janet Maicolm
described Sischy as 'the Ariel of the art world, darting hither and yon, seeming
to alight everywhere at once...as if under orders from some Prospero of
postmodernism' ("...II," 65). And in 1993, Sischy's successor, Ida Panicelli,

de_clared,

My predecessor, Ingrid Sischy, had made an extraordinary turnabout in
the magazine's vision. She opened it up to fields contiguous to art,
such as film, television, and fashion - the latter well ahead of her time,
back in '82. She had probed the post-Modern to its core: there was

little to add.20
Chapter 3 argues that like Panicelli, Sischy broadly conceived of post-
Modernism as analogous to a new attention to mass culture, a view echoed by
J. Hoberman in the December 1986 Artforum: 'The post-Modern can be
partially defined as the point in Western civilization at which art finds itself
identified within and against mass culture.'2l Artforum's interest in popular
culture under Sischy is not in dispute here, given Robert Pincus-Witten's
amusing testimony to her diligent study of its ebbs and flows:

Ingrid i1s odd. She can get curious idées fixes. She is very interested
in popular culture. I remember one conversation I had with her and
some fairly glamorous people when she was telling us about the tragedy
of an extremely popular pop singer - the one who wears a glove. His
tragedy was the built-in supersedence of his prestige by another
extremely popular pop singer, named Prince. And it was simply
impossible for me to think of that as even remotely entering the sphere
of tragedy. She was reading tragedy in connection with some issues In
popular culture, and I was reading it in terms of, you know, hubris.
nemesis, the idle cruelty of the gods (Malcolm, "...I," 58).

20Alessandra Mamini, "Ida Panicelli,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 180.

213, Hoberman, "Andy Warhol: Top Gun and Brancusi,” Artforum, Dec. 1986,
p. 72.
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Rather, what is open to dispute is both Sischy’s notion of the post-Modern and
Panicelli's assumption, shared by others, that the journal turned its attention to
mass culture only after 1980. In investigating these notions, I shall challenge
another which insists upon a break between the Artforum of the mid-'60s to
the mid-'70s and the Artforum of the 1980s. Notably, members of the
journal's staff from the earlier period have themselves promoted the idea that
the two "Artforums' are indeed distinct entities by begrudging the latter product
the critical sway of the former:
I ask Rosa!ind Krauss what she thinks of the present Artforum. She
yephes, 'l Just got SO bored with it that I stopped subscribing. I've
just not loolged at it. I'm just not interested in it. Ingrid's sensibility
just doesn't interest me' (Malcolm, "...I," 50).
The new Artforum is a media magazine; it's totally media-oriented.
Th_qre"s no real criticism in it, or almost none. McEvilley writes
criticism, and John Yau writes criticism, but I haven't found anything
else that I would call criticism in the new Artforum (Barbara Rose
quoted in Malcolm, "...1," 60).
Peter Plagens: Do you read the magazine now?
John Coplans: I look at it. Artforum retains its original audience, but
the audience has grown enormously and there are a number of
magazines serving it. Artforum is no longer the central magazine that
we presumed it to be. I don't read it very often because I don't find
the art they're writing about very interesting (Plagens, 1993:190).
Notwithstanding these remarks, Sischy's Artforum, and indeed the Artforum
of Jack Bankowsky, will reveal through their acts of self-reflexive criticism to
have themselves negated the notion of the journal's internal split. However, by
working to discredit this notion of a rupture I am not arguing for a unity
under the sign Artforum. Instead, I am proposing that by determining what it
was about itself that Artforum wanted to recover, promote, or dispute through
its recourses to self-reflexivity and self-criticality, we might better understand
how the journal has constructed itself and thus how it wants us to read it.

"Neither a bore nor quite a whorehouse' - the title of this introduction 1s

indexed to part of my argument in Chapter 2. Lisa Liebmann's description of
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the journal as 'neither a bore nor quite a whorehouse'22 alludes to her time at
the magazine during the 1980s. However, I have invoked it here because my
discussion in Chapter 2 of Lynda Benglis brings to light attempts on the part of
Artforum's associate editors to characterize the artist as herself a prostitute, as
well as their own inference that Benglis somehow transformed the journal into a
house of ill-repute by 'soliciting’ its editor for advertising space. Liebmann's
quote, which otherwise seems a rather bizarre delineation of the magazine, here
retroactively refutes the editors' inference.

Finally, a comment about my decision to centre what follows strictly on
Artforum's text and illustrations. I have not interviewed any of its former or
current staff members for various reasons, some of them tactical. Some of
those once associated with the magazine, like Philip Leider, never give
interviews. Others, like Michael Fried and Rosalind Krauss, are now rooted in
critical positions which oppose their earlier Greenbergian practices, thereby
inducing the suspicion that their accounts of their work for Artforum would
contradict the actual texts. But what finally persuaded me to confine my
discussions to the journal's content was my conviction that an interrogation of
Artforum ought to begin and end with that which ultimately comprised it - its
textuality and its imagery - and not with the retroactive perspectives and
representations contained within the memories of those personalities who
participated in its production. Jack Bankowsky reinforced this view when, upon
wavering in my decision to adhere to text and image alone, 1 sent him a fax
requesting access to Artforum's archives. Bankowsky replied that there was
nothing for me to see in the archives, that everything I needed was in
Artforum's text, and that the 30th anniversary issue in particular would answer

any questions I might have had about the journal and its contributors.23

22} isa Liebmann, "Hip to Be Square,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 176.

23jack Bankowsky, fax to author, 25 Jan. 1994.
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Ingrid Sischy, too, has inadvertently supported my decision:

Critical writing is not subject to interview, nor does it require
collaboration; were it necessary to consult...about a critical opinion

there would be no history of art, no doctorates. 24
If I had gone out and interviewed the personalities who published within
Artforum over the past three decades, I would have produced a different
doctoral thesis - but not necessarily one that would bring me or you any closer

to understanding the aspects, enquired into here, of its discourse.

241ngrid Sischy, "Editorial Comment,” Artforum, May 1980, p. 66.



Chapter One:

The Language of Another Generation
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"Artforum .has never put forth the unified front we sometimes
retrospectively imagine.’ - Jack Bankowsky, current editor of
Artforum.1

Introduction

Artforum began publication in June, 1962, with a staff of one. Before John
Coplans and Philip Leider joined the journal as associate editor and managing
editor respectively in the autumn of 1962, Artforum officially consisted only of
John Irwin, a printing company salesman who wanted to set up an art
magazine. Specifically, Irwin conceived Artforum as a viable alternative to the
New York-based art journals which had hitherto dominated the market.
particularly Art News and Art in America, and thus distinguished his product
by establishing it in San Francisco and dedicating it primarily to West Coast
artists.2 The journal's unusual 10%" x 10%" format further distinguished it
from other art magazines, as did its early eagerness to venture beyond
Manhattan and the East Coast's borders in its coverage of artists and
recruitment of writers. Unlike its rival Art in America, which generally
restricted itself to New York City's art scene and whose editorial board in
1962 included figures associated with such New York art institutions as the
Museum of Modern Art (Alfred H. Barr Jr., Dorothy C. Milier, James Thrall
Soby), the Guggenheim Museum (Thomas Messer), and the Whitney Museum
(Lloyd Goodrich), Artforum at first looked outside New York's artistic and
critical establishment for its material. It sought out new artists and new
people to write about them, pointedly forging a link in the reader’'s mind
between Artforum and the mew." John Coplans explains,

Artforum's founder, John Irwin, wanted the magazine to be a
financial success, so he wanted to publish the leading critics of the
day, the people at the Timess (sic) of Los Angeles and New York

~ the very people we were obsessed with not using. [ was
convinced that Artforum should be a new magazine, run with the

1jack Bankowsky, "Etc. Etc.," Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 3.

2john Irwin, "Ars Longa, Pecunia Brevis,” Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 117.
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new art, and find new writers. Phil went all the way with this.3
By thus promoting new, young talent within its pages, Artforum strategically

opposed its own youth to the maturity of Art News (founded 1902) and Art in
America (founded 1913). It advanced itself as contemporary and implied that
its competitors were passé by comparison. At the same time, Artforum also
put itself forward as a serious rival to Art News and Art in America, as a
journal entitled to the same respect that their seniority accorded them. In
short, it craved both the freshness associated with youth and the air of gravity
that attended its more established competitors. To this end, Artforum forsook
its West Coast bias in 1965 and merged youth with East Coast establishment by
publishing the work of a host of young critics with doctoral degrees in art
history from prestigious Ivy League colleges. John Coplans relates,

...In 1965 or so, I had recruited for Artforum some vounger East

Coast critics who wanted to deal with the new art. There was

Robert Rosenblum, Barbara Rose, Michael Fried, Max Kozloff, and
Rosalind Krauss. One of the best people looking for new artists

was Robert Pincus-Witten.4
Yet at the same time that Coplans was recruiting new critics for Artforum,

the journal was verging on bankruptcy. In fact, rumours of its financial
troubles had begun circulating as early as 1964, reaching the ears of Stanford
University student Charles Cowles. With a family in publishing, an interest in
art, and a major in journalism, Cowles recognized within the failing journal an
opportunity to launch his own career. He recounts,

...1 put up the money to help the magazine out of debt and get it

off the presses on the condition that I could spend a year there

doing whatever needed to be done. I sold ads, I worked on

circulation...From October until June I spent every moment I
wasn't in class at the magazine, or coming to New York to

promote 1it. 5

3John Coplans, "He Was Extremely Terse," Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 121.
4peter Plagens, "John Coplans," Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 119.

SHenry Geldzahler, "Charles Cowles,” Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 121.
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But despite Cowles' efforts, Artforum remained debt-ridden and by 1965 John
Irwin could no longer support it financially. Unwilling to surrender his role as
publisher, Irwin's (unnamed) partners forced him out and, wanting rid of the
journal, accepted Cowles' offer to take over as publisher:
...when_ June came’around, I finished up at Stanford, and I needed
something to do with my life. So I went to the owners and said,
Look, here's the story. The magazine's not making money. And
you guys are tired of it, and I need something to do, and I like

Artforum - 1'd like to take it over. And they said okay
(Cowles, 1993:192).

Cowles immediately moved Artforum to Los Angeles, which by 1965 enjoyed
a more vibrant art scene than San Francisco, only to move it two years later to
New York City. Artforum had by then abandoned its original commitment to
'try to put the West Coast scene on the map, and to support the artists who
were emerging there' (Coplans, 1993:118), yielding a significant portion of its
space not only to its young East Coast critics, but also to new East Coast
artists , such as Dan Flavin, Robert Morris, and Don Judd. John Coplans
claims that this change quickly alienated the very artists for whom the journal
had been founded and thus hastened its move:
When Artforum was still on the West Coast the artists there had
hated the magazine because of its attention to major East Coast
artists. That was one reason Phil wanted to move to New York...
(1993:122).
But if the move to New York marked Artforum's final break from its West
Coast origins, it also marked the journal's coming-of-age - in its own
estimation - as a serious rival to Art News and Art in America, for by
establishing offices on their home ground it was pronouncing itself their direct
competitor, if not their equal. Furthermore, the move to New York created an
official headquarters for Artforum's East Coast critics and thus declared its
faith in their import. Perhaps this explains why the magazine's relocation in
1967 now seems to mark the beginning of what has been termed the 'old

Artforum,' a concept which attempts to articulate a retrospective percepticn of

the journal and its critical force during its early years in New York. Accocding
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to Artforum's current editor Jack Bankowsky, the notion of an 'old Artforum
derives from 'a longing for a moment when New York was sure of 1ts
centrality, and Artforum of its status as the primary organ of thought on the
vanguard arts' (1993:3). More significant though is the evidence that artists
and critics shared, and in fact reinforced, Artforum's belief in its critical
primacy via published comments which portray the 'old Artforum' as America's
most critically rigourous art magazine from the mid-sixties to the mid-
seventies. Thomas Crow, for example, has asserted, 'single issues from that
period maintain a level of informativeness and ntensity that put to shame whole
books of recent critical writing,'6 whilst New York Times columnist Hilton
Kramer once declared, 'for the better part of the 10 years that it has been in
existence, Artforum has been our leading intellectual art journal.'” The New
Yorker has also cited the journal's past sway, noting, 'it was such a formidable
critical force in the art world as to give rise to the expression "Artforum
Mafia,”'8 and artist Chuck Close recalls,

There was such urgency to the magazine then, as the entire

contemporary art world eagerly awaited each issue. Every article
was dissected and debated nightly at art world watering holes

such as Max's Kansas City.?

6Thomas Crow, "The Graying of Criticism,” Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 185.

THilton Kramer, The New York Times, September 17, 1972, p. D23. Kramer
also noted Artforum's influence upon university art history programmes: 'For a
sizable segment of the art public, especially in the universities, the experience of
color-field painting, minimal art, earthworks, and related developments has been
inseparable from the criticism, theory, debate and documentation which
Artforum has lavished upon them.'

8Janet Malcolm, "A Girl of the Zeitgeist - 1," The New Yorker, 20 October,
1986, p. 49.

9Chuck Closz, "He Called Me Chuck,” Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 123. Close,
whose professional name was actually Charles Close, adds that Artforum's ‘
influence was such that when it published an interview with him under the title
"An Interview with Chuck Close" in the same month that Art in America
published its own article, "Introducing Charles Close," 1t was Art_forum’s name
for the artist which took hold. He writes, "Artforum's article evidently became
the defining piece on me and my work, and I have been stuck with

"Chuck Close” ever since’ (p. 123).
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According to John Coplans, the journal's critical influence extended into the art

world's commercial side as well. He relates,

I started to hear artists saying cockamamy things like "I got the lead

review in Artforum." 1 mean, is the first review in the Friday New

York Times the "lead review?" And when I'd put an

artist on the cover, six museums and collectors would call the

gallery, wanting to buy” (1993:190).
Kerry Brougher, the one-time Assistant Curator of Los Angeles' Museum of
Contemporary Art, has also affirmed Artforum's influence upon museums,
specifically upon MOCA's own 1986 inaugural show, Individuals: A Selected
History of Contemporary Art. Responding to a question about that exhibition's
bias towards male artists, Brougher revealed that MOCA acquired its skewed
notion of art history directly from the pages of Artforum:

...If you go through Artforum through the fifties (sic) and

seventies there are hardly any women artists included. So it's
difficult, because if you are doing a history, do you do that

history as that history stands, or do you revise that history?lo
Brougher, whose assumptions about the relationship between art journals and
certain notions of art history I shall address shortly, underscores how
Artforum's past influence extended into ideas about the history of contemporary
art. As does a comment from Hilton Kramer who, at a 1975 Los Angeles
County Museum of Art symposium entitled "Validating Modern Art,” noted that
Artforum's critical force gave it historical weight as well:

Peter Plagens: ....how the hell do you act when you know that every

move has this crushing weight of history behind it?
Hilton Kramer: It's the same weight that you carry writing for

Artforum... 11
Yet as we shall see, attending these perceptions of 'the old Artforum 1s
another, in my view less-tenable conception of the journal, which identifies it

under the editorships of Philip Leider (1962-1971) and John Coplans (1972~

10j5-Anne Berelowitz, "L.A. Stories: of Art, MOCA, Myths, and City
Building," Diss. UCLA 1991, p. 131. Brougher's correct assessment
of Artforum's neglect of women artists is discussed in a later chapter.

11"Validating Modern Art: The Impact of Museums on Modern Art History,”
Proc. of a symposium published in Artforum, January, 1977, p. 43.
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1977) as heavily influenced by, if not synonymous with, Clement Greenberg's
‘Modernist’ critical practice. It is this broad conception of the journal's critical
tendencies during this period that I shall challenge and explore, for I believe
that a portrayal of Artforum as fundamentally Greenbergian in its critical and
theoretical orientation ignores the discontinuities within the journal's critical
content which conflict with such an account. These ruptures occur not only but
most significantly within the '"Modernist' criticism of Barbara Rose and Rosalind
Krauss, both of whom were members of Artforun's editorial board in the
sixties and/or seventies, and both of whom Barbara Reise has particularly
identified as adherents of Greenberg's theories in her condemnatory essay,
"Greenberg and the Group."12 T shall therefore argue that their essays, along
with Philip Leider's consistent recruitment of articles by such anti-Greenberg
artists/critics as Dan Flavin, Richard Serra, Robert Morris. and Robert
Smithson, expose a magazine irresolute in its position towards Greenberg and
his views. Moreover, they demonstrate that from the mid-sixties onward,
Artforum participated in the decline of Greenbergian 'Modernism' by operating
as the key site in which that decline played itself out, thus confirming Richard
Serra's assertion, 'More than any other voice or venue, Artforum substantiated
the break in American culture in the late '60s.'13

Artforum's own potential as an art magazine further impels an investigation
into its supposed critical and theoretical allegiance to Clement Greenberg, for in
its capacity as an art journal it is, according to Artforum contributing editor
Thomas McEvilley, 'the entranceway to art history.'14 McEvilley writes,

...the first framing, analysis, contextualization and eyaluation of art
takes place in the magazines, and that early formulation powerfully

12Barbara Reise, "Greenberg and The Group: a retrospective view - Part 1,”
Studio International, May, 1968, p. 254; "...Part 2," Studio International, June,
1968, p. 315 & p. 316, n.47.

13Richard Serra, "He Was A Great Editor," Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 120.

14Thomas McEvilley, "Sweet Thoughts,” Artforum, Sept., 1993, p. 179.



21

a}ifectis alrtv{orks subsequent reception. The authors of the books

that ea1w1th contemporary artwqus as ;hey recede into the

past...rely on various sources of information - notably exhibition

catalog_ues, Wthh. are enormously influential records - but it is the

magazines that stitch the history of their time in the most complete and

seamless fabric (1993:179).
Given the above-noted affirmations of Artforum's critical force during its first
fifteen years, and John Coplans' boast that when he featured 'an artist on the
cover, six museums and collectors would call the gallery, wanting to buy,’ it is
safe to assume that the journal did indeed influence the reception of some of
the various artists and/or artworks it featured. One must therefore examine if,
how, and when Artforum privileged or discredited Greenberg's views on
modernist art and criticism in order to begin to question how its own attitude
might have affected an artistsor artwork's public reception.

Notably, Artforum was well aware of its art historical role early on, for in
its 10t anniversary issue (September, 1972) it placed the following
advertisement:

We are pleased to announce the first four sets in a continuing

series on the history of contemporary art. It is our feeling that

this program will make a real contribution to art education in the

areas of contemporary art history where current and recent

materials have not been readily available to art educators. Each set

will comprise 20 first-quality color slides and will include a text

which provides stylistic descriptions as well as an analysis of

each slide in terms of that particular style.... (p. 95)
Artforum divided the sets into 'Abstract Expressionism and the Gestural
Tradition," 'Non-Gestural Abstract Expressionism and Colorfield Painting," 'Pop
and Post-Pop Representation,’ and 'Minimalism and Post-Minimalism." In
manufacturing the slides and accompanying texts, the journal ensured that its
critical influence extended to university art history programmes and art
colleges. Moreover, it preserved certain views on contemporary art and artisrs,
creating a permanent collection which by its very nature escaped the shifts in
critical positions that the continual publication of a monthly journal would

generate. The collection’s fixity makes the need to reassert Artforum's

fluctuating critical positions at that time all the more pressing.
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It is also important to establish whether or not a disjunction between
Artforum's critical practices between 1965 and 1975 and its readers’ perceptions
of those practices existed and/or still exists, for that possible disjunction would
affect how one reads the magazine's precise 'entranceway to art history.’
Equally, McEvilley's claim that art magazines offer 'the history of their time in
the most complete and seamless fabric' further impels an analysis of Artforum's
potential critical biases toward a certain art and culture, since those biases in
fact would determine how the journal 'framed, analyzed, contextualized, and
evaluated' art and thus render dubious McEvilley's notion of a complete and
seamless history. For him to think otherwise is to slip, as MOCA's Kerry
Brougher did when selecting artists for his museum's inaugural exhibition, from
recognizing that Artforum constructed a specific entranceway to - or route for
- art history to considering it a self-contained repository of art historical fact.

McEvilley tries to correct this slippage by later asserting, 'for an art history
of the last thirty years...one could do worse than read a full run of
Artforum' (1993:179), his use of the indefinite article 'an' reminding us that the
journal offers only one particular writing of art history amongst many possible
writings. However, his referral to 'a full run of Artforum' once again implies
an inherent completeness in the journal's art history of the past 30 years,
suggesting that without a 'full run' the historical record would be incomplete
and discontinuous. Moreover, he misleadingly enacts a closure, since Artforum
continues to publish and has yet to produce 'a full run." McEvilley is correct
to highlight the art magazine's relationship to the history of art, but he
ultimately misrepresents that relationship by portraying art journals as passive
receptors of art history rather than as one of its active and, in the case of the
early Artforum, most powerful constructors.

It is this latter concept of the art journal that I want to hold on to, for it
affirms the value of an investigation into Artforum's engagement with art and

criticism and, in particular, its staging of critical debates from the mid-sixties
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to the mid-seventies. What follows on in this chapter concentrates on this last
aspect of the magazine and thus analyzes the ways In which Artforum's editors
and writers deployed criticism via published articles, editorial statements, and
implicit or explicit editorial policies. It also details Greenberg's theories of
'Modernism," how they became perceived as linked to Artforum, and the
ruptures in the journal's own critical output which I believe render this
perception of Artforum deceptive. In other words, I am writing a critical
history of Artforum, but one which intentionally deviates from pursuing the
continuities and relationships so dear to a traditional historical analysis.

My approach owes something to Michel Foucault's work in The Archaeology

of Knowledge. Foucault advised forsaking traditional historical analysis, which

depended upon identifying linkages, connections, and causal succession, in
favour of a new attention to the phenomena of ruptures and discontinuities. He
urged the historian towards a new history, one propelled by the discontinuous:
One of the most essential features of the new history is probably
this displacement of the discontinuous: its transference from the
obstacle to the work itself; its integration into the discourse of the
historian, where it no longer plays the role of an external condition
that must be reduced, but that of a working concept; and therefore
the inversion of signs by which it is no longer the negative of the

historical reading (its underside, its failure, the limit of power),
but the positive element that determines its object and validates its

analysis.15
Following Foucault, I have chosen the essays which appear in the discussions
below due to the disruptions I believe they effect upon the notion of Artforum
as a Greenberg-inspired journal from the mid-sixties to the mid-seventies.
This notion was largely generated by articles which appeared in the magazine by
Greenberg follower and Artforum contributing editor (1966-1974) Michael
Fried. Many of these disjunctive essays come from the pen of Fried's co-

contributing editor (1965-1973) Barbara Rose, who in the 1960s reigned as one

15Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge and the Discourse on
Language, trans. A.M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Pantheon Books, 1972), p.
9.
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of that decade's most important critics. In retrospect, although Michael Fried
emerges as the more influential writer, it can be argued that Rose was regarded
as the more important critic at the time and that she, rather than Fried,
seemed likely then to assume Greenberg's influential position within art
criticism. 16 Hence, her disruptions of Fried's Greenbergian criticism within
Artforum ought to be understood as having produced especially powerful
reverberations. Even now, they discontinue Fried's perpetuation of Greenberg's
presence within the journal and therefore appear in this chapter as what
Foucault called 'both an instrument and an object of research' (1972:9).

In a Foucauldian analysis, the very use of the term 'Artforum’ when
referring to the journal's output raises a problem that must be acknowledged.
An institution within art journalism, Artforum acts as an oeuvre, 'a collection
of texts that can be designated by the sign of a proper name' (1972:23).
Foucault tried to dissuade historians from sustaining the notion of the oeuvre's
unity, urging, '...the unities that must be suspended above all are those that
emerge in the most immediate way: the book and the oeuvre (1972:23).
Therefore, one might begin a suspension of Artforum's apparent unity with the
realization that it is also a plurality in flux; the elements that occupy its pages
do not remain constant. In particular, they change under the magazine's
various editorships and speak in multiple critical voices. However, one must
equally concede that the opinions, statements, and editorial decisions articulated
between its covers went out into the public arena under the mark ‘Artforum.’
The magazine's contributors created for it a collective identity that, though

mutable, differentiated it from other art journals and rendered it more or less

16Gee in particular I. Michael Danoff, "Six Apologists for the New American
Art,” Diss. Syracuse University 1970. Danoff examines the work of six writers
on American art (Harold Rosenberg, Clement Greenberg, Barbara Rose, Alan
Solomon, Robert Morris, and Donald Judd); in choosing his subjects he N
admitted selecting Rose over Fried based on criteria that privileged those critics
whom he deemed to be "the most persistent and influential, and who

have also been...highly interesting, original, and valuable” {pp. 9-10).
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unique. Indeed, Artforum's own editors personified their journal, ascribing it
agency and attributing to it various pursuits and pleasures. To give just these

examples:

_Ar;forum’s increasing concern with film-making and film criticism
in its most advanced aspects quite naturally elicits pained reactions

for those with vested interests in the art of the recent past....l”

Artforum has, over the past few years, made conscious efforts to
support the woman's movement....18

What Artforum then came especially to like was photography.19

Artforqm has always been and remains dedicated to the idea that
the serious and worthwhile developments in art are never simply

a question of changing tastes....20
I do not want to completely suspend the notion of 'Artforum' as a unified
authored identity from a discussion that otherwise regards Artforum as an
inconstant plurality when perceptions of the journal which themselves presume
for Artforum an authorial identity partially inform that discussion. Instead, 1
too will at times assume a given unity 'Artforum, but I shall use that unity as
a tool against itself in order to reveal its fiction, reaffirm Artforum's
heterogeneity, and ultimately reconfirm Foucault's claim that 'the oeuvre can be
regarded neither as an immediate unity, nor as a certain unity, nor as a

homogeneous unity' (1972:24).

Artforum's Forum

In the September, 1993 issue of Artforum that belatedly commemorated the
journal's 30th anniversary, founder John Irwin wrote,

I was working for a printer and had an opportunity to establish

17 Annette Michelson, "Annette Michelson Replies" in Tanya Neufeld, "An
Interview with Emile de Antonio" Artforum, March, 1973, p. 83.

