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Marcia Tucker

Directors Foreword

Hans Haacke’s work raises issues which, when first publicly addressed on the
occasion of his canceled Guggenheim Museum exhibition in 1971, were extremely
controversial. These issues remain trenchant questions today. To what extent can
art exist outside of history and politics? For those artists like Haacke whose work
has been loosely termed “socially concerned,” where does “politics” begin and
“aesthetics” leave offY What is the nature and responsibility of a museum—to its
governing body, its stalf, and to its public and the community of artists that it
ostensibly serves?

In the more than fifteen years since that time, critical and public definitions of
what constitutes art and art practice in general have changed dramatically, in
significant measure due to Haacke’s work itself. Like Haacke, increasing numbers
of artists are committed to the idea that works of art are products of a specific time
and place, can act as critiques of institutions and as catalysts of social change, and
are subject to the same kinds of eritical analysis as are other modes of production.

This exhibition and catalogue examine various aspects of this shifting cultural
situation. The catalogue essays make clear that art has never been autonomous or
separate from society at large. Indeed, this critical disavowal of “the autonomy of
art” (Jameson) and of “modernist assumptions about the museum’s status as a
neutral arena” (Deutsche) are central to any debate today about the value of art and
the institutions that house 1it; they suggest that there is an effective means by which
art can reach beyond aesthetics with relevance both to the individual viewer and to
a wider social context.

Haacke’s work also challenges the role of museums as arbiters of taste. For
The New Museum of Contemporary Art, this exhibition challenges our own
perceptions of art, art institutions. and society in general. We accept the
difficulties and contradictions inherent in presenting the Hans Haacke exhibition
and firmly believe that the dialogue that may ensue is essential to us and to our
audience, and hope that it is welcomed by both.

My thanks to Hans Haacke, to Brian Wallis, who organized the exhibition, to
our board of trustees as well as the National Endowment for the Arts Aid to Special
Exhibitions Program which generously supported it, and to those private, corporate,
and state and federal agencies and foundations which have continued to underwrite
The New Museum’s programs in appreciation of differing voices and dissenting

points of view.
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One of the least apparent, though most politically expedient., aspects of Hans
Haacke’s work is the way in which it addresses and challenges its audience. For
while the ostensible subjects of Haacke’s works are the specific social and
economic conditions he bares, the real political consequence is the education and
transformation of the viewer. This passage which Haacke’s work enfolds—from
passive viewer to active reader and participant—makes particularly relevant the
presentation of his work in a critical catalogue.

It also makes particularly meaningful the process of working with Hans
Haacke on this exhibition. The same intelligence, incisive wit, meticulous attention
to detail, and prescient poliiical observations which animate his works, made
working with Hans a rewarding and pleasurable experience. We thank him for the
opportunily to present this work and to share with us his thoughts and ideas.

We are honored in this catalogue by a distinguished group of essayists. Leo
Steinberg, Rosalyn Deutsche, and Fredric Jameson have each provided an eloquent
and spirited argument for a particular reading of Haacke's work. For their efforts |
am tremendously grateful.

At the Museum [ would like to thank most of all, Marcia Tucker, who has
supported this exhibition from its inception. In addition, my colleagues on the
curatorial staff, Bill Olander, Lynn Gumpert, Lisa Parr, Karen Fiss, Alice Yang,
and Portland McCormick, have all provided essential assistance, advice, and
encouragement. Cindy Smith and Marion Kahan ably coordinated the details of
shipping and installation of the exhibition.

This catalogue owes its realization to the work and dedication of three
extraordinary individuals: Marcia Landsman, publications coordinator, who
organized the project; Phil Mariani, who edited and typeset the book, and honed its
conceptual framework; and Bethany Johns, of Homans/Salsgiver, who created the
handsome design. My special thanks to Katy Homans and the staff of
Homans/Salsgiver for their wholehearted support; thanks also to Mark Rakatansky
of MIT Press. Others who assisted at various stages were Claire Dannenbaum,
Eugene Mosier, Jennifer Freda, Sarah Baldwin, Page Rhinebeck, and Maud Lavin.

Insofar as this exhibition has been a collaborative effort—that is, a social as
well as a business transaction—it has made clear that the process of social
transformation to which Haacke’s work is dedicated can be advanced. Yet it is also

evident that this larger project remains, for now. unfinished business.
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Some of Hans Haacke's Works Considered as Fine Art

As young Roy Lichtenstein put the case in a famous interview, the problem for a
hopeful scene-making artist in the early sixties was how best to be disagreeable.

What he needed was to find a body of subject matter sufficiently odious to offend
even lovers of art. And as everyone knows, Lichtenstein opted for the vulgarity of

comic book images. Here’s what he said to Gene Swenson in November 1963:

It was hard to get a painting that was despicable enough so that no one would hang
it—everybody was hanging everything. It was almost acceptable to hang a dripping
paint rag, everyone was accustomed to this. The one thing everyone hated was

commercial art; apparently they didn’t hate that enough either.

That last reflection sounds faintly rueful, as if Lichtenstein thought he had
failed. Indeed, he had missed his declared objective. If he'd been looking for what
no one would hang, he had quite underestimated his public. And his subsequent
career has progressively deepened his “failure” (though perhaps not beyond
consolation). Meanwhile, just eight years later, success came to Hans Haacke,
who, upon invitation, produced three unacceptable pieces, which the Guggenheim
Museum refused to install.

Chief among the rejected works was Haacke’s now famous Manhattan project:
gray matter all over and a slow, plodding title—Shapolsky et al. Manhattan Real
Estate Holdings, a Real-Time Social System., as of May 1, 1971. Obviously, neither
the title nor the aspect nor the size of Haacke’s huge documentary were meant to
delight. Like a good realist, the artist was putting factuality first, and like a
conscientious designer, he was making form follow function; you can’t quarrel with
that. What caused the alarm was the function itself: the delivery, to the wrong
address, as it were, of information gathered on New York streets and in the County
Clerk’s Office, itemizing the buildings controlled by one major Manhattan landlord.
The proposed exhibit was a wall-sized chart composed of a marked city plan and
small architectural photographs accompanied by typed data sheets. No selectivity,
such as one wants in a work of art; rather an overplus. more than the eye could
take in; and that, presumably, was the point, since each of these plots and
tenements stood for a source of income. Now, in works of art, as in living
organisms, “more’ 1s not necessarily an unqualified good—excess may spell glut
and surfeit. But where money talks, plethora is an absolute blessing, always

preferable to somewhat less; so that here the normal creative procedure of culling a



representative sample to avoid the drag of a full inventory would be mere depletion,
spoiling the total. The owner of these prolix properties—142 buildings, including a
generous portfolio of slums—was evidently a man of substance, probably a
philanthropist, a donor perhaps to this very museum. If so, the visiting art buff,
profiting from the squalid rents of the poor, would find himself in connivance with
social conditions which, from an aesthetic perspective, are not in good taste.

But as they say in New York—"And what else is new?” The motif of morally
tainted money has had its day; it was intrniguing when socialism was the dernier cri,
and before one had learned to make and sell art for art’s sake. Think of old Ibsen.
Or read George Bernard Shaw’s “Unpleasant Plays,” written when he first tried his
hand as a dramatist. Shaw, however, never used real names. His characters were
archetypal and their actions symbolic. It 1s one thing for the dainty suitor in Shaw’s
Widowers” Houses (1892) to learn with dismay that the money his bride would
inherit was being made by rent gouging; it is quite another to be informed by a
museum exhibit how Mr. Shapolsky and his troop of seventy corporations came by
their money “as of May 1, 1971.” In the view of the museum director who
cancelled the show, Haacke’s piece, being essentially a “muckraking venture,” had
forfeited “its status, or at least its immunity, as a work of art.”

The argument was not unreasonable, but it backfired. For if Haacke
discovered what Lichtenstein had searched for in vain, to wit, what could not be
hung and where the limit of the acceptable runs; if he had located one inhibition
that art must not violate, then he had (with assistance from the museum) implanted
a significant moment in the history of art. He had created an object that was
making art history. Isn’t that what most artists hope to bring off?

The question “Is it Art?” usually comes in the rhetorical mode, as if there
were a categorical answer. Yet with its built-in assumption that the area covered by
“art” is prefixed and foreknown, it’s an odd question to be asking these days. Do
Duchamp’s famous readymades now exist as anything but works of art—the store-
bought snow shovel, the bottle rack, and the rest? As exhibits on museum display
they embody an artist’s choice whether to fabrcate something or make a decision.
And they have come to be regarded as art because they were a) accommodated in
art galleries and art books; b) taken no notice of by anyone on the outside; and c¢)
addressed to questions hotly discussed by insiders. And since Duchamp’s day,

“when [as Joyce pointed out] we were jung and easily freudened,” we have
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admitted under the heading of art grosser improbabilia—artifacts whose aesthetic
presence was as nothing compared to their unforgettable impact as facts.

Would someone please write the history of “The Box™ in latter twentieth-
century art? Frank Lloyd Wright despised rooms with four walls and could think of
no grosser insult than calling them “boxes.” And how that degraded thing has been
exalted in sculpture! The plain wooden box accompanied by a playback of the
noises made in producing it; the minimal cubes, uncertainly solid or hollow:
Haacke’s own Condensation Cubes; Brillo boxes indistinguishable from their
prototypes in the supermarket. Et cetera.

Remember how the canvas became its own worthy subject? The canvas of
solid color, introducing Inaction Painting: the canvas scored by a single knife
slash; a two-backed pair of them mated like kissers—in privacy before any
visitation by paint. Was 1t the idea of privacy that furnished the subject? And what
about the idea of scale, scale as such: an immense clothespin, straddling the urban
scene like a colossus; a mile’s stretch of rocky coast temporarily wrapped in cloth
at a staggering cost defrayed by the artist with project-engendered funds; followed
by art works that ran on for miles and miles. Some of these exploits had to be seen;
others traveled by rumor. Deeds once performed, they exist sufficiently in recall.
What matters is that they happened, and that one remembers. Who could forget the
self-destructing machine that broke down on a rainy night at the Modern twenty-
five years ago?

Harold Rosenberg’s famous fantasy that the works of the Abstract
Expressionists were not pictures but “action painting,” encounters in an arena, had
made a whole generation sit up. Younger artists concluded that if what mattered
was the encounter, then why corner it within the “arena”™ of a stretched canvas?
They went on to produce in fact what Rosenberg had heralded in a figure of
speech, that is to say, they staged actions as art. Hence the happenings and

events that distilled from foregoing art the

performance pieces throughout the land
variables of decision and doing.

Let whoever lives in the aftermath of the sixties relish their own anthology:
here one artist serves his time in the gallery by sitting on a live horse with a mask
held to his face; another, under a sloping plank, masturbates to defeat shame and
fear; a third hangs himself on a gallery wall, suspended inside a sack between Old
Master paintings; or, with supreme economy, puts a bullet through his arm (biceps
replacing canvas as the “arena”). Lastly, the artist reduced to a voice at the other
end of a telephone, a voice without message, except to entreat you to say

something, anything whatsoever, just to say something.



Meanwhile, the emerging conceptualism of the sixties was opening other
outlets to action art, among them the divulging of information, not excluding
financial accounting. Most of it came deadpan in the formal dress of framed
pictures—formalism-formality-mockery. One such piece, a serial called Money,
entered a 1969 Whitney Museum show. It consisted of eight foolscap sheets of
correspondence concerning a sensitive transfer of funds. elimaxing in the
denouement of a cancelled check. Observe that our teleological construct begins to
approach the Haacke aesthetic. Bul the Whitney work was small-scaled; the funds
involved were at the artist’s own disposition; and the tang of narcissism, as in most
such disclosures, was inescapable. Haacke, in his non-Guggenheim piece that
came two years later, gained on all counts by displacing his modest self and
shifting to bigger stakes, yet still within a given art context.

From a synoptic viewpoint, those earlier sorties beyond the home limits of art
(the 1971 Guggenheim International showed a fair number) seemed to give Haacke
all the franchise he needed. His work fitted in. What, then, made his Real-Time
Social System so welcome-proof, so sure of being cast out? In what sense was he
not playing the game? What did he do that was so absolutely forbidden?

It appears that the freedom enjoyed by modernist art in this century was
circumscribed after all. Seen from the centers of real power, even the license to
épater le bourgeois was confined to clowning inside the ring. Because whatever
artists did within their profession, whatever they might inflict on themselves or
their peers, or on Art itself; whatever fantasy, privacy, or obsession they chose to
lay bare, to those at the social controls, these “histrionics of the art world™
(Haacke’s phrase) were harmless stuff, like the capers formerly permitted to
mummers and mountebanks, fire-eaters, sword-swallowers, and their kind. Artsts,
like fools in motley at the courts of bored princes, had a protected right to their
antics—within certain limits. For the old jesters too would take risks and could
joke even at their patrons’ expense; but never about their patrons’ sources of
revenue. They could peer into the human heart, but not into ledgers; snoop from
under the bed, but keep out of the countinghouse.

Such were the rules of the game; then and now. And Haacke. in breaking
them, was not playing fair—not with the rich, nor with the art institutions that
compete for their gifts, nor (let’s remember the neediest) with the producers of art.
He was stepping out of the ring, crossing the barrier of permissible clowning. And
we perceive where, for most of us, the forbidden resides. We gladly allow dension,
blasphemy, kinkiness, smut; these are—well, keep em coming. Our art indulges

banter, pastiche, even shameless incompetence. In fact, we proscribe nothing that



I. By calling Haacke's Real-Time
Social System “art—at least for the
present, "I am !fj'i'ng b Suggest thet
its art status is contingent on the
continuing validity of the modernist
enterprise rg,l"- the last quarter century . /
am not claiming that it 15 art in some
L.[J"!ffﬁ_.l"ifr-ﬁ'ﬁ'.r timeless sense; only that it
passes under the Duchampian
legislation. The analogy with the law
ts not arbitrary. For a given action,
say, an immoral tax dodge, may be
legal under one code, but legal and
admirably ingenious under another,
And since Duchamp’s ascendancy
around 1960, we have seen huge puffs
settled on fi!{fﬁ'f.‘f.‘i and actions whose
principal gift to us was their imputed
art status. For myself, I don’t love
Haacke's Guggenheim System, as [
love the art of Mantegna; but | respect
the ingenuity with which it inserts
iself in the cracks of modern
aesthetics.
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merely exposes the artist and that shakes up no more than the inner circle. For us,
the one sin that can still be contracted lies in asking how money that might be
diverted to art is actually made. Sin of ingratitude. Has the artist forgotten that
money wrung from the poor is ennobled when a tithe or pittance of it is turned over
to art? Why then revert to its ignoble source? It is here, in the prurient reversion to
the sources of wealth, that we recognize the obscene, the unacceptable which
Lichtenstein missed. And Haacke has hit upon it. What a felicitous find!

In a climate of growing artistic compliance, with abundant pleasers adorning
the lobbies and boardrooms of corporations, Haacke’s Real-Time Social System
prolongs for yet a little while that non-conformist tradition which consists in taking
art where it had not previously ventured, i.e.. into a factual reality so specific, so
unappealing and potentially libelous that one is forced either to refuse it the status
of art or, once again, to rethink definitions and erase previous limits. This is what
artists committed to realism have always compelled their contemporaries to do.
Haacke’s piece, then, is art—at least for the present—Dbecause it sustains against

the odds an important artistic tradition.

To the Documenta 7 exhibition in Kassel, 1982, Haacke contributed Oelgemaelde.
Hommage a Marcel Broodthaers. On one gallery wall he hung a hand-painted
portrait of President Reagan, done from a photograph and very professional. The
facing wall displayed a room-size blow-up from a photographic contact sheet: it
showed a crowd of demonstrators hoisting a placard with the rude slogan, “Reagan,
Hau Ab” (Get lost!). The visitor found himself middling between the lone leader
and the clamorous mob protesting the proposed deployment in Germany of
American missiles. (A year later, at the John Weber Gallery, the crowd photograph
was that of the 500,000 protesters who had marched against nuclear armament in
New York City on June 12, 1982.)

Worlds apart: the overblown news photo was obviously uncomposed,
mass-produced, and disposable; not even the marginal sprockets and serial
numbers had been masked out to dress it for exhibition. A far cry from the
expensive oil picture opposite. Haacke must have spent many hours rummaging for
the right image of Mr. Reagan. What he produced was a bust portrait in glamorous
contrapposto: head tossed defiantly over one shoulder, like the head of the Emperor

Caracalla, or the kingly peruke of Louis XIV in Bernini’s marble bust at

Versailles—commanding portraits in the heroic vein, their 100-yard stare shightly
skyward, o’erleaping remote horizons and assuring the plebs of the leader’s superior

vision. Nor was this all. Tastefully framed, the portrait of Mr. Reagan had a picture



2. The exhibition was organized by
Artists Call Against U5, Intervention
in Central America.

light overhead, a brass label beneath, and before it a velvet rope suspended from
shiny stanchions such as museums use to direct visitors to what counts. Finally, on
the floor, a red carpet, stopping just short of the rope. In a word: Apotheosis.

The irony here seems broad enough, and the political message could not be
clearer. But the question returns—-Is 1t Art?

Well, we could call it art by analogy. In the great church of Sant’Andrea in
Mantua, in the Saint Sebastian chapel (third on the right), a sixteenth-century
follower of Giulio Romano, Rinaldo Mantovano by name, engaged—just like
Haacke—the two lateral walls of his exhibition space in a single confrontational
set. As the visitor enters, he sees the pincushion saint on his right, bound to a
tree. On the left-hand wall are the archers, aiming, as it were, across the space of
the chapel. And the beholder has stumbled into the firing zone. Which side i1s he on?