181 awrence Alloway et al, "Letter,” Artforum, December, 1974, p. 9.

19j0seph Masheck, "Editing Artforum," Art Monthly, Dec/Jan. 1977/8, p. 11.

201ngrid Sischy, "Editorial,” Artforum, November, 1980, p. 61.
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a publication that might discuss both the creation and commerce of
art: hence the magazine and the name Artforum (1993:117)

Irwin then continued along the theme of exchange central to his invocation of
‘commerce,’ claiming, 'It was quickly accepted. In the beginning readers even
seemed to overlook its shortcomings in order to get the exchange they needed’
(1993:117). Yet by calling his magazine Artforum, Irwin went beyond
inserting commerce's connotation of exchange into his journal's title: he bound
it up with the popular concept of the public denoted by 'forum.' 'Commerce'
refers to both the social exchange of ideas and opinions and the commercial
exchange of buying and selling commodities, whereas the word 'forum'
emphasises public exchange. It alternatively denotes a public meeting space or
marketplace (where, in Artforum's case, one might exchange discourse rather
than goods and services), a medium through which the public expresses ideas, a
public meeting with open discussion, and a publicly held discussion of a topic
presided over by a panel of authorities. By calling the journal " Artforum,”
Irwin highlighted a public aspect of commerce's social exchange (here read as
critical discourse) and its commercial exchange (art), and thus pledged a
commitment to visual art and art criticism, and their public discussion.
Artforum tried to incorporate all of the art-forum's various aspects into
itself throughout its first 15 years. First, as a commercially supported art
journal?l it functioned as a kind of marketplace, its considerable critical sway
even prompting, as mentioned earlier, museums and collectors to buy its
featured works. Second, the journal operated as a medium for the public
expression of ideas, opening up at least part of its page space to assorted

artists and critics, though confining its readers' opinions to the 'Letters’

21Philip Leider once 'proposed the notion that Artforum should be totally free
of commercial vested interest: no advertising,’ but eventually conc"eded that '
without advertising, there could be no magazine. Walter Hopps, "No Phil, No
Forum," Artforum, Sept. 1993, pp. 118-119.
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page.22 Last but not least, Artforum boasted a resident panel of 'authorities’
in its East Coast critics available for debates on art and criticism. At this
point, it is worth querying the degree to which Artforum devoted itself to
fulfilling its titularly defined role.

From the beginning, Artforum demonstrated its commitment to discuss not
only the creation of art, but also 'the commerce of art' and the social exchange
of ideas by commissioning its first feature article, "Sidney Geist on Criticism."
Geist's essay introduced to Artforum's readers, presumably in a way amenable
to John Irwin, what he considered to be the role of art criticism and, most
importantly for a journal pledged to the discussion of art criticism and theory,
proposed its parity with art:

But even artists read criticism (that "even" is meant as a joke -
they are its most avid readers) and if we do not know that any
single critique ever brought forth a painting or caused an artist to
change something in his work, a body of opinion certainly does
arise which influences art...I see no difference in kind between
what artists say to each other and what critics write or might

write...There is a constant interplay between art and ideas, and if
the relation is not clear, one thing is, and that is that criticism,

in a large sense, is as human a need as art....23
Despite this last resort to a certain vapid universalism, Geist's contentions make
a point about the inextricability of ideas from art, a point Artforum evidently
supported. In an interview published 26 years after his original essay, Geist
informed the journal's then-editor Ingrid Sischy that it was a belief in the
interconnection and interrelation of visual art and criticial and theoretical
discourse thar determined the journal's project from the outset:

Ingrid Sischy: Can you feel back to why you thought it mattered

so much to make a forum for criticism and for artists to speak
their mind?

22Notably, Artforum closed even this channel of public expression after
publishing in March, 1977 a letter signed by 109 members of the art
community protesting the firing of editors John Coplans and Max Kozloff.
With a few exceptions, the journal then excluded the "Letters” page from its
contents. See Vito Acconci, et al, "Letter,” Artforum, March 1977, p. 9.

23Sidney Geist, "Sidney Geist on Criticism,” Artforum, June, 1962, ¢ 5.
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Sidney Geist: Part of the reason was our objection to a certain silence
around art. We wanted to open a discourse...because it's not true and
not posmble. to have art without words. There's no way to have art
without having thinking and talking about it. It's a dumb world the
moment you think you can cut off language from art. There were
ple_nty of journals then with critics speaking their pieces, but we often
objected to what they said, and we never sald anything about it. So
we thought that this would be a place where people would sayv their

objections. 24
Yet at first glance it would seem that Artforum displayed a duality towards
Geist's claims for it. On the one hand, the magazine upheld the notion of the
inseparability of art and ideas, and that of artist and critic, throughout its
history by regularly encouraging artists to contribute not only specially-
commissioned artworks but also criticism to its pages.2> On the other hand,
Philip Leider physically separated criticism from the journal's other contents in
the 1960s by means of a self-contained FORUM section devoted to serious
critical analysis.20 One must therefore ask, was Artforum, from the moment
of its inception, committed to the thorough integration of theory and criticism
within its writing on visual art?

I would respond that the magazine's separate FORUM sections affirm the
journal's complete support for such an integration, for a perusal of those
FORUMSs reveals them to be almost entirely devoted to the critical analysis of
art and artists, thereby synthesizing critical and theoretical discussion and visual
art. Through its FOCRUM sections, Artforum merged what was then within art

journalism a seemingly conventional commitment to visual art with a less

24Ingrid Sischy, "Interview with Sidney Geist,” Artforum, Feb., 1988, p. 73.

25Beginning with its first issue, wherein the "Contributors" page describes Geist
himself as a "sculptor, editor, critic,” and where Arthur Secunda reviews no
fewer than nine exhibitions for the journal whilst simultaneously having his own
Los Angeles exhibition reviewed by Gerald Nordland.

26Philip Leider delineated the section by enclosing it between two coloured
FORUM pages - a different colour nearly every month - before abandoning the
concept in 1967. Ingrid Sischy resurrected the FORUM section in the

1980s, without its defining coloured pages. In contrast to Leider's focus on art
and artists, Sischy's FORUM favoured essays on politics, movements, and
critical trends both within and outside of the world of art.
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conventional commitment to critical and theoretical debates about art. I
would propose, without misrepresenting its project too much, that
Artforum established itself upon, and maintained, an equal commitment to
both art and language.

In fact, the journal introduced its inaugural issue with a self-defining
statement located behind the table-of-contents that wove together its titular
obligations to the ideas of language, commerce, and the forum:

ARTFORUM is an art magazine published in the west - but not
only a magazine of western art. We are concerned first with

western activity but claim the world of art as our domain.
ARTFORUM presents a medium for free exchange of critical

opinion. That center section, (starting on page 15 of this issue),27

will contain a lot of divergent and contradictory opinion. We will

search for the enlightening statement on art itself but much will

fall short of this; criticism rarely offers the Insight to art that it

does to the critic himself. So ARTFORUM will publish

a great many critics. Your letters and manuscripts are welcomed.
As discussed earlier, Artforum immediately moved to distinguish itself from its
New York competitors. It did so here by promoting itself as a western pioneer
laying claim to to an international artworld it saw as wide-open territory,
seemingly applying Frederick Jackson Turner's theory of the frontier.28
According to Turner, the frontier not only confirmed the Americanism of
Americans, it threatened established society by asserting its independence from
it. Artforum's decision to settle 'out West,’ then, emphasised its freedom
from the art establishment and threatened to subvert it. Yet Irwin's
statement's second paragraph hints that the magazine's reclamation was more
than geographical. It suggests that the art terrain enjoined encompassed not
only culture in its myriad forms (thereby anticipating Artforum's subsequent

attention to photography, film, music, dance, and, in the eighties, architecture,

television, video, advertising, rock music, and fashion) but also art criticism

27'That centre section' refers to the FORUM section: see pp. 15-32 inclusive.

28Frederick Jackson Turner, The Frontier in American History (Holt, Rinehart
& Winston, 1962), p. 4.
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and theory. By soliciting contributions from its readers and offering 'free
exchange of critical opinion,’ the journal implied that all critical and theoretical
territory would be covered and readers’ submissions published. Readers’
submissions appeared within the afore-mentioned "Letters” page and, despite the
perception of an 'old Artforum' comprising 6 or 7 critics in particular, the
journal did publish a broad group of critics. Whether or not Artforum covered
a wide range of theoretical territory during its first fifteen years, however,

remains a contentious issue that provokes the following interrogation.

"Vulgarity with a Vengeance": Artforum, Modernism, & Formalism

In the second article that Clement Greenberg wrote for Artforum,
"Complaints of an Art Critic," the critic defended and defined his role,
rendering himself a judge for whom aesthetic judgments are completely
'immediate, intuitive, undeliberate, and involuntary.'29 By describing critics as
wholly obijective personalities whose criteria are not consciously applied but
rather in 'subliminal operation,' who relish their 'helplessness' before art, and
who keep their 'prejudices, leanings, and inclinations...from interfering’ with
qualitative judgments (1967:38), Greenberg provided a portrayal of critics which
refuted the possibility of their allegiance to a particular critical position.
Personalizing the issue, he indignantly stated,
Of all the imputations to which this art critic has been exposed,
the one he minds most is that his esthetic judgments go according
to a position or "line" (1967:38)

However, by the time Greenberg's essay appeared in Artforum, his name

had long since become inseparable from a notion of 'Modernist' artistic and

critical practices which not only emphasised the objectivity and intuitiveness of

29Clement Greenberg, "Complaints of an Art Critic,” Artforum, Oct. 1967, p.
38. A letter from Greenberg about an alleged inaccuracy in a Max Kozloff
interview with Friedel Dzubas appeared in the Nov. 1965 issue of Artforum (4).
but his first commissioned article for the journal was "Manet in Philadelphia,”

Artforum, Jan. 1967.
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the critic, but also insisted that 'Modernism'’ developed out of, and represented
a continuation of, the art of the past. In particular, his 1940 essay "Towards a
Newer Laocoon" argued for the continuation of what he saw as Courbet's
seminal avant-garde Modern painting. He called for 'a new and greater
emphasis upon form'30 and championed the use of defined brush strokes, line,
and primary colours in order to re-assert the shallowness of the flat picture
plane (1940:43). Later, Greenberg would also identify Modernism 'with the
intensification, almost the exacerbation'31 of a self~critical and self-defining
tendency which he traced back to Immanuel Kant's method of employing the
means of criticism to criticize itself. Greenberg outlined three of these tenets
of Mcdernism - its self-critical tendencies, its continuation of past art, and its
insistence upon spontaneous judgements - in his 1961 essay "Modernist Art,"
but denied any suggestion that they gave rise to a Modernist critical theory:
It should be understood that the self-criticism of Modernist art has
never been carried on in any but a spontaneous and subliminal way. It
has been altogether a questicn of practice, immanent to practice and
never a topic of theory (1961:759).
Yet in spite of Greenberg's assertion to the contrary, by the time Artforum had
begun publishing a year later his claims for a Modernist artistic practice had
become inextricable from the language used to describe that practice, inevitably
producing a 'Modernist' critical methodology. As Francis Frascina has noted,
What Modernism stands for in the criticism of art is not a particular
set of judgements and preferences alone, then, nor a particular
interpretation of the history of modern art alone, but rather a certain
relationship between the one and the other. It follows that to talk of

Modernist art is to assume a kind of practice which is governed by
similar preferences and by a similar interpretation of modern art

30Clement Greenberg, "Towards a Newer Laocoon," (1940) rpt. in Pollock
and After: The Critical Debate, ed. Francis Frascina (New York: Harper &
Row, 1985), p. 39. See also Fred Orton and Griselda Pollock, "Avant-
Gardes and Partisans Reviewed” in Pollock and After.... pp. 177-181.

31Clement Greenberg, "Modernist Painting" (1961) rpt. in Art in Theory: 1900-
1990, eds. Charles Harrison and Paul Wood (Oxford: Blackwell

Publishers, 1992), p. 754.
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itself.32

The problems endemic to Modernist theory have been well-documented by
critics such as Barbara Reise, who argued that Greenberg's faith in objective
critical judgment within art history depended upon the critic's subjective version
of that history (1968:256), and Jonathan Harris, who showed the inadequacies
of a theory of artistic practice that refused to recognize historical
circumstances, motivations, and artists' stated intentions as relevant information
within its critical analysis.33 What has been less frequently addressed,
however, is the extent to which Greenberg's Modernist critical practice became
conflated with a broad conception of 'formalist' theory. Greenberg himself
recognized this tendency and denounced it in his "Complaints..." as 'vulgarity
with a vengeance:'

...recently certain artists have been referred to as belonging to a

"formalist" school for no other reason that their having been

championed by certain critics whom some other critics call

"formalist.” This is vulgarity with a vengeance (1967:39).
Greenberg's chagrin at the 'formalist’ label suggests his belief that his criticism
went beyond 'formalism''s somewhat limited concerns. Indeed, although Barbara
Reise noted that Greenberg employed formal analysis (i.e. an attention to line,
colour, and planes) within his critical practice, she also uncovered within it a
'revolutionary concept of history’ (1968:254) which went beyond the pursuits of
formalist criticism. She is therefore one of a handful of critics who resisted
mistaking the formal concerns within Greenberg's criticism for 'formalist’
criticism. In contrast, Michael Fried conflated the two when he presented his

mentor's critical practice as paradigmatically 'formal’ within his 1965 essay.

"Three American Painters:"

32Francis Frascina, "The Politics of Representation” in Modernism in Dispute:
Art since the Forties, eds. Paul Wood, et al (New Haven: Yale University

Press, 1993), p. 174.

33Jonathan Harris, "Modernism and Culture in the USA, 1930-1960" in
Modernism in Dispute..., pp. 60-62.
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...this essay...tries to show why formal criticism, such as practiced
by Roger Fry or, more to the point, Clement Greenberg, is better

able to throw light upon the new art than any other approach.34

In "Complaints of an Art Critic," Greenberg wrote that his earlier
essays' critical focus on content probably led to his being considered 'an
arch-'formalist" (1967:39). Based on this explanation, one could assume
that his conception of 'formalist criticism' was similar to Joseph Kosuth's
broad definition of the term as 'no more than an analysis of the physical
attributes of particular objects which happen to exist in a morphological
context.'33 Significantly, however, in the 1920s the term 'Formalism’ with
a capital 'F' more specifically denoted attention to an artwork's formal
characteristics at the expeﬁse of its expressionistic capabilities. Leon
Trotsky identified and criticized this aspect of 'Formalism,' claiming that its
focus on form overlooked art's expression of a socially produced
'psychological unity' between artist and viewer, an interdependence which
itself resulted in the creation and perception of art forms.30¢ It is this
notion of 'Formalism' as oppositional to expressionism that best
demonstrates why such a description of Greenberg's views misrepresents
them, for Greenberg's criticism can be seen to have valued an artwork's
'expressive’ aspects as well. Michael Danoff, for example, has argued that
within essays such as "Towards a Newer Laocoon" lies 'a definite and broad
expressionistic side to Greenberg's art criticism' (1970:109). He contended
that although Greenberg believed that the content of Modernist painting was
in its form, he also believed that its form was expressive (1970:109).

Hence, concluded Danoff, Greenberg dismissed Minimal Art precisely

34Michael Fried, "Three American Painters,” (1965) rpt. in Art in Theory:
1900-1990, p. 770.

35Joseph Kosuth, "Art after Philosophy” (1969), rpt. in Art in Theory: 1900-
1990, p. 843.

361 eon Trotsky, "Literature and Revolution” (1922-3), rpt. in Art in Theory:
1900-1990, p. 430.
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because it privileged form over feeling:

Greenberg's argument against Minimal Art is startling. First, his
rejection of Minimal art does not derive from his ideological
commitment to Modernism. If anything, Minimal Art is too
Modernistic, albellt Modemism in its early, Cubist, phase. The main
reason fo_r t_he rejection comes from the expressionistic side

of his thinking - Minimal Art is not felt enough (1970:131).

Yet despite both Danoff's recovery of an ‘expressive’ side to Greenberg's
criticism and Greenberg's own rejection of the 'formalist’ label, his Modernist
critical practice continued to be conflated with that of a formalist practice, even
within Artforum itself. lan Burn, for instance, cited Greenberg and,
significantly, Artforum as promoters of Modernism in a 1975 article published
by the journal, but then reduced that Modernist critical practice to 'formalist’

concerns:

The stress on exclusively formal innovation had the aftermath of
content being in its last gasp reduced to such vacua as "color,"

"edge," "process,” "ideas," "image," etc. plus a lot of fatuous

jargon about qualities symbolized through these (cf. especially
Greenberg's school of modernism, but also every issue of

Artforum...).37
Burn's comment, then, not only repeated the slippage that rendered formal
considerations within Greenberg's work 'formalist,” he also compounded that
slippage by assigning it to Artforum. His error echoed those of other critics
who, citing the presence of the critics Barbara Reise called Greenberg's 'closest
followers - Sidney Tillim, Jane Harrison Cone, Rosalind Krauss, and above all
Michael Fried' (1968:254) - on Artforum's editorial board from the mid-to-
late-'60s to the early-to-mid-'70s, transferred a perception of the

characteristics rightly or wrongly associated with Greenberg's critical practice

37lan Burn. "The Art Market: Affluence and Degradation” (April, 1975) rpt. in
Looking Critically: 21 Years of Artforum (Ann Arbor: UMI Press, 1984), p.

173.
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onto the journal itself.38 Such transfers manifested themselves in a flurry of
articles published between 1968 and 1969 which publicly linked Greenberg's
views to Artforum, the first of which was Amy Goldin's article for Arr News.
"Situation Critical." Calling the essay 'a sharp look at the current phenomena
of formalist criticism and how it recreates art in its own image,'39 Arr News
implicitly supported the indirect attack Goldin launched on Artforum by
situating 'Formalist' criticism in the 1960s squarely within its pages. Quite
literally as well, for across the top of the essay's first two pages stand four
large boxes of equal size, each containing extracts from what Goldin considered
to be exemplary 'Formalist' critiques. Significantly, in all four cases, the boxes
quote Michael Fried from three 1967 Artforum articles and thus define his
critical practice in the narrowest of terms.40

-Goldin does not begin her article with Fried, but with a straightforward
remark about 'Formalism''s focus: 'The presumption that all critical questions
can be answered by reference to form tells us that we are in the presehce of
Formalist criticism' (Goldin, 44). Only thereafter does she conflate it with
'Modernist’ critical practices, claiming, 'quality or esthetic value is the
Formalists' key term' (Goldin, 44). In so saying, she attributes to 'Formalism'
one of the tenets of Greenberg's Modernist criticism and thus induces the

suspicion that her 'sharp look at 'Formalist' criticism was actually a misfired

38Tillim, Cone, and Fried were contributing editors from Oct. 1965 to Nov.
1970, Dec. 1967 to Nov. 1969, and March 1966 to Feb. 1974 respectively,
whilst Krauss was a contributing editor from Nov. 1969 to Jan. 1973 and an
associate editor from Feb. 1973 to Dec. 1975. Artforum's afore-mentioned
"History of Contemporary Art" slide series further linked Greenberg's
Modernist views to its output, for by placing artists such as Pollock and de
Kooning into the "Colorfield Painting” set, it perpetuated Greenberg's account of
the latter artists as having developed later than, rather than concommnantly
with, the former. For a discussion of Greenberg's account, see Reise,
1968:316, n. 47.

39Amy Goldin, "Situation Critical,” Art News, March 1968, p. 44.

40Two extracts come from Fried's "Art and Objecthood” (Artforum, Summer,
1967), whilst the other two are from his essays "Anthony Caro" (Artforum,
February, 1967) and "Ronald Davis" (Artforum, April, 1967).
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attack on 'Modernist' criticism. Her next comment confirms this conceit:

The accompanying quotations illustrate the point; they.. also give the

reader a taste of the theoretical procedures of Clement Greenbe
Michael Fried, respectively (Goldin, 44). e and

Despite the misdirection of her attack, Goldin succeded in linking Artforum
to Greenberg and especially Fried's critical practices,41 for by highlighting
Fried's Artforum articles at her essay's beginning, and thus indirectly invoking
his contributing editorship of the journal from 1966 to 1973, she implicated the
journal in his alleged critical offences. No doubt this suited the editor of Arr
News, Thomas B. Hess, who was much closer to Harold Rosenberg than
Clement Greenberg in both his views on art and in his affiliations with artists.
Don Judd, too, linked Greenberg to Artforum through Fried, but was far more
explicit in his approach than Goldin. In a 1969 essay whose title, "Complaints
Part 1" played upon that of Greenberg's "Complaints of an Art Critic," Judd
accused Artforum outright of perpetuating Greenberg's critical views:

I didn't think about Greenberg much in the early sixties and he didn't

write much. I suppose Fried and Philip Leider, the editor of
Artforum, kept him going. When Artforum moved to New York it

revived the roster of New York hacks.42
Similarly, Francis Frascina has twice connected Greenberg's views on
Modernism to Artforum. He first drew this link in his 1985 anthology Pollock
and After, stating, 'When [Max] Kozloff became an editor of that journal in
the 1970s, articles which implicitly criticized its Modernist stance of the decade
before were published.'43 More recently, Frascina repeated the connection in

1993's Modernism in Dispute, in which he showed that when Artforum moved

411t is an interesting coincidence that Goldin's essay appeared less than a year
after the journal's move to Art News home base, New York City. The
coincidence adds a twist to the essay's publication: did Art News hope o
undermine Artforum by attacking the critical practice associated v~_f1th one of its
most visible contributing editors and, allusively, with the journal itself?

42Don Judd, "Complaints Part I,” Studio International, April, 1969, p. 184.

43Francis Frascina, Pollock and After: The Critical Debate (New York: Harper
& Row, 1985), p. 100.
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its editorial offices to New York, 'the new generation of "Post-Greenbergian”
Modernist critics acquired a kind of headquarters’ (1993:174). Indeed, Fried,
for one, remained committed to Greenberg's claims for Modernism during this
period, though he developed his own variations on them, especially within his
1966 article "Shape as Form: Frank Stella's New Paintings" and its 1967
counterpart, "Art and Objecthood," both of which evinced his own peculiar
concern with the viewer's eye. He has since reaffirmed his early commitment
to Greenberg's views in a conversation with T.J. Clark filmed for the Open
University:
Fried: One of the things that motivated us very strongly at the
beginning, we were very interested in Greenberg's writings - and I'm
not sure that this has ever emerged explicitly in writing about out
mind-set in the late 'S0s - we particularly loathed... Art News and the

rhetoric of art in Art News and...we hated the way Harold Rosenberg
wrote about pictures as much as we found interest in the way

Greenberg wrote about pictures.44
Within the last decade, both Barbara Rose and Rosalind Krauss have also
reconfirmed their early support for Greenberg's critical writing about art. In
1986, Rose described an encounter with the critic's work through her ex-
husband Frank Stella and Michael Fried:
Frank and Michael, who were at Princeton together, went to hear

Clement Greenberg lecture, and they were converted immediately to the
Greenberg doctrine, because it offered a coherent way of

looking at art. Nothing else did.43
And in 1993, Rosalind Krauss announced in front of an ICA audience her
enduring commitment to the formal concerns of Greenberg's work. She
asserted, 'l am unashamedly, at a theoretical level, a formalist. That's just the

way it is."46  Yet although these critics voiced commitments to Greenberg's

447ackson Pollock: Tim Clark and Michael Fried in Conversation, narr. Paul
Wood, prod. Nick Levinson, Open University, Television Programme 20, 1993.

45Janet Malcolm, "A Girl of the Zeitgeist - I," The New Yorker, 20 Oct. 1986,
p. 60.

46Rosalind Krauss, Peter Osborne, Adrian Rifkin, "Talking Art: On the Optical
Unconscious,”" ICA, London, 1993.
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critical practice, Artforum as a whole did not. Close examination of the journal
reveals instead a contentious relationship with Greenbergian Modernism marked
by polemic and rupture. The following investigation into Artforum's forum
therefore aims to expand what has so far appeared to have been a persistently

insular view of Artforum's critical prejudices.

The Editorial Board

In a June, 1964 special issue of Artforum entitled "The L.A. Scene Today,"
editor-at-large John Coplans reviewed Clement Greenberg's curatorial effort at
the newly-opened Los Angeles County Museum of Art, "Post Painterly
Abstraction.” Coplans titled his review "Post Painterly Abstraction: The long
awaited Greenberg exhibition fails to make its point,” apparently underlining the
notion that the exhibition had somehow 'failed’' the public. In fact, the review's
title is misleading, for Coplans’ text launched an attack not on the exhibition,
but on Greenberg himself in terms that plainly extended to his critical practices:

...in viewing 'PPA,’ it is obvious that Greenberg has not focused upon
what is actually being created in current American art. Instead, he has
structured the exhibition to assert a personal notion of style; that is,
to reveal what in his opinion the major ambitious art after Abstract
Expressionism cught to look like, and what means it ought to employ
to gain this look. For this purpose he goes to quite arbitrary and
absurd lengths to lend credence to this view.47
Coplans' criticism of Greenberg and his Modernist views pre-dated Barbara
Reise's similar complaint that 'Greenberg's art history warps contemporary art
to the shape of its own inflexible form' (1968:314) by four years. The first
explicit assault on the critic published within Artforum, it evinced the journal's

early refusal to ally itself with both Greenberg and his views and can even be

seen as an attempt to hasten the decline of his critical influence.

47John Coplans, "Post Painterly Abstraction: The long awaited Greenberg
exhibition fails to make its point,” Artforum, June, 1964, p. 5.
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However, Artforum moderated the ferocity of Coplans' anti-Greenberg stance
a year later when it discovered the talents of Michael Fried, a young critic who
frequently acknowledged Greenberg's views in his articles. Fried first appeared
in Artforum in September, 1965, when the magazine published another special
issue, this time devoted to "The New York School.” Boasting a cover by
Hollywood actor/photographer Dennis Hopper, the issue contained an excerpt on

Jackson Pollock from Fried's book, Three American Painters.48 The following

month, Three American Painters reappeared in Artforum, this time in a book

review by Philip Leider. In Leider's opinion, Fried's work was nothing short of

a critical landmark:
An extended, tortuous exercise of some 10,000 words, the essay takes
its place as one of the most important pieces of critical writing to
emerge since the Abstract Expressionist period and presents the

position of the younger formalist critics in such extreme form that it
will be, for a long time, the polar position around which, and against

which, future critical dialogue will have to be oriented.49
Notably, Leider's celebratory words - 'one of the most important pieces of
critical writing to emerge since the Abstract Expressionist period' - implied a
parallel claim for Fried himself. One infers from Leider's remarks that with

Three American Painters, Fried himself became the most important critic to

emerge since Clement Greenberg and Harold Rosenberg. Certainly, his
characterization rendered Fried, rather than the (then) more likely candidate
Barbara Rose, the inheritor of Greenberg's mantle (which Leider, too, portrayed
as 'formalist'), and suggested that Fried's polemic, as 'the polar position around
which, and against which, future critical dialogue will have to be oriented,’
would therefore inform Artforum's critical agenda immediately thereafter.

These insinuations provoke the idea that Artforum indeed allied itself with
Greenbergian Modernism, yet Leider's concluding words immediately confound 1t

by admitting 'formal criticism’s’ limitations and thus declining to wholly embrace

48\ ichael Fried, Three American Painters (Harvard: Fogg Art Museum, 1965).

49philip Leider, "Books,” Artforum, Oct. 1965, p. 44.
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Fried's judgements:
rord TS, 5 B0 o o i g o v
possess...the prodigious value of resulting from a face-to-face
confrontation with the work of art, and not everything
except the work of art (1965:45).

In spite of Leider's reservations about the capabilities of what he called
formal criticism, but which sounded suspiciously like a Modernist critical
practice with its attention to judgement-making, Leider's high esteem for
Fried's critical capabilities led to his employment at Artforum as a contributing
editor in March, 1966, a position he maintained until February, 1974.50
Fellow contributing editors during his tenure included Max Kozloff, Rosalind
Krauss, Annette Michelson, Barbara Rose, Robert Pincus-Witten, Joseph
Masheck, Peter Plagens, Lawrence Alloway, Jane Harrison Cone, and Sidney
Tillim, among others. The volatile interrelationships amongst these various
staff members resonates in Artforum's uneasy relationship to Modernist
criticism. To better understand the extent to which such personal and critical
prejudices were intertwined, I turn to the editorial staff itself.

.

Upon reading Janet Malcolm's encounter with Barbara Rose, one might
surmise that life at Artforum revolved around, in Rose's own words, 'a lot of
hanging out together' (1986:60) with a homogenous, cohesive group who shared
similar critical prejudices. Rose, a contributing editcr from 1965 to 1973,
informed Malcolm,

At Artferum in the sixties and seventies, we were talking to each other
and we were talking to a group of artists who could understand us -
Robert Morris, Donald Judd, Claes Oldenburg, Jasper Johns,. the
remaining Abstract Expressionists. They were people of a hlgh.
intellectual calibre...We had all been formed by the same educational
process. We were all trained art historians, and we all had a

5050hn Coplans told Malcolm that Leider and Fried consequently forme'd a close
friendship: '[Leider] was an encrmously articulate man, and he couldn't stand
inarticulateness in others. He was offended by it, by the dumbness of artists.
His best friends eventually were the artist Frank Stella and the art hlstor'lan
Michael Fried, two of the most articulate men in the American art world' (52).
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background in philosophy and aesthetics. We knew what we were
talking about. Annette and Max and I had been pupils of Meyer
Schapiro at Columbia, and Michael Fried and Rosalind had been at
Harvard.. After 1967, when Philip Leider moved the magazine to New
York, .ther.e was a lot of hanging out together. You had a sense of
not being isolated. I would write an article knowing that what I was
basically doing was having a fight with Michael. We were a group of
people who had had the same kind of education addressing the same
topics from different points of view. The magazine had coherence
which the culture had at that point, too (1986:60) ’

I have repeated Rose's recollections at length, for they not only highlight the
homogeneous educational background of Artforum‘s editorial staff but also
expose Rose's idealized view of a 'coherent culture' in late-'60s America, despite
that period's remarkable socio-cultural fractures. Of culture, Johann Gottfried
Herder wrote, 'mothing is more indeterminate than this word, and nothing more
deceptive than its application to all nations and periods.'>1 Herder
demonstrated that culture referred not only to the 'specific and variable cultures
of ’different nations and periods, but also to the specific and variable cultures of
social and economic groups within a nation' (Williams, 89) and thus must be
spoken of in the plural. Rose ignores the multiplicity inherent in the term
'culture’ and opts for a narrow understanding of it - as describing music,
literature, painting, sculpture, theatre, and film (Williams, 90) - that itself
neglects its intrinsic plurality. The civil rights movement, the anti-Vietnam
movement, and the women's liberation movement all impacted upon America’s
artistic and intellectual cultures in the 1960s and rendered them divisive, yet
Rose insists upon their coherence. More astonishingly, given both her central
position within the New York art world at the time and, as we shall see, her
own writings, Rose's claim for cultural coherence glaringly overlooks what
Richard Serra identified as 'the break in American culture in the late "60s
(1993:119): the decline of Modernism. Serra observed that 'Phil Leider's tenure

at Artforum corresponded with a period of transition and upheaval in the art

51johann Gottfried von Herder, "Ideas on the Philosophy of the History of
Mankind" quoted in Raymond Williams, Keywords (Hammersmith: Fontana
Press, 1976), p. 89.
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world' (1993:119) that rendered it anything but coherent. Rose's comments

thus mask the break to which Serra referred and, as I shall discuss, to which
she herself contributed.

Rose’s depiction of the Artforum editorial board as a group of intellectuals
from identical educational backgrounds produces similarly jarring effects. It
mitigates the board's critical disagreements, even lending them an air of civility.
Rose may admit that she 'would write an article knowing that whar I was
basically doing was having a fight with Michael' (my italics), yet her reiteration
of the staff's uniformity - 'a group of people who had the same kind of
education addressing the same topics from different points of view' (my italics)
- tempers that 'fight' and converts it into an intellectual exercise. Additionally,
by asserting, 'We all had a background in philosophy and aesthetics. We knew
what we were talking about,” Rose implies that art critics without backgrounds
in those subjects did not know what they were talking about. She therefore
grants Artforum a critical validity that she implicitly does not extend to its
rivals. Finally, Rose's images of civilized disagreement and internal
homogeneity undermine the journal's original commitment to 'present a medium
for free exchange of critical...divergent and contradictory opinion,’ presumably
from diverse and dissentious critics, and automatically narrows the critical
territory it sought to cover. In the end, the FORUM Rose describes resembles
less Artforum's promised public space for open discursive exchange than
authoritative and exclusive discussions of a topic made public.

It is worth noting that Rose characterized herself and her Artforum
colleagues to Janet Malcolm as élitist, stating,

We were literary people - academic literary people. We didn't watch
television. If we were interested in film - which Annette and I were -
it was on the level of avant-garde film, not Hollywood...There wasn't
this horrible levelling, where everything is as important as everything
else. There was a sense of hierarchy of values. We felt we had to
make a distinction between Mickey Mouse and Henry James...I don't

believe in democracy in art. I think when élitism got a bad name in
this country it was the beginning of the end for American culture

(Malcolm, 60-61).
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T.S. Eliot contended that 'superior individuals must be formed into suitable
groups, endowed with appropriate powers'S52 in order to 'direct the public life

of the nation' (Eliot, 36). He explained,

Those. groups, formed of individuals apt for powers of government and
admmls_tratlon, will direct the public life of the nation; the individuals
composing them will be spoken of as 'leaders.’ There will be groups
concerned with art, and groups concerned with science, and grBups
concerned with philosophy, as well as groups consisting of men of
action: and these groups are what we call élites (Eliot, 36)

Rose thus implied that she and her fellow Artforum editors were the best
individuals available to direct public artistic life. Although they did not wield
the governmental power which Eliot reserved for the élites, they nevertheless
held considerable sway over the art world of the 1960s and early 1970s,
directing public taste through critical discourse. As Eliot wrote, an élite-
dominated society 'must see that the ablest artists and architects rise to the
top, influence taste...' (Eliot, 45); the Artforum of Rose's recollection attempted
to do just that.

Of course, Rose's version of Artforum lies open to dispure, and her former
co-contributing editor Rosalind Krauss rises to the challenge. Krauss's caustic
account of an editorial board in continual conflict shatters Rose's comforting
image of intellectual and social compatibility, although, notably, she too casts
herself in the role of an élite. Chatting with Janet Malcolm, Krauss reminisced
'with a sort of peevish relish,’

about the bad feeling that existed among the contributing editors of
Artforum in the seventies: 'Lawrence Alloway was forever sneering at
me and Annette for being formalists and €litists and not understanding
the social mission of art. There was also a quite unpleasant quality
emanating from Max Kozloff. He was always very busy being superior
- I could never understand why. He, too, had this attitude that the
rest of us were not aware of art's high social function (Malcolm, 49).

Similarly, John Coplans, Artforum's editor from 1971 to 1977, reaffirms

Krauss' charaterization of a fractious crew:

52T S. Eliot, Notes Toward the Definition of Culture (London: Faber & Faber,
1948), p. 36.
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When 1 was editor of Artforum, I had half a dozen editors on mv

board. They were always quarrelling with each other. Th .
each other (Malcolm, 52). ey all hated

However, he also supports Rose's assessment of both the editorial board's
intellectual calibre and its aspiration to perform the role of the élitist:
They were all strong people, all academically very well trained, all

extrer_nely knowledgeable, the most experienced writers and critics in
America, who had all gone through the various evolutions of art since

the fifties. >3

Coplans' and, especially, Krauss's tales of a divisive Artforum reduce the
editorial board to a clan of 'formalists’ on the one hand (Fried, Rose, Krauss,
Michelson) doing battle with social missionaries on the other (Alloway, Kozloff).
Yet given what we shall see were Rose's attempts in particular to merge formal
considerations with an awareness of socio-historical circumstances in her critical
discourse, such a depiction is feeble and ultimately untenable. An analysis of an
artwork's formal properties and one which interrogates its relationship to its
social, cultural, and political milieu are not necessarily mutually exclusive. As
Michael Fried remarked to an agreeing T.J. Clark, who were themselves
identified in the '60s and '70s with Modernist criticism and the Social History
of Art respectively, the difference between them was not that Clark would have
been interested in the historical and Fried would not, but that they would
construe that history differently (Open University, 1993). As if realizing the
dubiosesof this opposition, Rosalind Krauss attempted to distance herself from it
by accusing Alloway and Kozloff of its construction and promotion. In so
doing, however, she reasserted her isolation from their views and thus
perpetuated the same opposition which she sought to discredit:

Neither Annette nor I would buy into this simplis_tic oppqsition that
they set up between formal invention and the social mission of art.

53Malcolm, 51. Coplans also claimed that Phil Leider and Artforum's publisher
Charles Cowles maintained an antagonistic relationship: 'Phil Leider couldn’t
stand Charlie...Phil was the kind of intense human being who could sit for five
years in this tiny office next door to Charlie Cowles and never say a word to

him' (51).
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Our position was that the social destiny, responsibility - whatever - of
art 1s not necessarily at war with some kind of formal intelligence
through which art might operate, and that to set up that kind of
opposition is profitless. It's dumb. 1 remember having all these stupid
arguments with Lawrence, saying things like 'Why are you interested in
art in the flrst place?' and pointing out that presumably one gets
involved with this rather particular, rather esoteric form of expression
bc?cau;e one had had some kind of powerful experience with it...And
it's this experience that is probably what one calls an aesthetic
experience. And it probably doesn't have very much to do with the
message (Malcolm, 49).

Krauss could have added that the presence of contributing editors such as
Robert Pincus-Witten, who resists categorization, topples this facile opposition
as well. Speaking to Janet Malcolm, Pincus-Witten refused to align himself
with either Krauss or Alloway. 'He speaks of Rosalind Krauss...with the
grumpy familiarity of an older sibling,’ wrote Malcolm (56), as Pincus-Witten
proceeded to disparage Krauss's Hunter College students (both he and Krauss
were faculty members of Hunter College at the time). He chided them for
unquestioningly accepting Derrida and deconstruction, charging, '[they] are
doing the eighties' equivalent of the fifties' Greenbergian formalist talk' (56).
This complaint, coupled with an earlier comment - 'I myself am more interested
in general cultural knowledge than in the interpretive skills with the new
dispensation, under which the truth of Derrida, the truth of de Saussure...are
replacing the truth of Greenberg' (56) - uncovered Pincus-Witten's reluctance
to commit himself to any one critical practice, including formal analysis. He
admitted only to feeling a kinship with 'the aristocracy of the intellect, the
aristocracy of sensibility.’ Unsurprising, then, that Pincus-Witten, like Rose
and Krauss, rendered himself and his colleagues élitist, claiming,

As a group of writers - Philip Leider, Max Kozloff, Barbara Rose,

Rosalind Krauss, Michael Fried, Sidney Tillim, Annette Michelson, apd
Lawrence Alloway, among others - we regarded ourselves as an entitled

cenacolo.... 54

When considered alongside his colleagues’ similar remarks, Pincus-Witten's

S4Robert Pincus-Witten, "The Page was My Party," Artforum, Sept. 1993, p.
195.
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comments reveal that despite the personal and professional rifts which
characterized 'the old Artforum,' the one thing that connected its contributing
editors to each other was a high esteem for, and a shared faith in, the power
of their intellect.

One other link surfaces in the editors’ quotes detailed above, especially with
regard to Rose and Krauss. Both tended to invoke other colleagues in order to
reinforce their positions. 'If we were interested in cinema - which Annerte and
I were..." began Rose, only to be twice echoed by Krauss: 'Lawrence Alloway
was forever sneering at me and Annette... and 'Neither Annette nor I would
buy into this simplistic opposition....’ Ironically, such remarks, along with
Krauss's emphatic dissociation from Kozloff and Alloway, both create and

sustain the very oppositions Krauss correctly denounced as simplistic.

Clement and Michael

Disruption amongst the staff spilled over into their critical writings, as
evinced by Artforum's "Problems in Criticism" series. As part of its
programme to promote critical discourse, Artforum introduced the series in
September, 1967 with the following statement:

Volume Six of ARTFORUM, which begins with this issue, will feature a
continuing series of articles on the subject, Problems of Criticism. The

essays, by various critics, historians, and artists, will concern
themselves with the context, style, purposes, difficulties, and
obligations of art criticism today.
Robert Goldwater (September), Clement Greenberg (October), and Max Kozloff
(December) tackled the series' first three 'problems," with Greenberg and
Kozloff immediately declaring themselves at odds with each other via Artforum's
"Letters" page. Kozloff objected to Greenberg's arguments within "Complaints
of an Art Critic,"” citing especially their emphasis upon 'quality’ and its

'provability’ in a work of art, as well as what Kozloff considered to be

Greenberg's 'reduction’ of art criticism 'to a mute apologia for a visceral
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reaction.'>d Greenberg responded with a brief defence of his views which
concluded with the observation, 'the sarcasm in Mr. Kozloff's letter is on a
level with its matter.'9® That Philip Leider would solicit Greenberg for the
series would not have surprised those, like Don Judd, who regarded Artforum
to be critically oriented towards Greenberg's Modernist views. The problem
lies in conflating Leider's biases with those of the journal he edited. There is
evidence that Leider personally admired Greenberg's writings. Francis Frascina,
to whom Greenberg gave access to his papers, recalls correspondence between
the critic and the Artforum editor in the mid-'60s in which Leider, with 'almost
obsequious deference,'>7 insinuated to Greenberg that he would 'publish
anything of his.". Similarly, in 1969 Dan Flavin wrote in Studio International
that the previous year,

the editor of a popular American magazine about art...principally

(discouragingly to me) directed to publishing criticism, advised me the
three finest minds of contemporary art were Clement Greenberg,

Michael Fried, and Sidney Tillim.38
Since Flavin's article is littered with references to Artforum and Philip Leider, it
i1s safe to assume that they are 'the popular American art magazine' and the
editor to whom he alluded. Yet despite Leider's clear admiration for
Greenberg, the critic's presence within the pages of Artforum must not be
misread as a tacit acknowledgement on Artforum's part that it supported
Greenberg's views. On the contrary, we shall see that the acrimonious debate
which characterized the "Problems..." series, the "Letters" pages, and the

journal's FORUM sections exposes the magazine's irresolution over Greenberg's

55Max Kozloff, "Letter," Artforum, November, 1967, p. 4.

56Clement Greenberg, "Letter,” Artforum, November, 1967, p. 4.

571 etter received from Francis Frascina, 26 October, 1994.

58Dan Flavin, "Several More Remarks...," Studio International, April, 1969, p.

174. Flavin's title plays upon his "Some Other Comments,” written for
Artforum in December, 1967.
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beliefs.

The December, 1967 issue is a case in point. Once again, the "Letters”

column contained a complaint against Greenberg's essay, this time from Robert

Goldwater. Four months into the series, and already its first three
contributors were squabbling. Goldwater, whose criticism Greenberg labelled
'indifferent and wanton’ within his "Complaints..." for attributing emotion to

painting (1967:39), retorted,

...1f the critic can never carry his audience with him along the road
from analysis to feeling or quality of feeling, why pay him any mind at
all?...One might just as well listen to the sly assured declarations of
Tom, Dick, or Harry, who also know what they like, or at the very
least, to Hilton, Max or Larry (4).

With this last sentence, Goldwater directed Artforum's readers away from
Greenberg's critical beliefs and offered them an alternative in the writings of
Hilton Kramer, Max Kozloff, and Lawrence Alloway. Dan Flavin then went a
step further in that same issue's FORUM section, eradicating altogether
Greenberg's relevance to critical discourse by declaring his Modernist belief in
objective critical judgement to be 'quaint’ and 'anachronistic:’

Dad, who was Clement Greenberg?

Oh, he's that pseudo-anthropologist who contrives before and after

post-something or other scenarios, particularly for painters - a curious

king of consistent, congested polemical conceit of sacrosanct critically

didactic sub-contracting. Lately, his cant claims that most other art

than that of his own brand is mere movelty'...remember that such a
seemingly quaint anachronistic politically intransigent attitude has been

religiously propagandized as the modern critical 'objectivity. 29
Flavin's essay highlighted the breach that had been developing between the part
of Artforum which still rated Greenberg's critical views highly and the part

which recognized both their inadequacies and their shrinking sway. Moreover,

S9Dan Flavin, "Some Other Comments," Artforum, December, 1967, p. 25. By
the time of the Studio International essay, he had fallen out with Artforum
over what he viewed as its focus upon art criticism and theory at the expense
of art practice. He especially disapproved of Michael Fried's c.ent'ral.status at
the journal, and attempted to undermine it by underscoring Fried's ties to
Greenbperg's critical beliefs, which had by then lost their primacy within critical
discourse: 'Hyper-tense, super-serious (or is it supercilious - well, slight ‘
matter) artfully footnotable pious promo-proto-art historical polemicists... M.
Fried or Friedberg or Greenbfried...' (174).
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it underlined a correlative rift in the New York art world, in which Flavin. a
respected artist, was a renowned figure. According to Robert Pincus-Witten,
this was intentional; Artforum sought to replay the splits it saw in the New
York art community within its pages. He claimed, 'We felt honor-bound to
mirror the developing rifts in the New York art world' (1993:195). But byv
encouraging its critics to reproduce the art world's disjunctions, Artforum
internalized them. As we shall see, it not only 'mirrored’ those rifts, it
produced them.

In the case of Dan Flavin, however, Artforum hedged its bets. A non-
contributing editor though a frequent contributor to the magazine, his
recruitment to attack Greenberg specifically indicated a shrewd strategical move
on the part of Philip Leider. Ostensibly an outsider to Artforum artistically (if
one accepts Barbara Rose's list of insiders: 'Robert Morris, Donald Judd, Claes
Oldenburg, the remaining abstract expressionists') and professionally (i.e. not
on its editorial board), Flavin's assault comes externally, rather than from
within the journal's circle. By allowing this dissenting voice explicitly against
Greenberg, and implicitly against his disciple Fried, into the journal's FORUM,
Leider adhered to his journal's pledge to publish 'divergent and contradictory
opinion." However, he controlled the potential threat such an attack might pose
to Artforum's internal well-being by recruiting dissidents from outside the
magazine's offices.

Yet Flavin's relationship to the journal allowed Leider to have it both ways,
because as a regular contributor, Flavin was not wholly outside the journal.
His steady ties to Artforum might have led its readers to infer that Flavin's
argument articulated opinions held by the magazine itself. As editor, Leider
neither discouraged nor encouraged such an inference. His request to
Greenberg to participate in the "Problems of Criticism" series, and his
publication of Flavin's sardonic critique of Greenberg only two issues later,

exemplify what was throughout his editorship a wider refusal to commit the
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journal outright to a pro-Greenberg or anti-Greenberg stance. Flavin's
ambiguous status as neither Artforum outsider nor insider thus underscored the
precariousness of the journal's own position on Greenberg's Modernist beliefs.
In contrast, Michael Fried clearly stated his position on Greenberg's critical
Views in an essay written for a Summer, 1967 special Artforum issue on
American Sculpture.” The centrality of his article, "Art and Objecthood,"” to
late-'60s' Modernist criticism has been asserted and reified by its ubiquitous
presence on university art history course syllabi and its multiple appearances
within anthologies devoted to art criticism and theory. Hal Foster, for one,
has hailed Fried's essay as the classic text of late Modernism60 and further
declared, 'this essay was and is of prime importance - a catalyst’ (1994:193).
On the basis of Foster's claim, I would even argue that Artforum's enthusiam
for Greenbergian Modernism reached its apogee with "Art and Objecthood," as
Amy Goldin intimated through her boxed extracts in her "Situation Critical.”
In "Art and Objecthood," Fried decried minimalist art, a style so distasteful
to him that he re-named it 'literalist’ art. What is at stake for Fried is
whether artworks are experienced as paintings or as objects;®1 he believed that
unlike modernist painting, which had to 'defeat or suspend its own objecthood'
(15), literalist art aspired to 'discover and project objecthood as such’ (15).
Citing Clement Greenberg, who had written of minimalist sculpture, 'it would
seem that a kind of art nearer the condition of non-art could not be envisaged
or ideated at this moment' (15), Fried posited minimalism as antithetical to
modernist painting and sculpture. Yet he took Greenberg's argument a step
further by claiming that minimalism's 'espousal of objecthood amounts to

nothing other than a plea for a new genre of theater, and theater is now the

60Hal Foster, "Re: Post,” Art after Modernism: Rethinking Representation, ed.
Brian Wallis (New York: The New Museum of Contemporary Art, 1984), p.

193.

61Michael Fried, "Art and Objecthood," Artforum, Summer, 1967, p. 15.
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negation of art’' (15). For Fried, then, minimalism did not merely ‘approach’
the condition of non-art, it was non-art.

Literalism's (I am now employing Fried's terminology for a reason, as I shall
discuss later) theatricality particularly offended Fried, impelling him to devote a
significant portion of his essay to explaining the various ways in which this
theatricality manifested itself. First, he contended that the literalist work was
theatrical because it depended upon the beholder and was in fact 'incomplete’
without him or her (21). Second, argued Fried, 'a kind of latent or hidden
naturalism, indeed anthropomorphism, lies at the core of literalist theory and
practice’ (19) which in turn rendered it 'incurably theatrical." Last but not
least, Fried uncovered within literalism a 'preoccupation with time [and] with
the duration of the experience (22) which he suggested was 'paradigmatically
theatrical' (22).

In contrast, Fried opined that modernist painting and sculpture defeated
theatricality by being both perpetually present and instantaneous. He wrote,

if only one were infinitely more acute, a single infinitely brief instant
would be long enough to see everything, to experience the work in all
its depth and fullness, to be forever convinced by it (21).
Reading Fried's explanation, it would seem as though the onus of time were on
the viewer, for it is he or she who must possess an infinite acuteness in order
to appreciate the instantaneousness of the modernist work of art.

It is worth noting the degree to which Fried invoked the spectre of illness in
order to bolster his argument against theatricality. Witness his discussion of
anthropormorphism in the literalist work:

...what is wrong with literalist work is not that it is anthropomorphic
but that the meaning and, equally, the hiddenness of its
anthropomorphism are incurably theatrical (19).
Fried's use of the adverb 'incurably’ suggests that literalist sculpture or painting
suffered from a terminal illness. Similarly, his pronouncement that modernist

painting was forced to suspend its own objecthood due to the 'same general,

enveloping, infectious, theatricality that corrupted literalist sensibility in the
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first place' (20 - my italics) characterized literalist 'non'-art as the victim of a
contagious disease that, in Fried's words, corrupted and perverted (20). He
then propounded, 'Art degenerates as it approaches the condition of theatre’
(21), implying that literalist artists and their work are themselves degenerate.
In so doing, he provokes an unfortunate allusion to the Nazi notion of
degenerate art, 'Entartete Kunst,' and thus transforms literalist works not just

into non-art, but into something despicable and sick.

Rosalind and Rose

Like Clement Greenberg's "Complaints of an Art Critic,” "Art and
Objecthood" incited criticism from such Artforum readers as Allan Kaprow,
Robert Smithson, and Robert Irwin ("Letters,” Sept. 1967, Oct., 1967, Feb.
1968, respectively). The most notable rebuttal to Fried's essay, however, came
unquestionably from within the magazine's core: Barbara Rose. Given her
personal friendship with Fried, who had stood Best Man at her wedding to
Frank Stella, and their shared high regard for Greenberg's critical views, Rose
emerges as perhaps the most unlikely source for such a challenge. Yet for
these same reasons, her critique powerfully exposes the disjunctions interrupting
Fried's attempts within Artforum to continue Greenberg's Modernist critical
practice.