Unfortunately, we know little about this Rinaldo of Mantua. Like some of his
fellow Mannerists, he may have intended only a playful titllation of fright. On the
other hand, he may have meant to imply, symbolically, that every Christian lives in
the line of fire, either siding with, or exposed to, the barbs of Christ’s enemies.
The contrived staging dramatizes an enduring predicament. Space becomes danger-
fraught, not because we’ll be shot by the picture, but as an existential dilemma.
And the analogy with Haacke’s installation in Kassel (or at John Weber's, New
York) is irresistible, since here too the terrain between facing walls is under fire.
Granted that Haacke’s iconography differs, and that the victimized in his
installation have the advantage of number. But the arrangement, you must admit, is
very close. That arrangement—in the way it crosscuts the room, in the tension it
generates between opposed walls and wills, between the multitude and the one,
between diffused impotence and personified power, the news photo up against the
precious oil picture, and the burden of self-definition thrust on the innocent in the
middle—all this, to say nothing of the art-historical dignity of the Mantuan

precedent, is enough, I should think, to make the work art.

In January 1984, in an exhibition held at the public mall of the Graduate Center of
the City University of New York, Haacke showed U.S. Isolation Box, Grenada.
1983 2 There wasn’t much to it: an unpainted cube, hastily hammered up, about
eight feet high; narrow window slits near the top, some small ventilation holes here
and there, and, on one of its sides, in large stenciled letters, the words: “lsolation
Box As Used by U.S. Troops at Point Salines Prison Camp in Grenada.”

Writing in The New Criterion (April 1984, p. 71), Hilton Kramer commented:
“A parody of the Minimalist sculpture of Donald Judd, perhaps? Not at all. This



Some of Hans Haacke’s Works Considered as Fine Art

14 + 15

was a solemn statement . . . attacking President Reagan. Such works are not only
devoid of any discernible artistic quality, they are pretty much devoid of any
discernible artistic existence.”

So it’s not art. But perhaps the formal resemblance of Isolation Box to the art
cubes of Judd and Tony Smith, and to Haacke’s own weather cubes of the sixties,
should not be dismissed out of hand. During the 1960s, you remember, those
Minimalist works lodged themselves firmly within twentieth-century art, making
other sculpture appear needlessly fussy; for as T. 5. Eliot warned long ago, new
work continually changes our perception of earlier art. And now comes Haacke, not
to parody Judd (a notion Kramer rightly rejects). but to accuse those Minimalist box
sculptures of lacking airholes and labels, that is, of being hermetic—the blind,
deaf-mute 1cons of a reductive aestheticism. By way of invidious comparison, their
autotelic stance 1s made more ineloquent than their producers intended.

Haacke’s Isolation Box is an accusing object, and, as befits its foursquare
presence, it levels its broadsides four ways: at the U.S. Army for violating the
Geneva Convention on Human Rights; at the complicit silence of public opinion; at
the know-nothing aloofness of those Minimalist works ensconced in the safety of
art; and finally at the discerning cnitic. For if Haacke’s piece—despite its stylistic
kinship with Minimalism—is classified as non-art on the grounds that the lettering
on il betrays a propagandistic intention, then the critic stands self-accused of being
wholly distracted by subject matter, and thus ipso facto disqualified from aesthetic
judgment.

Or look at it this way. Had Haacke’s piece lacked the stenciled inscription. it
would have been a Minimalist sculpture of a late academic sort—art, yes, but
wanting the charm of originality. With the label displayed, it becomes, you say, not
even bad art—merely crude anti-government propaganda. But if it was an art event
when Judd and Smith inducted plain cubes into art, then it 1s likewise an art event
when another specimen of the class solicits its own expulsion from art by reminding
us that just such mimimal boxes are used by U.S. invasion forces to confine enemy
prisoners. The reminder proceeds from the legend on one side of the cube. Well.
then, suppose we whitewash the legend, or (as the CUNY administration at the
Mall tried to do) turn it face to the wall. Have we thereby converted a non-art
object (a piece of mere propaganda) into a passable sculpture? What an ingenious,
user-friendly device for instant art Haacke will have invented! Think of it: an artist
fashions a non-art object which any member of the Art Handlers Union may win for
art by rotating it through 180 degrees. Why, it’s a magic box!

The consequences of this “magic” for the most similar-seeming genres of



twentieth-century art could be deadly, though Haacke avows no unfriendly
intention. “When I read about the isolation boxes used in Grenada in the New York
Times,” he said in an interview, “l immediately recognized their striking similarity
to the standard minimal cube.” Then, referring to the piece inspired by the report,
he added: “You see, one can recycle ‘minimalism’ and put it to a contemporary
use.”

But Haacke was not merely “recycling minimalism™; he was implicitly chiding
its uselessness, for if Minimalism lacked “contemporary use.,” what other use could
it offer? Haacke confesses to having “always been sympathetic to so-called minimal
art,” yet he reserves his insider’s right to criticize “its determined aloofness, which,
of course, was also one of its greatest strengths.” But will those “standard minimal
cubes” retain their untested strengths in the presence of their politically engaged
kin? What once looked aloof may come to look catatonic. Is not Haacke perhaps
reversing the movement initiated by Duchamp? Where the earlier ironist, working
from within art, had dared the art world to spurn his pisspoor readymades, Haacke,
working again from inside, and with an irony no less deep, double-dares that same
world to persist in worshiping hardware.

And what if we should come to see that the most reductionist, self-referential-
minimal-autotelic works of this century—that precisely these were in fact highly
politicized in terms of art politics, drawing strength from their posture of militancy
in the art world, their validity wholly dependent on the powers of suasion and
influence, and intelligible only as exemplars of embattled critical theory? Then the
difference is not between apolitical and engaged, but in the chosen engagement.
Politics may be played wherever interests clash—in lovers’ quarrels, family tiffs,
generational conflicts; economic and professional rivalries, in the class struggle, or
in preparations for global war. And works of art, however neutral their seeming,
may be “political” on any plane.

Haacke’s partisan message is clear, and if he had placed it in a normal
political context, such as a radical journal, it would have gone by unnoticed, like
camouflage. Intruded in the supposed apolitical context of art, and couched in the
familiar idioms of late modernism (Constructivist, Minimalist, or Conceptualist), his
political message, by dint of dissonance, becomes grating and shrill—but shrill
within the art context. And while its political effectiveness is probably minimal, its
effect on Minimal art may well be profound. Haacke may be more threatening to
the continuance of modernism than any postmodern of the new figuration. For the
death-blow to a given tradition is most effectively dealt from within by a master of

that tradition who so quickens its means that earlier practitioners in it come 1o
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seem bland and innocuous. In the final account. Haacke’s Isolation Box will

embarrass the Minimalists more than the military. and that's why it’s art.

Haacke’s recent works have gained in scope, clarity, and economy. Looking back
to the 1971 Real-Time Social System, one perceives that it was by comparison
somewhat murky. Its motives were less than clear. The work had been designed for
a solo show at the Guggenheim; but no connection had been drawn between the
museum and the city properties itemized. A New York landlord was pilloried. but
why he? Was he a benefactor, an accomplice of the museum? Originally, the piece
had been conceived as part of a threefold systems analysis. The projected cluster
was to juxtapose inorganic systems (e.g., condensation chambers), biological
systems (e.g., ant colonies). and a social system exemplified by an empire of
slums. But what made the artist finger “Shapolsky et al.” rather than, say, Trump
(senior) or Helmsley? No doubt, Shapolsky was honored because he ranked at the
time as the top private real estale tycoon in the city, with the extra distinction of an
indictment for bribing building inspectors and a conviction as a rent gouger. But
these personal data were not in the piece, the artist having failed to reflect that
folks who had heard of Kandinsky might never have heard of Shapolsky. Yet the
name, even if unfamiliar, would resonate. Hearing the ethnic ring in it, some
museum-goers might wonder: must one choose a Jew’s property to illustrate “social
systems”’? Did this exposé of a stereotypical Jewish landlord express the old gut
reaction that resents a non-Aryan presence among holders of wealth. or was this the
updated anti-Semitism of the New Left? When the project was vetoed for citing the
actual name of an individual culprit, the artist offered a “compromise.” The
compromise (which Haacke published in Studio International, July-August 1971,
p. 33) replaced the name of the real slumlord by a “fictionalized personal name”
set off between quoles, a name that retained the imtials and the telltale ethnicity of
the original. Harry Shapolsky became generic as “Harvey Schwartz,” as if to say,
any substitute, so long as it’s blatantly Jewish, will do. Presumably, Haacke’s
reasoning here was determined by notions of verifiability and sociological accuracy.
as important to him as naming the correct species of ants in his biological system.
But in effect, his substitutive “Harvey Schwartz” made Harry Shapolsky’s personal
culpability recede behind the odium of a collective guilt. Such insistence on ethnic
stereotypes, however intended. could have awkward consequences. What if a
sedulous reader of Haacke’s system observed that a female president of a
“Schwartz”’-controlled corporation appeared under the made-up name “Peggy

Schwartz”? A colluding relative of the infamous Harry Shapolsky gets a given name



that happens also to be the name of the first female Guggenheim relative likely to
come to mind. Was the name suggested by the fact that the patriarch of the
Guggenheim clan early in 1971 was Harry Guggenheim? A subconscious
association? Or were these fictive names meant to insinuate an affinity between
Guggenheim and “Schwartz”-Shapolsky? Did the fact that the museum bears a
Jew’s name enter into the iconographic program of this Real-Time Social System, or
was one supposed to blink it away? In short, was the odor of anti-Semitism here a
part of the message? Was it a varniable that had got out of control—or what Haacke
elsewhere calls “fallout at a secondary level”; or was it entirely unintended, the
uncalled-for projection of oversensitive souls?

These unresolved questions are interpretable as stylistic flaws, not
uncharacteristic of early works—and Haacke in 1971 was a novice at political art.
His subsequent pieces were to be less ambiguous. Though the systems confronted
have grown in range and complexity, the focus is sharper now, the control more

secure.

MetroMobiltan (1985), is a compact construction requiring some scanning of type,
but still intelligible at a glance, like an altarpiece. It deals with the partnership of
two major American institutions: The Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York and
Mobil Corporation, whose South African subsidiary, we learn, supplies the police
and military of its host country with about twenty percent of their fuel needs.
Haacke’s wall-sized assemblage displays three banners hung over a photomural that
records a funeral procession for black victims of the police. The middle banner
advertises a Mobil-funded show of ancient Nigerian art at the Met. On the outer
banners are statements from the management of the corporation, fending off
criticism by explaining a) that Mobil’s South African operation represents but a
small part of its total sales, and b) that it would be unmannerly not to cooperate
with one’s host. Since the banners are too narrow to screen the whole field, the
gaps in between permit intermittent glimpses of the subtext, the news photo of the
cortége; which renders the formal effect somewhat jumpy. Fortunately Mobil's logo,
prominent on all three banners, maintains thematic and visual continuity.
Furthermore, harmony is assured by the crowning feature—a classical, nicely
crested entablature, whose center is solemnized by an inscription. An eight-piece
platform in front of the work offers aesthetic distance.

No such distance is granted by the verbal components of the design. The
flanking statements mobilize such large reserves of moral obtuseness that one stares

helpless into the gap between simple decency and the rationalizations of
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multinational enterprise. But the inspirational plaque overhead is the most telling:
excerpted from the Met's come-on to industry (a leaflet entitled “The Business
Behind Art Knows the Art of Good Business™), it reminds corporations that
investment in art exhibitions is cost-effective PR—"particularly where . . .
consumer relations may be a fundamental concern.” In other words, if some
potential clients deplore the company’s de facto support of apartheid, why not fund
a blockbuster to regain their esteem? The cynical drift of this exhortation, set off on
the architrave, is both comic and sad, the more so since its certain efficacy far
exceeds that of the famous two-word appeal formerly blazoned on the Temple of
Apollo at Delphi.

No one is likely to mistake the message of MetroMobiltan—that we are facing
a tightening interlock between corporate power and dependent art institutions. And
the point is made with some visual sophistication, the entablature being an
especially happy invention: benign and impartial, its embrace reconciles economic
power with culture and a black dirge with the unctuous self-satisfaction of the
oilmen.

But it is not such felicities of design that make the work art. That status
accrues to it rather by virtue of its certain futility in Realpolitik and its
etfectiveness somewhere else. One might almost call the piece apolitical, since it is
hard to conceive any action resulting from it. The artist knows perfectly well that
Mobil will not be induced to retreat from its South African market; that its
shareholders will continue to expect maximum earnings; that no museum can refuse
money, no matter where or how it was made; and that few museum-goers will forego
an interesting art exhibition just because it was funded by a corporation whose
politics differ from theirs. In short, nothing practical can or will come of it,
because Haacke’s MetroMobiltan is wholly addressed to the mind and eye, to
imagination and feeling.

Haacke says his works produce flow and reception of information. But surely
the energy of a work like MetroMobiltan lies not in the information conveyed, but
in forcing an inward desegregation of mental categories. If our mental life is
normally organized like the Sunday paper, with “Business and Finance” well
removed from the section called “Arts and Leisure,” then Haacke’s work confounds
the sections; the sanitizing partitions are swept away as things insubstantial,
deceptive. It is this troubling of the art lover’s psychic life that makes his work art.

One ends up wondering whether Haacke will not eventually join Lichtenstein
in his “failure”—that failure which the tolerance of our system can still bestow. For

those unacceptable Guggenheim pieces are now being shown after all. Interest in



his work—within the art world, that is—continues to rise. | see that someone from

an lvy League university is doing a piece on him; and that a traveling Haacke show
is being organized by a New York museum, with scheduled stopovers in seven
American cities, for each of which the artist proposes to make something ad hoc,
attuned to the muck of the place; seven cities in this land of the brave waiting to

welcome each its own outrage. And guess who is funding 1t?
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Property Values: Hans Haacke, Real Estate,

and the Museum

The present occasion—Hans Haacke’s first exhibition in a New York City
museum—invites a reconsideration of the circumstances that prompted the
cancellation of the artist’s scheduled show at the Guggenheim more than fifteen
years ago. At issue then was Haacke’s proposal to install what he termed “real-time
social systems”—his two real estate pieces in particular—which the museum
judged to be incompaltible with the functions of a prestigious art institution. Shortly
afterwards, explicaling the interventionist principles governing his new projects,
Haacke speculated about the scope of each work’s influence and the duration of its
effective life: “Works operating in real time must not be geographically defined nor
can one say when the work i1s completed. Conceivably the situation into which a
new element was injected has passed when the process unleashed at that moment
has gained its greatest potential.”' Presumably, for the real estate pieces, the
process began with the Guggenheim’s censorship, intensified in the course of the
ensuing controversy, and concluded with the subsequent exhibition of the rejected
works in other venues. What, then, can be gained by continuing to extend that
situation into the present? Where, on the other hand, are the dangers in such a
retrospective investigation? Paramount among the risks is the likelihood that.
directed toward art history’s traditional ends and undertaken according to the
discipline’s standard procedures, it will further marginalize, through
accommodation, works that were initially cast outside the official boundaries of art
by authoritative decree. Conventionally, art-historical reexaminations attempt to
vindicate repudiated works by assimilating them to art’s ontological norm. If, in
this spirit, Haacke’s project is submitted to the judgment seat of history by being
referred back to normative criteria and stabilized aesthetic categories, it will
consequently be withdrawn from the historical conjuncture in which it arose as well
as that in which it continues to survive.

Consigned, for instance, to a homogenized lineage of the avant-garde, the real
estate pieces might be facilely linked to a chain of nonconformist artistic ventures
initiated by nineteenth-century salon scandals. But such a hopelessly untheorized
notion. which denies the heterogeneity of avant-garde history and in which the very
production of outrage becomes the normalizing standard for a work’s eventual
canonization, masks the impact of meaningful changes in critical art practice. In
equally invariant terms, Haacke’s works might be legitimated by absorbing them

into a venerable tradition of realistic works of art united, in this case, by their
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objective presentations of unidealized, lower-class themes. Indeed, some of
Haacke’s advocates at the time of the Guggenheim cancellation based their defense
of the real estate pieces on the contention that they utilized the fully respectable
techniques of nineteenth-century Realism. Whatever its tactical value during the
struggle with the museum, this formulation preserves a concept of realism reduced
to a mere commitment to subject matter and adheres to a long discredited faith in
the transparency of the relationship between realistic representations and the
empirical phenomena to which they refer. Today, critical practices claiming the
legacy of realism have extensively redefined that heritage; among other pursuits,
they explore the mediation of consciousness through representations and the
conditions of possibility for what is perceived to be “real” at a given historical
moment.

Instead of incorporating them into avant-garde or realist traditions, art
historians might authenticate the banned real estate pieces as art by utilizing the
discursive form of the monograph and positioning the works within the artist’s
career. This option, too, severs them from historical determination, for monographic
conventions, as Griselda Pollock observes, define works of art primarily as the
unique products of sovereign artistic subjects.” Although the concreteness of
Haacke’s work militates against such neutralization, the biographical mode can
abstractly accommodate widely divergent practices. In its scenario of individualistic
creative development, the real estate pieces might simply be classified as “early
political works,” their flaws or rhetorical errors indicated; as early works, they
would also be perceived to contain the seeds of the artist’s eventual stylistic
mastery of techniques and materials. In his “mature phase,” he emerges,
predictably, as an “exemplary political artist,” a new version of the “great artist”
who is, in fact, the real object produced by monographie study.