From 1968 to 1969, Rose submitted three essays to the "Problems in
Criticism" series, collectively entitled "The Politics of Art.” Each essay took on
Michael Fried, "Art and Objecthood,” and Greenbergian Mcdernism respectively.
Her first article, published in February, 1968, begins by denouncing some
American art writing of the 1960s for displacing political idealism from the
arena of action to the sphere of aesthetics. The result, contends Rose, was that
for some, art had become 'the surrogate for the revolution' (31). She locates
this displacement historically within Harold Rosenberg's criticism, but proposes

that it had resurfaced in the writings of Michael Fried. Whilst acknowledging
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Fried as 'our most brilliant critic,’ Rose reproaches him for both this twist to
his writing and for what she perceived as two related critical transgressions.
First, she accused him of adding to his writings 'the vocabulary of Marxist
pamphleteering’ to the already virulent 'tone of outrage' found in Rosenberg's
commentary, as well as the 'actual content' of Marxist polemics (31). Second,
she bridled at Fried's self-acknowledged 'angered and stunned reaction' to 'bad
or meretricious criticism' (31). Although she admitted that this latter
transgression stemmed from the former,62 Rose's indignation over Fried's
reaction dominates the tone and content of her essay.

According to Rose, Fried first articulated his position at a Brandeis
University symposium on "Art Criticism of the Sixties" in 1967, where he
announced,

Indeed, I am surprised to find that I feel more desperate about what
seems to me bad or meretricious criticism written in praise and
ostensibly, in elucidation of art than I do about bad or meretricious art
(31).
Clearly irritated by Fried's confessed intolerance, Rose replies,
Certainly one must agree with Fried that what is at stake 'in any
serious criticial discussion is nothing less than a critic’s view of
history. What ought to be questioned, however, is why Mr. Fried
should feel such anger, frustration and desperation, or for that matter,
as he himself put it, why it should matter so much to him (31).
Complicating Rose's response is her addition of 'anger' and 'frustration’ to
Fried's admission of 'desperation,’ thereby resulting in a critique that itself
evinces anger and frustration. Indeed, one might easily turn her query on its
head and ask Rose why Fried's emotional reaction to critism should matter so
much to her. In the beginning of "The Politics of Art," Rose articulates her

disapproval of Fried's alleged adoption of Marxist polemics within what she

considered to be the relatively 'neutral’ vocabulary of Modernist critical debate.

62Rose's argument in short: Fried alleges that the inability of bad critics 'to see
what qualifies the works In question as paintings’ and their 1nheyem' distrust of
extremism of all kinds' reflects their 'values of bourgeois liberalism.” He thus
'destroys’ his opposition by claiming that critical discourse betwe'en them 1s
impossible due to their 'fundamentally divergent thought systems’ (31).
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In contrast, her antipathy toward his inflamed critical sensibilities strays awayv
from the field of such debate, veering dangerously close to personal attack. [n
fact, part I of "The Politics of Art" bares an internal conflict wherein the
critical attempt to dispassionately discuss some problems of criticism struggles
against the personal desire to vent her - personal? professional? - grievances
against Michael Fried. As Rose's battle plays itself out, her reader's focus
oscillates between her critical argument and her palpable anger, bringing to
mind both her comment to Janet Malcolm, 'T would write and article knowing
that what I was doing was having a fight with Michael,” and a variation on
Artiorum's introductory moral: criticism rarely offers the insight to criticism
that it does to the critic herself.
As if sensing this latter vulnerability of her offense, and presumably wishing
to keep the critical spotlight on Fried and away from herself, Rose attempts to
downplay her initial anger by adopting a more reasoned tone several paragraphs
later:
Obviously I view Mr. Fried's charge of ideology and his own exclusive
position as quite dangerous to any kind of appraisal of art. [ feel that
the sense of outrage he experiences when he reads contemporary
criticism is both disproportionate and misplaced, and that it leads him
to excesses in his own criticism having implications that must be
considered (31).

Yet in spite of her new, muted tone, Rose continues to snap at Fried, as in her

consideration of his critical 'excesses.' Significantly, she pinpoints them within

Three American Painters, the book her editor had hailed only 2% years earlier

as 'one of the most important pieces of critical writing to emerge since the
Abstract Expressionist period.” To have chosen this example of Fried's writing,
instead of one of the pieces he had written specifically for Artforum, suggests
that Rose was unwilling to implicate her magazine in Fried's 'excessiveness.’

Having read in Three American Painters Fried's contention that 'the most

important single characteristic of the new modus vivendi between the arts and
bourgeois society...has been the tendency of ambitious art to become more

concerned with problems and issues intrinsic to itself," Rose infers a conviction
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that not only has 'art...become purged of all political content,’ but that 'political
content can actually work against esthetic quality, so in fact it must be purged’

(31). The result, she warns, is that

...thf: sublu’pation of political issues within an esthetic context makes it
possible to ignore (or even begrudge) the political content of art. In
Mr. Fried's case it even makes it possible to discuss critical issues with
a sense of passion and outrage once reserved for questions of life and
death. But art has never been a question of life and death, and to
address it with the intensity and sense of urgency that should be
reserved for questions of life and death is repugnant (32)

With this last sentence, Rose again imbues her writing with the very things
she condemns in that of Fried. Just as his ‘anger, frustration, and desperation'
when confronted with bad criticism provoked Rose into a similarly irate
response, so Fried's 'sense of passion and outrage' impels her to passionately
decry his critical tone as 'repugnant.’ In short, Rose, ta, allows 'Intensity’ to
creep into her own criticism. She does not seem wholly unaware of this
paradox, however, for having mitigated such intensity earlier in her essay by
following an outburst with reasoned explanation, she again succeeds a stinging
attack with tempered commentary:

I am not objecting to the intellectual content of Mr. Fried's criticism,
which is of the highest order, but to the exclusivity of his position and
the passion and urgency of his tone, which might be appropriate to a
discussion of black power, urban renewal or war resistance, but which
seems somehow out of context in a relatively dispassionate and morally
and politically neutral activity like art criticism (32).
As well as marking a return to reasoned language and, given her own stinging
attack, unveiling a somewhat naive conception of art criticism as dispassionate,
Rose's comments beg the question of Artforum's own attention, or lack thereof,
to political issues. Discussions of black power, urban renewal, and war
resistance were virtually alien to the pages of Artforum. Except for its
publication of a symposium on artists and politics in September, 1970.
Artforum's coverage did not extend to the effects of the Civil Rights movement,
the Vietnam War, and political assassination upcn America's art world. Later,
in 1971, it made a brief stab at opening up its pages to 'political

communications,’ a venture which did not see out the year. After publishing an
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open letter on behalf of the Judson Three Defense Fund (Jan. 1971), an article
which first appeared in The New York Post on an artists’ protest at the
administration of the Metropolitan Museum of Art (Feb. 1971), and a letter
denouncing the Whitney Museum's 'misrepresentative’ survey of African
American art (May, 1971), Artforum abandoned its "Politics" page. Only when
it featured workers picketing the Museum of Modern Art on its December,
1973 cover did the journal make anything approximating a political stand. Since
Artforum ignored social and political issues in favour of cultural issues, it is
not surprising that Rose should find political passion displaced into its critical

discourse.

Concluding her essay, Rose fires two parting shots at Fried. She scorns his
idealism as fanaticism (32). And then, in an act that bares her personal
disenchantment with the formal (i.e. line, shape, colour, flatness, materials. and
techniques) considerations of Greenbergian Modernist criticism and thus signals
disruption within Artforum, she rails against her colleague's criticism for its
inherently 'obnoxious' assumptions:

For some time now I have found certain of the assumptions of a
criticism that confines itself to a discussion of exclusively formal
issues, denying that others exist, obnoxious for the reasons I have
tried to qualify here...This criticism has by now itself become a form
of excess. And I am not talking now about academic followers of
Greenberg and Fried...I am talking about Greenberg and Fried
themselves, whose original contributions must be acknowledged and
appreciated by anyone writing today. I see their necessity to purge art
of all social and political meaning as issuing from a frustrating inability
to come to terms with a political position calling for action in a
situation in which action is virtually impossible (32).

Rose then completes her renunciation of Modernist criticism by offering an

alternative critical practice to take its place:

Better suited to the complexity of the current situation that a linear or
cyclical view of art history is perhaps a criticism based on a general
field approach. Such an approach could contrast and compare material
horizontally instead of trying to organize it vertically as a series of
radical advances constituting a 'perpetual revolution.' Evaluation would
necessarily be part of such a criticism, but...it would come after. not
before, classification and investigation (32).

Notably, the critics whom Rose singles out as practicioners of what she calls
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this 'synthetic' criticism - William Rubin, Robert Rosenblum. and Leo Steinberg
- were virtual strangers to the magazine throughout her contributing editorship.
Steinberg and Rubin produced only the odd article for the journal during the
'60s and/or '70s. Nevertheless, she clearly encourages Artforum's readers to
forsake Greenberg and Fried in their favour and asserts that their new ‘rational,
inclusive criticism should be the aim of younger critics entering the field' (32).
In so doing, Rose simultaneously recalls and ridicules Philip Leider’s earlier
establishment of Fried's criticism as 'the polar position around which, and
against which, future critical dialogue will have to be oriented.’ Though she
stops short of taking on Leider directly, one infers from her concluding
paragraph that her personal determination to counteract the 'excesses' she
perceived in Fried's critical practice, and thus protect the journal's critical well-
being, partially motivated her continued presence on Artforum's editorial board
and feature pages after "The Politics of Art, Part 1."
FHEE KR KX

Artforum published "The Politics of Art, Part II" in January, 1969. At
three times the length of Rose's original essay, part II picked up where its
predecessor left off by continuing both its appeal for a new criticism and its
rebuke of Michael Fried. But instead of repeating the aggressive strategy Rose
deployed in part I, part II evinces a subtler approach.®3 Rather than take
Fried on directly, her essay evoked and to some degree modelled itself after
"Art and Objecthood.” The result, as I will show, is a critique conducted
metonymically: by attacking "Art and Objecthood,” Rose pursues her assault on

its author, Fried. Despite this change in strategy, Rose maintains the same

63Rose employed such subtlety at one point in "...Part [." Writing of the
Wolfflinian-Hegelian-Greenbergian analytical model upon 'which Fried admittedly
relies,’ she announced that Wolfflin's thesis had already been superseded by
Alois Riegl's 'more sophisticated evolutionary approach’ (32). Her fleeting
tribute to Riegl, whose "Geertgen tot Sint Jans" argued for both the art object
as performance, rather than depiction, and form as dependent on t,he t?eholder,
implicitly undermines "Art and Objecthood"'s diatribe against literalism's
theatricality and its inherent dependence on the beholder.



58

objective: to undermine the Modernist critical tradition Fried brought to
Artforum.

Echoes of "Art and Objecthood” first resonate within the second epigram
which prefaces "...Part II,” an excerpt from a Dan Flavin essay that the journal
had published two years earlier. Placed after a quote from Apollinaire which
predicts, 'perhaps it will be the task of an artist...to reconcile art and the
people,” and before Claes Oldenburg’s statement, 'My monuments and other
manifestations signal not the arrival of something but its disappearance, a
leveling...," the Flavin excerpt announces,

I believe that art is shedding its vaunted mystery for a common sense

of keenly realized decoration...We are pressing downward toward no
art - a mutual sense of psychologically indifferent decoration - a

neutral pleasure of seeing known to everyone.64
Laura Mulvey, for one, has demonstrated that the 'pleasure of seeing' cannot be
coﬁsidered meutral’ and that not all viewers would derive pleasure from seeing
in the same way as everyone else®5, but it is not this aspect of Flavin's
comments that I believe Rose wished to stress. Rather, it is Flavin's reference
to 'no art' that is of interest here, for Rose apparently wields it in order to
invoke and overturn "Art and Objecthood"'s conception of non-art. Remember
that Fried reasoned that the literalist work's projection of objecthood rendered
it theatrical, which in turn transformed it into non-art, with all the negativity
that that prefix denoted. Rose inverts Fried's negative notion of non-art by
situating Flavin and his concept of 'no art' between two statements whose key
words carry positive connotations. Apollinaire's term 'reconcile’ connotes
resolution, congruity, acceptance, or adaptation. Oldenburg's use of the word
'leveling' paradoxically implies either an attainment or a razing, or an

equalization. Although Apollinaire's ‘reconcile’ suggests a more positive action

64Barbara Rose, "The Politics of Art Part II,” Artforum, Jan., 1969, p. 44.

65Laura Mulvey, "Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema" in Visual apd Ot_her
Pleasures (Houndmills: The MacMillan Press, 1989). An extended discussion of
Mulvey's argument appears in my second chapter.
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than Oldenburg's 'leveling,’ both verbs allude to an achievement of sorts.
When coupled with Flavin's notion of a ‘'Pleasurable neutrality,’ their words
imbue his 'no art' with an affirmative connotation free of the corruptive taint
pervading Fried's non-art. Rose thus posits Flavin's condition of 'no art' not
as something which art must defeat, as Fried would have it, but as that to
which it might aspire.

Having implied her agenda epigrammatically, Rose continues her tactic of
inversion and/or imitation throughout her text's main body. Like F ried, who
began "Art and Objecthood" by dividing '60s American art into
literalist/Minimalist and Modernist aesthetics, Rose opens her essay by
identifying two camps of American art: colour abstraction, 'championed by
Clement Greenberg' (44), and Pop/Minimal art. Unlike Fried, who then stripped
Minimalism of its art status, Rose preserves Minimalism's status as art whilst at
the same time upholding Fried's description of it as antagonistic to
Modernism.6© Where the two critics deviate is In their interpretation of this
antagonism. For Rose, Pop and Minimal art share a connection with earlier
20th-century American art and are therefore anatagonistic to Modernism 'as a
European or alien style (44), rather than as something which strives to defeat
objecthood and theatricality. And in contrast to "Art and Objecthood,” which
depicted Minimalism as an Athena-like entity springing fully-grown from the
collective heads of Donald Judd, Tony Smith, and Robert Morris. "...Part II"
historicizes the movement within an American tradition. Rose connects
Minimalism to the Precisionist movement of the early 20th-century - albeit
problematically, in view of her wish to eliminate linear views of art history

from art criticism - and, through this link, pursues her challenge to both Fried

66R ose actually refers to 'modernism’' with a miniscule 'm' but makes clear 1n
her first footnote that the modernism to which she refers is Clement .
Greenberg's characterization of it as what she sees as 'a single coherent period
style of European tradition’ (49, n. 1). Since she is alluding sp§c1f1qally to
Greenberg's views on Modernism, I shall write it with a capital "M’ in order to
remain consistent with my earlier references to Greenberg and his claims.
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and Modernist criticism.

Rose allies Minimalism and Precisionism by avowing that 'the deliberate if
ironic eschewal of the heroic by painters like Sheeler and Demuth...has obvious
analogies with the ascetic simplicity of volumetric sculptures by Judd, Morris,
Bladen, Grosvenor, et al..' (44). In a lengthy statement, part of which I
repeat here, she characterizes this bond and its attributes as peculiarly

American:

If we examine the'statement's apd works of American artists, both past
and present, I believe we will find that certain esthetic prejudices
consistently color American taste. The natural, the uncontrived, the
immediate, the direct, the 'honest,"...the physical and the literal are not
merely preferences of sixties' artists; these qualities are constantly
emphasized by American artists, often in conscious opposition to
antithetical qualities in the European tradition. In many respects, the
'heroic' postures of the Abstract Expressionists went very much against
the American grain...Minimal attitudes toward the heroic - that it must
be mocked or rejected - are far more characteristic of inbred American
attitudes (44-my emphasis).
Rose's positing of 'the literal' amongst such other positive 'American’ qualities
as the honest, the direct, the natural, and the uncontrived, re-contextualizes
Fried's notion of literalism within an environment that is now wholly
unperverted and wholly uncorrupted. In fact, by encouraging her reader to
conflate literalism with honesty, and by equating Modernism with 'antithetical
qualities in the European tradition,’ Rose turns Fried's argument on its head
and portrays Modernism as umatural, contrived, indirect, and dishonest. For
her, then, it is Modernism, and not literalism, that is 'perverted’ and 'corrupt.’
As the above statement shows, Rose elevates Minimalism at the expense of
Greenberg's ideas of a Modernist tradition 'descending from Manet and Cézanne
through Cubism and Abstract Expressionism’ (49, n. 1) in order to articulate
her challenge to both Fried and the Modernist critical practice he embraced.
The actual thesis statement of her text - 'I am suggesting that the only way to
understand what is at bottom the significance of Andre’s rock and brick

accumulations or Smithson's epicene disquisitions on the beauties of Passaic...we

must look back...to Precisionism' (44) - does not itself defy "Art and
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Objecthood." Instead, it is through the defense of her thesis and its correlative
elevation of Minimalism that Rose either explicitly or implicitly undermines that
essay and the Greenbergian critical practice which informed it. For Instance,
Rose, like Fried, enlists Donald Judd and Robert Morris to exemplify the
literalist enterprise. But whereas Fried described their work as having a
'hollowness’ (1967:19), thereby implying an inherent emptiness, lack of
substance, or even falsity, Rose elects to champion their 'ascetic simplicity"
(44). In her depiction, their works are transformed from something empty
and/or false to pieces that are, like work of the Shakers to whom she compares
them, pure in their severe simplicity (45).

Rose in fact reserves the notion of falsity for Modernism. She writes,
...many artists have made desperate attempts to reconcile the heroic
with, on the one hand, the overwhelming grandeur or the American
landscape, and on the other, the overwhelming banality of much of the
democratic experience. Deprived of a classical tradition, American
artists have often attempted to create something positive out of the
local culture, without falsifying it with a European veneer (45-my
italics).

Having already twice linked Modernism to Europe through her definition of it
'as a European or alien style,' and in her footnote reference to Greenberg's
claims for the development of the 'Modernist tradition,’ her remarks end with
the strong implication that those who do 'falsify’ their art 'with a European
veneer' are those, like Anthony Caro, who work within what Fried and
Greenberg would consider to be a Modernist artistic practice.

In the second half of her essay, Rose goes after Greenberg himself by
establishing a Clement Greenberg/John Cage opposition in order to valorize the
latter and denigrate the former. Announcing, 'if an illustrator wished to
adumbrate the history of American art in the sixties, he might do so in the
single image of Greenberg and Cage with crossed swords, she then asserts,

Greenberg, the champion of the traditional values of Western culture
contingent on the existence of a cultural elite, is challenged by Cage.
the prophet not only of the technological future, but of a genuinely

democratic art which extends the esthetic beyond the unique object into
the life and environment of everyman (47).
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Cage, along with Robert Rauschenberg, Jasper Johns, and Merce Cunningham,
did indeed offer an alternative to Greenberg's conception of avant-garde art as
that which emphasised its own form, its own medium. Daniel Bell noted that
'the aleatory or chance factors in the music of John Cage... (are] expressions of
the self, rather than formal explorations of the limits and nature of the medium
itself.'®7 For Rose, the difference between the two men derived from their
views on radicality: Greenberg discovered radicality in form, whereas Cage
located it in disruptive function (47). She therefore considers their positions to
be 'mutually exclusive' (47). Yet her choice of Cage as Greenberg's polar
opposite still seems curious. Curious, that is, until one returns to "Art and
Objecthood.” For in defense of his argument that 'art degenerates as it
approaches the condition of theater," Fried too used Cage to exemplify that
which he believed to be antithetical to a Modernist artistic practice:
Theater is the common denominator that binds a large and seemingly
disparate variety of activities to one another, and which distinguishes
those activities from the radically different enterprises of the modernist
arts. Here as elsewhere the question of value or level is central. For
example, a failure to register the enormous difference in quality
between, say, the music of Carter and that of Cage or between the
paintings of Louis and those of Rauschenberg means that the real
distinctions - between music and theater in the first instance and
between painting and theater in the second - are displaced by the
illusion that the barriers between the arts are in the process of '
crumbling (Cage and Rauschenberg being seen, correctiy, as similar)...
(1967:21).
By valorizing Cage's 'democratic art esthetic' at the expense of Greenberg's
support for a 'cultural elite," Rose kills two birds with one stone. She
recuperates Cage from the depreciation he received within "Art and
Objecthood," thereby overturning Fried's claims, and she denigrates Greenberg
himself and so the Modernist critical practice he and Fried were determined to

preserve. That she does so at the expense of '€litism," whose downfall she was

to later mourn in Janet Malcolm's New Yorker profile, becomes a retrospective

67Daniel Bell, "Modernism and Capitalism” (1978) rpt. in Art in Theory 1900-
1990, p. 994.
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irony.

Rose reserves her most emphatic charges against both Michael Fried and his
critical practice for "...Part II"'s conclusion, where she fires two volleys at the
critic.  First, after arguing that pragmatist aesthetics, which stress 'function,
behavior, and concrete consequence in action' (47), inform both the Precisionist
movement of the 1920s and Minimalism, she offers a final retort to "Art and
Objecthood:"

Indeed, the literalism Michael Fried has discerned in contemporary
American art is so consistent a feature of the American mind that it
forms the basis for the sole philosophy created by Americans. Given
this, we can hardly be surprised that as immigration ceases and the
European current subsides, literalism has re-emerged as a central
feature of American art (48).
In other words, Rose proposes that the literalism Fried discerned within
Minimalism is that which renders it specifically American. Therefore, what he
abhors in Literalism is its very 'Americanicity.’ Her second volley occurs in
her dismissal of anyone offended by '[Donald] Judd's casual remarks about
European values going down the drain' since they are 'bound to appall anyone
whose entire value structure is dependent on perpetuating those values' (48).
Knowing full well that "Art and Objecthood” strove to maintain precisely those
values, Rose's dismissal retroactively devalues that essay's discussion of both
Judd in particular, and Minimalism in general (48).

Four months after publishing "The Politics of Art Part II," Artforum
presented the last installment in Rose's series. "...Part III"'s objectives included
extolling the benefits of a 'pragmatic criticism' that focused on consequences
rather than 'first things,' investigating the death of the avant-garde, and
pondering the relationship between media and art. However, the collective
burial of a Modernist critical practice, Clement Greenberg, and Michael F ried
remained paramount. As she did in "...Part II,” Rose signals this intention
epigramatically, this time through Kasimir Malevich's To the New Limit of
1918:

We are revealing new pages of art in anarchy's new dawns...You who
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are bold and young, make haste to remove the fragments of the
disintegrating rudder.

Wash off the touch of the dominating authorities.8

Rose's recitation of these words harks back to part I of her series, in which
she persuaded young critics to forsake a Greenbergian critical practice and to
look to an 'inclusive' criticism as their aim. Reading Malevich's words against
her earlier argument, rather than against his own Russian revoluticnary
conception of modernism as a new 'creative path of economic movement, 69 it
would seem that Rose employs Malevich allusively in order to urge young
critics to remove from their work the fragments of a crirical practice that was
by 1969 indeed disintegrating. Rose herself had never hid her original
admiration of Greenberg: 'We did not esteem Rosenberg's writing, but we were
uniformly impressed by Clement Greenberg.'’0 And, in fact, Michael Danoff
observed of her early writings, 'she does little more than reiterate Greenberg's
theses and formalistic approach. Even her style and vocabulary are reminiscent
of Greenberg' (Danoff, 168). Yet by the time Artforum published her "Politics
of Art" series, Rose had washed her hands of Greenbergian Modernist beliefs.
Thus, Rose here removes from Malevich's cry to 'wash off the touch of the
dominating authorities’ its specific revolutionary import and changes it into a
contemporary instruction to Artforum's readership to forsake the two men who
had until then both dominated and authorized Modernist criticism: Clement
Greenberg and Michael Fried.

Rose's bid to convince her readers to abandon Greenberg's critical practice
and take up a new 'pragmatic’ practice begins by pondering the cultural and

critical ramifications of art practices devoted to the creation of what she

68Barbara Rose, "The Politics of Art Part III," Artforum, May, 1969, p. 46.

69K asimir Malevich, "The Question of Imitative Art" (1920), rpt. in Art in
Theory 1900-1990, p. 294.

70Barbara Rose, Autocritique (New York: Weidenfeld & MNicolson, 1988). p. xil.
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significantly calls 'non-objects.’ Of the 24 works Rose cites as examples of
non-objects, at least a third arguably or loosely qualify as land art projects,
whilst the remainder are linked only by their potential or inherent
impermanence. Yet in no case does the term ‘non-object’ accurately apply.
Even the most ephemeral of Rose's examples - Robert Morris' 'sculpture' made
of steam and Lawrence Weiner's Air Force dye marker thrown into the sea -
are at some instant visually and/or sensually tangible to the spectator who
beholds them, however fleetingly, and are thus momentarily objectified.
Furthermore, the residue an ephemeral object leaves behind exists only in the
individual or collective memory of those who witness its display, thereby
transforming the spectator into part of the art experience itself. If one
accepts for the moment Michael Fried's assertion in "Art and Objecthood” that
objecthood is essentially theatrical specifically because it requires the beholder to
be part of the experience, then one realizes that the works Rose cites function
precisely as objects.

Of course, we have seen that Rose herself did not accept Fried's assertions
in "Art and Objecthood.” Her adoption of the term 'non-object' continues her
rebuke of that essay; her description of the 24 works as examples of 'artistic
activity' denies their potential as 'objects' in Fried's sense of the word. Most
importantly, it prevents their co-option as 'non-art’' by reaffirming their status
as art.

What 1s at stake for Rose is that these works be accepted as art. She thus
ensures that they cannot be regarded as 'mon-art' by not only denying their
objecthood, but by transporting them beyond objecthood. She writes,

By making immaterial, ephemeral, or extra-objective work, the artist
eliminates intrinsic quality (46, my italics).

Rose's addition of the prefix 'extra’ to the word 'objective’ moves such
artworks outside the realm of objectivity and places them out of Fried's reach.
She further removes them from his critical grasp by excluding from the outset

their potential for intrinsic quality, on which a Greenbergian criticism depended.
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In his "Complaints of an Art Critic," Greenberg advised, 'You cannot
legitimately want or hope for anything from art except quality’ (1967:38).
Rose's confirmation of the works' art status and her simultaneous rejection of
their intrinsic quality confutes Greenberg's claim and reveals the inadequacies of
his critical practice in addressing a non-Modernist artistic practice.