These approaches resurrect precisely those transhistorical artistic conditions
and idealist aesthetic categories—author, style, oeuvre—that artists such as
Haacke challenged beginning in the late 1960s. Against the prevailing dogma that
works of art are self-contained entities possessing fixed, transcendent meanings,
these artists counterposed an exploration of cultural processes of meaning
attribution. They investigated, also, the changing functions of art in relation to the
contingencies of history that were previously relegated in both formalist criticism

and its purported adversary—mainstream social art history—to a more or less
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distant backdrop. “From the beginning,” Haacke has maintained, “the concept of
change has been the ideological basis of my work.” It is a concern signaled in the
title of his real estate pieces: Shapolsky et al. Manhattan Real Estate Holdings, a
Real-Time Social System, as of May 1, 1971, and Sol Goldman and Alex DiLorenzo
Manhattan Real Estate Holdings, a Real-Time Social System, as of May 1, 1971.
In both captions, the presence of the words “as of” followed by a precisely
designated date delineates, first, important qualities of the work’s subject matter.
The documented real estate operations, it informs us, function elusively, their
activities and compositions continually altering. Secondarily, however, the title
alludes to the materialist premises that inform Haacke’s mode of artistic production:
the belief that a work’s meaning is always incomplete, changing “as of” different
temporal situations; that the work incorporates the responses 1t evokes and mutates
according to the uses to which it is put; and, finally, that this relativity of meaning
depends on the position of viewing subjects who are themselves contingent within
history.

Haacke assembled his real estate pieces in 1971, several years after
minimalist artists had initiated a critique of artistic autonomy by investigating the
spatio-temporal conditions of art’s perception. The temporary, site-specific
installations mounted by minimalists incorporated the place of a work’s perception
into the work itself and demonstrated that perceptual experience depends on the
conditions in which viewers encounter works of art.” But formalism reentered
minimalist art in the assumption that the places of perception are politically and
socially neutral. A more decisive shift in contemporary art occurred when artists
broadened the concept of site to embrace not only the aesthetic context of the
work’s exhibition but the site’s symbolic, social, and political meanings as well as
the historical circumstances within which art work, spectator, and place are
situated. These inquiries led in diverse directions. A small group of artists pursued
an investigation of the institutions that mediate between individual works of art and
their public reception, eventually exploring appropriate means of intervention in
institutional spaces and discourses. Occupying a pivotal position in the
development of this critique of institutions, Haacke’s real estate pieces—including
the official reaction they aroused—interrogated the museum as such a primary
mediating agency, foregrounding the manner in which it determines and limits the
reading of artistic texts. The works also confronted the broader social functions of
the museum: its points of direct intersection with economic or political interests
and the role it plays in legitimating political realities in a society structured on

relations of oppression and exploitation.
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Attempts to remove Haacke’s real estate pieces into a realm of sweeping
continuities that repress proofs of rupture and multiplicity can only seem a betrayal
of the shifts in aesthetic practice the works helped set in motion. Equally, such
interpretations distort the results of Haacke’s rigorous investigation into the
concrete contemporary factors that characterize the works’ sites. Alternatively,
several imperatives particular to the present moment compel a recollection of the
real estate work. Of overarching concern is the desire to engage, through the
recovery of a key moment of contextualist art practice, in a struggle for historical
memory necessitated by the current climate of artistic reaction and by widely
disseminated neoconservative reconstructions of recent art history. Today, a return
in the established art world to conventional forms or mediums of artistic
production, a cynical embrace of the conditions of the culture industry, and a
resurgence of ideologies of aestheticism and self-expression accompany a
resurrection of the authority of traditional art institutions. Concomitantly, the
critical art practices of the last twenty years and the contemporary art committed to
amplifying their principles are ignored, falsified, or subsumed under the rubric of a
senseless pluralism that proclaims art’s freedom from history and evacuates our
past. Understanding the stakes in the Guggenheim Museum’s confrontation with
Haacke’s real estate pieces can help restore the ability to apprehend genuine
differences in contemporary art, differences with far-reaching ramifications in the
political field.

In still another, more determinate, sense Haacke’s real estate pieces resonate
in current circumstances and can, conversely, be illuminated from the vantage
point of the present. This topicality springs from the questions the works raised, by
virtue of their subject matter and form, about a specific interface between economic
and artistic concerns—the relations between dominant aesthetic discourses and the

interests of real estate capital in New York. In the years since the Guggenheim

incident, the problems embedded in Haacke’s subject matter—real estale dealings,
appalling housing conditions, and the role played by the needs of profit in
determining New York’s landscape—have mounted with redoubled urgency. As a
“solution” to the city’s fiscal crisis and, more inclusively, as part of late
capitalism’s reorganization of the domestic and international division of labor, the
city entered in the late 1970s a period of accelerated restructuring into a center for
international corporations and corporate-related services. The restructuring entails
an attendant impoverishment and dispersal of the blue-collar laborers whose jobs in
manufacturing industries have been disappearing from the city’s economic base

since the 1950s. The physical conditions to support the new economice structure
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and facilitate corporate domination of the city have been created by city planning
policies that promote privatized construction of corporate headquarters, office
buildings, and luxury apartments that service white-collar industries and workers.
Fostering gross speculation and enriching big real estate developers, this latest
phase of urban redevelopment also engineers the destruction of the material
conditions of survival—housing and services—for those residents no longer needed
in the city’s economy. Redevelopment is, then, one aspect of a more extensive
crisis for this group, a crisis that includes unemployment, attacks on unions, and
cutbacks in socialized services.

In the unfolding of the redevelopment process, New York’s cultural apparatus
has played, sometimes unwittingly, a variety of instrumental roles. Commercial
galleries moving into the Lower Kast Side, for example. have facilitated
gentrification by raising rent levels and improving the area’s image for other
members of the gentrifying class.” Additionally, works of art or entire museum
branches are routinely placed in “public” areas of new corporate buildings and
luxury apartment complexes. Whether sponsored by the state or the private sector,
they elevate property values and legitimate private speculation by presenting an
image of new construction as beautification programs that furnish cultural benefits
to New York’s populace. As Walter Benjamin remarked about another urban
context—Haussmann’s spatial reorganization of nineteenth-century Paris—such
works are deployed largely to “ennoble technical necessities by artistic aims.™
To a degree this collaboration 1s made possible because a great deal of the public
art produced for New York’s redeveloped, corporate spaces is informed by
academic notions of site-specificity that lend it a fashionable, even socially
responsible, veneer bul suppress comprehension of the real nature of the urban
site. City spaces are perceived solely as aesthetic, physical, or functionalist
environments; economic forces shaping them are obscured because a distinction is
enforced between spatial forms and social processes. Haacke’s real estate pieces,
in contrast, spanned that artificially created gap. expanding the definition of site-
specificity in relation to both urban and cultural sites. The works addressed two
spaces—the city and the museum—and comprehended each spatial form not as a
static physical or aesthetic entity but as the effect and container of specific social
processes.

The issue of specificity lay at the heart of the Guggenheim’s rejection of
Haacke’s work. Inadequately and contradictorily defined by the museum’s

spokesperson, the specificity of Haacke’s art was nonetheless emphatically cited as
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the reason for its unacceptability. “It is well understood in this connection,” the

director wrote to Haacke

that art may have social and political consequences but these, we believe, are
furthered by indirection and by the generalized, exemplary force that works of art
may exert upon the environment, not, as you proposed, by using political means to

achieve political ends, no matter how desirable these may appear to be in themselves.'

According to the stipulations of this familiar argument, Haacke’s work is
positioned, on account of its specificity, as “political” in relation to the “indirect”
art authorized by museological discourse and constituted, thereby, as “neutral.”
The practical implications of this doctrine are readily apparent in New York today
where art that addresses the urban environment in aestheticized or narrowly
utilitarian terms reverts to its officially designated purposes. In so doing, it evinces
a compliance with the demand that artists remain ignorant of the character of the
forces determining their works’ location and oblivious to their functioning. The
blatant usefulness of this work to those powerful forces, however, undermines the
credibility of the assertion that art yields purely beneficial consequences. Whereas
in 1971, the notion of art’s “generalized exemplary force™ was rallied to evict real
estate from a New York City museum by claiming that Haacke’s detailed analysis
of its operations was “alien” to artistic purposes, today, the same aesthetic ideas
validate the participation of artists, critics, and museums in advancing the interests
of the real estate industry and corporate capital in New York. This does not
represent a reversal. In both instances, existing economic relations are actively
shielded from public exposure by disavowing their direct ties to the conditions of
artistic production. They are established instead as a field severed from the domain
of art. When Haacke’s work attempted to heal this ideological breach in aesthetic

thought, the museum unveiled its repressive powers.

The Guggenheim’s director, Thomas Messer, canceled the exhibition, Hans Haacke:
Systems, a few weeks before its planned opening in April 1971. The action followed
a brief period of negotiation between Haacke and Messer about the problems the
director anticipated with those works in which Haacke dealt with social, as opposed
to his previous physical or biological, themes. On April 5, following Haacke’s
publication of a statement about the cancellation, Messer responded: “I did explain
that by trustee directive this museum was not to engage in extra-artistic activities or

sponsor social or political causes but was to accept the limitations inherent in the
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April 5, 1971, in “Gurgles around the . :
/ = that expanded a format the artist had developed a few years earlier. In 1970, he

Guggenheim,” p. 249,
had conducted such a survey at the Museum of Modern Art’s Information
exhibition. The MoMA poll had directed attention to the conditions of artistic
reception by casting the museum audience in an active role. It queried spectators
about their opinion on a timely political 1ssue concerning Governor Rockefeller’s
support of President Nixon’s policy in Indochina. Since Rockefeller, his relatives.
business, and political associates were integrally connected to the museum as
officers or members of the board of trustees, the question, mounted on the museum
wall, not only interrogated spectators about their own political leanings but
encouraged them to interrogate. in turn, modernist assumptions about the museum’s
status as a neutral arena. In this way. the white wall of the museum, sign of that
supposed innocence, and, purportedly, a mere background for equally pure art
objects, became, instead, a component incorporated into this work. The physical
frame of art was thus converted into a vehicle for revealing rather than masking the
artistic context in a work that provoked public scrutiny of the concealed economic
structure of the cultural institution and the interests of those who control it. In his
Guggenheim survey a vear later, Haacke proposed to tabulate responses to
demographic questions that would have, like his earlier Gallery-Goers” Residence
Profile, yielded sociological information about the status and class composition of
the art world. He also planned to query viewers on current social and political issues.

Although Messer expressed reservations about the poll, it was Haacke’s other
“social systems”™ works that he specified as the cause of the show’s cancellation.
These pieces documented, from material freely available in public records, the
property holdings and investment activities of two separate real estate groups. One
work provided information about various types of buildings owned by the
association of Sol Goldman and Alex Dillorenzo and the other displayed the slum
properties of the Shapolsky family organization. In a letter of March 19, preceding
the final cancellation, Messer stated that the likelihood of legal consequences

precluded these works’ exhibition:

When we began our joint exhibition project, you outlined a three-fold investigation
and proposed to devote several exhibits to physical, biological, and social systems.
From subsequent detailed outlines, it appeared that the social category would include
a real-estate survey pointing through word and picture to alleged social malpractices.
You would name, and thereby publicly expose. individuals and companies whom you

consider to be at fault. After consultation with the Foundation’s president and with
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advice from our legal counsel, I must inform you that we cannot go along with such

9. Ibid., p. 248. an exhibition outline .’

Having also conferred with lawyers who refuted the possibility of legal suits arising
from the work, Haacke commented a few months later that Messer had not referred
in his written statement to the poll as a reason for refusing to mount the show
“because it was impossible to generate a legal smoke-screen for its rejection; in a
meeting with the curator and my lawyer, Mr. Messer demanded the elimination of

all directly political questions, a demand with which I, naturally, could not

10. Hans Haacke, “Editorial: Artists comply.”'” Debating the cancellation in art journals and the mass media, the
vs, Museums, Continued,” Art News . : . :
70, no. 5 (September 1971): 21. museum’s director as well as Haacke’s supporters consistently concentrated on the

Shapolsky real estate piece. The predominant interest in the Shapolsky work is
probably best explained by the compelling social contradictions it addresses and
the consequent force of its confrontation with the precepts of the museum.

This confrontation, destined to provoke a scrutiny of the work’s institutional
frame, was ensured by the sheer magnitude of the purely factual data that
comprised the work and by its display in a format unalloyed by expressionistic
sentiments or aesthetic arrangement. Shapolsky et al. Manhattan Real Estate
Holdings gathers together individual photographs of 142 buildings and vacant lots
located primarily in New York slum neighborhoods as well as typewritten sheets,
charts, diagrams, and maps detailing real estate transactions, and incorporates
these documents into a complex ensemble presentation. Had it been installed in
the Guggenheim, spectators willing to commit time to viewing the work might have
perceived striking physical and sociological contrasts between the buildings in the
photographs and the museum building in which the audience and the work were
located. Such observations would have been encouraged because the work’s
combination of pictorial and textual material blocks customary modes of aesthetic
escape from the social conditions portrayed in representations that have been
elevated to the status of works of art. Similarly, it refuses to supply the means by
which attention is commonly distracted from the circumstances in which art is
viewed. Engaging its public in an active reading process, the work emphatically
rejects the single-image form of the painted, photographic, or sculpted object
accompanied by a discrete caption, a form intended to produce a timeless
experience of “presentness” and evoke meditative responses [rom spectators
abstracted from historical conditions. Moreover, the deadpan, unrelieved factuality
of the Shapolsky piece obstructs attempts to convert the specificity of its subject

matter into a tribute to the artist’s subjective expressiveness and compassion; the
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repetitive arrangement militates against the transformation of its documented reality
into an elegant aesthetic composition.

In these ways, the real estate piece departs from the conventions of another
representational genre in which similar iconography of lower-class urban
neighborhoods has already entered the precinct of the modern art museum—
liberal social documentary, or what Allan Sekula labels the “find-a-bum school of
concerned photography.”"! Interestingly, Haacke’s photographs document the same
type of New York tenements that were the object of social reformers’ attention for
decades. But even though the museum repeatedly referred to the work as a deed of
“social reform,” Haacke’s project differs fundamentally from the humanist
photography associated with reformist traditions. “The subjective aspect of liberal
esthetics,” Sekula remarks about concerned photography, “is compassion rather
than collective struggle. Pity, mediated by an appreciation of ‘great art.” supplants
political understanding.”'* Because of its overwhelmingly subjective or aestheticist
ideals, such work can find shelter within the museum where it is united with other
aesthetic objects as the product of unique artistic subjects. And through the
cultural institution’s tribute to the sensibility that transposes wretched social
conditions into the register of art, the social documentarian’s distinct position of
class privilege in relation to his or her subject matter is confirmed. Simultaneously,
however, power and privilege are concealed, even as they are reinforced, since the
aesthetic realm the work inhabits is proclaimed as a universal public sphere
unfissured by class, racial, or gender divisions.

The Shapolsky piece alters to the point of reversal the viewing dynamics of
liberal aesthetics. “Political understanding.” that is, replaces “pity, mediated by an
appreciation of ‘great art.”” Initally, at least, installed in the Guggenheim, it would
precipitate an inspection not only of Shapolsky’s real estate maneuvers, but of the
physical space, social position, and 1deological tenets of the museum. The
Guggenheim, a New York museum originating in a collection of early twentieth-
century idealist abstractions and which trades in equally abstracted concepts of
spiritual liberation, individual expression, and purified aesthetic experience would
be confronted with a work employing the specificity of painstakingly researched and
concrete information about the material reality of New York. A museum building
renowned as an aesthetic monument of architectural history would house
representations of buildings defined solely as economic entities. Other contrasts—
between the pristine interior of the museum and the deteriorating tenement facades,
between the social status of the viewers’ space in a luxury enclave of Manhattan

and that of the impoverished minority ghettos pictured—also threatened to erode
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the aura of isolationism constructed around the museum and dismantle its
pretensions to represent universal interests. Instead. the museum would emerge as
a place occupying a position of material privilege in relation to other terrains.
Apprehending this, viewers might focus on the character of these spaces and their
interrelation. The quickening of the anticipated confrontation between the
Shapolsky piece and the museum into an open rupture could, once the incident
became publicized, only intensify the work’s effects.

But by creating these tensions, the Shapolsky work also suggesis a
resemblance between the spaces it addresses. Explicitly, it documents the
ownership and control of the urban space. Having forced a consideration of the
relationship of the two territories and threatened the illusion of universality
engendered by the museum, it implicitly introduced the question of how
proprietorial interests also affect the cultural space. Thus, in expanding the context
of the work beyond the walls of the museum to embrace the city and wider
circumstances in which it is situated, Haacke did not simply extend the notion of
site-specificity geographically. Nor did he naively attempt to surmount institutional
boundaries by placing his art work symbolically “outside™ the museum’s walls and
addressing “real” subject matter. Rather, he permitlted a more profound vision of
the institutional apparatus by infiltrating the twin fetishisms of two sites: the city,
constructed in mainstream architectural and urban discourses as a physical space,
and the museum, conceived in idealist artistic discourse as a purely aesthetic
realm, each appeared as tangible spatial forms marked by a political economy.

Interested in revealing the concrete operations of calculated modes of power in
situations that appear to be neutral or self-evident, Haacke, when confronting the
urban context, concentrated on real estate as a determining force shaping New
York’s environment. This intention, it turned out, constituted a flagrant violation of
the museum’s rules of aesthetic propriety. Yet it explains why Haacke selected the
Shapolsky group as the subject for his work. When extracting information from
public records in the office of New York’s County Clerk, he located those real
estate owners with the most extensive holdings in their respective categories of
investment. Far from an arbitrary choice, this decision was crucial 1o the
trenchancy of Haacke’s critique and critical to the realization ot his goal: revealing
the degree to which large-scale real estate interests dominate New York's
landscape. As Haacke clarifies in the notes accompanying the presentation, the
properties held by the Shapolsky group represented in 1971 the largest
concentration of real estate in Harlem and the Lower East Side under the control of

a single group. After selecting Shapolsky, who appeared in the Manhattan Real



Estate Directory as the principal of these substantial holdings, Haacke researched
the publicly recorded deeds and mortgage agreements for each of Shapolsky’s
properties. A close scrutiny of the names and addresses of the parties to the real
estate transactions divulged that Shapolsky appeared to be the key figure in a
family group that possessed even more properties. By tracing further connections.
Haacke uncovered 142 parcels owned by the group and for which title was legally
held by about seventy different corporations. Frequent sales and exchanges took
place among the individuals and corporations comprising the system: properties
were sold; mortgages were obtained, assigned, and cross-held.