In their elimination of an essential quality, 'non-objects' mounted a challenge
to critical practice itself. Rose acknowledges this, proclaiming that such

artworks defy

not on_ly the market mechanism, but also the authority of the critic by
rendering superfluous or irrelevant his role of connoisseur of value or
gourmet of quality (46).

Having already invoked both Greenberg via his central belief in quality and
Fried via the notions of 'extra-objectivity' and non-objecthood, and having
shown the deficiencies of a Greenbergian Modernist criticism which valued
quality above all else, Rose's comment implicitly directs the challenge of the new
art toward them. Her action ultimately discredits their authority by making not
the critic in general, but Greenberg and Fried in particular superfluous and
Irrelevant.
Warming to her theme, Rose warns,
If criticism is going to exist at all in relation to this art...then it can
no longer function as gourmandise..., but only as a form of heightened
perception...Criticism must re-orient itself at this time because younger
artists are responding to a new world view which holds far more in
common with pragmatism than with idealism (46).
Notably, in part II of her series, Rose had conflated 'idealist' aesthetics, which
she described as holding 'that the work of ar: is a timeless Absolute, whose
value transcends any specific social and historical context' (Jan., 1969:46), with
Modernism. In fact, she contended that 'the most important recent source for
the anti-Idealist point of view is John Cage' (Jan., 1969:46), against whom, as
we have seen, she opposed Clement Greenberg. By giving criticism in general

the chance to 're-orient' itself away from 'idealist' or Modernist aesthetics, she

rescued it from obsolescence. Her elimination of value judgements from its
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role, on the other hand, proclaims a specifically Modernist critical practice
essentially dead.

For "...Part III," Rose pins her defiance of Greenberg and Fried on her
confidence in the new art's significance. She argues that Richard Serra's work
in particular had 'more substance, sophistication, logic and cohesion than that of
virtually any young artist to appear recently...” (48). Moreover, she praises it
as 'active: it acts upon space, controlling or defining a situation, clearly in
command of the environment rather than vice versa' (49). In so doing, she
inverts Fried's negative view of the literalist work's theatricality as deriving
from its imperative to remain 'the focus of the situation’ (1967:15), turning it
into something praiseworthy. Here, as in her two previous essays, Rose rebuts
"Art and Objecthood" by valorizing that which Fried denigrated.

‘Nowhere is this clearer than in her recovery of literalism as a positive
notion. At one point, she achieves this by invoking Jackson Pollock, whose
central position within Greenberg's Modernist beliefs is unquestionable. Rose
observes,

Ultimately the innovational qualities of the new art are obvious and
familiar. They depend on the literalization of certain elements in
Pollock's paintings, such as the coincidence of making and forming, and
the cultivation of random and chance effects, as well as the assertion of
the physical qualities of materials (49).
Subverting completely Fried's Modernism/literalism opposition, Rose forges links
between literalism and Modernism's formal considerations. For her, the new
artists 'literalized’ the form and materials of their work, thereby moving beyond
Modernism's imperatives. Crucially, she distinguishes between the concerns of
a Modernist artistic practice, which she recognizes as having been assumed and
transformed by literalists and other new artists, and those of a Modernist
critical practice, which she declares obsolete. Her alliance of literalism to

Modernist art completes her recuperation of the former from the degeneracy to

which Fried had consigned it. Rose nevertheless drives the point home one last

time:
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Or}e need not claim the necessity for purity of medium or conclude. as
Michael Fried has, that theater or literalism is the enemy of art (49)

kXkERRKKER

If T have insisted on rehearsing Rose's writing against Modernist criticism in
what might seem to be labourious detail, it is due to my conviction that "The
Politics of Art” series convincingly demonstrates that the case for Greenbergian
Modernism was being seriously contested within Artforum as early as the
1960s. This writing and its publication went on for 15 months. That much
one can read in the texts. Outside the texts, and outside the art critical
debates around them, there may have been other more private and personal
determinations informing them. In any event, "The Politics of Art" series was
more than a prolonged squabble between critics. It struck a blow against the
continued publication of Modernist critical practicioners within the pages of
Artforum by both contributing to, and testifying to, the breakdown of
Modernism:

Of all the assaults we are currently witnessing - against critical
authority, against existing institutions, against the notion of art as
private property - the revolt against modernism as the religion of art

is, I believe, the most significant, the most profound, and possibly the
most lasting (May, 1969:51).

kEkRKRKKRKKXK

According to Barbara Reise, Michael Fried's devotion to Clement Greenberg's
critical beliefs was matched only by that of Jane Harrison Cone and Rosalind
Krauss (1968:314). Calling Fried, Cone, and Krauss Greenberg's 'Harvard-
student disciples,’ she charged,

the constant quoting of Greenberg's statements and respectful
footnoting to each others’ ideas leads one to believe that they are
unaware that any alternative view of art exists (1968:314).
But in the September, 1972 issue of Artforum which commemorated its tenth
anniversary, Krauss demonstrated her growing disaffection from Greenbergian

Modernism in an essay entitled, "A View of Modernism." Published nine

months after Philip Leider's departure from the magazine, and John Coplans’
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assumption of the editor's chair, Krauss's essay begins as a defence of
Greenberg's critical practice and ends up critiquing what she sees as its
limitations. I want to conclude with Krauss's view for, like Rose's "Politics of
Art" series, its emanation from both inside Artforum and inside 'Greenberg's
group' effects a powerful rupture in the perception of Artforum as a journal
that was, in the words of Art & Language, 'propagandizing for the
Greenbergers.'’! Don Judd, too, complained in Studio International,
Greenbergers such as Krauss review all the shows;...and articles come
steadily out of the Fogg. I once complained to Leider that the
magazine was dominated by Michael Fried and the third string and he
said that he didn't think it was biased, that he published Robert
Smithson too (1969:184).
Coming from one so close to Greenberg, Krauss's published desertion of his
critical framework confirmed to Artforum's readers its irrelevancy, thereby once
and for all 'substantiating,’ as Richard Serra put it, 'the break in American
culture in the late '60s." We have seen that Artforum had been publishing
views contrary to Greenberg's since John Coplans' 1964 review of the "Post-
Painterly Abstraction" exhibition, but Krauss's critique puts the final nail in the
coffin. Artforum's publication of her essay can thus be seen as ushering in the
journal's post-Modernist critical sensibility.

Krauss introduces her essay with a recollection of a day spent, appropriately
enough, with Michael Fried at the "Three American Painters" show at Harvard's
Fogg Museum. While standing in one of the galleries, a student confronted
Fried and asked him 'what's so good' about a Frank Stella painting that was
hanging nearby. According to Krauss, Fried replied,

Look...there are days when Stella goes to the Metropolitan Museum.
And he sits for hours looking at the Veldzquezes, utterly knocked out
by them and then he goes back to his studio. What he would like

more than anything else is to paint like Velézquez. But what he knows
is that that is an option that is not open to him. So he paints

stripes. 72

71See Art & Language, "Letter," Artforum, Sept. 1973, pp. 10-11.

72Rosalind Krauss, "A View of Modernism,” Artforum, Sept. 1972, p. 48.
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Krauss relates this anecdote in order to underscore her immediate understanding
of Fried's point in its relationship to a Modernist criticism which emphasized a
linear progression of artistic practice: 'that Stella's need to say something
through his art was the same as a 17th-century Spaniard's; only the point in
time was different' (48). This last comment points up her internalization of
what Victor Burgin has shown to be the underlying assumptions of Greenberg's
views: that 'art is an activity characteristic of humanity since the dawn of
civilization' and that 'in any epoch the Artist, by virtue of special gifts,
expresses that which is finest in humanity....'7’3 In other words, Krauss (and
Fried) could only believe that Stella and Velazquez shared a need to say
something through art if she accepted the fundamental notion that such a need
persists through the centuries and that it is that need which prevails in the
artwerk, rather than its relationship to a complex network of cultural, social,
and historical operations at play at the time of its production and original
reception. Krauss herself contends that she grasped Fried's point at once
because their shared beliefs about art and, I would add, the homologous
discourse they employed in articulating those beliefs, allowed them to 'cut down
on the amount of explanation one member of the group ha[d] to make to the
others' (49). Her remark, with its allusion to an idiomatic shorthand, confirms
what was then her thorough absorption of Greenberg's critical practice. It also
reveals Krauss's own perception of herself and Fried as belonging to a group -
what Barbara Reise would identify specifically as Greenberg's group.

Indeed, Krauss freely admits her original commitment to Greenberg's critical
project, and even acknowledges the wit and reason behind Judd's description of
her as a 'Greenberger:’

Bevond its wit, Judd's remark implied the danger of self—objectifica;ion
inherent in our position, mine and the others, in espousing a doctrine,

73Victor Burgin, "The Absence of Presence” (1984), in Art in Theory 1900-
1990, p. 1098.
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the doctrine to which we were committed was 'modernism.’ But it was
a dan_ggr which 1 suppose I was willing to run in the service of
giescrlbmg‘as objectively as possible my responses to works of art and
In attempting to account for the sources of power that certain art
possessed, to create or elicit those responses. Far from bothering me,

Egg)charge of being a 'modernist’ critic was something I was proud of

Krauss's statement again reveals the extent of what had been her complete faith
in the tenets of Greenberg's 'docirine,' for she unquestioningly accepted his
belief in a critic's objectivity. Greenberg wrote, 'esthetic judgements are
immediate, intuitive, undeliberate, and involuntary, they leave no room for the
conscious application of standards, criteria, rules, or precepts' (1967:38).
Krauss could accept this judgement because she already had confidence in a
conception of art as fulfilling the need of a self-determined artist/creator 'to say
something." This conception, as I shall discuss below, is itself based upon a
notion of art as autonomous. Victor Burgin, for one, demonstrated how art
ought to be seen instead as 'a set of operations performed in a field of
signifying practices, perhaps centred on a medium but certainly not bounded by
it' (1984:1098). His action, which opened up artistic practice into a wider field
of relationships, references, and operations of social construction, clearly render
Greenberg and Krauss's conception of an autonomous art untenable. Yet it is
clear why Krauss held on to it, for only through that conception could she then
conceive of the critic as equally self-determined, equally untouched by her
relationship to the cultural, social, and historical conditions in which she
produced her work.

Krauss's additional faith in art's ability to possess power further attests to
her thorough assimilation of a Greenbergian critical practice at that time, for it
again supported his assurance in art’'s autonomy. The notion of an autonomous

art demands that

art is seen as significantly provoked or fired or inspired by other art,
by insight, intuition, emotion, etc, rather thgn as causec_i within some
open system of causal relations compatible with the project of historical
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materialism.’4

To assume autonomy for an artwork presumes a peculiar kind of authority for
its artist. In 'attempting to account for the sources of power that certain art
possessed,’ Krauss would have had to have believed that she could trace that
power back to the artist as its sole producer. But as Roland Barthes has
shown in his essay, The Death of the Author, 'to give a text an author is to
impose a limit on that text.'’d To assign automomy to an artwork, and to a
self-determinined artist/'author,’ puts closure on it, reinstates the artist as the
sole origin of the artwork's meaning, and excludes the viewer/reader from its
production of meaning. Therefore, Krauss's reassertion of the artwork's innate
power underlines what was at stake in her critical insistence upon authorship
and/or autonomy: her role as a critic. As Barthes observed, 'once the author
is removed, the claim to decipher a text becomes quite futile' (147).

Krauss comes to understand the precariousness of her position, and presents
her dissatisfactiocn with her critical practice's limitations. She points to what
she calls the 'curiously dissociated tone' of its language, which had led Philip
Leider to guess her age through her critical writings as 40 at a time when she
was only 31. According to Krauss,

That that language was also something I could hide behind, that it
accounted for why I wrote like a 40-year-old, for why I, along with
some of the other 'modernist’ critics, adopted a curiously dissociated
tone, did not strike me at the time. For I was being carried by an
idea of historical logic, buoyed like the others by the possibility of

clarity (49).

74Charles Harrison and Fred Orton, eds., Modernism, Criticism, Realism
(London: Harper & Row, 1984), p. xvii.

75Roland Barthes, "The Death of the Author" (1968), in Image Music Text,

trans. Stephen Heath (New York: Hill & Wang, 1977), p. 145.
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Krauss concedes her original attraction to Modernism's emphasis on a

progressive history, stating,

I never doubted the absoluteness of that history. It was out there
manifest in a whole progression of works of art, an objective fact to be
analyzed. It had nothing to do with belief, or privately held fantasies
about the past. Insofar as modernism was tied to the objective datum

g(f) )that history, it had, I thought, nothing to do with 'sensibility’ (49-

As well as revealing a misguided trust in a notion of historical objectivity,
Krauss reaffirms her assurance in Greenberg's historical idea of artistic practice
as a progressive and linear tradition. However, it is whilst conceding these
points that she relinquishes her ties to a Greenbergian critical practice, realizing
at last that,
modernism /s a sensibility - one that reaches out past that small band
of art critics of which I was a part, to include a great deal more than,
and ultimately to criticize, what I stood for (50).
What Krauss stands for in "A View of Modernism" is a larger 'Modernist
sensibility.” As she describes it, this new Modernism includes an 'attention to

self-reflexivity,’ an abhorence of a 'prior assumption of meaning,' and the
recognition that 'if we make up schemas of meaning based on history, we are
playing into systems of control and censure. We are no longer innocent' (50).
Of course, Greenberg's critical practice had always attended to Modernist art's
self-reflexive properties; remember his emphasis in his 1940 essay Modernist
Painting upon its self-critical tendencies: 'I identify Modernism with the
intensification, almost the exacerbation, of this self-critical tendency that began
with the philosopher Kant' (1940:754). And Krauss's assumption of a prior
innocence in determining a hierarchy of cultural values betrays either extreme
ignorance or extreme arrogance on her part. Yet her renunciation of
Greenbergian modernism is sincere, as made evident by her admission of what
she sees to be the shortcomings in its critical practice, including a lack of
suspicion toward 'what it sees as self-evident, its critical intelligence having

ceased to be wary of what it has taken as given' (50), its inabtlity to 'come up

with a satisfactory history of sculpture' {50), its ignorance of the ways in winch
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its faith in the 'reality’ of the past has led it to construct the present, and its
persistent denial to treat film as a Modernist art. This last complaint seems to
have been made on behalf of both Artforum and Annette Michelson, for
Artforum employed Manny Farber from November 1967 to June 1970 as its
resident film critic, thereby asserting its acceptance of film as a significant
artistic practice. In June, 1971 it placed a still from Michael Snow's film
Wavelength on its cover and made an essay by Annette Michelson on the
director its lead feature article. And in September, 1971, Artforum devoted an
entire issue to film, which seemingly claimed for film Modernist status:
This present issue of A({forum is...designed to evoke - largely through
the work of younger critics ~ for some of the artists, critics, and their
audiences, who compose a visually literate public here and abroad, the
urgency of recognition for an achievement whose importance will
eventually be seen as comparable to that of American painting in the
1950s and onwards... (9).

Like Barbara Rose before her, Krauss completes her abandonment of a
Greenbergian critical practice with a call for a new critical practice.  Unlike
Rose, however, she places herself, rather than 'the consequences of an artist's
activity' ("...Part 11:"49) at the centre of such criticism:

] began as a modernist critic and am still a modernist critic, but only
as part of a larger modernist sensibility and not the narrower kind.
Which is further to say that what I must acknowledge is not some idea
of the world’s perspective but simply my own point of view; that it
matters who one sounds like when what one is writing about is art.
One's own perspective, like one's own age, is the only orientation one
will ever have (51).
Though of course unaware cf it at the time, Krauss's recognition that she must
acknowledge her own point of view presages what has been called the 'new
historicism,'7® a critical practice that uses a personal or autobiographical
perspective in order to challenge the objectivity associated with literary,
historical, and art criticism and theory. More importantly, however, "A View

of Modernism" marks a turning point in Artforum's consideration of Modernist

criticism. As befits a journal celebrating the closing of one chapter in

76See The New Historicism, ed. H. Aram Veeser (New York: Routledze. 1989).
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anticipation of the next, Kraﬁss leads Artforum into its next decade by re-
defining the terrain within which it had traditionally staged its debates. That is,
she replaces discussions predicated on binary oppositions - i.e. Flavin vs.
Greenberg, Rose vs. Fried, Minimalism vs. Modernism, etc. - with an attempt
to stretch the concept of Modernism itself. That she succeeded in changing
public perceptions of the journal as tied to Greenberg's critical practice is
evinced by Hilton Kramer's 1975 attack on Artforum in The New York Times,
"Muddled Marxism Replaces Criticism at Artforum,” wherein Kramer lamented,
Artforum magazine, in the pages of which a muddled and strident

Marxism, insistent upon a tendentious sociopolitical analysis of all
artistic claims, has now routed all but the last traces of the formalist

criticism that was once a house specialty in that journal. 77
Hal Foster has argued that 'Postmodernism...may be less a break with
modernism than an advance in a dialect in which modernism is re-formed.'78
If §ve take Foster at his word, then we might consider the possibility that
Krauss's expansion of a Modernist critical practice heralds Artforum's

inauguration into a postmodernist 'sensibility.’

77Hilton Kramer, "Muddled Marxism Replaces Criticism at Artforum,” The New
York Times, December 21, 1975, p. D40.

78Hal Foster, "Re: Post” in Art after Modernism: Rethinking Representation,
ed. Brian Wallis (New York: The New Museum of Contemporary Art, 1984), p.

200.
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"She had shown her artistic intelligence in selecting a type so like her
own that she could embody the person represented without ceasing to be

herself."1 - Edith Wharton.

Under the editorship of Philip Leider, Artforum virtually ignored the human
figure in art. The combined efforts of Leider's contributing editors Michael
Fried and Rosalind Krauss to uphold Clement Greenberg's views on what
constituted a Modernist artistic and critical practice, and to continue his
valuation of abstraction in painting, presumably contributed to the journal's
neglect of this theme. During John Coplans' editorship (Jan., 1972-Feb.,
1977), however, Artforum was forced to confront the issues surrounding the
human body in art after its publication of an advertisement for and by the
artist Lynda Benglis in November, 1974 (fig. 1).

The ad, a two-page colour spread, devoted only a third of its space to its
human figure. The remaining two-thirds are blacked out, the total blackness
relieved only by miniscule white letters crediting 'Lynda Benglis courtes'y of
Pauia Cooper Gallery copyright 1974 Photo: Arthur Gordon.' The blackness
spills over into the first third of the right-hand page, but ends abruptly at a
green-tinged rectangle which both contains and exhibits a three-quarter shot of
Benglis herself, completely nude except for three accessories: diamond earrings,
harlequin sunglassess, and an enormous dildo held against her crotch,
suggesting hermaphroditism. Strong lighting reveals that she has greased the
dildo, and accentuates the fact that she has oiled her tanned body, rouged her
cheeks, and lipsticked her mouth. Benglis in fact plays to the lights; she twists
her head and body to catch their reflection in the lenses of her sunglasses and
causes them to produce the sheen which highlights her lower forehead. the tip
of her nose, her chin, her neck, her left upper arm, her left rib cage, her left

thigh, and the dildo's creases. Benglis' body, and the rectangle which contains

1Edith Wharton, The_House of Mirth, 1905 (Toronto: Bantam Books, 1984), p.
129.




Lynda Benglis courtesy of Paula Cooper Gallery copyright © 1974 Photo: Arthur Gordon
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it, glare at the viewer, their brightness heightened by the blackness leading up
to them. But despite the harsh lighting, Benglis casts no shadow against her
green-tinged backdrop. Her gleaming body stands in sharp outline against its
background, as if she had pasted a cut-out of herself onto a piece of paper.
By amplifying the unnaturalness of her image through garish over-lighting, the
exaggerated dildo, obvious rouge and lipstick, and an unrealistic omission of
shadow, Benglis manipulates and underlines the artificiality of the soft-porn
'come hither' poses it evokes. In so doing, she problematises Artforum's later
insinuation that her image is pornographic.

The third ad to open the November issue, Benglis' appearance in the journal
might have been remembered simply for having 'caused [ Artforum's] readers
to disbelieve their eyes,2 as one writer later remarked. Instead, it mushroomed
into a controversy generated by Artforum itself when five of its six associate
editors publicly dissociated themselves from the Benglis pages in a statement
published the following month. Notably, then-associate editor Rosalind Krauss
has since referred to this episode in Artforum's history as 'the Lynda Benglis
thing' (Malcolm, 1986:49), an ambiguous phrase at best and at worst a prissy
euphemism that collapses both the ad's content and its effect into the evasive
word 'thing." Her recourse to this term demonstrates her refusal to find words
adequate to the articulation of the elements comprising the Benglis controversy
and thus her refusal to engage with those elements critically. The associate
editcrs' statement, which I shall detail shortly, similarly betrays a puritanical
repulse of critical confrontation with a female body in art that insisted upon
brandishing the notions of sexuality and eroticism implicit in its own depiction.
Their statement thus explodes Barbara Rose's assertion in 1969 that the radical

artist could no longer 'come up with anything unacceptable to the media.”3 It

2Janet Malcolm, "The Girl of the Zeitgeist - 1," The New Yorker, Oct. 20,
1986, p. 50.

3Barbara Rose, "The Politics of Art II,” Artforum, May, 1969, p. 48.
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aiso validates Artforum's admission in its debut issue that ‘criticism rarely
offers the insight to art that it does to the critic himself,'4 for the journal's
critical reactions to Benglis and, later, female body artists Lisa Lyon and
Carolee Schneemann and male body artist Vito Acconci uncover what can be
seen as its biases regarding the human figure in art. Specifically, Artforum
could not critically engage with the work of these three female artists without
first attempting to wrest artistic authority from them. Since it presumed such
authority in the body-centred work of male artists Acconci, Robert
Mapplethorpe, and Robert Morris, for example, Artforum's reluctance to
extend this presumption to female body artists exposed its own critical myopia
towards the human figure within its pages when she was figured as female.

Lisa Lyon, Carolee Schneemann, and Vito Acconci all featured within
Artforum's November, 1980 issue, the ninth to appear under Ingrid Sischy's
editorship. It was only then, six years after Benglis placed her advert within
Artforum, that the journal deliberately undertook to explore what Sischy
described as 'the intellectual and physical ideology'> of the human figure in art.
Perhaps Sischy had in mind the Benglis controversy, which as we shall see had
thrown Artforum into the media spotlight, and hoped to inspire similar
controversy by devoting an entire issue to the human body in art. Yet what is
at stake here is not simply the fallout from 'the Lynda Benglis thing,' but the
disclosure of Artforum's own 'ideology' of the human figure, discernable
through a trajectory bracketed by its November issues of 1974 and 1930 and
spanning the departures and arrivals of no less than three editors, three
publishers, and numerous writers.

Artforum's 'ideology’ can be mapped across the bodies of Lynda Benglis.

Carolee Schneemann, and Lisa Lyon, the subjects of the three case studies

4 Artforum, June 1962, introductory statement.

5Ingrid Sischy, "Editorial,"” Artforum, Nov. 1980, p. 61.
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which follow, for their treatment within the magazine varied in accordance with
the different ways in which each artist approached her body and asserted her
artistic authority. Significantly, both Benglis and Schneemann used their bodies
as their artistic medium and thus erased, or at least blurred, the delineation
which usually separates product from producer, object from subject.
Schneemann staged performances that emphasised her body's use as artistic
material and her own authority over both her body and its representation.
Benglis, insofar as her two appearances within the November, 1974 issue of
Artforum are concerned, played with the female body; more precisely, she
played with the erotic stereotypes the female body invoked. Lisa Lyon, on the
other hand, unwittingly upheld the delineations which Schneemann and Benglis
rendered indefinite. Having utilized her body to interrogate the theme of
transformation, she documented the results of her investigation in a
collaborative venture with photographer Robert Mapplethorpe. But by involving
Mapplethorpe in her project, she inadvertently gave Artforum the opportunity
to throw the issue of her artistic authority into question. The journal
suppressed the collaborative nature of the Lyon/Mapplethorpe photographs by
declaring him her 'author,' as evinced by its 1980 heading, 'LISA LYON by
Robert Mapplethorpe (fig. 2). More generally, it will become clear that
Artforum attempted to maintain producer/product, subject/object distinctions
within the work of these three female body artists by attempting to cede their
artistic authority to male figures, thereby denying the artists themselves that
authority.

Despite Artforum's efforts to the contrary, we shall see that the
circumstances of Benglis' advert's inclusion within the journal ultimately
reinforced her authority over her images. In contrast, Artforum's invention of
male 'authors' for Lyon and Schneeman in the form of Mapplethorpe and Ted
Castle succeeded - within its own pages, at least - in subverting their claims to

artistic authority. It also succeeded in reinserting into their body art the
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producer/product distinction. And, in the cases of all three women artists, it
succeeded in divulging Artforum's resistance to the female body and thus its
gender biases regarding the human figure in art. As we shall see, when the
magazine printed essays which fundamentally undermined Benglis and
Schneemann as artists in 1974 and 1980 respectively, yet tacitly endorsed
Mapplethorpe's photographs of Lyon - and virtually heroicized Vito Acconci's
work - in the same 1980 issue, it demonstrated that the degree to which it
resisted images of the female figure grew in direct proportion to the degree of
identification between artist and body depicted. In short, Artforum's conscious
Or unconscious resistance to such images increased when the body represented
belonged to the artist herself, and waned when artist and body were distinct

identities or, better yet, male.

'The Lynda Benglis Thing'

The first public version of how Lynda Benglis' nude body entered the
advertisement pages of Artforum was disseminated by the journal's own
editorial staff a month after its publication, through a narrative that remained
unchallenged in print for over 15 years. Of the journal's six associate editors,
five - Lawrence Alloway, Max Kozloff, Rosalind Krauss, Joseph Masheck, and
Annette Michelson - denounced the Benglis ad in a letter to the editor:

For the first time in the 13 years of Artforum's existence, a group of
associate editors feel compelled to dissociate themselves publicly from a
portion of the magazine's content, specifically the copyrighted

advertisement of Lynda Benglis photographed by Arthur Gordon and
printed courtesy of the Paula Cooper Gallery in the November, 1974,

issue of the magazine.®
In the same paragraph with which they dissociated themseives from Benglis’
image, the associate editors published what would effectively become the official
version of 'the Lynda Benglis thing,' a version whose authenticity for so long

derived not only from its authorship - a group of high-ranking Artforum

6Lawrence Alloway et al, Letter, Artforum, December, 1974, p. S.
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insiders, united in their account of the story - but also from Benglis' enduring
public silence. I want to revive this story, not to debate the accuracy of its
account, but to interrogate its contents and omissions, its articulations and
silences, its representations and distortions.

The story, a mere five sentences in length, begins with the editors' assertion
that the 'history’ behind the advert's inclusion in the journal 'needs to be told,"
and ends with Artforum's near-erasure of what it called 'the artist's original
intention' (9):

The history of thg: copyright mark and the 'courtesy,’ so anomalous
among the advertisement, needs to be told. Ms. Benglis, knowing that
the issue was to carry an essay on her work, had submitted her
photograph in color for inclusion in the editorial matter of the
magazine, proposing it as a 'centerfold' and offering to pay for the
expenses of that inclusion. John Coplans, the editor, correctly refused
this solicitation on the grounds that Artforum does not sell its editorial
space. Its final inclusion in the magazine was therefore as a paid
advertisement by some arrangement between the artist and her gallery.
The copyright and the caption linger as vestiges of the artist's original
intention (9).
According to this brief account, which remained unamplified until former editor
John Coplans expanded but in no way contradicted it in an interview in 1986,
Lynda Benglis 'solicited' Artforum to run the image as a 'centerfold,” an offer
Coplans 'correctly' rebuffed. My further interpretation underscores an implicit
moral tone to the associate editors’ words, an impression they reinforce by
casting Benglis and Coplans into emblematic roles. Benglis the artist becomes
Benglis the temptress, whose solicitation renders her, on the one hand, a
vendor attempting to trespass onto Artforum's editorial space (space which the
magazine was in fact devoting to her that month) and, on the cther hand,
nothing less than a prostitute, a woman who would willingly sell her body for a

magazine centerfold.” At best, the editors portray her as a Playboy centerfold,

a rendering which Benglis herself presumably wanted to evoke and play upon,

7Although Alloway et al ignore the fact that Benglis' 'solicitation’ went against
usual practice: by offering to pay Artforum rather than expecting the ]omjnal to
pay her, she assumed the power and control inherent in the buyer's position.
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given that the centerfold idea evidently originated with her. However, in the
associate editors' depiction, Benglis loses her playfulness, thereby losing also
her artistry and her authority. They reduce Benglis to a prostitute and her
image to a Playboy centerfold.8 In stripping both artist and image of their
playfulness, Alloway and his colleagues deny them their power to subvert those
reductive representations. Therefore, the editors temporarily achieve authorial
control over the delineation of both image and artist.
Ironically, Artforum's editors fail to recognize that by analogizing Benglis to

a Playboy pin-up, they implicitly analogize Artforum itself to Playboy. For if,
as they contend, Benglis 'solicited' the journal for a centerfold lay-out, then
one could regard Artforum as the kind of magazine that featured such lay-outs.
Benglis herself apparently tried to promote this analogy; her proposal that the
image should be a centerfold suggests that she viewed Artforum as potentially
correlative to Playboy. If so, then the editors unwittingly reinforce her view
through their representation. But more importantly, their insinuation that
Benglis approximated a prostitute through her act of 'solicitation’ links not only
Playboy but also the attendant notion of pornography to Artforum, for, as
Susanne Kappeler points out, the Greek origin of the word pornography is
'porne..., prostitution, and -graphy, writing:'9 the writing of prostitutes.
Kappeler notes,

The derivation of the term pornography from prostitution is highly

significant. The presence of the root 'prostitution’' indicates the

centrality, in pornography, of a relationship of power and exchange, an

emphasis clearly over and above 'sex'....(156)

By linking Benglis to prostitution through the term 'solictation,” Artforum's

8Notably. Playboy contacted Benglis and asked if they could  use the image In
an article on women artists, suggesting their (erroneous, I would argue) be11¢f
that it could be co-opted by the magazine. Susan Krane recounts that Benglis
offered instead to create a pietd depicting a beautiful madonna with a nude man
in her lap. Playboy rejected her offer. Susan Krane, Lynda Benglis: Dual
Natures (Atlanta: High Museum of Art, 1991), p. 60, n. 103.

9Susanne Kappeler, The Pornography of Representation, (Cambridge: Politv
Press, 1986), p. 155.
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editors cast the journal in the role of the patron, thereby ceding to the journal
the power inherent in the prostitute/patron relationship. Yet because the (male)
assumption of power is central to both prostitution and pornography, Kappeler
observes, 'The relationship of prostitution is the paradigm relationship of
pornography, to which all variants can be led back' (157). Therefore, the
editors’ representation of Benglis as a prostitute, which implicitly assigns power
to Artforum and thus gives it 'authorial control over the scenario and over the
woman' (Kappeler, 159), converts the journal into a potential pornographic
magazine and renders John Coplans a potential pornographer. Small wonder,
then, that the associate editors counterpoint Coplans to Benglis in their version
cf the story. He becomes the honourable hero, the dutiful man who in
‘correctly’ refusing the artist's advances, ultimately prevented her from
transforming Artforum into a pornographic magazine.

John Coplans' appearance at this point in the editors’ story raises the issue
of his representation within a narrative purportedly directed to him. Indeed,
Coplans first appears symbolically within the statement's opening salutation, ' To
the Ediror,' thereby intimating that the ensuing declaration is in fact addressed
to him. However, his reappearance takes the form of a third-person reference
to him by name. The associate editors thus slide from employing the second-
person address implied within their opening salutation to that of the third-
person. In so doing, they avoid critiquing directly their editor-in-chief for his
role in the Benglis affair, demonstrating early on both the refusal to wrestle
with controversial issues and the evasiveness that characterized Krauss' later
designation of the entire debate as a 'thing.” Rather than implicate Coplans,
they effectively distance him from the story and steer it away from its stated
audience - Artforum's editor - and toward its assumed audience: its readers.

Such manipulations automatically raise a further question: to what extent do
Alloway and the others implicate Coplans in their dissociation? Whilst they

never address this issue explicitly, an implicit response lies in their
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representation of the editor, who becomes not only distanced from the story,
but eliminated from it altogether. For having introduced Coplans as the man
who refused Lynda Benglis, the associate editors remove him again in their next
sentence, eradicating the need for his representation and absenting him from
their dissociation. In fact, by claiming that the image's 'final inclusion in the
magazine was therefore as a paid advertisement by some arrangement between
the artist and her gallery,' the associate editors redirect attention back to Lynda
Benglis herself. They imply that the final transaction occurred not between
Benglis and Artforum, nor between the Paula Cooper Gallery and Artforum, but
between the artist and her gallery. The journal and its editor vanish from the
sphere of negotiation altogether. In effect, the editors sever any possible links
between Artforum and Benglis' advertisement and so eliminate from
cqnsideration the journal's potential correlation to Playboy and pornography, for
with the journal no longer involved in the negotiation process, it cannot be seen
as adopting the role of patron/pornographer. At the same time, they
reestablish Artforum's and John Coplans' propriety by displacing Benglis'
solicitation to her gallery, hinting with the phrase 'by some arrangement’ that
she more successfully concluded her business transaction there.

The fact remains, however, that whatever Benglis' arrangement with her
gallery, Artforum's 'final inclusion' of her image necessarily involved John
Coplans' consent. Indeed, mention of the 'paid advertisement' inadvertently
suggests Coplans' authoritative role in ultimately determining the journal's
editorial and cocmmercial content. Moreover, it resurrects the issue of
solicitation, only this time with a twist. For despite the editors’ efforts to
tinge Benglis with the taint of solicitation, their allusion to her expenditure
underscores the journal's own financial need to solicit advertisements to ensure
its survival. Fortunately for Artforum, the artist's purchase of two of its

advertising pages spared the magzine the trouble of having to solicit buyers fer

that very same space.
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I intend to return to that space, but have yet to pursue a little further my
discussion of the associate editors' response. The point at which I close their
version of the Benglis affair coincides with the point of their own conclusion,
where they assert, 'the copyright and the caption linger as vestiges of the
artist's original intention.’ For Alloway and the others, Benglis' 'original
intention' thus seems to metonymically reside within the copyright and the
caption. Hence the hint of triumph with which they parade her alleged
intention's written remains in front of her public, reminding them of her
exclusion from the journal's editorial pages and so Artforum's ultimate authority
over the artists it features. Yet perhaps for Benglis, these 'vestiges' reinscribe
her own triumph: her 'final inclusion' within the magazine. Whatever the case,
the copyright and the caption textually record the site of Artforum's dispute
over 'the Lynda Benglis thing.'

S

The associate editors' version of the Benglis controversy remained the only
one I public circulation until John Coplans granted an interview to Janet
Malcolm of the New Yorker in 1986. In a story where five voices speak as
one, and where those of its principal characters are stifled, it is fitting that the
one person removed from the original story should reinsert his voice. In fact,
in Malcolm's interview we hear nothing but Coplans' voice, for she presents his
tale through what appears to be a single, uninterrupted quote which occupies
the majority of the page. Coplans' version of the 'Lynda Benglis thing' is
nearly identical to that of his staff in its general drift. Yet whereas Alloway
and the others begin their story with Benglis' approach to Artforum. Coplans
opens his with the advert itself:

The ad was in response to Robert Morris's photograph of himself as a
macho German, wearing a steel helmet and iron chains over bare
muscles, which he used as a poster for a show of his work at
Castelli/Sonnabend. This was her message to him. She wanted to run
it in Artforum, and I said to her, 'Look, the editorial content of the
magazine can't be interfered with in any way. We don't allow any

artist to have a role in what is published. I'm sorry, but you just .
can't have this in the magazine." So she said, 'Well, can [ do an ad?,
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gnd 1 said,.'The.re is a publisher, and you'll have to ask him. I don't
interfere with him, and he doesn't interfere with me. Go to Charlie
Cowles and ask him' (Malcolm, 55)

According to Coplans, Charles Cowles later came to him and asked what he
should do about Benglis' request. Coplans responded by telling the publisher
that 1t was his decision, as he would have to 'face the art world and the
artists.” He then announced, 'I'm not saying anything. Make a decision’ (55).

Notably, Coplans' story up to this point mirrors that of his associate editors
in two ways. First, by referring Lynda Benglis to Charles Cowles, Coplans
deflects attention from himself and onto his publisher in the same way that the
editorial group refocussed their readers' attention from Coplans to Benglis in
their own rendering. He also distinguished himself from the publisher verbally,
asserting, 'l don't interfere with him, and he doesn't interfere with me.'
Second, Coplans’ self-imposed silence via his declaration, 'I'm not saying
anything,' effectively removes him as a primary character from within the text,
thus employing a rhetorical device from the earlier tale. Although he continues
as the story’s narrator, he now chooses not to, as he himself might put it,
'interfere’ with it.

With Coplans no longer directly involved, Cowles was forced to reach his
decision alone. The editor relates that after 'about three days of heavy
sweating," the publisher concluded, 'I can't not publish it. They would hate me’
(55). It is unclear exactly who Cowles feared would hate him - Benglis and her
gallery? The art world in general? - or why he felt that he, and by association
Artforum, would become hated. Perhaps, having excluded Benglis from the
magazine's editorial section in a show of authority, Cowles was unwilling to
extend that show of authority to its logical conclusion - i.e. exclude her from
the journal altogether - and risk generating artists' support for Benglis and
against Artforum. In any event, Cowles' unspecified fears apparently propelled
the November issue of the magazine, including the ad, to the printers.

Interestingly, an article in The New York Times published in the same month
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as Benglis' Artforum ad offers a less dramatic account of ‘Cowles' decision-
making process. The newspaper reports that at a dinner party held shortly
after the advert appeared in print, the publisher declared (over ‘coquille St.
Jacques, veal, pasta, carrots with grapes, and vanilla ice with strawberries’) that
the artist 'had been something of a nuisance about the advertisement. Miss
Benglis...had worn him out,'10 3 circumstance which Cowles says determined
the outcome of his decision. According to John Corry, the journalist covering
the story for the Times, Cowles told the assembled dinner guests,
She called me and called me. Then her lawyers called me and called me
- copyright, credits, things like that. Finally, I got tired of it. I
decided that if I got one more call I'd never run the advertisement. [
never got the call, and so that was that. I ran the advertisement'
(Corry, 78).
Hence, the publisher's final agreement to print Benglis' ad apparently resulted
not from days of pondering the personal and commercial ramifications of his
potential decision, as Coplans would have it, but from the fact that Benglis
refrained from being 'a nuisance' one time too many. This discrepancy between
the two stories reveals an editor who, by representing Artforum as a journal
that regarded both Lynda Benglis and itself seriously, strives to protect its
position as a reputable art magazine,l! and a publisher whose representation
undermines those very efforts. Coplans' version of events, with its reference
to Cowles' 'days of heavy sweating,’ characterizes the publisher's decision as
carefully considered and therefore suggests an awareness that a refusal of

Benglis' advert could have adversely affected Artforum's relationship with the

art world. In contrast, Cowles' statement, in concert with the patronizing tone

10john Corry, "About New York: A Serious Dirty Picture?.” The New York
Times, 22 Nov. 1974, p. 78.

11Coplans' efforts echo those of his associate editors, who in removing
Artforum from Benglis' negotiation process and denying a correlation between
the magazine and any disreputable connotations of Playboy, similarly attempted
to preserve the journal's good name.
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adopted by The New York Times article, trivializes the artist, her artwork, and
the publisher's own decision by minimalizing Benglis' position as an artist in
favour of her capacity for annoyance, collapsing an important decision-making
process into a game of chance, and reducing the entire Artforum/Benglis
episode into a dinner-party anecdote.

The result of both Coplans' and Cowles' versions, however, is that the ad
eventually arrived at the printers. Nevertheless, the editor's story doesn't end
there. Coplans relates that the printer refused to print the ad,12 causing
Cowles to exclaim, 'It's solved. I'm off the hook' (Malcolm, 55). But Coplans
replied,

No, Charlie, you're not off the hook. Those printers have no right to

refuse to print, and out lawyer will tell them so. They can't select

what's going to appear in the magazine (55).
Ironically, this sign of 'interference' from the printer impelled Coplans to
reinsert himself back into his text as its primary character. It is therefore
Coplans and not Cowles who approached the head of the printing firm,
reminded him of their contractual agreement, and convinced him to print the
ad. And it is Coplans who informed Cowles that the ad would indeed appear in
print. He does not report the publisher's reaction. Instead, he closes his story
by delineating his own moral position within it and, in so doing, once again
finds representation as the honourable hero:

I insisted that it had to be printed as a matter of principle. Now I was

obviously interested in seeing that ad get published. My position was

that every woman had the right to make her individual choice as to

how she faced her womanhood. This was an artist, and she had made
this choice, and I was determined to protect her choice. Annetie

12 New York Magazine reported, 'Artforum's printers in Lancaster, _
Pennsylvania, refused to make prints for the ad, insisting that it was offensive
to the workers in the plant and would jeopardize their standing in the
community.’ Dorothy Seiberling, "The New Sexual Frankness: Good-by to
Hearts and Flowers,” New York Magazine, 8, No. 7 (13 Feb. 1975), 39.
Seiberling also quotes Artforum's then-Managing editor, Angela Westwater, as
declaring, 'If we'd had any doubts about running it in the first place, thxs‘
forced us to be positive about our stand. We told the printers, 'We don't want
you censoring our material,' and we insisted they consult a lawyer about their
position. The lawyer told them they had to print the ad’ (39).
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Michelson and RQS' and Max thought that it was obscene, that it was
too sgxually explicit. They were wholly opposed to me. Whether I
was right or wrong I don't know (Malcolm, 55)

222333331

Of course, the two stories which emanated from Artforum's staff members
have more than just an honourable hero in common. They also share a
heroine, Lynda Benglis, although they both control her representation in
different ways. Alloway and his cohorts , Invoking their authority as Artforum
associate editors, presume to speak for Benglis when giving their account,
thereby usurping her voice. However, Coplans elides the artist as an individual
altogether by refusing to address her by name. Instead, he consistently refers
to Benglis by the pronouns 'she' and 'her,’ and finally universalizes her in his
statements, 'My position was that every woman had the right to make her
individual choice..." and 'This was an artist, and she had make this choice .
Though this may seem circumstantial evidence, we can read Coplans’ words as
significant in that they deny Benglis her name. By refusing to use her name,
he too usurps her voice. And by transforming her into a generic artist,
Coplans generalizes her image, even sacrificing it to the altar of 'principle.’ He
therefore undermines not only the choices he 'was determined to protect,’ but
also the very work he 'insisted...had to be printed.’

Althcugh Lynda Benglis herself has spoken about the advert in public
interviews, she has rarely addressed either the controversy it engendered or the
events leading up to its publication. However, she did speak to Dorothy
Seiberling for a New York Magazine article published three months after the
ad's appearance. In that article, she not only respeonded directly to the
associate editors' virulent reaction and thus began the process of reclaiming her
voice from them, she also claimed their reaction, their voices, for the artwork

itself:

The ad has opened things up...Duchamp said that when you send out a
work of art, it's not completely done. The reaction of the person who
views it completes the creative act. I paid $3,000 for those Critics to
write that letter. I couldn't have asked for anything better (Seiberiing, 44).
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Furthermore, Benglis used Seiberling's essay to reclaim her representation by
posing for yet another photograph (fig. 3). This photo, taken by Steve Myers
for New York Magazine, finds Benglis reprising the hand-on-hip pose she
adopted for her ad for Artforum. This time, however, she is seated and
dressed in jeans and a tee-shirt. Across the top of the tee-shirt, in the
journal's own typeface, sits the word ARTFORUM; beneath it lies a
reproduction of the image from the advert. Benglis also sports two
accessories, including the harlequin sunglasses she wore in the ad. Her right
had again grasps the other, but instead of a dildo, she now holds a sequinned
and feathered eye—mask,- thereby evoking the notion of masquerade and its
effect of doubling representation. Benglis' mask thus accentuates the
photograph's own doublings of representation: the tee-shirt's recovery and re-
contextualization of her advert's hermaphroditic image, as well as its double
representation of Benglis herself - Lynda Benglis on the tee-shirt and Lynda
Benglis in the tee-shirt. Finally, she completes her reclamation of her image
through the tee-shirt itself. Her appropriation of the Artforum logo, with its
now-unavoidable allusion to the associate editors' reaction, and its merger with
the advert's image, which is now 'transferred’ onto the cover of Artforum,
results in a tee-shirt which itself represents the 'completed creative act.' I
would argue that by appearing in the photo wearing the tee-shirt, Benglis
wrests control of this 'completed' act away from Artforum and restores it to

the artist herself.13

13New York Magazine reported, 'Benglis had the picture printed on 50 white
T-shirts...She gave half of the shirts away to friends; the rest she plans to
mount on pool-table baize and sell for $350. "That will pay me back what I
spent on the Artforum ad,” she says practically’ (Seiberling, 38). Similarly,
Benglis regained control over the copyright mark by rendering it, too, part of
the completed artwork: 'From the beginning it was intended to be a Pald ad,
not part of an editorial feature on me. It was an art piece, and tha't s why
copyright was important, so it couldn't be reproduced at will. If it's taken out
of the original context, it's not a piece of my work' (42).
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In a catalogue for a 1991 exhibition at Atlanta's High Museum of Art, Susan
Krane attempts to further reclaim for Benglis her representation by circulating a
lengthy account which seems, albeit indirectly, to relate Benglis' side of the
story. Like Coplans, Krane begins by recalling Robert Morris' poster for his
Castelli-Sonnabend Gallery exhibition (fig. 4), an image she describes as 'tough,
nasty, and stereotypically male' (Krane, 40). Morris indeed presages the
Benglis advertisement here, for he too appears covered in body oil and naked
save for three accessories: sunglasses, a German helmet, and chains. Yet unlike
Coplans, Krane goes on to cite not the Artforum ad in the context of Morris'
image, but a different work: a photograph of the artist taken by Annie
Leibovitz in a '40s pin-up pose, nude but for the jeans pushed down to her
ankles and a pair of platform shoes (fig. 5).

The Leibovitz photograph adorned Benglis' invitation to her exhibition at the
Paula Cooper Gallery in May, 1974. It reappeared within the November, 1974
Artforum article on the artist, the one for which, according to the journal's
editors, the two-page advert had been 'originally intended’ and from which it
had been notoriously excluded. The journal's inclusion of the Benglis/Leibovitz
image within Robert Pincus-Witten's essay therefore ascribes to it a legitimacy
it denied her other photograph.

Notably, Artforum accentuates the legitimacy it grants Benglis' 'pin-up'
photo at the expense of her advertisement photo, by replicating the advert's
lay-out within the essay itself. Within the advert, Benglis' image appears on
the far right; Artforum similarly posits Leibovitz' photo on the far right of the
essay's opening two-page spread. Furthermore, the magazine accords the |
photograph nearly the same breadth of page space Benglis concedes to her
image, 6% inches versus 6% inches in the ad, and virtually the same space in
length. In thus imitating the advert in both lay-out and size, Artforum
implicitly supplants the representation of the artist which appears at the

beginning of the November issue with another, editorially sanctioned one.
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Notably, however, the attention the journal gives to Leibovitz' photo
pictorially does not extend to its text. Robert Pincus-Witten devotes only three
sentences to the image's discussion, which he relegates to the essay's back page.
These sentences do little more than support Krane's story (and contradict that

of Coplans) by claiming that Benglis'

...cheesecake invitation is the pendant to [Robert Morris'} recent S-M
fantasy poster announcement, which in turn references recent

videotapes done conjointly.14
Yet although this statement confirms the dialogical nature of the artists’ work,
its succeeding sentence undermines Benglis' contributions:
Morris exemplifies in stringent terms another intellectual artist attracted
and repelled by instances of brute irrationality; something of Benglis'
free-floating openness seems sympathetic to this conflicted outlook
(59).
Pincus-Witten's depreciation of the artist occurs in his gendered casting of
Mbrris and Benglis' artistic personalities. According to his description, Morris
plays the masculine 'intellectual’ to Benglis' feminized 'free-floating openness;’
the ‘conflicted' artist to her 'sympathetic' one. In short, he appears as the
artist with ideas, she as his sympathetic helpmate. In contrast, Susan Krane's
discussion of Morris vis-a-vis Benglis eschews such gendered terminology and
in fact mentions his work only to underline the 'dictatorial themes of power and
control integral to his dialogue with Benglis' (40).

In taking up Artforum's inclusion of the Leibovitz photo, I have detoured
from recounting Krane's version of the journal's encounter with Lynda Benglis.
But before I rejoin it, one last element of the 'pin-up''s magazine appearance
merits inquiry: the public reaction of Alloway, Kozloff, Krauss, Masheck, and
Michelson to Leibovitz' photo. For when confronted with an image in which a

nude woman is crowded into the corner of a room, photographed closely and

even intrusively from behind, has her arms twisted above and behind her head

14Robert Pincus-Witten, "Lynda Benglis: The Frozen Gesture,” Artforum,
November 1974, p. 59.
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as if bound, finds her legs immobilized by a pair of jeans pushed to her ankles,
and has her feet hobbled by exaggeratedly high-heeled platform shoes, the
editors respond with.. silence. Having reacted so vociferously to Benglis' dildo
image, which in my view assertively challenges notions of sexual difference
through its blatant portrayal of hermaphroditism, I can only interpret their
reserve over her other photograph, which sustains a certain feminine ideal, as
tacit acceptance.

Of the two Benglis images, the one photographed by Leibovitz, who at the
time was best known as Rolling Stones house photographer, is surely the more
problematic, for while it plays to the pin-up's iconography, it ultimately
preserves it. Laura Mulvey has demonstrated that the pin-up functions as one
of the arenas in which women connote 'to-be-looked-at-ness.' She writes,

Woman displayed as sexual object is the leitmotif of erotic spectacle:
from pin-ups to strip-tease, from Ziegfeld to Busby Berkeley, she

holds the look, and plays to and signifies male desire.15
Within representation, woman appears as image, man as bearer of the l'ook,
which thus splits the pleasure in looking between active/male and passive/female
(Mulvey, 19). Leibovitz' photograph of Benglis emphasises the passivity of the
female's position by rendering it physical, binding the artist's legs with the
fallen jeans. But if Benglis had meant to critique rather than reify pin-up
conventions through such emphasis then she failed, as Benglis herself was
forced to acknowledge. Susan Krane reports,
Benglis had been disturbed by the reaction to her Betty Grable
advertisement and particularly by the comment of a female gallery-goer
who asked Paula Cooper 'who did that to her?' The Artforum
advertisement was conceived to thwart any such misunderstanding of
Benglis' directorial position (Krane, 60, fn. 105).
The gallery-goer's question demonstrates that Benglis' 'pin-up' over-states its

passivity and so sustains rather than challenges it, prompting what Benglis

seemed to believe was a misreading of her image. Instead of critiquing the

151 aura Mulvey, "Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema" in Visual and Other
Pleasures (Houndmills: The Macmillan Press, 1989), p. 19.
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female's passivity within spectatorship, she is seen as embodying that position:
instead of gaining recognition as creator of the image, she is seen as its victim.
Benglis' 'pin-up’ therefore does nothing to subvert the gendered paradigm
Mulvey describes, nor the psychoanalytic construction of woman as lacking and
hence the sign of sexual difference.
I would argue that Benglis' dildo image, on the other hand, defies this
construction explicitly. Susan Krane explains,
Benglis wanted_to ridicule and debunk the Freudian concept of penis
envy and to reject the concomitant theories that posited a male-
centered‘ self-image ~ next to which woman was always seen as inferior
and lacking. She seemed to ask, angrily and rhetorically, while

wi_elding the. enormous plastic phallus as a weapon, if this indeed were
still the equipment one needed to be taken seriously as an artist (42)

Certainly it was necessary 'equipment’ if one wanted to be regarded seriously by
Artforum. From 1970 until 1980, the magazine devoted only five of its
ninety-nine covers to works by female artists. 16 However, Benglis' image is
more than a comment on the lamentable coverage women artists received from
the art world, and more than a critique of a Freudian construction. It is even
more than a refusal of Lacan's concept of the phallus as that which figures
sexual difference, despite her apprepriation of the penis in her advert. Rather,
the photograph of her nude body flaunting an exaggeratedly large dildo
eliminates, or at least confuses, notions of sexual difference by fusing them into
one hermaphroditic image. Benglis herself confirms,
My intention was to mock the idea of having to take sexual sides - to
be either a male or a female...I was involved in how I could mock both
sexes. The idea of a hermaphrodite is ideal because then you employ
and embody without contradicting. The condition 1s a contradiction in
itself. You embody the perfect condition in a neither/nor state (Krane,
42).
In calling attention to her intention, Benglis' statement invokes her authority

as artistic creator to refute Artforum's editors’ own theory of what her

'original intention' was. Similarly, Susan Krane's account of Benglis' interaction

16They are Nov. 1970: Georgia O'Keeffe; May 1971: Diane Arbus; Mar. 1972
Dorothea Rockburne; Apr. 1973: Agnes Martin; and Jan. 1974: Yvonne Raner.
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with Artforum quotes the artist frequently, readmitting her voice into a
discourse from which it had been twice barred, in order to rebut the words of
the journal's editorial staff. Unsurprisingly, then, her narrative contrasts
strikingly from those of the associate editors and John Coplans, most noticeably
in its depiction of how the advert evolved:
The now infamous advertisement was conceived initially as an
Independent \york, before Benglis knew that Pincus-Witten's article
"Lynda Bepghs: The Frozen Gesture” was to appear in the same issue.
After qeclmmg the magazine's offer to run the Image in the context of
his ar;zc_]e, Benglis decided (at the editor's suggestion) to buy two
advertising pages for the hefty sum of $3,000, a large investment for
her and nearly a quarter of her income at the time (Krane, 41 - my
italics).