Haacke also photographed each of the properties and coupled these pictures
with an equal number of typewritten sheets providing data about the property:
address; block and lot number: size; building type (its official code—predominantly
old- and new-law tenements and apartment buildings); the corporation or individual
holding title; the corporation’s address and officers; date of purchase; former owner:
amount of mortgage; rate of interest on mortgage; holders of mortgage; the assessed
land value and total assessed value. Haacke then synthesized this material in
diagrams charting the business transactions relating to the individual properties
over the twenty years prior to 1971. Three charts list the corporations in the lefi-
and right-hand columns and consist of lines tracing frequent connections through
the exchange of mortgages or properties. Another reveals the large number of
mortgages on Shapolsky properties held by two Baptist organizations. Finally, two
charts list the presidents of the corporations and their addresses, as well as the
vice-presidents, secretaries. and corporate addresses, revealing how the system is
formed by a web of obscured family ties and dummy corporations that veil the
identity of principal owners. Completing Haacke’s piece are two enlarged details of
maps of the Lower East Side and Harlem neighborhoods with the lots owned by the
Shapolsky group circled.

The Shapolsky real estate piece comprises, then, a dossier on an individual
Manhattan slumlord. his family, and associates. It identifies one level of real
estate operations in the city, revealing the mechanics of a particular strategy of
investment. The photographs testify to the kinds of property in which the
investments are made—housing in impoverished neighborhoods lucratively run at a
low level of maintenance. The data sheets and charts exhibit the myriad financial
exchanges and the general organization of investment by which the gains acecruing
from these manipulated properties are increased. The Shapolsky system is open; if
its myriad strands are followed by investigating interrelations among individual and

corporate components, they lead to the revelation of an even more labyrinthine and
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radiating network that includes rental agents, city workers, city agencies, and
religious groups, among others. The cooperation and dispersal of functions within
this “extended family” masks its interdependent operations. They acquire a random
or discrete appearance that renders them difficult to penetrate by tenants or the
broader public, enhancing their flexibility and control.

The full extent of the system’s control emerged when, in addition to gathering
and shaping the data, Haacke pursued research on the group available in
newspapers and other public sources of information. The results do not appear in
the work itself. They disclose, however, that Shapolsky was repeatedly investigated
on a variety of criminal charges. These included concealing bank accounts and

acting as a “front” for investments by members of the city’s buildings department in

13. “Ex-Buildings Aid Held in properties he operated.'® In 1959, Shapolsky was found guilty of rent-gouging but
Perjury,” The New York Times, : - . : S :
April 24, 1958. was never imprisoned because, according to the judge. of letters testifying to his

U Tk Poth. “Shinoiely Bovind good character from “very, very responsible people in the community.”'* Numbered
. Jack Roth, “Shapolsky Found as

Rent Gouger,” The New York Times, among his character witnesses was one of the Baptist organizations revealed in
S Haacke’s work as holding mortgages on numerous Shapolsky properties. In 1966,
as the result of an investigation conducted by radio station WMCA. a bill was

introduced into the state legislature requiring that the names of slum owners who

15. Peter Kihss. “Liability is Fived in operated behind “the obscurity of corporate names™'” be publicized. The station
New Slum Bill,” The New York

s 3 - roy T T . . L Py,
Times, Fabriary 10, 1966. cited Harry Shapolsky as one of about twelve real estate operators who “had

controlled 500 tenement buildings housing 50,000 persons buying and selling—or
16. Ibid. foreclosing—among each other in deals that increased rents and profits.”'® The bill
proposed that a list of all the true owners of any property declared “a public
nuisance” be published in two newspapers. A liability clause would make these
17. Ibid. owners—including mortgage holders—personally liable for repairs to buildings.'’
The information gleaned from news stories clarifies the purpose of two features
discernible in Haacke’s work as central 1o Shapolsky’s real estate system. The
frequent self-dealing maximizes profits; together with the use of multiple
corporations as a form of ownership that limits personal lability, it also obscures
the identity of the principals of individual buildings. Further, these two modes of
investment activity conceal the full extent of the owners’ holdings. Thus, in several
ways, they limit public knowledge and the owners™ accountability for tax payments
as well as for the nondelivery of services to tenants in buildings operated according
to the imperatives of the market. Utilizing techniques worked out in complex deals
by lawyers and accountants, such private speculation is, in reality, publicly supported.
But a knowledge of these facts generates perceptions more significant than the

recognition of the mechanics of the Shapolsky strategy or even of the system’s more



real estate is likely to be in use for long periods of time and only rarely exchanged.
The dialectical unity of use and exchange value embodied in the commodity
appears with greatest frequency in the activities presented in the Shapolsky piece—
the operation of rental housing and frequent sale of properties. Haacke’s manner of
presentation underscores the commodity character of the buildings, neighborhoods,
and city on which 1t reports. The data sheets, for example, initially label each
vacant lot or building by the conventional units—block and lot numbers—that
classify it as real property. Subdivisions of Manhattan’s grid structure, the spatial
organization imposed on the city by the Commissioner’s Plan of 1811, these units
facilitate a maximization of profits, providing the infrastructure for real estate
speculation. Haacke’s photographs reinforce at the level of individual structures the
impression of the city as an economic product. Shot from street level, looking up at
the buildings, the photographs® borders coincide with the demarcation of property
lines, emphatically refusing compositional considerations that might characterize
these buildings as historically or aesthetically interesting urban structures rather
than real estate. The two municipal maps represent the city similarly, objectified as
an assemblage of blocks with Shapolsky’s lots indicated. This is particularly
striking in relation to the sociological character of the areas the maps represent—
Harlem and the Lower East Side, two working-class sectors of Manhattan. In the
past, ethnic and racial minorities have been directed to these ghettos, which retain
a strong identity as communities or areas containing a vital network of social
institutions. In Haacke’s maps, photographs, and data sheets, however, they appear
not as communities but as a spatial terrain defined purely by the real estate

market, a collection of houses. phys-i{ral structures. and vacant lots.

Real estate, urban theorists inform us, 1s a commodity with some unusual features.
Among these is its physical immobility. It cannot be moved at will. But fixity does
not characterize the social processes that organize land and buildings into
particular formations. These processes possess the opposite attribute: as human
practices they are transformable within the domain of human practice. While the
substantial power of real estate is amply demonstrated in Haacke’s Shapolsky
piece, the land and buildings do not, in this sense, appear as inanimate. Their
permanence is shaken and not merely because they are subject to continual
manipulation in the marketplace. Rather, as private property and as commodities,
they embody relationships of exploitation and domination which are subject to
change. In a similar manner, Haacke’s work jolted the fictitious air of stability of

the building in which it was to be installed and 1ts claims to represent eternal
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values. The work created numerous comparisons with the Guggenheim—analogies
between the ownership of properties and culture, houses collected by the Shapolsky
family and art collected by the Guggenheim family, the commodity form of housing
and of art production, and, especially after the cancellation, between the
concealment of power in the city and in the museum. In the end, the work
foregrounded the fact that the museum building, too, is not an isolated architectural
structure, container of static aesthetic objects, but a social institution existing
within a wider system, product and container of mutable relations of power.
Following the cancellation, Haacke elaborated the project initiated in the real
estate piece—submitting private actions to public scrutiny—by publicizing the
museum’s censorship of his exhibition and exposing it to open discussion in
newspapers, art magazines, and television and radio programs. Throughout the
discussion, the museum’s director reiterated his initial explanation for the
cancellation but also admitted that, even without the fear of legal reprisal,
Haacke’s work “posed a direct threat to the museum’s functioning within its stated

23. Messer, “Guest Editorial,” p. 4. and accepted premises.”*”

Should social malpractices be exposed if the evidence is dependable and reliable?
Certainly, but not through the auspices of an art museum. It is freely admitted that
this conclusion is self-protective, that is, protective of the museum’s function as we
currently understand it. Individuals and companies who would have suddenly found
themselves the unsuspecting targets of a work of art could be expected to react
against the artist as well as his museum sponsor. The possibility of a libel suit
resulting from such a situation is therefore not farfetched. But the museum’s
sponsorship would hardly seem defensible even if the legal effects proved to be
containable through the presumably unassailable nature of the assembled
documentation—a rather large assumption on the part of the artist.

A precedent would, in any case, have been set for innumerable analogous
presentations with predictably damaging effects upon the museum’s central function.
What would, for instance, prevent another artist from launching, again via a work of
art, a pictorial documentation of police corruption in a particular precinct? What
would stand in the way of a museum-sponsored attack upon a particular cigarette
brand which the documentation assembled for this purpose would show to be a

a . i 2.-"
24. Ibid. {emphasis added) national health risk?

What indeed? In a historical period marked in the United States by mass protests
against governmental policy, police actions, and corporate endangerment of public

safety at home and abroad, these possibilities could hardly have seemed absurd or
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undesirable. What, for that matter, would prevent an artist from exposing “via a
work of art” the threat to public interests posed by the activities of those who
control art institutions? Haacke did just that; in 1974, his Solomon R. Guggenheim
Museum Board of Trustees specifically extended some of the parallels suggested
earlier in the Shapolsky work. Here, Haacke traced the interconnections among
members of the Guggenheim family, other museum trustees, and various
corporations frequently sharing the same addresses and officers. For the
multinational Kennecott Copper Corporation, which listed a Guggenheim family
member and two trustees on its board of directors, Haacke displayed information
about the company’s activities in Chile and included a statement by the country’s
deposed and murdered president, Salvador Allende, that such transnational
corporations were “not accountable to or representing the collective interest” of
Chilean citizens.*”> Kennecott was later named in hearings on the destabilization of
the Allende democracy by United States interests.”® Thus, this work, which
adopted the typography and layout of official trustee lists, contained a pointed
reference to the museum’s interest in concealing its relation to the operations of
privatized property, and opposition to social ownership, a concealment that
parallels the Shapolsky strategy for avoiding public accountability.
Self-protectively, the Guggenheim’s director continuously desecribed the
museum as a private domain and characterized Haacke’s real estate work as an
invasion of both the privacy of individual entrepreneurs and of the artistic
“sanctuary.” Meant to foster private experience, the museum was defined as an
inappropriate place to publicly question real estate investors who have committed
themselves to limiting public awareness of their activities. “These individuals,”
Messer asserted, “would have been held up to public scrutiny and condemnation
without their knowledge and consent.” " By attacking their right to seclusion, he
believed, Haacke was taking unfair advantage of the museum as a refuge to protect

himself from repercussions:

Haacke’s work itmplicates certain indwiduals from the safety of its museum
sanctuary. Protected by the armor of art, the work reaches out into the soctopolitical
environment where it affects not the large conscience of humanity, but the mundane
interest of particular parties. Upon the predictable reaction of soctety the work.,
turned weapon, would recede into its immune “art-self” to seek shelter within the

museum’s temporary custody .

Willing, nonetheless—Dby canceling the exhibition of the work—to offer the

museum’s protection to large-scale private property and individual slumlords.
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Messer rehearsed prevalent illusions about the art institution as a natural retreat
from the exigencies of society. In doing so, he tacitly invoked a view of the
museum consistent with its role as a surrogate for the bourgeois domestic interior.
Far from a naturally given entity, however, the interior emerged in the nineteenth
century to perform functions necessitated by concrete economic conditions.
Analyzing the bourgeois living environment as a prismatic cultural object refracting
and illuminating these conditions, Walter Benjamin succinetly reconstructed its
origins in the historical demarcation during the bourgeois era of public and private
spheres, the latter representing the privilege of seclusion. There, private
individuals were guaranteed protection and freedom to pursue their private self-
interest. To the considerable extent that this freedom aimed to ensure the liberty of
acquiring and disposing of property at will, the private sphere testified to the
definitive withdrawal of property from social control and served a crucial function
in legitimating the bourgeois view of life. Within the realm of the private, the
domestic interior was constituted as a distinct domain where harmony was
artificially achieved by expelling the real conflicts that characterized economic
society. Dependent for its comforts on gains in the economic domain, the illusions
of the interior were necessary precisely because the basis of capitalist society lies
in a collision of interests and in the predominance of the private over collective

concerns. “The private person.” as Benjamin wrote

who squares his accounts with reality in his office demands that the interior be
maintained in his tllusions. This need is all the more pressing since he has no intention
of extending his commercial considerations into soctal ones. In shaping his private
environment he represses both. From this spring the phantasmagorias of the interior.”
“The interior is the retreat of art,””” he continued, referring to the doomed attempts
of the private owner to obliterate the commodity character of his collected objects.
The illusions of the interior as shelter and citadel, transferred to that other retreat
of art, the museum, were apparently severely convulsed when Haacke proposed to
bring texts and photographs of the exteriors of slum dwellings inside the
Guggenheim’s cloistered residence. The violent expulsion that this emblematic

confrontation provoked suggests that economic and social discord are not, in

reality, “alien” to the museum’s harmonious space but that—as Benjamin wrote
about the interior—they complement and imply each other. At least that is what
the museum itself intimated when, in an unusually telling moment, it articulated its
ideology of autonomy and privacy through a literal defense of the rights of private

property.
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Hans Haacke and the Cultural Logic of Postmodernism

Hans Haacke’s work has a kind of impersonal necessity and inevitability about it.
One is surprised to find that a particular work was produced three years ago, or
five years ago, or perhaps just last vear, since il seems that this work must already
have been there somehow. It would seem surprising for it not already to have been
in existence, surprising to think of a time in which the Holbein Reagan did not
attract the visitor reverently to the edge of its velvet cord, preexisting both the
Reagan presidency itself in some other timeless eternal realm of the American
Gothic and the conventions of Renaissance portraiture. Not a gag, exactly—having
none of the trivial irreverence of Dada or Mona Lisa’s moustache, but with the
glacial coldness and impersonality of the messages of dead forms themselves,
through which no subject-position speaks, not even in protest. Interesting questions
are raised by responses of this kind, not least among them that of periods and
breaks—Ilimits beyond which such “texts” and such reactions to them would not
have seemed inevitable at all.

The logic of Haacke’s works and their sense of necessity can be accounted for,
at least initially, by the confluence in them of two powerful “traditions™ which
emerge from the 1960s: the preoccupation with the whole i1ssue of the autonomy of
art and culture (something which only becomes intense after that autonomy 1s
objectively problematized), and the inflection of the critique of 1deology in the
direction of institutions (I will call this institutional critique or institutional
analysis). Although I find myself using the word “traditions™ to describe these two
intellectual themes; they have little enough to do with existing traditions of cultural
production (at least until Haacke himself); instead they relate to traditions of
thought or what might be termed intellectual debates. Indeed it might be better to
identify these themes as features of a larger cultural situation, features which raise
specific problems and must be seen as elements in a new intellectual problematic.
But it 1s also helpful., and indeed essential, to grasp these features in their
objective form as modifications of the social totality, modifications which generate
unaccustomed new dilemmas in the areas of cultural production and theoretical
understanding alike.

These modifications can be seen in terms of what has come to be called
postmodernism, provided that that concept is thought in a double way: as a
designation of a whole set of aesthetic and cultural features and procedures, but

also as the name for that specific mutation of the socioeconomic organization of our



soclety commonly called late capitalism (this third stage of capitalism has also been
called “consumer capitalism,” “multinational capitalism,” and, even,
“postindustrial society”). The advantage of this difficult and sometimes confusing
dual use of the term postmodernism—designating both a certain systemic cultural
logic, and also a whole socioeconomic period—is that it helps us to avoid the often
more sterile debates that arise when postmodernism is given a narrow and
specifically stylistic sense, as one contemporary artistic “movement” or current
among others. Taken in this second and more restricted way, the temptation is to
take sides on these developments and either to attack “postmodernism™ as a style
on the grounds of its essential frivolousness, its loss of the great transaesthetic
mission of high modernism, its decorative character, and its depoliticization; or, on
the other hand, to salute in postmodernism the inauguration of some new historical
era beyond “reference” and metaphysical or ontological illusion, a new and
historically original “poststructural” era in which for the first time we consent to
the free play of signifiers as such and leave behind the “intellectual comfort™ of
representationality in which many of the “great” high modernisms were still locked.
For our purposes then, to construe “postmodernism” in this narrow stylistic way
would mean attempting to situate Haacke within that style, and “deciding,” on the
basis of one’s own position, whether his work exemplifies the features of a
postmodernism one wants to celebrate, or whether it 1s to be regarded as radically
oppositional within the force-field of a postmodernism of which one disapproves.
(These kinds of decisions, it should be observed, conveniently prolong older left
habits of formulating politico-moralizing judgments, whereby the principal activity
of the left critic is conceived as just this “deciding” whether works are progressive
or reactionary, contestatory and uppr}sitiﬂnal or a rﬂpli{:aliurl of the system and a
reinforcement of its formal ideologies.) To insist, then, on “postmodernism™ as a
systemic form of capitalism—in other words, as a situation in which the artist must
work and to which culture is understood as an active response (and often an
intervention and a reappropriation)—ought to free us from the more facile solutions
of a purely aesthetic debate, and, at the same time, to confront us with the far
more difficult and complex problem of grasping the relationship between what is
new in contemporary culture and in its (equally new and unparalleled) situation of

production and struggle.
The que&[iun of the autonomy of the aesthetic and of culture, the argument
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that culture exists somehow outside of and above the experience of daily life,
provides one of the privileged entry points into any discussion of postmodernism. If
we begin with this issue, then, we immediately recognize that it can be staged on
at least two levels. In other words, the concept of “autonomy”™ can be understood
either as characterizing aesthetic experience as such, or it can be taken to
designate the placement of the sphere of culture within social life and *“society.” In
both of these areas, Haacke’s work has something instructive, perhaps even
exemplary, to tell us; but it i1s important to keep the two kinds of issues distinet
initially, even if later on we want to explore the determinations that bind those two
issues together (these determinations will be found to emerge most dramatically in a
third area, that of ideologies of the aesthetic and of culture).

Certainly the problem of the autonomy of aesthetic experience is the
foundational issue of a whole new philosophical discipline of “aesthetics™ which
emerges fully blown in the work of Immanual Kant and, in particular, in his
Critique of Judgment. There Kant’s “solution”—the work of art as a “finality
without end”—constitutes and secures the field or object of study for all of the
philosophical aesthetics which follow, down to our own time. This “solution” is
considered normative not in the sense that it is widely adopted. but insofar as the
problematic it raises i1s never itself contested or transgressed (or where it is
radically repudiated, we leave the disciplinary terrain of philosophical aesthetics
altogether). The function of the Kantian solution was to secure some third space,
between the end-oriented domain of ethics and action (which in hindsight can be
identified as the whole new world of business and commerce, with its various local
teleologies organized around exchange-value), and that other space of nascent
science and knowledge, of abstraction and control, and of intellectual systems
(which are apparently no less teleological than the activities of the world of
practice, but which present themselves as disinterested or objective in various ways
and—at least until the emergence of a technocratic science in the service of
business corporations today—are predicated on the radical difference of the
knowledge-function from the commodity world). Thus, the work of art is seen as
uncommodified and disinterested and, at the same time, as a kind of practice or
activity in the sense of the world of action. This unstable synthesis, then, also
recquires us to insist on the closure of the aesthetic experience: in order to enter on
it and to be equal to its formal demands, we must somehow leave the baser world
of practice behind us, yet pause before the threshold of that scientific realm of
abstract truth, of the Idea and of the abstraction of pure reason.

The crisis into which this ideal of aesthetic experience has been propelled in



recent times (along with the very discipline of philosophical aesthetics organized
around it) can be grasped in terms of developments in the two neighboring
realms—science and economics—from which it borrowed its contradictory
attributes. On the one hand, modern science no longer seems appropriately
describable in the language of the discovery of eternal truths or laws; increasingly
it has characterized itself as a kind of infinite practice (as the production of
scientific text and as a type of play perhaps not unlike the aesthetic). On the other
hand, a prodigious expansion of commodity logic or of commodification in general
has today begun to colonize the very utopian realm of the aesthetic itself (as well as
the Unconscious). In this way, today—in an era of mass culture and of the
commodification of form itself—the suspicion becomes imminent and unavoidable
that culture and the work of art can no longer be thought of as a zone beyond the
teleological and the basely practical. The work of the Frankfurt School clearly
marks the great moment of radical doubt and self-consciousness of aesthetic
philosophy. Already it had begun to question its own nature and existence in a
profoundly historical fashion. The limits of the theories of the Frankfurt School for
us today are drawn by their desperate attempt to resecure a diminished, but even
more intense and utopian, place for some last surviving “authentic”—
noncommodified and “high modernist”™—artistic production, an attempt whose
historical failure the emergence of postmodernism signals in a more than
symptomatic way.

It may, however, be useful to stage this problem of the closure of aesthetic
experience in a more practical way by asking ourselves at what price and in what
fashion some contemporary experience of what used to be called the aesthetic is
conceivable and describable when the frames and closure of the aesthetic have
broken down and culture dissolves into the world itself. In other words, it is not
evident that mass literature, the literary subgenres, or commercial film, really
abolish the closure of aesthetic experience: we still immerse ourselves in the
bestseller, and still consent to the darkness of the movie theater (or roll up our
windows at the drive-in). Indeed in this sense, television viewing may involve a
historically more advanced form of aesthetic experience since the living room
determines a certain dispersal of attention, but in reverse. It is not that we cease to
follow the storytelling series in some traditional mode of reading attention, but
rather that now the television image has installed itself within the object world of
the living room in some far more decisively “inner-worldly” fashion.

With Haacke’s “installations,” however, we approach an extreme point in

which it is no longer clear at all that the rapt attention ideally bestowed on a
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traditional art “masterpiece”—whether Holbein or Cézanne—any longer comes into
play. And in Haacke’s case this seems to be something which greatly exceeds the
actual spatial framing of the “object” in question. What happens, I think—and
here we anticipate the other dimension of this work that has to do with the critique
of institutions—is that the elements of the former work of art now enter the “real”
object world around them; they enter a space which is no less narrowly specified
and spatially and institutionally differentiated than the living room of the middle-
class family: that is, of course, the museum. Yet the mode of this “fall” into the
world is in Haacke’s work structurally peculiar: related, but not 1dentical, to the
phenomenon of the “volatilization” or disappearance of the art object itself, on the
one hand, and the inner-worldly decorative fragments of a different kind of
postmodernism on the other. Here what survives the extinction of the “work™ is not
its materials or components, but rather something very different, its presuppositions,
its conditions of possibility. So in Manet-PROJEKT "74, only the owners and
patrons survive, themselves transformed back, as by an X-ray, into their corporate
positions and the history of their own bank accounts; while in the MetroMobiltan
installation, there never was a work of art in the first place, only its obscene future
contours, the “offer” of gratifying cultural pleasures to come.

Discussions of this kind make clear what a conceptual leap 1s involved when
we move from the philosophical question of the autonomy of culture to the more
“sociological” issue of the status of culture and cultural activity in our society,
where “autonomy” now means both the social value and meaning of the activity in
general (for instance, whether “culture” is to be assigned a value in its own right,
in socialist as well as capitalist societies, or whether it should be subordinate to
more practical ends—e.g.. the pursuit of social status or mass education and
pedagogy). Viewed from this perspective, the question of autonomy merges into that
of the public sphere and of the various spaces of modern society. It would seem at
least plausible to describe what has happened in recent times (where the older
“sacred” spaces of the theater and the opera. the museum and the concert-hall,
still residually survive), less in terms of a dissolution of culture as such than as a
prodigious expansion of the cultural sphere generally. In the form of the logic of
the image or the spectacle or the simulacrum, everything has become “cultural™ in
some sense. A whole new house of mirrors of visual replication and of textual
reproduction has replaced the older stable reality of reference and of the
noncultural “real.”

In this context, Haacke poses the political dilemma of a new cultural politics:

how to struggle within the world of the simulacrum by using the arms and weapons



specific to that world which are themselves very precisely simulacra? This
explicitly political work, which reaffirms a certain continuity with older traditions of
political culture, nonetheless draws a strategic conclusion on which there seems to
be a generous consensus in the left cultural production of the advanced capitalist
countries: namely, that it is no longer possible to oppose or contest the logic of the
image-world of late capitalism by reinventing an older logic of the referent (or
realism). Instead, at least for the moment, the strategy which imposes itself can
best be characterized as homeopathic: ever greater doses of the poison—to choose
and affirm the logic of the simulacrum to the point at which the very nature of that
logic 1s itself dialectically transformed. Such a strategy—even conceived
provisionally—has little of the vigorous self-confidence and affirmation of older
political and even proto-political aesthetics, which aimed at opening and
developing some radically new and distinet revolutionary cultural space within the
fallen space of capitalism. Yet, as modest and as frustrating as it may sometimes
seem, a homeopathic cultural politics seems to be all we can currently think or
imagine.

But even here it is essential to specify some features of Haacke’s strategy
which are not normally present in a political art which sees its basic task as the
contestation of an image—or simulacrum—society. In Haacke’s art, it is as though
we do not “work through” the images in the Freudian sense, but short-circuit and
neutralize them in advance by substituting a rather different kind of attention. (In
saying this, I should note that I am marking a certain distance from Rosalind
Krauss’s very interesting reading of Haacke’s work in terms of the Freud-Bataille
theme of repetition.) Whatever the inner logic and dynamic of this image content, it
seems to me that the most politically operative feature of these installations—
MetroMobiltan again comes to mind—is rather their raising the issue of the
possibilities of representation against the whole new framework of a global
multinational system, whose coordinates can as yet not enter the content of any of
our older representational systems. Haacke foregrounds this crisis of “mapping,” as
[ have called it elsewhere, by severing the links between the impoverished icons
and dead cult objects of an older high culture and the “facts™ and “background
statistics” of the newer world system (which have not found their own aesthetic
system of representation, which are not yet “proper content™ for aesthetic forms of a
new type—if indeed such forms are even conceivable).

As 1 have said, both of these ways of framing the problem of the autonomy of
art—as the phenomenological experience of the “work™ or as the socially given

space of culture itself—inevitably develop consequences which seem to turn on a
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traditional art “masterpiece”—whether Holbein or Cézanne—any longer comes into
play. And in Haacke’s case this seems to be something which greatly exceeds the
actual spatial framing of the “object” in question. What happens, 1 think—and
here we anticipate the other dimension of this work that has to do with the critique
of institutions—is that the elements of the former work of art now enter the “real”
object world around them; they enter a space which is no less narrowly specified
and spatially and institutionally differentiated than the living room of the middle-
class family: that is, of course, the museum. Yet the mode of this “fall” into the
world is in Haacke’s work structurally peculiar: related, but not identical, to the
phenomenon of the “volatilization” or disappearance of the art object itself, on the
one hand, and the inner-worldly decorative fragments of a different kind of
postmodernism on the other. Here what survives the extinction of the “work™ is not
its materials or components, but rather something very different, its presuppositions,
its conditions of possibility. So in Manet-PROJEKT “74, only the owners and
patrons survive, themselves transformed back, as by an X-ray, into their corporate
positions and the history of their own bank accounts; while in the MetroMobiltan
installation, there never was a work of art in the first place, only its obscene future
contours, the “offer” of gratifying cultural pleasures to come.

Discussions of this kind make clear what a conceptual leap 1s involved when
we move from the philosophical question of the autonomy of culture to the more
“sociological” issue of the status of culture and cultural activity in our society,
where “autonomy” now means both the social value and meaning of the activity in
general (for instance, whether “culture” is to be assigned a value in its own right,
in socialist as well as capitalist societies, or whether it should be subordinate to
more practical ends—e.g., the pursuit of social status or mass education and
pedagogy). Viewed from this perspective, the question of autonomy merges into that
of the public sphere and of the various spaces of modern society. It would seem at
least plausible to describe what has happened in recent times (where the older
“sacred” spaces of the theater and the opera, the museum and the concert-hall,
still residually survive). less in terms of a dissolution of culture as such than as a
prodigious expansion of the cultural sphere generally. In the form of the logic of
the image or the spectacle or the simulacrum, everything has become “cultural™ in
some sense. A whole new house of mirrors of visual replication and of textual
reproduction has replaced the older stable reality of reference and of the
noncultural “real.”

In this context, Haacke poses the political dilemma of a new cultural politics:

how to struggle within the world of the simulacrum by using the arms and weapons



specific to that world which are themselves very precisely simulacra? This
explicitly political work, which reaffirms a certain continuity with older traditions of
political culture, nonetheless draws a strategic conclusion on which there seems to
be a generous consensus in the left cultural production of the advanced capitalist
countries: namely, that it is no longer possible to oppose or contest the logic of the
image-world of late capitalism by reinventing an older logic of the referent (or
realism). Instead, at least for the moment, the strategy which imposes itself can
best be characterized as homeopathic: ever greater doses of the poison—to choose
and affirm the logic of the simulacrum to the point at which the very nature of that
logic is itself dialectically transformed. Such a strategy—even conceived
provisionally—has little of the vigorous self-confidence and affirmation of older
political and even proto-political aesthetics, which aimed at opening and
developing some radically new and distinct revolutionary cultural space within the
fallen space of capitalism. Yet, as modest and as frustrating as it may sometimes
seem, a homeopathic cultural politics seems to be all we can currently think or
imagine.

But even here it is essential to specify some features of Haacke’s strategy
which are not normally present in a political art which sees its basic task as the
contestation of an image—or simulacrum—society. In Haacke’s art, it is as though
we do not “work through” the images in the Freudian sense, but short-circuit and
neutralize them in advance by substituting a rather different kind of attention. (In
saying this, | should note that | am marking a certain distance from Rosalind
Krauss’s very interesting reading of Haacke’s work in terms of the Freud-Bataille
theme of repetition.) Whatever the inner logic and dynamic of this image content, it
seems to me that the most politically operative feature of these installations—
MetroMobiltan again comes to mind—is rather their raising the 1ssue of the
possibilities of representation against the whole new framework of a global
multinational system, whose coordinates can as yet nol enter the content of any of
our older representational systems. Haacke foregrounds this crisis of “mapping,” as
I have called it elsewhere, by severing the links between the impoverished icons
and dead cult objects of an older high culture and the “facts” and “background
statistics” of the newer world system (which have not found their own aesthetic
system of representation, which are not yet “proper content” for aesthetic forms of a
new type—if indeed such forms are even conceivable).

As I have said, both of these ways of framing the problem ol the autonomy of
art—as the phenomenological experience of the “work™ or as the socially given

space of culture itself—inevitably develop consequences which seem to turn on a
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third and rather different matter, which is that of aesthetic ideology or value. What
is in our time the value of the aesthetic—of reception as well as production?
Indeed, what is the point (political or otherwise) of culture itself in the first place?
Putting the questions this way at once forces us to confront what older generations
of aesthetes necessarily felt (or feel) as anti-intellectualism: namely, culture’s
radical self-doubt, the profound guilt of culture workers at their own “elitist” and
(appropriately Kantian) un-practicality, the temptation to solve these anxieties by
radical acts of destruction, the trashing of “respectable” forms of culture first of all,
and ultimately the disavowal of all forms of cultural production.

In this critical area of aesthetic ideology—that is, of the various theories and
apologia of art and culture—no work has been more radical or profound than that
of Pierre Bourdieu; the “applied” sociological dimensions of his research can be
seen as one long implacable assault on the very rationalizations and self-
justifications of culture itself. For it is precisely as the essential rationalization of
forms of activity determined by very different social dynamics that Bourdieu
demystifies all theories of aesthetic value.

This is something most beautifully demonstrated in an early work of Bourdieu
and his collaborators on amateur photography, Un art mineur (Paris, 1965). There
the very marginality and recent emergence of amateur photography as a medium
allow processes to be deciphered and demonstrated which remain deeply muffled
within the long-established bad faith of the “higher” arts. What 1s striking about
Bourdieu’s analysis can best be staged in the light of a paradox (mine, not his):
namely, that photography is an “art” from which some first stage of “realism” is
necessarily and structurally absent, and that, on the contrary, all photography qua
art is modernist (if not postmodernist). What is meant, no doubt, 1s that realistic or
representational photography is not an art. But that is simply a banal and negative
way of stating a rather different social fact: that “realistic” photography belongs
primarily to the practices of a different space of social life—one which has little to
do with the spaces of cultural production proper—namely, the family. In one way
or another, “realistic” photography is part of the social reproduction of the family.
Bourdieu demonstrates this by showing that the people who utilize photography for
specifically “artistic” reasons are, in sociological terms, marginals: bachelors,
young people, unsuccessful “family men.” For them, the practice of photography is
a way of escaping from the family and its ideologies and. at the same time,
affirming a different kind of identity. Yet, in the area of photography, that identity
is not socially given in advance as a role, since the medium is too new in its mass

accessibility (at least in the 1950s, when Bourdieu and his group carried out their



field work) to have developed institutional status. The practitioners of this art—of
an art which is not really a mode of cultural production, but rather a symbolic form
of social praxis and of the refusal of a certain form of social life—are therefore
torced (in order to give themselves conscious reasons for persisting in this
particular activity) to become aestheticians and to invent, ex nihilo as it were, all
the positions which Western aesthetics has elaborated over a long tradition to
justify their practice of “photography,” now considered an autonomous activity 1n
its own right.

Lower- and lower-middle-class practitioners, for instance, rapidly and
seemingly instinctively develop the two great opposing ideological positions which
in other forms split modern art down the middle: there is the technological
apologia, of those interested in the machinery and its possibilities, and for whom
the value of photographs is determined by their technical innovations; and there is
what may more narrowly be called the “aesthetic” (or perhaps we may say the
“symbolist”) apologia, in which various idiosyncratic experiences of beauty or
strangeness are appealed to in justification of the otherwise inexplicable activity of
snapping pictures at leisure times and in otherwise peculiar places. Meanwhile, as
one rises in the social scale, amateur photographers with bourgeois and upper
bourgeois backgrounds already begin to fall back on the established languages and
rationales of the older (aristocratic) high arts. Their aesthetic theories, now
contaminated with the traditions of high culture, begin systematically to make
analogies between photography and painting, analogies which immediately secure
the appropriate self-justifications, since the value of painting is already socially and
institutionally grounded in the bourgeois social order itself.

Few analyses are more devastating for all cultural and aesthetic theory than
these, for Bourdieu unmasks all of the theories of cultural value (autonomous or
otherwise) as so much Sartrean bad faith in the service of class activities and class
praxis of a nonaesthetic nature (some of Haacke’s works—for example, the Visitors’
Polls or the Residence Profiles—perform analogous operations, with suggestively
different results: since in these installations, no preexisting aesthetic “pleasure” is
present to be demystified, the focus shifts from the destruction of categories of
“taste” and “art,” as in Bourdieu, to the attempt to grasp and “map” the social
system that subtends them). The values of high art (or modernism), then, become
merely the disguises of behavior by which aesthetes of a given per od seek to
distinguish themselves from business and from labor. Under such analysis, even
the value of political art like that of Haacke’s is not exempt from the overturning of

the aesthetic. Instead, Haacke’s work would perhaps have to be seen as a way ol
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using the dead and conventionalized shells of museum-going and art appreciation
for the unexpected purpose of transmitting outright political lessons.