Krane's assertion that Artforum approached Benglis and offered her the
opportunity to run the image within Pincus-Witten's article not only contradicts
the magazine's version of events, it also crucially transfers the act of
solicitation from the artist to the journal. Her story even attests to two
instances of solicitation, for Krane contends that after Benglis (correctly?)
refused Artforum's offer to submit the image within the context of the article,
John Coplans suggested that she buy two pages of advertising. In which case
the dildo image's ultimate inclusion within the magazine resulted not from an act
of solicitation on Benglis' part, as its editors would have it, but from two on
the part of the journal.

There may even have been a third. In a footnote, Krane reinstates Robert
Pincus-Witten, to whom neither the associate editors nor Coplans ever referred,
as a central and possibly solicitous figure within the story:

Benglis originally had considered staging a male-female pinup with
Morris, yet ultimately decided she wanted to make the statement
herself. She recounts being encouraged and 'given permission’ by

Morris and Pincus-Witten to undertake the Artforum project, and being
supported in her decision to work within the context of an

advertisement by Paula Cooperl? (Krane, 59, n. 88 - my italics).

17Dorothy Seiberling also suggests that Pincus-Witten knew of the image from
the start. She writes, 'another artist whose work Is explicitly sexual dismissed
Benglis as "a bad sculptor,” her ad as "a cheap publicity device,” and the whole
affair as "a fabrication of Pincus-Witten"' (Seiberiing, 42).
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Admittedly, Krane consigns this information to the marginality of a footnote:
yet its effects are nonetheless significant. For in bringing Pincus-Witten back
to the story's fore, she closes the distance the Artforum staff tried to put
between the magazine and the artist. Remember, both the associate editors and
John Coplans limited the extent of Benglis' encounter with the journal to
Coplans himself, and admitted to knowledge of her image only after the artist
allegedly approached them. Krane, in contrast, stretches the range of the
artist's contacts to include the writing staff, and maintains that Pincus-Witten
knew of the image from the beginning. More importantly, by reporting that
Benglis was 'encouraged and " given permission' by Morris and Pincus-Witten to
undertake the Artforum project,’ she implies that the journal not only knew of
Benglis' photograph beforehand, but had already sanctioned its inclusion.
Indeed, in 1977 Benglis informed France Morin,

I was encouraged to do it by Pincus-Witten and by Morris. They kind
of gave me permission and I payed (sic) $3,000 for the space. I don't

think you do anything in this world without say (sic) the permission. 18
Yet the fact remains that the magazine eventually excluded Benglis' dildo image
from Pincus-Witten's article and that its associate editors would have omitted it
from the issue altogether. In order to tease out the implications of the various
representations of the Benglis controversy, I have waited until now to rejoin
their dissociative statement, wherein Alloway and the others clarify the reasons
they object to the photograph's appearance 'between Artforum's covers.' [ shall
recount them individually:

1. In the specific context of this journal it ex'ist‘s as an object of '

extreme vulgarity. Although we realize that it is by no means the first

instance of vulgarity to appear in the magazine, it represents a

qualitative leap in that genre, brutalizing outselves and, we think, our

readers (9).

Obviously, the editors had not read Pincus-Witten's essay. If they had, they

would have learned that Benglis' project entails 'question (ing] what vulgarity

18France Morin, "Lynda Benglis in Conversation with France Morin,”
Parachute, 6, Spring 1977, 11.
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is," and that she believes 'taste is context’ (Pincus-Witten, 55). Any vulgarity
they discern in her work is therefore intended and functions precisely as the
instrument through which she articulates her resolve to present 'artwork that
questioned all extremes by being extreme or outrageous' (Krane, 41).

The editors neglect to define exactly which feature of this particular image
transforms it into a 'brutalizing’ object of 'extreme vulgarity.'19 It cannot be
Benglis' nude body alone, for hers is hardly the first to appear within the pages
of rhis art magazine. The dildo itself might be to blame, and vet its
exaggerated size, double head, and patently absurd texture render it parodic.
Could it be that the editors perceived in the object the threat of a weapon by
Benglis' holding it erect, thereby 'brutalizing’ them? No, I would argue that
the most likely explanation for their distress resides in what I see as two
related features of the photograph. First, Benglis' decision to trade the passive
stance she affected in the pin-up pose for the advert's more aggressive posture
signifies a refusal to continue to play female image to the male gaze. Second,
by actively returning the viewer's gaze through her sunglasses whilst grasping
the 'phallus,” Benglis appropriates the masculine position as bearer of the look
and thus upsets certain conventions of spectatorship.

In the editors’ view, Benglis also upsets the progress of a sociopolitical
movement:

2. Artforum has, over the past few years, made conscious efforts to
support the movement for women's liberation, and it is therefore

191; is worth noting that the associate editors' use of the term 'brutalizing'
again raises the spectre of pornography, for words like 'brutalizing' and
'degrading’ often crop up in anti-pornography discourse. Women Against
Violence Against Women (WAVAW), for example, have asserted that when they
see porn, 'We see ourselves being degraded and we reject it." They have also
argued a link berween such degradation and violence against women, a link they
see as having been taken to extreme in "Deep Throat" actress Linda Lovelace's
revelation that she was 'forced to perform at gunpoint' (Rosalind Coward and
WAVAW, "What is Pornography?” in Rosemary Betterton ed., Looking On:
Images of Femininity iz the Visual Arts and Media [London: Pand.ora Press,
1987], pp. 179-180). It is also worth noting that the Nov. 1974 issue featured
a Ralph Eugene Meatyard photograph with the word 'shit' written in large white
letters along its right-hand side, a 'vulgarity' the editors left unnoted.
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doubly shocking to encounter in its pages this gesture that reads as a

shabby mockery of the aims of that movement (9).
Sadly, there is little evidence within the magazine to sustain the editors' claim
that they made 'conscious efforts’' - note that it did not come 'naturally’ to
them -~ to promote 'women's liberation' and the sexual equality that was central
to that movement in America. Besides allowing only one woman per year for
the first five years of the 1970s to grace Artforum's covers, the magazine
maintained throughout those years an appalling ratio of male:female coverage
within its editorial section. In 1970, for example, this section featured only
three women artists: Eva Hesse in May, Nancy Graves in October, and Georgia
O'Keeffe in November. In 1971 and 1972 the figure rose to five; it climbed to
six in 1973; and culminated in 1974 with seven, the largest number of featured
women artists for the rest of the decade. Notably, not even these articles
restricted themselves to females, for in several essays the women discussed
comprised part of a wider group of male artists. Furthermore, from 1970 to
1971, the Tamarind Lithography Workshop surveyed the coverage of living
artists’ work by five American art magazines (Art News, Artforum, Art in
America, Arts Magazine, and Craft Horizons). It discovered that Art in
America devoted 92% of its coverage to men, Art News gave 96.1% article
lineage to men, and Artforum spent 88% of its space reviewing and reporting
on work by male artists.20 Though perhaps not the only index of Artforum's
support for wemen, it is the most explicit, for it demonstrates the journal's
failure to manifest its self-declared support for women artists on its covers and
in its editorial and review pages. Despite the editors' contention otherwise, -
then, Artforum's record reveals that the 'shabbiest mockery' of the aims of the

women's movement existed within its own editorial policies.

20When confronted with these figures, John Coplans responded by accusing the
museum and gallery structures of perpetuating discrimination and suggested that
the National Foundation for the Arts fund art reviewers to enable them to
'ferret out and cover artists' work in their studios. ‘'Grace Glueck, "No Fair
Play for the Fair Sex?" in The New York Times, 11 June, 1972, p. D23.




99

The third, and most arresting, of the editors’ objections to Benglis' advert

raises the issue of media intervention within the art world:

3. Ms. Benglis' advertisement insinuates two interconnected definitions
of art-world roles that are seriously open to question. One is that the
artist is free to be exploitative in his or her relation to a general public
and to that community of writers and readers who make Artforum.
The other is that Artforum should be a natural accomplice to that
exploitation, for the advertisement has pictured the journal's role as
devoted to the self-promotion of artists in the most debased sense of
that term. We are aware of the economic interdependencies which
govern the entire chain of artistic production and distribution.
Nonetheless, the credibility of our work demands that we always be on
our guard against such complicity, implied by the publication of this
advertisement. To our great regret, we find ourselves compromised in

this manner and that we owe our readers an acknowledgement of that
compromise (9).

Raymond Williams has shown that the word 'exploitation' derives from the Latin
explico, 'In its range of senses from unfold and spread out to arrange and
explain (this last leading to explication...).'21 Significantly, it can also connote
pub'licity and advertising.22 The associate editors, though, employ the term in
the critical sense it took on during the 19th-century, when the processes it
denoted within industrialization and commercialism began to be applied to people
(Williams, 130). On the one hand, then, the editors’ charge of 'exploitation’
ignores the fact that, in one sense of the word, an advert is intrinsically
exploitative, making their charge irrelevent. On the other hand, their charge
disregards the possibility of Benglis' 'exploitation’ as an artistic 'explication' of
artist/media relations and thus fails to analyze it as such. Equally, they fail to
consider that, in the term's explicative sense, Artforum's own commitment to
critical and theoretical discourse within art arguably renders it 'exploitative.’

In spite of their stated awareness of media/artist interdependencies, the
editors’ condemnation of Benglis for using Artforum for her own profit exposes

their reluctance to admit that Artforum functions precisely as part of the media.

21Raymond Williams, Keywords (1976; rpt. London: Fontana Press, 1988), p.
130.

22webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1987 ed.
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As such, the journal potentially acts as an alternative venue to the
museum/gallery system, if, as former Artforum contributing editor Barbara
Rose argued within the magazine in 1969, the media comprises the best audience
for 'art that does not traffic in objects, but in conceptions.'23 Notably, Rose
also advises that by fulfilling the role of both promoter and audience for work
which does not produce a tangible object - like the image in Benglis' advert -
the media enables that work to challenge 'the authority of the critic by
rendering superfluous or irrelevant his role of connoisseur of value or gourmet
of quality' (Rose, 46). In the case of Benglis and her advertisement, the fact
that she bypassed her gallery - which Krane informed us supported her in her
decision ~ meant that she also avoided the mediation of the art critic.
Therefore, we can infer that the editors' anger springs less from the idea that
Artforum acted as a 'natural accomplice’ to Benglis' ‘exploitation,' than from
their realization that the journal was 'complicit' in rendering its own staff
redundant.
There is another feature of Benglis' ad which makes relevant Barbara Rose's
"Politics of Art" essay. For Rose,
Media participation in art creates a situation in which the would-be
radical artist is left stranded: even if he can make art sufficiently far-
out to exceed the museum-gallery context, he can't come up with
anything unacceptable to the media (48).
Certainly Benglis' advert proves Rose wrong. It exemplifies an artwork
dependent on media participation to reach its audience which nevertheless
proved absolutely unacceptable to some media members. Thus, when Rose later
proposes in her essay that the media has shaped the taste of the middle class
and inquires, 'In a situation where anything goes, whose taste then is there left
to challenge?' (48), Benglis' ad ironically replies, 'the media itself.’
Within Susan Krane's construction of events, Benglis set out quite

specifically to challenge the media with her ad, asserting, 'I was mocking the

23Barbara Rose, "The Politics of Art Part III," Artforum, May 1969, p. 47.
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media’ (42). And in another quote, which incidentally recuperates her 'original

intention from Artforum's editors, Benglis states,

I felt that placing the gallery's name on the work strengthened the

statement, thereby mocking the commercial aspect of the ad, the art-
star system, and the way artists use themselves, their persona to sell
the work. It was mocking sexuality, masochism, and feminism. The

context of the placement of the ad, in an art magazine, was important
(Krane, 41).

In interviews with both France Morin and Dorothy Sieberling, Benglis clarifies
her statement that she was mocking feminism. For her, the Artforum advert
specifically mocked what Benglis considered to be feminism's condemnation of
some roles for women and its sanction of others. She revealed to France
Morin that the ad therefore attempts to recuperate from feminism the notion of
the objectification of women through its extension of the pin-up iconography
featured in the gallery announcement photographed by Annie Leibovitz:

...all these things just developed gradually out of a system [ was
experiencing [in Los Angeles], as well as say being very aware of the
feminist movement and wanting to make a sort of statement; I could
make a pin-up out of myself; that would be fine. A lot of the
feminists there who were really hard core got very angry, they
thought, well OK you have an OK body, so you can do that...that was
the basic criticism, which is totally illogical...That was a very bad
criticism (Morin, 9).

However, in her conversation with Dorothy Seiberling, Benglis both recovers
women's objectification and denounces it:

...if women have any strength, they'll have to approve of themselves in
whatever role they choose. That's why I did the pin-up. I wanted to
put myself on a pedestal and feel okay about it. I wanted to present
myself in all roles, but in a joke manner. It's all symbolic. I can
choose to make myself into anything, even into an object. In the pinup
ad, I am both accepting and denying the idea of woman as object - and
thus getting rid of it. As for the last ad, it was meant to be a
statement to end all statements, the ultimate mockery of the pinup and
the macho (42).

And, she concludes,
Women today feel very strongly about being women and about be'}ng
artists. They object to being cast in certain kinds of .roles. But in
order to get rid of roles, you have to mock them (Seiberling, 44).

While I would agree with Benglis' last comment, I would argue that neither her

pin-up nor her dildo image successfully insinuates both an acceptance and a
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denial of the objectification of womeh. The pin-up, in my view, magnifies the
passivity of the woman's position; it neither denies it nor derides it. It plays
up to that passivity; it doesn't play with it. For me, it not only accepts a
notion of women's objectification, it reifies it. In contrast, the dildo image
seems to reject but not accept this notion by adopting less the pose of the pin-
up than that of the body-builder, as we shall see in the photos of Lisa Lyon.
Although Benglis 'makes herself into an object’ insofar as she uses her body as
her artwork's medium, her aggressive stance, returned gaze, and enormous
dildo/phallus arguably preclude her objectification by placing her in the male
position of bearer of the look. Benglis' stated intentions notwithstanding, it
would seem that she does not mock feminism so much as create an image that
may be seen as iconic to its concerns regarding women's position within
patriarchy. Therefore, I would propose that Benglis' dildo image is more
effective than her pin-up in 'getting rid' of the concept of woman-as-object not
because it both accepts and denies that concept, nor because it mocks feminism,
but because it creates a mockery of the notion of sexual difference upon which
the objectification of women is predicated.

Benghs also wanted to mock the media by placing the ad within an art
magazine. The importance of contextualizing the ad within an art journal lies in
the fact that Benglis thus stages her mockery internally rather than externally.
By deriding the media from within the art media, she forces it to acknowledge
the undeniable complicity between art journals and artists in all its facets.
Benglis' ad compels Artforum's editors to realize the implications of their
magazine's dependency upon artists, and particularly its economic dependency
upon the advertisements placed by their galleries. Characteristically, Alloway
and the others react by shifting the blame onto Benglis. The tactic ultimately
fails them, however, for their protest against her 'self-promotion’' suffers under

the weight of their earlier admission that Artforum refused the artist anything

but its promotional space.
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Whilst Benglis' above-cited comment to Susan Krane explains her version of
the inclusion of the gallery courtesy, it fails to account for the black space on
which it appears. And yet this blackness seems crucial to her work, since the
artist devotes to it two-thirds of her advert's space. In her only comment
regarding the ad's blackness, Benglis stated,

It was a media statement and I worked very hard on it. It had to be

th¢ rigf;t black, the right gloss, it had to be just slick enough

(Sieberling, 42 - my italics).
Certainly, the ad's blackness heightens the effect of the dildo image itself. It
ensures that nothing could appear next to it that could detract from the effect
of the photograph, and claims importance for the image by claiming the space
around it. But since neither Benglis nor Artforum supply a rationale for its
presence, I offer my own hypotheses, taking Benglis' ongoing dialogue with
Robert Morris as a point of departure. It is possible that Benglis conceived the
left~hand page of her ad as the space in which Morris' macho poster implicitly
resides, thereby alluding to the dialogic nature of her work. If sc, then the
ad's blackened space might act as the antithesis to Morris' poster as a full-page
exposition of male selfhood either (depending on how one looks at it) by
rendering that part of her ad selfless, or else by replacing his manifestation of
male selfhood with the right-hand page's provocative interpretation of a bi-
gendered selfhood. Alternatively, given Benglis' assertion that she is mocking
sexuality, the artist might be scoffing at the phallic form Morris' body and
helmet create, depriving it of its symbolic potency by smothering it in
blackness.

However, the most intriguing hypothesis for the advert's blackness lies in
Theodor Adorno's 1970 essay, "Black as an Ideal.” In his opening paragraph,
Adorno states, 'Radical art today is the same as dark art: its background colour

is black.'24 We need not fall into the trap of thinking that Adorno is right, or

24Theodor Adorno, "Black as an Ideal” in Contemporary Critical Theory, ed.
Dan Latimer (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1989), p. 348.
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that Benglis knew of his essay when conceiving her advert, but we can
appropriate his ideas as a way of coming to terms with the ad's pervasive
blackness. Adorno allows us to see the possibility that Lynda Benglis has,
through her use of blackness, built radicality into her very advertisement.
Taking him at his word, Benglis again refutes Barbara Rose's contention that
the media's intervention in art strands the would-be radical arust, for she not
only incorporates blackness and thus radicality into her work, she also

audaciously employs the media to reconfirm its radical status.

EEEE S 223 T

So far, I have referred only to the five associate editors who dissociated
‘themselves from Benglis' éd. There was also, as I mentioned earlier, a sixth
associate editor, Peter Plagens. He too wrote a letter regarding Lynda Benglis'
ad, which John Coplans printed immediately ahead of his colleagues' statement:

I am shocked. For some years now I have depended on Artforum as
consistently, patently inoffensive family reading, a publication filled only
with photographs of Minimal, Process, and Conceptual art devoid of
even a trace of sensuality, which I could place on my coffee table next
to Reader's Digest, Family Circle, and Art & Language, and have it
blend in nicely. Frankly, I never thought I'd see the day when I would
have to keep it from the reach of my children. Your November issue,
with that color photograph of some shameless hussy showing
everything from here to Bakersfield is disgusting. Imagine my
perplexity when my nine-year-old son, who'd met the 'artist’ only
weeks before, here, in our home, asked me if that dildo was really
made of some Japanese plastic which would further depress the
situation in our domestic styrene industry! What could I say? I gave
him the best evasive fatherly answer I could and assured him that
Robert Morris owned controlling interest in the company. And imagine
my chagrin when my wife, looking up momentarily from her copy of
Screw, asked me if she couldn't trade me and four box boys for
that...thing! Our household is now in a shambles, and my students
heund me with queries on the myth of the vaginal orgasm. If your
publication cannot return to its former dignity (I suggest covering the
cffensive anatomy with a small Don Judd insert) then cancel my
subscription immediately.
P.S. On the other hand, anyone who could win Edye Gorme and Steve
Lawrence look-alike contests simultaneously, can't be all bad.

Yours for a cleaner SoHo,

Peter Plagens.

Studio City, California.23

25peter Plagens, Letter, Artforum, December, 1974, 9.
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Plagens' letter, which shares with Benglis' advert a playfulness that nevertheless
articulates a strong position, responds to both the ad itself and his colleagues'
statement. By referring to his wife's perusal of Screw magazine, Plagens seems
to be suggesting that pornography is no stranger to the homes of Artforum's
art critics, and thus allusively charges the editors with hypocrisy. Moreover,
he reasserts Benglis' own implicit correlation between Artforum and magazines
such as Screw and Playboy, and reinforces that correlation when citing
Artforum's 'former dignity.' Plagens' also refutes his colleagues' portrayal of
Benglis in their statement. His admission that Benglis was a visitor to his own
home implies that Benglis was a familiar figure, even a friend, to Artforum's
staff members (at least to Plagens and, as we have seen, Pincus-Witten) and
not, as the editors' statement made out, an interloper blatantly soliciting
Artforum. Finally, Plagens' postscript plays up Benglis' disavowal of sexua]
difference by casting her in the combined role of husband-and-wife singing duo
Steve Lawrence and Edye Gorme and thus supports her refusal to accede to
conventions of spectatorship which I believe so 'brutalized' his colleagues.
Whilst Alloway, Kozloff, Krauss, Masheck, and Michelson vehemently
divorce themselves from Benglis' Artforum ad, Plagens' witty response quite
adamantly isolates himself from their dissociation. His letter represents the
only voice of editorial support for Lynda Benglis as an artist, thereby upholding
her ad's content as well as its implicit critiques.2® Plagens has since continued
to voice his support for Benglis and her advert at the expense of Artforum's
former staff, as in a 1993 interview with John Coplans for Artforum's thirtieth
anniversary issue. Discussing the 'politicization’ (Coplans' term) of Artforum

under Coplans' editorship, Plagens remarks,

2630hn Coplans explained Plagens position to The New York sz_nes as _
representing the difference between West Coast and East Coast intellectualism:
'What it turns out to be in practice...is that the California intellectuals say the
advertisement is a woman expressing herself. In New York, the intellectuals
are more Victorian' (Corry, 78). Robert Pincus-Witten apparently agreed, for
he labelled such responses to the ad, 'sanctimonious puritanism' (Seiberling, 44).
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You dealt with a purer, truer kind of politics, the kind that can get
you fired...Your record isn't perfect though. Weren't you the editor
of Artforum when the infamous Lynda Benglis dildo ad ran? Didn't
you get protests from your own editors, complaining that, among other

things, the ad was extraordinarily vulgar?27
It may seem at first glance that by phrasing his last two sentences in the
interrogative, rather than the declarative form, Plagens feigns a hazy knowledge
of the Benglis controversy and thus distances himself from both the ad and its
aftermath. However, having already admonished Coplans for his imperfect
'political’ record, his interrogations may also be read assertively, accusingly:
'Weren't you the editor...?' and 'Didn't you get protests...?" In this reading,
Plagens actually associates himself with the controversy by evincing his
familiarity with both fﬁe events and its key players. His reproof of Coplans
nineteen years after the Benglis affair sustains a support for the artist that, as
we shall see, his colleagues continue to deny her.

In contrast to Peter Plagens and his fellow associate editors, Artforum's
readers had to wait until March, 1975 to see the publication of their letters to
the editor. Coplans printed only four, in spite of the fact that the ad 'elicited
the biggest mail response of anything published in the magazine's thirteen year

existence.'28 All four letters denounced the editors' statement, with Robert

27peter Plagens, "John Coplans,” Artforum, Sept. 1993, p. 190. Coplans
replied, 'Lynda said she wanted an ad within the article itself, and I refused.
Any artist or gallery could take an ad, but not within an article. As for
whether the ad would run elsewhere in the magazine, editors are supposed to
have nothing to do with ads; publishers decide about ads. I left it to Charlie.
We ran the ad, but then the printer refused to print it because he thought it
was obscene. We had a contract with the printer, and we forced him to print
it. Once he could object to one ad, he could object to another, or even to an
article. We were protecting the magazine, the artists, the writers, and their
freedom of speech' (190).

28Seiberling, 39. Seiberling relates, 'one outraged [Artforum) reader...didn't
bother to write. He marched into the Philadelphia Museum of Art brandishing
the infamous issue and, making a beeline for a Benglis work on
display...grabbed the sculpture off the wall and hurled it to the floor" (42).
Interestingly, even though the ad provoked Artforum's 'biggest mail response’
of its then-13 year existence, the journal's current editor has denied the
existence of anything in the journal's archives regarding the Benglis affair. Fax
received from Jack Bankowsky, 25 Jan. 1994.
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Rosenblum referring to Alloway et al as 'the Sons and Daughters of the
Founding Fathers of Artforum Committee on Public Decency and Ladies
Etiquette,'29 whilst three of them strongly supported the artist. No other
correspondence regarding the ad ever appeared in print.