But in my opinion it is theoretically useful to distinguish considerations such
as these, which revolve around the issue of cultural autonomy (as a historical
development, as well as an aesthetic ideology), from institutional analysis as such.
This distinction recognizes and acknowledges a problematic gap within ideological
analysis in general, which corresponds to what used to be called base and
superstructure (these being the traditional Marxist terminology for the underlying
“realities” of economic production and the less tangible experiences and structures
of the social and the cultural, respectively). The demystification of aesthetic
ideology begins in the realm of superstructures, which it positions and
defamiliarizes by designating a putative functional relationship to the base. So, for
example, a particular aesthetic gives itself as a philosophically coherent theory in
its own right, but becomes more problematical when we interrogate that theory
socially and when we become aware of the various functions (class legitimation,
status, socially symbolic praxis, or whatever) which it fulfills and which then seem
to have little enough to do with the overt content of the aesthetic itself. Analysis in
terms of base, however, begins with institutions, such as the museum. to which
superstructural or ideological effects are attributed. These two analytical movements
are symmelrical, but rarely coincide; to achieve a satisfying mediation between the
study of aesthetic 1deologies and the analysis of the institutions that produce or
reproduce them is a complicated activity whose terms are never given in advance
and which always seems to involve a dialectical leap of some kind.

We must therefore begin afresh on the second great current of analysis to
which Haacke’s work clearly has a relationship—what I have called institutional
analysis. In its distinctive contemporary form, institutional analysis is relatively
recent, having been fully developed as a theoretical proposition only in the 1960s.
At first this theorization may seem startling or paradoxical. since one assumes that
Marxist ideological analysis has always operated in terms of ruling class
institutions, at least in a general sense. But it is precisely the degree of specificity
which is at issue here: for we will not be able to grasp what is distinctive about the
newer approaches unless we initially pose a sharp break between a traditional
global focus on such entities as “the ruling class.” “the bourgeoisie,” “hegemonic
ideology,” and the “state.” and the finer differentiations of institutional analysis,
which aims at delaying as long as possible the assimilation of specific
institutions—the school system, the gallery network. the culture industry, Madison

Avenue—into the great totalizing generality of “ruling class ideology.” Indeed, the



longer one dwells on one of these specific institutions and the more intensely its
mechanisms and “semi-autonomy” appear, the more difficult it becomes to take

that second step and to drown its achieved detail in some global vision (which in
our time has come to carry overtones of conspiracy and paranoia with it).

It is convenient to mark the moment of the maturity of institutional analysis
with the publication of Louis Althusser’s programmatic essay, “Ideology and
Ideological State Apparatuses (Notes Towards an Investigation),” in 1970. Certainly
the essay comes long after the fact, but it has offered one of the most influential
codifications and theorizations of a tendency at work much earlier in any number of
fields. Unfortunately, Althusser’s terminology is unnecessarily confusing, especially
insofar as its fundamental term—the so-called ISA—specifically designates
institutions which are not necessarily formally related to state power at all (the
family, for example), although, as with the educational system, they may be semi-
autonomous components of an enlarged modern governmental system.

Approaches of this kind—practical analyses as well as self-conscious
theorization and codification of method—do not arise in a void, but are themselves
symptoms and indices of the emergence of new phenomena or the relative
restructuration of social reality. When we remember that, alongside a leftist critical
and theoretical attention to such ideological institutions, there has also emerged a
whole new gamut of “micro-politics”—as opposed to an older class party politics—
it seems plausible enough to assume, not that such institutions suddenly appeared
for the first time, but that, in the age of multinational corporations, they have
become more socially visible and have also been endowed with semi-autonomous
powers rather different from those which their earlier equivalents exercised. Thus,
if bourgeois civil society, emerging from an earlier feudal order, in the process
opened a space for the development of the classical forms of social class, perhaps
it can now be asserted that in our time that same civil society has itself undergone
dialectically new changes—in particular, a prodigious social fragmentation and
atomization, in which a variety of new nonclass political forces appear, but within
which relatively new forms of bureaucratic reorganization of power also appear (of
which the great corporations are only the most dramatic manifestations), therefore
demanding that new type of investigation which we have termed “institutional.”

Haacke’s work seems to me to emerge at this point, as a solution to certain

crucial dilemmas of a left cultural politics based on this heightened awareness of

the role of institutions. For the gap mentioned earlier—between superstructure and

base, or between the analysis of ideologies and the analysis of institutions—can

here be reformulated as a split between specific texts or works and whole processes
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of production. Thus, in the case of “Literature”—which may well be a strategic
cultural and ideological institution in the middle-class period—its history can be
written, its institutional subsystems (the university, the publishing house, the
literary journal, etc.) can be the object of more detailed scrutiny, or its various
“ideologies™ (defenses and apologia, “theories™ of literature as such, etc.) can be
demystified; yet in all this the individual texts seem to slip through the meshes of
such an approach. That Literature in general is ideological, that a specific work of
literature is also necessarily ideological—both these propositions can be allowed
without there being any necessary or coherent relationship between the two
ideologies in question. For a certain radical left or anarchist tradition the solution
to this dilemma—the incommensurability of what Terry Eagleton has usefully called
“aesthetic ideology” versus “general ideology”™—lies in a cutiing of the knot and in
a denunciation of Literature in general. For a bourgeois literary tradition, on the
other hand, the tension is resolved the other way around, by enforcing a distinction
between “extrinsic” and “intrinsic” approaches, which systematically excludes the
first from literary study and thereby masks the institutional dynamics of Literature
altogether. Thus posed. the i1ssue of institutional analysis appears to have at least
two important determinants. On the one hand, it is generally framed in
retrospective or historical terms, as a question of what to do about already existing
works or the tradition or the canon, rather than as a tension to be engaged (if not
resolved) by new cultural production. On the other hand, our example—Literature
and the written, published, and privately read text—is as a medium seemingly less
propitious for institutional analysis than the other arts, which on the whole
necessarily deploy a complex and specific infrastructure around their “texts”™ or
“performances.” The study of art patronage. for example, was a perfectly
respectable, even essential, component of art history long before the study of
publishing houses was thought to have any relevance to literary study.

At any rate, Haacke’s “solution”—to transform the “extrinsic” determinants of
art into the “intrinsic” content of a new artistic text—is best evaluated as a
response to this dilemma and to the wider situation we have attempted to outline
here. Now “patronage,” for example (the owners of a particular painting, the
trustees and donors of a particular museum), 1s drawn within the “work™ itself (if
that 1s still the right word to use) in such a way that its content can be excluded as
“extrinsic” only at the price of repudiating the installation itself and denying it any

%

(In Haacke’s case. the institutions in question—the
Guggenheim Museum, or the Cologne Museum which solicited his Manet-PROJEKT

74—drew the appropriate conclusions and excluded the works.)

status as a “work of art.



Even the problems and limits of this strategic reversal seem to me instructive,
for in the world of micro-groups and increasing social fragmentation, such intense
identification of the social determinants of a specific art risks running a kind of
micro-political or secessionist danger in its own right. The power of estrangement
and scandal this work may have over its immediate public may be incalculable, but
significantly this now takes place in a society in which the museum-going and
gallery-going public (not to mention the bureaucratic structure specific to the art
world) remains (or has become) something of a micro-group or ethnic group in its
own right, one which coexists with or without overlaps with the specialized publics
to other arts (to say nothing of the obviously crucial question of New York City
itself as one enormous micro-group). The political effect on such a public is
therefore of a rather different type than what was possible in, say, a nineteenth-
century situation, in which the mass of visitors to the appropriate Parisian
exhibition are “typical” or “representative” of a more general class-determined
public at large.

Meanwhile, Haacke’s procedure seems to me somewhal different even from
more recent artistic gestures which would, at least initially, seem to have certain
strategies and intentions in common with it. I'm thinking, for instance, of the
moment at which the Rockefellers appear on the great mural Diego Rivera had
been commissioned to paint for Rockefeller Center. Those “patrons,” however (who
immediately covered over the mural and ultimately had it destroyed), for all kinds
of reasons did not particularly require any mediations: in other words, their
immediate function was to designate the “ruling class,” and their role as patrons of
this particular mural was only a rich irony. This is to say that Diego did not, in his
particular situation, confront quite the same problem of the autonomy of institutions
which is a fact of life of cultural institutions today.

Haacke’s way of handling this problem is exemplary (although perhaps
inimitable) because of the particular mapping and totalizing representations which
he dramatizes in a situation in which not only the concept of totalization but also
its politics had seemed to have been rendered archaic. For Haacke's installations
recreate the process of totalization by acknowledging the power and existence of the
micro-public or institution (rather than by attempting, in traditional realistic or
“representational” ways, to elude or short-circuit it). These proper names, these
patrons, are very specifically the trustees of the particular cultural institution where
the work is shown—so that to make of them the theme and subject of a particular
artistic “text” is to reinvent in a new and heightened, dialectically transformed

practice of “auto-referentiality.” But that they should also be linked in various
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systematic ways to corporations active in the perpetuation of apartheid in South
Africa or to multinationals contributing to the overthrow of Allende in Chile, for
example, moves us beyond “culture” and its autonomy. Rather, 1t poses an
imperative of totalization of an equally new type, one which does not draw on a
received idea or preexistent category of the “ruling class,” yet which makes its

reinvention—in a socially and globally far more complex situation—indispensable.
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One of the most emulated and symbolically significant innovations of Thomas
Hoving’s ten-year reign (1966-1977) as director of the Metropolitan Museum of Art
was his introduction of large banners, hanging on the facade of the museum, to
advertise temporary exhibitions. Along with the retinue of other changes now
associated with the temporary exhibition—popular themes, dramatic lighting, gifi
shops, and, of course, anything gold—the banners signaled the beginning of a new
era for museums: the age of corporate sponsorship. They also marked a more
general alliance of the museum with mass spectacle, entertainment, and
consumerism. But more specifically, the banners symbolized the ascendance in the
museum world of a particular brand of liberal philosophy which was, in the early
1970s, best characterized by Hoving’s personal blend of elitism and populism.'
With these banners as his standard—connoting both royal fanfare and suburban
mall promotions—Hoving was able to prove to corporate sponsors and diplomats
alike that temporary exhibitions could associate them with quality and, at the same
time, attract a large middle-class audience. In so doing, Hoving dramatically and
effectively instituted a situation that today appears as a rather devalued and tricky
combination of mass culture and the aesthetic biases of Reagan-era corporatism.
Corporate sponsorship can be traced back twenty-five years or more, but it is
only since the beginning of Hoving’s term that it has grown so prodigiously. In
1967 American corporations spent only about $22 million on the arts; today that
figure tops $600 million and by the end of 1987 the figure will be close to
$1 billion annually. To the extent that this increase in corporate support has
coincided with the expansion of multinational or global corporations, it should be
noted that a large proportion of this sponsorship has come from just a handful of
multinationals: IBM, Exxon, Philip Morris, Mobil, and a few others. Increasingly.

and

this corporate largesse is directed toward the larger, more visible institutions
on a scale that makes refusal difficult. At the Metropolitan Museum, for instance,
the current director, Philippe de Montebello, reports that his museum 1s now
“dependent on corporate sponsorship.” And, despite his belief that corporate
sponsorship has become “an inherent, insidious, hidden form of censorship,” the
Metropolitan more actively than ever woos the corporate patron, nsisting, as one

museum brochure puts it, that “The Business Behind Art Knows the Art of Good

Business.”
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As this brochure makes clear, corporate funding of exhibitions is not simply a type
of cultural welfare for tax deductions or (as de Montebello suggests) a necessary
evil whrch museums endure for their public. Rather, it 1s a mutual pact which both
parties actively court and which is based on a shared set of values: liberal
humanism. This ideology, common to the museum and the corporation. provides
the subtext for the sponsored exhibitions. The “official” ideology of the humanities,
liberal humanism stresses the importance of the unique individual; it advocates
abstract notions of freedom and democracy; and it prefers purified aesthetics
divorced from politics. These positions are structured on a foundation of idealized
moral values, abstracted from everyday application. As the British eritic Terry

Eagleton has suggested:

Liberal Humanism ts a suburban moral ideology. limited in practice to largely
interpersonal matters. It is stronger on adultery than on armaments. and its valuable
concern with freedom, democracy and individual rights is simply not concrete
enough . Its view of democracy, for example, is the abstract one of the ballot box,
rather than a specific. living and practical democracy which might also concern the

operations of the Foreign Office and Standard Oil.”

The contradictions of this moral program are nowhere more apparent than in the
conflict between its humanitarian pretenses and the neo-imperialist expansion of
multinational capitalism today. In a demonstrative, public way, sponsorship of art
exhibitions helps to conceal these contradictions by providing both the museum and
the corporation with a tool for enriching individual lives while suppressing real
cultural and political difference, for promoting art “treasures™ while masking
private corporate interests. Indeed, as Hal Foster as observed, it is the temporary
exhibition’s calculated suppression of its material bases that “allows for its
pretenses of social neutrality and cultural autonomy.’”*

Given this general ideological schema, the questions we might ask include:
How do the museum and the corporation employ the art exhibition as a promotional
vehicle for advancing their interests and, specifically, for propping up existing
class, racial, and sexual hierarchies? How is it possible that the “spiritual
enrichment” of art can be shared at the same time as business is being promoted?
In short, in the current cultural context, how does art function—in the words of one
Mobil slogan—"“for the sake of business”? The groundwork for an understanding of
these questions is laid by the remarkably candid text of the Metropolitan Museum’s
brochure: “*Many public relations opportunities are available through the

sponsorship of programs. special exhibitions and services. These can often provide
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a creative and cost effective answer to a specific marketing objective, particularly
where international, governmental or consumer relations may be a fundamental

" . ; )
concern.” The museum and the multinational corporation speak the same language:

they both understand that an exchange is being offered—promotion for patronage.

As this entreaty suggests, a corporation’s motives for sponsoring temporary art
exhibitions are various, numerous, and, in many cases, an open secrel. For
instance, in its weekly New York Times op-ed advertisement of October 15, 1985,
Mobil Corporation sought to explain (or extol) the uses of art “for the sake of
business.” With smug candor, Mobil listed various reasons “scores of businesses
support the arts”: to “spark economic development and revitalize urban areas”
(e.g., Soho, the East Village); to “encourage commercial and residential real estate
projects” (e.g., the Museum of Modern Art Tower, Equitable Tower); and to “be
utilized in a business’s advertising, marketing and public relations efforts” (e.g..
Mobil’'s own “Masterpiece Theatre™). These reasons—various as they are—all
remain components of what is cited in the editorial ad as the primary reason for
sponsoring art: “Improving—and ensuring—the business climate.”

But what does this mean—to improve and ensure the business chimate? The
French theorist Jacques Attali has observed that, as the multinational corporation
moves from the status of a purely economic entity to that of a political entity, it
must develop a language which is no longer that of profit only, but is instead based
on a clearly defined and publicly promoted set of social, ethical, and moral
values.” Given the condition that, to the general audience and to politicians alike,
a corporation’s public image is now as important as its balance sheet, the
establishment of or affiliation with a respectable liberal-humanist value system is
clearly essential. However, these values are often merely grafted onto the
corporation’s image and reinforced through advertising and public relations.
Increasingly, corporate advertising, for example, has moved away from promotion of
products or services and toward the encouragement of an idealized lifestyle which
will harmonize with the corporation’s goals and purposes. Accordingly, when IBM
is associated with intelligence (“THINK”) or Mobil is linked to “quality television,”
this intangible “do-gooder” image impresses both potential critics and future
lawmakers. Wedding the strategies inherent in the construction of the corporate
image to the innate prestige and upper-crust cachet of art museums, the temporary
art exhibition has achieved a specialized utility as a device for promoting corporate
interests.

For a corporation to structure and promote a coherent value system requires a
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certain control of information and a deliberate constitution of representations. Thus,
the selection of exhibitions, as well as the presentation of them through advertising,
press releases, and even banners, is purposeful and highly calculated. The result is
that this self-conscious system of representations—at least as formulated in
sponsored exhibitions—tends toward cautionary exclusion, the fixing of stereotypic
interpretations, and the development of abstract rather than historically specific
concepts. Beyond the obvious “special interests” of corporations (such as regional
themes or themes related to particular products), most corporate sponsors finance
exhibitions based on centrist ideals and uncontroversial subject matter. Hence, the
proliferation of tame exhibitions of impressionist painting, generic theme shows
(e.g., Man and the Horse), and historical exhibitions with few direct ties to the

social and material culture either of the art exhibited or of the present day.

One of Haacke’s most recent works, MetroMobiltan.® takes as its subject these
relationships between the museum and corporate public relations. It 1s therefore
appropriate that he uses as his principal formal device the large banners that hang
in front of the Metropolitan Museum, and that he has inscribed on the frieze of the
work precisely that statement from the Metropolitan’s brochure by which the
museum offers itself up for “public relations opportunities.” In the work, three
banners like the ones at the Metropolitan hang under a fiberglas mock-up of the
museum’s entablature. In the center is a goldish banner for the 1980 Mobil-
sponsored Metropolitan show, Treasures of Ancient Nigeria, which largely obscures
a big black-and-white photo of a funeral for South African blacks; this is flanked
on both sides by two blue banners inscribed with statements made by Mobil
regarding its interests in South Africa.

As in all of Haacke’s art works and writings. MetroMobiltan draws attention to
the rhizome of largely concealed corporate relations which link art to the “real
world” of economic and political interests. In order to do this, his art functions on
several levels, “rewriting” the fixed images or practices of corporate semiotics,
utilizing a montage of specific but loosely connected information to produce both an
intensive and an extensive reading. Intensively. his work activates an involvement
by the audience, provoking the viewer to become a reader of texts, and beyond this
to burrow into obscured factual information which lies “behind”™ the work and forms
the network of facts and associations connecting and supporting his images.
(Haacke often provides this more detailed information in crisply stated and neatly
argued expository wall labels.) Extensively, his art provokes an extrapolation from

the individual work outward, establishing or suggesting macroscopic links between
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the art world and other economic, social, and political power formations. Inevitably
then, the picture we get of the position of the art object is not one of fixed
meanings and universal attributes, but rather the art work as a matrix of conflicting
and contradictory interests governed by a cabal of institutions and conjoined with
the overriding profit motive of the corporate community.

In this way, MetroMobiltan synthesizes a vast amount of information about
multinational corporations, political and economic conditions in South Africa, and
the conflicted politics of corporate patronage of temporary art exhibitions. In the
actual work, Haacke focuses on Mobil’s logistical, financial, and psychological
support for the white minority government of South Africa and its flagrantly racist
policies. Mobil is inextricably linked to South Africa’s economy since, despite its
great natural resources, South Africa does not have its own oil reserves. It is
therefore dependent on outside o1l corporations, such as Mobil, to supply its
civilian consumers, as well as its military and police.” As explained in Mobil’s own
fact sheet on the subject, the corporation (through a subsidiary) has more than
$400 million worth of investments in South Africa; what Mobil doesn’t say 1s that
this makes it one of the principal U.S. investors in South Africa.” According to
estimates of the Investor Responsibility Research Center, the o1l supplied by Mobil
constitutes about twenty percent of the oil consumed by the country and about the
same percentage of the total amount of oil used by the South African military and

police.”

The effects of Mobil’s involvement in South Africa have not gone unnoticed.
Many advocacy groups have stressed that the removal of oil investments in South
Africa would be the quickest way to end that country’s policy of apartheid; as a
result, pressure has been brought to bear on Mobil and other oil companies. In
1981. in a resolution included in Mobil’s proxy statement, a coalition of church
eroups with Mobil stock encouraged other shareholders to demand that Mobil desist
from supplying oil to the South African military and police. The corporation
recommended a vote against this resolution, calling it “unwise,” and it was n fact
refused. (Part of Mobil’s circuitous response is quoted on the flanking banners of
Haacke’s work.) What is more, lawyers for Mobil’s South African subsidiary have
warned the corporation that it faces potential prosecution for divulging information
on the transfer of oil, since the oil it supplies the Botha government technically
qualifies as “munitions of war. "10 This legality remains unchallenged. More direct
opposition has come, however, from South African activists who, recognizing the
strategic importance of Mobil’s operations, have twice attacked its facilities. The

first attack was in November 1982 at the Mobil storage depot on the northern Natal
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coast. More recently, in May 1984, guerrillas of the African National Congress
fired rocket-launched grenades at Mobil’s oil refinery in Durban, causing
approximately $25,000 worth of damagﬁ.”

Obviously, sponsoring art exhibitions does not eliminate such real opposition.
However, it does help to establish more favorable conditions for business in such
host countries and at home. In this respect, the temporary exhibition serves as a
remarkably flexible public relations tool. It stresses the corporation’s interests in
the life and culture of the host country; it promotes that culture in the home
country, winning approval from both constituencies; and it functions as a
bargaining chip—as yet another beneficial service the multinational corporation can
offer. Haacke’s MetroMobiltan highlights a specific instance of Mobil’s self-
conscious (and self-interested) promotion of the national art of one of its host
countries. The central banner refers specifically to Mobil’s 1980 sponsorship of a
traveling exhibition of ancient Nigerian art as a direct inducement toward improving
business relations between Nigeria—one of the richest oil nations of Africa—and
the United States. This general cultural policy—setl in motion by President
Carter—was designed to help shift Nigeria’s alliances away from Great Britain and
toward the United States. As it happened, Mobil Corporation, which had extensive
holdings in Nigeria, was able to improve its own standing in the eyes of the
Nigerian government at the expense of British Petroleum, whose extensive holdings
in Nigeria were expropriated in 1979 (by coinecidence. shortly after Mobil had
sealed its sponsorship of the Treasures of Ancient Nigeria exhibition).'*

Haacke’s parody, in MetroMobiltan, of corporate promotional tactics also
clarifies the relation of that promotion to the establishment of a new, more
conservative type of liberal humanism. In the work Haacke suggests that this value
system—jointly promoted by the museum and its corporate sponsors—can be
delineated in the following ways: first, in the reinforcement of class hierarchies
through language and representation; secondly, in the reinstitution of primitivism as
an effective form of cultural hierarchization and as a possible device for the
consolidation of multinational corporate expansion; and thirdly, in the general shift
from the museum as the tender of art and values to the corporation as arbiter of
representations.

Immediately, we observe, for example, that the vocabulary of class division
dominates the flanking banners of MetroMobiltan, where Haacke demonstrates how
corporations structure into their language the same social dichotomy which
characterized Hoving’s banners: elitism and populism. In the statements reinscribed

on the banners, Mobil defends its potentially illegal actions in South Africa. Yet.
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each employs a different language: in the banner on the right, Mobil’s management
assumes a firm, authoritarian tone to certify the practices of its South African
subsidiary as “responsible citizenship,” while in the banner on the left, Mobil
humbly suggests that its South African sales are “but a small part of its total
sales.” To point up the simultaneous contradiction in rhetoric of both statements,
they are exhibited in MetroMobiltan in front of the mostly hidden image of a funeral
for South African blacks—those who have no voice, no access to language.

Typically, this implicit and generalized program of elitist domination underlies
a corporation’s cooperation with a museum, for the museum is a virtual sign for
quality, diserimination, connoisseurship: while providing fine entertainment, it also
institutionalizes and validates the proclivities and dominance of the upper class. (In
terms of temporary exhibitions, perhaps the most blatant example of such
institutionalized class supremacy was the recent National Gallery exhibition, The
Treasure Houses of Britain: Five Hundred Years of Private Patronage and Art
Collecting . This exhibition, sponsored by the Ford Motor Company of Great Britain,
sought to reify and revalidate the institutionalized practices of the upper class, that
is, not only a particular aristocratic “lifestyle,” but also a determining economic
structure.) As in advertising, this valorization of wealth and upper-class values in
museum exhibitions is depicted as a normative state of affairs, one available for all
to view equally, democratically, at a distance. Everyone, it is stressed repeatedly,
benefits from the patronage and sponsorship of those with money. In
MetroMobiltan, Haacke makes clear how this “trickle-down” theory of patronage'”
is applied both to arts patronage and to multinational involvement in South Africa
(where—as Mobil stated in a recent advertisement—"the business community

.—including the affiliates of American corporations—is a most effective
instrument for social and economic change”). The corporation, it seems, knows
what is best for the people—what “responsible citizenship™ really means.

A second form this patronage has taken recently is a widespread support for
temporary exhibitions whose theme is primitivism. The central banner of
MetroMobiltan alludes not only to the specific exhibition Treasures of Ancient
Nigeria, sponsored by Mobil, but more generally to the plethora of tribal art
exhibitions (e.g., Asante: Kingdom of Gold, or Te Maori: Maori Art from New
Zealand Collections) which have emerged in the last few years, many under the
sponsorship of multinational corporations. Whether or not these exhibitions can be
tied directly to neocolonialist expansion into the tribal homelands of these (now
Third World) countries, this flurry of exhibitions has released the previously

closeted skeleton of liberalism: primitivist racism. The particular iconography of
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primitivism—analogous for Africa to what Edward Said has characterized as
Orientalism for the Middle East'*—demonstrates how national and colonialist
discourses continue to posit black Africans and tribal cultures as a unified racial,
geographical, political, and cultural zone. Mapped onto this generic otherness is
the hierarchical system of linguistic and representational discrimination developed
for class distinctions, but now applicable to racial difference as well. One way in
which this otherness is fixed and stereotyped is through constant reference to
African blacks in historical terms only (as in an exhibition of treasures of ancient
Nigeria), never in terms of contemporary African art or reality.

Philip Morris’ promotional advertisement for the 1984 MoMA exhibition
“Primitivism™ in 20th-Century Art: Affinity of the Tribal and the Modern provides a
typical example of the contradiction faced by a corporation in representing a liberal
view of primitivism. In the advertisement, three pairs of modern and tribal
objects—which look vaguely alike but are culturally unrelated—are pictured under
the question “Which is ‘primitive’? Which 1s ‘modern™”” Here, while Philip Morris
raises (and reinforces) a semantic distinction between “primitive” and “modern,” it
also suggests, motivated as it is by liberal values, that there is no difference
between the two. More subtly, in the context of its motto—"It takes art to make a
company great’—the initial question “Which is ‘primitive’? Which is ‘modern’?”
reverberates with new meaning, whereby these are no longer aesthetic categories
only, but economic ones as well. This new meaning is elaborated in a preface to
the exhibition catalogue by Hamish Maxwell, chairman and chief executive officer
of Philip Morris, Inc., who speaks of his company’s abiding interest in “developing
countries’ and of the “debt that modern culture owes these peoples.”™ His
conclusion i1s remarkably understated: “We understand the benefit of cultural
interchange.”'” In the context of the Primitivism show, “cultural interchange” here
can be read as a euphemism for an institutionalized positioning of other races and
cultures that deliberately appropriates and Westernizes them by encouraging a view
of tribal cultures as underdeveloped in relation to Western “progress.” by fixing
cultural achievements in terms of individual yet anonymous artisans rather than
cultural contexts, by establishing a false unity among a variety of cultures, and by
yoking tribal groups to Western culture in a Family-of-Man assumption of common
goals and motivations.

That these class and racial values have been strengthened in museum
exhibitions through the linking of corporation and museum is evident in all manner
of advertisements and promotional devices. Insofar as such advertisements are

developed by the corporation (and not the museum), they constitute extensions and
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interpretations of the temporary exhibition in light of the corporation’s particular
philosophical outlook. Like the banners on the museum facade, these
advertisements provide an introduction to potential visitors and suggest a new role
for both the museum and the corporate-sponsored temporary exhibition. Just as the
department store initiated the middle-class consumer into the lifestyle of capitalism
at the beginning of the modernist period, so now the temporary exhibition welcomes
visiters in droves to imbibe “culture” within a particularly restricted value system,
rigorously crafted through the combined efforts of the museum and the corporate
sponsor. Like the department store in its heyday, perhaps the temporary exhibition
18 a paradigmatic institution for this era, corresponding to one phase of social and
economic development—in this case, multinational capitalism.

As for the museum as an institution, Haacke’s MetroMobiltan seems to
encapsulate Hoving’s prescient perception of its changing status. For in Hoving’s
time, the traditional concept of the museum as a scholarly accumulation of artifacts
had already begun to recede before the new, corporatized notion of the museum as
a thoroughfare for an endless flow of temporary exhibitions and their audiences. As
if to broadcast this function symbolically, when it came to adding extensions to the
museum, Hoving no longer envisioned solid facades, but sheer glass walls revealing
and reflecting the constant trafficking of art objects and museum-goers. And across
the monumental front of the museum—as in MetroMobiltan—Hoving erected the
triptych of banners, now obscuring and displacing the former solidity of the
museum's facade. So, as a final irony, it seems appropriate that as corporations
begin to assimilate museum branches and even generate their own in-house
museums, the reverse seems also to be true. It is thoroughly in keeping, then, with
the confederation of institutions and the museum’s own shifting function that the
facade of the Metropolitan Museum no longer elicits a visual correspondence to a
bank vault or a library, but rather to an image and a site more in keeping with its

contemporary role—that of the commercial billboard.
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Museums, Managers of Consciousness

The art world as a whole, and museums in particular, belong to what has aptly
been called the “consciousness industry.” More than twenty years ago, the German
writer Hans Magnus Enzensberger gave us some insight into the nature of this
industry in an article which used that phrase as its title. Although he did not
specifically elaborate on the art world, his article did refer to it in passing. It
seems worthwhile here to extrapolate from and to expand upon Enzensberger’s
thoughts for a discussion of the role museums and other art-exhibiting institutions
play.

Like Enzensberger, | believe the use of the term “industry” for the entire
range of activities of those who are employed or working on a freelance basis in the
art field has a salutary effect. With one stroke that term cuts through the romantic
clouds that envelop the often misleading and mythical notions widely held about
the production, distribution, and consumption of art. Artisis, as much as galleries,
museums, and journalists (not excluding art historians), hesitate to discuss the
industrial aspect of their activities. An unequivocal acknowledgment might
endanger the cherished romantic 1deas with which most art world participants enter
the field, and which still sustain them emotionally today. Supplanting the
traditional bohemian image of the art world with that of a business operation could
also negatively affect the marketability of its products and interfere with fundraising
efforts. Those who in fact plan and execute industrial strategies tend, whether by
inclination or need, to mystify art and conceal its industrial aspects and often fall
for their own propaganda. Given the prevalent marketability of myths, it may sound
almost sacrilegious to insist on using the term “industry.”

On the other hand, a new breed has recently appeared on the industnal
landscape: the arts managers. Trained by prestigious business schools, they are
convinced that art can and should be managed like the production and marketing of
other goods. They make no apologies and have few romantic hang-ups. They do not
blush in assessing the receptivity and potential development of an audience for
their product. As a natural part of their education, they are conversant with
budgeting, investment, and price-setting strategies. They have studied
organizational goals, managerial structures, and the peculiar social and political
environment of their organization. Even the intricacies of labor relations and the
ways in which interpersonal issues might affect the organization are part of their

curriculum.



Of course, all these and other skills have been employed for decades by
art-world denizens of the old school. Instead of enrolling in arts administration
courses taught according to the Harvard Business School’s case method, they have

learned their skills on the job. Following their instincts, they have often been more

successful managers than the new graduates promise to be, since the latter are
mainly taught by professors with little or no direct knowledge of the peculiarities of
the art world. Traditionally, however, the old-timers are shy in admitting to
themselves and others the industrial character of their activities and most still do
not view themselves as managers. It is to be expected that the lack of delusions
and aspirations among the new art administrators will have a noticeable impact on
the state of the indusiry. Being trained primarily as technocrats, they are less likely
to have an emotional attachment to the peculiar nature of the product they are

promoting. And this attitude, in turn, will have an effect on the type of products we

will soon begin to see.

My insistence on the term “industry” is not motivated by sympathy for the new
technocrats. As a matter of fact, I have serious reservations about their training,
the mentality it fosters, and the consequences it will have. What the emergence of
arts administration departments in business schools demonstrates, however, is the
fact that in spite of the mystique surrounding the production and distribution of art,
we are now—and indeed have been all along—dealing with social organizations
that follow industrial modes of operation, ranging in size from the cottage industry
to national and multinational conglomerates. Supervisory boards are becoming
aware of this fact. Given current financial problems, they try to streamline their
operations. Consequently, the present director of the Museum of Modern Art in
New York has a management background, and the boards of trustees of other U.5.
museums have or are planning to split the position of director into that of a
business manager and an artistic director. The Metropolitan Museum in New York
is one case where this split has already occurred. The debate often centers merely
on which of the two executives should and will in fact have the last word.
Traditionally, the boards of trustees of U.S. museums are dominated by
members who come from the world of business and high finance. The board is
legally responsible for the institution and consequently the trustees are the ultimate

authority. Thus the business mentality has always been conspicuously strong al the



decision-making level of private museums in the United States. However, the state
of affairs is not essentially different in public museums in other parts of the world.
Whether the directors have an art-historical background or not, they perform, in

fact, the tasks of the chief executive officer of a business organization. Like their

peers in other industries, they prepare budgets and development plans and present
them for approval to their respective public supervising bodies and funding
agencies. The staging of an international exhibition such as a Biennale or a
Documenta presents a major managerial challenge with repercussions not only for
what 1s being managed, but also for the future career of the executive in charge.
Responding to a realistic appraisal of their lot, even artists are now acquiring
managerial training in workshops funded by public agencies in the United States.
Such sessions are usually well attended, as artists recognize that the managerial
skills for running a small business could have a bearing on their own survival.
Some of the more successful artists employ their own business managers. As for art
dealers, 1t goes without saying that they are engaged in running businesses. The
success of their enterprises and the future of the artists in their stables obviously
depend a great deal on their managerial skills. They are assisted by paid advisors,
accountants, lawyers, and public relations agents. In turn, collectors often do their

collecting with the assistance of a paid staff.

At least in passing, I should mention that numerous other industries depend

on the economic vitality of the art branch of the consciousness industry. Arts
administrators do not exaggerate when they defend their claims for public support
by pointing to the number of jobs that are affected not only in their own
institutions, but also in communications and, particularly, in the hotel and
restaurant industries. The Tut show at the Metropolitan Museum is estimated to
have generated $111 million for the economy of New York City. In New York and
possibly elsewhere, real-estate speculators follow with great interest the move of
artists into low-rent commercial and residential areas. From experience they know
that artists unwittingly open these areas for gentrification and lucrative
development. New York’s Soho district is a striking example. Mayor Koch, always
a friend to the realtors who stuff his campaign chest, tried recently to plant artists
into particular streets on the Lower East Side to accomplish what is euphemistically
called the “rehabilitation” of a neighborhood, but what in fact means squeezing out
an indigenous poor population in order to attract developers of high-rent housing.
The Terminal Show was a brainchild of the city’s Public Development Corporation;

it was meant to draw attention to the industrial potential of the former Brooklyn
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Army Terminal building. And the Museum of Modern Art, having erected a luxury
apartment tower over its own building, 1s also now actively involved in real estate.
Elsewhere, city governments have recognized the importance of the art

industry. The city of Hannover in West Germany, for example, sponsored several
L'y ) ¥ ple, S|

widely publicized art events in an attempt to improve its dull image. As large
corporations point to the cultural life of their location in order to attract
sophisticated personnel, so Hannover speculated that the outlay for art would be
amortized many times by the attraction the city would gain for businesses seeking
sites for relocation. It is well-documented that Documenta is held in an out-of-the-
way place like Kassel and given economic support by the city, state, and federal
government because it was assumed that Kassel would be put on the map by an
international art exhibition. It was hoped that the event would revitalize the
economically depressed region close to the German border and that it would prop
up the local tourist industry.