The 'Lynda Benglis thing' coincided with the beginning of the end of
Artforum as it had existed for the previous decade. Indeed, the editors’
concluding remarks foretell the journal's fate:

This incident is deeply symptomatic of conditions that call for critical

analysis. As long as they infect the reality around us, these conditions
shall have to be treated in our future work as writers and as editors

(9).
As with Rosalind Krauss' later_ recourse to the word 'thing,' the editors' referral
to the Benglis affair as an 'incident' - a word that can describe a minor
occurrence - collapses the ad and its effects into a single ambiguous word and
denﬁonstrates an unwillingness to 'critically analyze' the advert itself. Indeed,
the editors cannot even bring themselves to name the 'infectious conditions'
surrounding them: 'Exploitation?' Sexuality? Pornography? Feminism? Artistic
authority? Ultimately, the unnamed 'infectious conditions' embodied by Lynda
Benglis were never satisfactorily resolved, for within a year, Krauss, Michelson,
and Masheck had resigned from the journal. They never publicly recanted the
position they took over Benglis' ad. Speaking to Janet Malcolm twelve years
later, Rosalind Krauss reaffirmed,

We thought the position represented by that ad was so degraded. We
read it as saving that art writers are whores (Malcolm, 50).

With these words, Krauss keeps in play the recurrent image of the prostitute
so prominent within the Benglis controversy's discourse. Her telling
transference of that representation to herself and her colleagues reasserts the
correlation between Artforum and pornography at which Benglis' ad hinted, for

Krauss' comment again brings to mind the fact that the Greek origin of the

29Robert Rosenblum, Letter, Artforum, March 1975, pp. 8-9.
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word pornography - pornographos - denotes ‘'writing of prostitutes.' As Shelly

Killen pointed out in a letter to The Feminist Art Journal,

Given the origin of the word pornography...it appears that Mr. Coplans
and Pincus-Witten...are the genuine pornographers...30

Before the Spring of 1993, I might have followed Krauss' words, and ended
this section, by seconding a quote from critic Lucy Lippard who, in a 1976
article written for Artforum's rival art journal Art in America, averred, 'The
uproar that this...image created proved conclusively that there are still things
women may not do.'31 However, Artforum itself changed all that. In May,
1993, it reran Benglis' dildo image within its covers (fig. 6). This time, the
photograph comprised a centrally prominent part of a collage commissioned by
Aftforum from artist Darryl Turner. Arguably, the image lost part of its
impact by becoming one amongst many. More importantly, though, it gained in
Turner a creator who could not be conflated with the object - Benglis - itself.
Therefore, Turner not only reasserted the producer/product distinction that
Benglis herself had eroded, but he also became, within the context of his
collage, 'author' of the image. His 'authorship' thus reestablished Benglic'
conventional role as spectacle, highlighted what Laura Mulvey called woman's
'strong visual and erotic impact' (19), and disabled Benglis' image from
'brutally’ upsetting male pleasure in looking. Turner's 'project-for- Artforum
temporarily enabled both himself and the journal to appropriate Benglis' image,

authorize it, and so mitigate the disruptive effects of the ambiguity it described.

The Human Figure in Art

In a 1993 article for Women's Art Magazine, Susan Croft and Claire

3OShelly Killen, Letter, The Feminist Art Journal, 3, No. 4, Winter 1975, 2.

31Lucy R. Lippard, "The Pains and Pleasures of Rebirth: Women's Body Art, "
Art in America, May-June, 1976, 76.
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MacDonald begin an analysis of performance art with the claim that 'the explicit
body has returned from exile to occupy a central position in contemporary
performance art."32 Croft and MacDonald cite the 1980s as the decade in
which the body found itself 'exiled' from art practice, the same decade in which
Artforum's new editor Ingrid Sischy paradoxically felt the time was right to
'face up to the complex and ubiquitous existence of the human form in
contemporary art' (1980:61). Sischy therefore devoted the November, 1980
issue of the journal to essays which explore, through critical discourse which at
times seems to purposely evoke the presence of Michael Fried, the human
figure through, amongst other things, performance art, fashion photography,
feminist art, and gay art. ‘Only then,’ she said, 'will it be possible to insist
that this figure have (sic) an ideology' (61).

It would seem that there is no sociopolitical purport to Sischy's use of the
term 'ideology.” She does not appear to use the term in its Marxist pejorative
sense as an 'upside-down'33 version of reality, the false consciousness of ruling
class thinkers, nor in its Althusserian sense as that which 'has the function
(which defines it) of "constituting” concrete individuals as subjects'34 in order
to achieve social conformity. Sischy appropriates a radical word, but uses it
broadly, referring to nothing more than 'a manner of thinking characteristic of
an individual, group, or culture.’35 As well as refusing to define her use of
the term 'ideology, Sischy refuses to explain her decision to use the word in
the singular. Nor does she elucidate whence this presumed 'ideology’ emanates,

nor, for that matter, of what Artforum's 'ideology of the human figure in

32Susan Croft & Claire MacDonald, "Performing Postures,” Women's Art
Magazine, no. 57, March/April, 1994, 9.

33Karl Marx & Friedrich Engels quoted in Williams. Keywords, 155.

341 ouis Althusser, "Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses.” in Lenin and
Philosophy (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1971), 171.

35Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dicticnary (Springfield: Merriam-Webster
Inc., 1987).
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contemporary art’ might consist. She simply writes,
This issue has been assembled because it appears that the foundations

have.beer.l set over the last 20 years for both an intellectual and a
physical ideology and that it is now time to recognize it (61)

In my own references to Artforum's 'intellectual and physical ideology,’ I will
adopt the term's common 20th-century usage: a conflation of Marx and Engels’
notion of illusion with 'the set of ideas which arise from a given set of material
interests or, more broadly, from a definite class or group.’ (Williams, 156).
We shall see that Artforum's 'set of ideas' regarding the human figure are
indeed illusory, for they promote a notion of sexual difference that 1s based
upon the illusion of the castrated female intended to uphold the law of the
father within patriarchal culture. As I argued at the beginning of this chapter,
I tend to understand Artforum'’s 'ideology’ of the human form in visual art to
be gendered. The journal's reaction to Lynda Benglis' advert and, as I shall
demonstrate, the biases underpinning the November, 1980 issue devoted to the
human body in art affirm that the journal's 'ideology' of the body oscillates
between resistance, tolerance, and outright approval depending on the gender of
the artist, that of the body depicted, and the degree to which the two figures
can be identified as one.

The two cover photographs adorning Artforum's November, 1980 issue
signal the journal's biases immediately (fig. 7). The photographs were taken at
a contemporaneous performance of Scott Burton's Individual-Behavior Tableaux,
each showing a seated nude man adopting two different poses. The small print
which credits the cover photograph on the journal's contents page identifies the
artist as Burton and the performer as Kent Hines. Artforum's special issue
gives its cover to an artist who distinguishes between the producing body and
the performing body and thus keeps the producer/product delineation in play.
Notably, however, Artforum does not grant Scott Burton a feature article inside
the November issue (a highly unusual occurrence for an artist whose work

merits its cover), nor does he receive mention within one of its more
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generalized essays. Individual-Behavior Tableaux's presence on Artforum's
cover is enough to confirm both the magazine's approval of Burton as a
performance and body artist and its more general validation of such art when
the performing bodies are male.

As with the cover image, two male figures inform the first article to appear
after the journal's usual parade of gallery advertisements. Indeed, Klaus
Kertess' essay on human figuration in visual art, "Figuring It Out," is less
noteworthy for its banal central argument (which contends, 'the human
figure...carries more direct references and associations than any other
subject'),30 than for its establishment of Eduoard Manet as a figure central to
the development of abstraction, and its evocation of a figure central to the
Artforum of an earlier time: Michael Fried. Though admittedly subtle, allusions
to Fried nevertheless emerge. The first occurs on the opening page, where a
reproduction of Manet's Dead Christ with Angels of 1864 stands above the
essay's title. To the long-term Artforum reader, the Manet image recalls
"Manet's Scurces," a special issue from March, 1969 in which then-editor Fhilip
Leider devoted the entire magazine to Fried's article of the same name. Unlike
Kertess, who looks at Manet's influence on 20th-century visual art, Fried
investigates the artist's insistence upon pictorial references to art of the past
(He argues, for example, that Manet based Dead Christ with Angels on
Géricault's Raft of the Medusa and, to a certain extent, David's Death of
Marat). Yet like Kertess' essay, "Manet's Sources” features a painting by the
artist of a dead body on its cover: The Dead Torero, 1864. Through the
figure of Manet, then, Kertess invokes that of the former Artforum
contributing editor.

Kertess' second reference to Fried lies within his essay's biblical references -

its Book of Genesis-inspired subheading, "In the Beginning;" Manet's depiction

36KJaus Kertess, "Figuring It Out," Artforum, Nov. 1980, 32.
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of the dead Christ; a reproducti‘on of Andrea Mantegna's Dead Christ, ca.
1465-66 - which conjure up what seems to be the religious undertone of
Fried's 1967 polemic, "Art and Objecthood.” Fried's essay begins on a spiritual
note with a quote from Jonathan Edwards - "The abiding assurance is that "we
every moment see the same proof of a God as we should have seen if we had
seen Him create the world at first™' (Fried, 1967:12) - and ends with the
sentiment, "Presentess is grace."37 In between, its argument develops along
what T.J. Clark has termed a 'religious perspective'38 and what Mary Kelly
has identified as the elevation of 'Greenberg's commonsense notion of "good
art”...from the realm of opinion to that of faith'39 by insisting upon the
concepts of purity, corruption, infinity, and grace. Kertess' own imposition of
religious referents within his article implicitly summons up what can be read as
the overt spirituality of "Art and Objecthood.”

Finally, the spectre of "Art and Objecthood" reappears in Kertess' first

sentences: 'It starts with Manet. Everything always starts with Manet -or so it

37Fried, 23. Fried scholar Chris Riding offers an alternative reading of "Art
and Objecthood,” which denies the presence of spirituality within the essay and
instead takes off from Charles Harrison's detection of an 'ethical rigour’ in
Fried’'s work (Charles Harrison, Essays in Art and Language, [Oxford: Basil
Blackwell Ltd., 1991], p. 294). Riding argues that the 'presentness’ Fried
finds in 'Modernist painting and sculpture is the antithesis of the 'literalist’
work's presence. In the 'literalist' work, its presence is specifically a stage
presence: it plays to the beholder, provoking in the beholder both an awareness
of the duration of time in which he/she is looking at the object and the
realization that the object is indeed playing to him/her. In contrast, the
'Modernist’ work ignores the beholder in that it does not play to him or her;
the work is always present, immediate. The 'literalist’ work achieves its effect
through stage presence, whereas the 'Modernist’ work achieves its effect
through immediacy. Thus, cencludes Riding, the 'grace’ to which Fried refers
is a moment of becoming, when all conditions (especially presentness) come
together in the work, transcending the scriptures of (Greenbergian) Modernism
through quality and conviction (Telephone interview with Chris Riding, 6

December 1994).

38T.J. Clark, "Arguments about Modernism: A Reply to Michael Fried," in
Pollock and After, ed. Francis Frascina (New York: Harper & Row, 1985), p.

87.

39Mary Kelly, "Re-viewing Modernist Criticism" ( 1981) in Art after '
Modernism: Rethinking Representation, ed. Brian Wallis (New York: The New

Museum of Contemporary Art, 1984), p. 94.
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seems' (31.) His words give rise to the thought that just as Kertess posits
Manet as central to abstraction's development, so too has "Art and Objecthood”
been central to Artforum's evolution into a serious art journal. Indeed, in the
history of Artforum, a surprising amount of the magazine's output after that
essay's publication appears to either directly or indirectly refer back to it. The
authority Philip Leider's Artforum ostensibly granted Fried - emphasising the
significance of his essays by according them more page space than those by
other contributors (a practice which reached its apogee with the publication of
the issue-long "Manet's Sources"), for example - continues even in issues
published years after his departure from the journal in 1974, as Kertess' essay
demonstrates. "Figuring It Out"'s projection of the critical figure cf Michael
Fried into Sischy's special issue reasserts his predominance within the journal's
history. It can also be seen as an attempt to imbue the issue with the critical
power the well-regarded Summer, 1967 special issue on sculpture in which "Art
and Objecthood" first appeared retrospectively obtained.

Fried's implicit critical presence effects the criticism promoted in the issue's
next offering, a section organized by Moira Roth entitled "Visions and Re-
Visions." The title, with its references to opticality, alteration, correction, and
newness, serves as an umbrella term for a segment containing three pieces: an
article by Roth which attempts to define the terms "feminist art,” "feminist
criticism." and "feminist artist” and sets up a system for so doing; a two-page
selection of works from 1970 to 1980 by nine women artists, reproduced
without text and thus without explanation of how and why Roth chose them;
and a conversation Roth conducted with California performance and self-
described feminist artist Suzanne Lacy. At first glance, the inclusion of these
three pieces, and their inferential juxtaposition to the arguments propounded by
Fried, would seem to bespeak Artforum's revision, alteration, and/or correction
of the critical views with which it had been often associated in the previous two

decades, in favout of a commitment to feminist art, criticisin, and theory under
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its new editor for the 1980s, Ingrid Sischy. Yet as I shall argue below, the
journal dilutes the strength of its apparent commitment to feminist practices
through its placement of these articles within the context of the issue.

Before 1 expand upon that argument, however, the two contributions to the
issue which follow Moira Roth's "Visions and Re-Visions" section need to be
addressed, for they too demonstrate the hollowness of Artforum's support for
feminist artistic and critical interventions. The first is Carol Squiers' "Slouch
Stretch Smile Leap,” an examination of 20th-century fashion photography to
which Sischy grants an unusually high proportion of feature article space: nine
pages, double the length of the average Artforum essay and the longest one in
the issue. Moreover, she permits it four large colour reproductions (out of a
total of thirteen), double or even quadruple the amount accorded the issue's
other articles. Such exceptions to Artforum's general format imply an
exceptional essay; yet Squiers' text distinguishes itself only through its refusal
to critically address the depiction of women within the photographs under
discussion. As evinced below, Squiers observes but does not analyze the ways
in which certain photographers objectify their models, a lack of critical rigour
made all the more noticeable and lamentable by its placement after Roth's call
for incisive feminist criticism. Despite the impression given by the commands
comprising her essay's title that its text will question the objectification of
female models within fashion photography, such an interrogation never occurs.
Squires apparently perceives that objectification, for she describes
representations of women which can only be described as distorted. She
observes, for example, that Cecil Beaton's models are 'helplessly, blindly
swaying...or literally dangling from strings, puppets on a stage;'40 that Irving
Penn defined 'three essential types [of woman]; the reacting woman, the

straightforward woman, the woman-as-object’ (50); and that a Richard Avedon

40Carol Squiers, "Slouch Stretch Smile Leap," Artforum, Nov. 1980, p. 48.
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model sits 'with legs spread and mouth pursed,’ exemplifying one of his 'fickle,
irresponsible creatures' (50). Yet Squiers presents these comments as mere
description, not critique. She refers to Beaton's 'puppet’-like women in order
to substantiate her claim that the photographer was influenced by the ‘clearly
defined Surrealist sensibility' Man Ray brought to fashion photography (48).
She cites Irving Penn's 'woman-as-object’ not to underscore the objectification
of women within fashion photography, but to assert that he used 'clear, even
light to define the crisp edges and exacting detail' of his three types of women
(50). And she describes Avedon's spread-legged model not to raise the issue
of woman-as-spectacle, but to demonstrate the 'self-confidence’ of the 'new
kind of woman...in Avedon's work’ (50). Similarly, Squires notes that Avedon
himself pursued 'a convulsive vision of women' who 'seem to be the victims of
their own overabundant leisure time' (51), but she mentions them orly to say
that they are 'the source of the kicky, motion-filled figures leaping across bare
studio spaces which characterized Avedon's work in the '60s and into the '70s’
(51). Furthermore, when Squires says that Hiro's photographs for Harper's
Bazaar in the late 1960s feature 'hands, legs and feet in accessories, parts of
things rather than the whole' (52), she is not addressing the notion of women
being severed, but rather the 'oddness' of his images, 'all photographed from
quirky angles with a frightening edge of clarity’ (52). Finally, Squiers notes
Guy Bourdin's 'horrific image of a woman mongrelized into a half-human freak'
(54), but does so only to propose that his images comment upon the 'instability
and even weightlessness' of fashion photography and to praise 'his extraordinary
handling of color' (54). Yet the surprising element in Squiers’ article is not her
own descriptions’ ironic mimicry of fashion photography's objectification of
women, nor even its lack of rigourous analysis of that objectification per se.
Rather, it is the significance Ingrid Sischy evidently ascribes to it by allowing it
its lengthy text and extra colour reproductions. Her placement of the essay

after Moira Roth's promotion of feminist art, criticism, and theory suggests
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that, for Sischy, Squiers' essay succeds Roth's in terms of the magazine's lay-
out because it supercedes it intellectually.

It seems appropriate that Squiers’ essay should itself be succeeded by Robert
Mapplethorpe's photographs of performance artist and 1979 Women's Body
Building Champion Lisa Lyon, for whilst the former records fashion
photography's penchant for sectionalizing its models (‘parts of things rather
than the whole'), we shall see that the latter refines it. Mapplethorpe's
photographs appeared in the journal three years before their publication in a

book entitled Lady Lisa Lyon. Artforum, on the other hand, gives the

photographs the title, "LISA LYON_by Robert Mapplethorpe," implying that it
is Mapplethorpe, rather than Lyon, the project's creator, who merits artistic
authority. The journal published six photographs. As with Moira Roth's two-
page review of women's art over the previous decade, these photographs appear
unaccompanied by text, and thus offer no explanation for the process by which

they, rather that any of the other 110 photos in Lady Lisa Lyon, were chosen

for inclusion in Artforum.

The few words which open Artforum's selection of photographs introduce
Lyon herself: 'Lisa Lyon is a performance artist and winner of the First
Women's Body Building Championship, Los Angeles' (55 - Mapplethorpe's
reputation seems to have preceded him, since the journal does not introduce
him to its readers). They also announce the section's title, "LISA LYON by
Robert Mapplethorpe,” which itself points up the performance artist's
dependence upon photography to preserve an art form that is inherently

ephemeral:

What remains of performance, with its temporality, its specific relation
of audience and event impossible to trace, is the film or the photograph

(Kelly, 95).
More importantly, however, Artforum's title grants artistic authority of the

photographs to the photographer, thus contesting Mary Kelly's argument that it

is the artist, not the photographer, who merits the title of author:
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What is lost in that image, in so far as it can no longer be
emphatically marked as the property of the creative subject, is gained
to the extent that it is, precisely, a photograph of the artist and as the
possessive subject (in law) he has 'the right of the photographer’ over
the disposal of his own image (95).

For Kelly, product (the body photographed) assumes the state of producer (the
photographer), resulting in the performance artist's claim to authorship. But as
Artforum wants to maintain the distinction between the two, it gives the photos
a title that assigns Mapplethorpe authorship of not only the photographs, but of
Lyon herself. Artforum wrests from Lyon her 'rights as photographer,’
insisting instead upon retaining those rights for Mapplethorpe. In the journal's
view, he becomes the artist/author. Artforum reduces Lyon to a model and
converts 'photographs of the artist' into photographs by an artist. It therefore
refutes its own introduction of Lyon by ultimately denying her status as a
performance artist and thus her legal status as possessive subject.

Significantly, Artforum's act sets the tone for the book's own struggle with
the attribution of authorship. At one point, Bruce Chatwin's introduction to
Lady... asserts Lyon's artistry and authority:

[She was] a sculptor whose raw material was her own body...she was
on the lookout for the right photographer to document it.41

Meeting Mapplethorpe a year after winning her championship, she selected him
to record the body she had sculpted. However, Chatwin later transfers her
authority to Mapplethorpe, hinting broadly that he authorized the project by
virtue of his approval of her:
She and Robert met at a party in a SoHo loft. It was very dark, but
he liked her quivering lip and glittering eyes. He liked the mop_of
loose biack curls that give her the air of an Old Testament heroine.
He liked her leather jacket and her tight black rubber pants: it was
obvious that her body was superlative - small, supple, svelte, without

an ounce of surplus fat, and so very different from the sinewy torsos
of the ladies in muscle magazines (12).

Chatwin's enumeration of the things Mapplethorpe 'liked’ about Lyon suggests

41Bruce Chatwin, "An Eye and Some Body," Lady Lisa Lyon by Robert
Mapplethorpe (New York: The Viking Press, 1983), 11.
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that her selection of him was irrelevent; his final approval of her determined
whether or not the project would proceed. Indeed, Samuel Wagstaff, in his

forward to Lady..., remarks,

I don't suppose he would ever have taken a second exposure of Lisa if
her classicism and ideals of order had not been a match for his.42

But whilst Wagstaff acknowledges Lyon's parity with Mapplethorpe, Chatwin's
introduction finally privileges the photographer. He, too, refutes his
introduction of Lyon by rendering Mapplethorpe a sculptor, Lyon his raw
material: 'His eye for a face is the eye of a novelist in search of a character;
his eye for a body that of a classical sculptor in search of an "ideal"" (9). In
so doing, Chatwin strips Lyon of her artistry, denying her as sculptor of her
own body.

Similarly, the title to Chatwin's introduction, "An Eye and Some Body,"
parés Mapplethorpe and Lyon down to artistic eye and generic body
respectively. His text maintains these depictions, but in promoting
Mapplethorpe's artistic vision, Chatwin eventually goes beyond generalizing Lyon
into 'some body;’ he actually makes her immaterial:

He keeps a weather eye open for an 'ideal' model, someone who
combines a face, a body, and an arresting personality; and who,
because most men are vainer and less versatile in front of a camera, is
likelier than not a woman (11).
Chatwin implies here that the 'lady’' of the book's title could have been anyone
fulfilling Mapplethorpe's criteria, even a man. Within Chatwin's text, Lisa Lyon
loses her identity as a performance artist and instead becomes fragmented into a
face, a body, and a personality which happen tc fit the photographer's
paradigm.

Like Artforum, Chatwin eventually reduces Lyon to mere model. He then

compounds her reduction by twice casting her as character to Mapplethorpe's

novelist:

425amuel Wagstaff, "Forward,” Lady Lisa Lyon, 8.
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His eye for a face is the eye of a novelist in search of a character (9).
.This'boqk does not simply document Lisa Lyon; it is the werk of the
imagination - the visual counterpart of a novel, which, like al} goad
novels, mixes fact and fantasy to reveal a greater truth (14).
By portraying Mapplethorpe as eye, imagination, novelist, and even revealer of
truth, Chatwin follows the magazine and renders him Lyon's author. Her
authority as performance artist deteriorates under the authorization
Mapplethorpe receives from the two publications.43 Within Artforum and
Lady..., the photographs truly become 'Lisa Lyon by Robert Mapplethorge.”
Lyon's loss of artistic authority helps to explain the book's documentation of
her resultant body, rather than her actual performance - the process of her
body's metamorphosis into sculptural form. As Susan Butler observes, 'Lisa's
physique is given to us mainly as product and effect, rather than as work. 44
Laura Muivey has argued that 'the sexual impact of the performing woman
takes the film into 2 no man's land outside its own time and space’ (20).
Hence, rather than run the risk of disrupting the photos' narrative flow
('product and effect'), the book ignores Lyon's performance and its inherently
threatening sexual impact. Notably, however, Artforum then disregards even
the narrative aspect of the work by plucking the six images out of context. Its
selection and presentation of the photos therefore highlight only that aspect of
the coilaboration which Lynda Nead has accurately described as a 'doubie
metamorphoesis:' Lyon's transformation cf herself through bedy building inte a

living art object, and Mapplethorpe's repetition of the process when framing and

43Novelist Edmund White, writing in The Independent. authorizes Chatwin’s
text, which in turn reinforces Chatwin's own authcrization of Mapplethorpe:
'...1 think Bruce's text on Robtert (his introduction to Mappiethorpe's book on
Lisa Lyon, Lady) is the most brilliant' (Edmund White, "The Writer and rthe
Photographer,” The Independent, 20 May 1394, Section II, p. 19).

44Susan Butler, "Revising Femininity? Review of Lady, Photograp'qs o_f Lu
Lyon by Robert Mapplethorpe” in Looking On: Images of Fermamity In iae
Visual Arts and Media, ed. Rosemary Bettertor (London: Pandora Press, (S%7),

p. 123.
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‘capturing’ Lyon's body through his photographs.45

In fact, Artforum itself triples the metamorphosis of Lisa Lyon into an art
object through its own function as an art journal. By re-presenting the
Lyon/Mapplethorpe photographs within its pages, and even framing them with
blue borders it added itself, the magazine appears to validate Lyon and
Mapplethorpe as art object and artist respectively. It also again draws the
crucial distinction between the body which produced the image and the body
contained therein. Therefore, despite the fact that four of the six Artforum
photographs feature Lyon's nude body in various displays of strength (figs. 8,
9, 10, 11), and at least one conveys the assertiveness of Lynda Benglis' advert
pose (fig. 11), the journal's own participation in delineating product from
producer apparently earns the images its tacit endorsement, and thus prevents a
recurrence of the hostile reaction provoked by Benglis' nude body six years
earlier.

Lyon's 'containment' within Mapplethorpe's photographs raises the notion of
the body-as-container, which Christine Battersby locates within the new field of
'cognitive semantics.'40  She contests the field's underlying assumptions - 'we
all inhabit our bodies in similar ways. We all experience the body as a
container for the inner self' (31) - by claiming,

I as 2 woman have a different relationship with my body than does a
man...the containment model for bodily boundaries and selves might be
more typical of male experience (32).
Battersby's hypothesis helps to explain Bruce Chatwin's praise for Lyon's
'superlative’ body as 'small, supple, svelte, without an ounce of surplus fat’
(12), for Lynda Nead believes that what Chatwin admires is precisely the

'transformation of the female body into a symbol of containment’ (Nead, 10).

45]inda Nead, The Female Nude: Art, Obscenity and Sexuality (London:
Routledge, 1992), p. 9.

46Christine Battersby. "Her Body/Her Boundaries: Gender and the Metaphysics
of Containment” in Journal of Philosophy and the Visual Arts: The Body, ed.
Andrew Benjamin (London: Academy Editions, 1993), p. 31.
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Following Battersby, I would go a step further and propose that what Chatwin
actually admires in Mapplethorpe's photographs is his transformation of Lyon
into a symbol based on, and understood through, a male experience of the
body.

Along with maintaining the producer/product distinction, Ma