Another German example of the way in which direct industrial benefits flow
from investment in art may be seen in the activities of the collector Peter Ludwig.
It is widely believed that the motive behind his buying a large chunk of
government-sanctioned Soviet art and displaying it in “his” museums was to open
the Soviet market for his chocolate company. Ludwig may have risked his
reputation as a connoisseur of art, but by buying into the Soviet consciousness
industry he proved his taste for sweet deals. More recently, Ludwig recapitalized
his company by selling a collection of medieval manuscripts to the J. Paul Getty
Museum for an estimated price of $40 to $60 million. As a shrewd businessman,
Ludwig used the money to establish a foundation that owns shares in his company.
Thus the income from this capital remains untaxed and, in effect, the ordinary

taxpayer winds up subsidizing Ludwig’s power ambitions in the art world.

Aside from the reasons already mentioned, the discomfort in applying industrial
nomenclature to works of art may also have to do with the fact that these products
are not entirely physical in nature. Although transmitted in one material form or
another, they are developed in and by consciousness and have meaning only for
another consciousness. In addition, it is possible to argue over the extent to which
the physical object determines the manner in which the receiver decodes it. Such
interpretive work is in turn a product of consciousness, performed gratis by each
viewer but potentially salable if undertaken by curators, historians, critics,
appraisers, teachers, etc. The hesitancy to use industrial concepts and language

can probably also be attributed to our lingering idealist tradition, which associates



such work with the “spirit,” a term with religious overtones and one that indicates
the avoidance of mundane considerations.
The tax authorities, however, have no compunction in assessing the income

derived from the “spiritual” activities. Conversely, the taxpayers so affected do not

shy away from deducting relevant business expenses. They normally protest against
tax rulings which declare their work to be nothing but a hobby. or to put it in
Kantian terms, the pursuil of “disinterested pleasure.” Economists consider the
consciousness industry as part of the ever-growing service sector and include it as a
matter of course in the computation of the gross national product.

The product of the consciousness industry, however, is not only elusive
because of its seemingly nonsecular nature and its aspects of intangibility. More
disconcerting, perhaps, is the fact that we do not even totally command our
individual consciousness. As Karl Marx observed in The German Ideology.
conscilousness 1s a social product. It is, in fact, not our private property,
homegrown and a home to retire to. It is the result of a collective historical
endeavor, embedded in and reflecting particular value systems, aspirations, and
goals. And these do not by any means represent the interests of everybody. Nor are
we dealing with a universally accepted body of knowledge or beliefs. Word has
gotten around that material conditions and the ideological context in which an
individual grows up and lives determines to a considerable extent his or her
conscilousness. As has been pointed out (and not only by Marxist social scientists
and psychologists), consciousness is not a pure, independent, value-free entity,
evolving according to internal, self-sufficient, and universal rules. It is contingent,
an open system, responsible to the crosscurrents of the environment. It is, in fact.
a battleground of «conflicting interests. Correspondingly. the products of
consciousness represent interests and interpretations of the world that are
potentially at odds with each other. The products of the means of production, like
those means themselves, are not neutral. As they were shaped by their respective
environments and social relations, so do they in turn influence our view of the

human condition.

Currently we are witnessing a great retreat to the private cocoon. We see a lot of
noncommittal, sometimes cynical playing on naively perceived social forces, along
with other forms of contemporary dandyism and updated versions of art for art’s
sake. Some artists and promoters may reject any commitment and refuse to accept
the notion that their work presents a point of view beyond itself or that it fosters

certain attitudes; nevertheless, as soon as work enjoys larger exposure it inevitably
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participates in public discourse, advances particular systems of belief, and has
reverberations in the social arena. At that point, art works are no longer a private
affair. The producer and the distributor must then weigh the impact.

But 1t is important to recognize that the codes employed by artists are often
not as clear and unambiguous as those in other fields of communication. Controlled
ambiguity may, in fact, be one of the characteristics of much Western art since the
Renaissance. It is not uncommon that messages are received in a garbled, distorted
form; they may even relay the opposite of what was intended (not to mention the
kinds of creative confusion and muddle-headedness that can accompany the art
work’s production). To compound these problems, there are the historical
contingencies of the codes and the unavoidable biases of those who decipher them.
With so many variables, there is ample room for exegesis and a livelihood is thus
guaranteed for many workers in the consciousness industry.

Although the product under discussion appears to be quite slippery, it is by
no means inconsequential, as cultural functionaries from Moscow to Washington
make clear every day. It is recognized in both capitals that not only the mass
media deserve monitoring, but also those activities which are normally relegated to
special sections at the back of newspapers. The New York Times calls its weekend
section “Arts and Leisure” and covers under this heading theater, dance, film, art,
numismatics, gardening, and other ostensibly harmless activities. Other papers
carry these items under equally innocuous titles, such as “culture,”
“entertainment,” or “lifestyle.” Why should governments, and for that matter
corporations which are not themselves in the communications industry, pay
attention to such seeming trivia? I think they do so for good reason. They have
understood, sometimes better than the people who work in the leisure suits of
culture, that the term “culture” camouflages the social and political consequences
resulting from the industrial distribution of consciousness.

The channeling of consciousness is pervasive not only under dictatorships, but
also in liberal societies. To make such an assertion may sound outrageous because
according to popular myth, liberal regimes do not behave this way. Such an
assertion could also be misunderstood as an attempt to downplay the brutality with
which mainstream conduct 1s enforced in totalitarian regimes, or as a claim that
coercion of the same viciousness is practiced elsewhere as well. In nondictatorial
societies, the induction into and the maintenance of a particular way of thinking
and seeing must be performed with subtlely in order to succeed. Staying within the

acceptable range of divergent views must be perceived as the natural thing to do.
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Within the art world, museums and other institutions that stage exhibitions play an
important role in the inculeation of opinions and attitudes. Indeed, they usually
present themselves as educational organizations and consider education as one of
their primary responsibilities. Naturally, museums work in the vineyards of
consciousness. 1o state that obvious fact, however, 1s not an accusation of devious
conduct. An institution’s intellectual and moral position becomes tenuous only if it
claims to be free of ideological bias. And such an institution should be challenged
if it refuses to acknowledge that it operates under constraints deriving from its
sources of funding and from the authority to which it reports.

It 1s perhaps not surprising that many museums indignantly reject the notion
that they provide a biased view of the works in their custody. Indeed, museums
usually claim to subscribe to the canons of impartial scholarship. As honorable as
such an endeavor is—and it is still a valid goal to strive for—it suffers from
idealist delusions about the nonpartisan character of consciousness. A theoretical
prop for this worthy but untenable position is the nineteenth-century doctrine of art
for art’s sake. That doctrine has an avant-garde historical veneer and in its time did
indeed perform a liberating role. Even today, in countries where artists are openly
compelled to serve prescribed policies, it still has an emancipatory ring. The
gospel of art for art’s sake isolates art and postulates its self-sufficiency, as if art
had or followed rules which are impervious to the social environment. Adherents of
the doctrine believe that art does not and should not reflect the squabbles of the
day. Obviously they are mistaken in their assumption that products of
consciousness can be created in i1solation. Their stance and what is crafted under
its auspices have not only theoretical but also definite social implications.
American formalism updated the doctrine and associated 1t with the political
concepts of the “free world” and individualism. Under Clement Greenberg’s
tutelage, everything that made worldly references was simply excommunicated from
art so as to shield the Grail of taste from contamination. What began as a liberating
drive turned into its opposite. The doctrine now provides museums with an alibi for
ignoring the ideological aspects of art works and the equally ideological
implications of the way those works are presented to the public. Whether such
neutralizing is performed with deliberation or merely out of habit or lack of
resources 1s irrelevant: practiced over many years it constitutes a powerful form of

indoctrination.

Every museum is perforce a political institution, no matter whether it is privately

run or maintained and supervised by governmental agencies. Those who hold the



purse strings and have the authority over hiring and firing are, in effect, in charge
of every element of the organization, if they choose to use their powers. While the
rule of the boards of trustees of museums in the United States is generally
uncontested, the supervisory bodies of public institutions elsewhere have to contend
much more with public opinion and the prevailing political climate. It follows that
political considerations play a role in the appointment of museum directors. Once
they are in office and have civil service status with tenure, such officials often
enjoy more independence than their colleagues in the United States, who can be
dismissed from one day to the next, as occurred with Bates Lowry and John
Hightower at the Museum of Modern Art within a few years time. But it is
advisable, of course, to be a political animal in both settings. Funding, as much as
one’s prospect for promotion to more prestigious posts, depends on how well one
can play the game.

Directors in private U.S. museums need to be attuned primarily to the frame
of mind represented by the Wall Street Journal, the daily source of edification of
the board members. They are affected less by who happens to be the occupant of
the White House or the mayor’s office, although this is not totally irrelevant for the
success of applications for public grants. In other countries the outcome of
elections can have a direct bearing on museum policies. Agility in dealing with
political parties, possibly even membership in a party, can be an asset. The arrival
of Margaret Thatcher in Downing Street and of Francois Mitterand at the Elysée
noticeably affected the art institutions in their respective countries. Whether in
private or in public museums, disregard of political realities, among them the
political needs of the supervising bodies and the ideological complexion of their
members, is a guarantee of managerial failure.

It is usually required that, at least to the public, institutions appear
nonpartisan. This does not exclude the sub rosa promotion of the interests of the
ultimate boss. As in other walks of life, the consciousness industry also knows the
hidden agenda which is more likely to succeed if it is not perceived as such. It
would be wrong, however, to assume that the objective and the mentality of every
art executive are or should be at odds with those on whose support his organization
depends. There are natural and honorable allegiances as much as there are forced
marriages and marriages of convenience. All players, though, usually see to it tha

the serene facade of the art temple is preserved.

During the past twenty years, the power relations between art institutions and their

sources of funding have become more complex. Museums have to be maintained



1. Dr. Cladders, who for several

years was also in charge of the
German pavilion of the Venice
Biennale. has since retired from the
directorship of the museum in
|'|"f|!'-:'-.i"!-l"'-;!FFi'.g.erl:'.!rverH"h r.!-ﬂ-!"f (:f”l-ﬂlr PIE'.IH..E."H
di Biumo has sold a major portion of
hts coflection to the Museum of

{:iJFE-EFIFE-I{.i'{JFE.!J’_'I-" 4 ri L .!i..-ﬂ.'i ;‘1. i g-l""érl“'.'i :

2. A major exhibition of the work of
Julian Schnabel was held at the
Whitechapel Gallery in the fall of
1986 .

3. The vice-chatrman of Saatcht &
Saatchi, Michael Dobbs, is chief of
staff of the Conservative Party
chatrman, Norman Tebbit. For
further, updated information on the
Saatchis and Ludwig, see texts on
Taking Stock (unfinished), Der
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either by public agencies—the tradition in Europe—or through donations from
private individuals and philanthropic organizations, as has been the pattern in the
United States. When Congress established the National Endowment for the Arts in
1965, U.S. museums gained an additional source of funding. In accepting public
erants, however, they became accountable—even if in practice only to a limited
degree—to government agencies.

Some public museums in Europe went the road of mixed support, too,
although in the opposite direction. Private donors came on board with attractive
collections. As has been customary in U.S. museums, however, some of these
donors demanded a part in policy making. One of the most spectacular recent
examples has been the de facto takeover of museums (among others, museums in
Cologne, Vienna, and Aachen) that received or believed they would receive gifts
from the German collector Peter Ludwig. As is well known in the Rhineland, Count
Panza di Biumo’s attempt to get his way in the new museum of Ménchengladbach.
down the Rhine from Ludwig’s headquarters, was successfully rebuffed by the
director, Johannes Cladders, who is both resolute and a good poker player in his

own right.! How far the Saatchis in London will get in dominating the Tate

Gallery’s Patrons of New Art—and thereby the museum’s policies for contemporary
art—is currently watched with the same fascination and nervousness as
developments in the Kremlin. A recent, much-noticed instance of Saatchi influence
was the Tate’s 1982 Schnabel show, which consisted almost entirely of works from
the Saatchis’ collection. In addition to his position on the steering committee of the
Tate’s Patrons of New Art, Charles Saatchi is also a trustee of the Whitechapel
Gallery.? Furthermore, the Saatchis’ advertising agency has just begun handling
publicity for the Victoria and Albert, the Royal Academy. the National Portrait
Gallery, the Serpentine Gallery, and the British Crafts Council. Certainly the
election victory of Mrs. Thatcher, in which the Saatchis played a part as the
advertising agency of the Conservative Party, did not weaken their position (and
may in turn have provided the Conservatives with a powerful agent within the
hallowed hall of the Tate)."

If such collectors seem to be acting primarily in their own self-interest and to
be building pyramids to themselves when they attempt to impose their will on
“chosen” institutions, their moves are in fact less troublesome in the long run than
the disconcerting arrival on the scene of corporate funding for the arts—even
though the latter at first appears to be more innocuous.” Starting on a large scale

towards the end of the 1960s in the United States and expanding rapidly ever



since, corporate funding has spread during the last five years to Britain and the
Continent. Ambitious exhibition programs that could not be financed through
traditional sources led museums to turn to corporations for support. The larger,

more lavishly appointed these shows and their catalogues became, however, the

more glamour the audiences began to expect. In an ever-advancing spiral the
public was made to believe that only Hollywood-style extravaganzas were worth
seeing and that only they could give an accurate sense of the world of art. The
resulting box-office pressure made the museums still more dependent on corporate
funding. Then came the recessions of the 1970s and 1980s. Many individual
donors could no longer contribute at the accustomed rate, and inflation eroded the
purchasing power of funds. To compound the financial problems, many
governments, facing huge deficits—often due to sizable expansions of military
budgets—cut their support for social services as well as their arts funding. Again
museums felt they had no choice but to turn to corporations for a bail-out.
Following their own 1deological inclinations and making them national policy,
President Reagan and Mrs. Thatcher encouraged the so-called private sector to

pick up the slack in financial support.

Why have business executives been receptive to the museums’ pleas for money?
During the restive Sixties the more astute ones began to understand that corporate
involvement in the arts is too important to be left to the chairman’s wife.
Irrespective of their own love for or indifference towards art, they recognized that a
company’s association with art could yield benefits far out of proportion to a
specific financial investment. Not only could such a policy attract sophisticated
personnel, but it also projected an image of the company as a good corporate
citizen and advertised its products—all things which impress investors. Executives
with a longer vision also saw that the association of their company (and, by
implication, of business in general) with the high prestige of art was a subtle but
effective means for lobbying in the corridors of government. It could open doors,
facilitate passage of favorable legislation, and serve as a shield against scrutiny and
criticism of corporate conduct.

Museums, of course, are not blind to the attractions for business of lobbying
through art. For example, in a pamphlet with the telling title “The Business Behind
Art Knows the Art of Good Business,” the Metropolitan Museum in New York woos
prospective corporate sponsors by assuring them: “Many public relations

opportunities are available through the sponsorship of programs, special exhibitions



5. Carl Spielvogel, the head of one of

the Saatchi & Saatcht subsidiaries in
New York, ts the chairman of the
Metropolitan Museum’s Business
Committee. Charles Saatchi is vice-
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and services. These can often provide a creative and cost-effective answer to a
specific marketing objective, particularly where international, governmental or
consumer relations may be a fundamental concern.””

A public relations executive of Mobil in New York aptly called the company’s
art support a “good will umbrella,” and his colleague from Exxon referred to it as a
“social lubricant.”® It is liberals in particular who need to be greased, because they
are the most likely and sophisticated critics of corporations and they are often in
positions of influence. They also happen to be more interested in culture than other
groups on the political spectrum. Luke Rittner, who as outgoing director of the
British Association of Business Sponsorship of the Arts should know, recently
explained: “A few years ago companies thought sponsoring the arts was charitable.
Now they realize there 1s also another aspect; it is a tool they can use for corporate
promotion in one form or another.” Rittner, obviously in tune with his prime
minister, has been appointed the new secretary general on the British Arts Council.

Corporate public relations officers know that the greatest publicity benefits can
be derived from high-visibility events, shows that draw crowds and are covered
extensively by the popular media; these are shows that are based on and create
myths—in short, blockbusters. As long as an institution 1s not squeamish about
company involvement in press releases, posters, advertisements, and its exhibition
catalogue, its grant proposal for such an extravaganza is likely to be examined with
sympathy. Some companies are happy to underwrite publicity for the event (which
usually includes the company logo) at a rate almost matching the funds they make
available for the exhibition itself. Generally, such companies look for events that
are “‘exciting.” a word that pops up in museum press releases and catalogue
prefaces more often than any other.

Museum managers have learned, of course, what kind of shows are likely to
attract corporate funding. And they also know that they have to keep their
institutions in the limelight. Most shows in large New York museums are now
sponsored by corporations. Institutions in London will soon be catching up with
them. The Whitney Museum has even gone one step further. It has established
branches—almost literally a merger—on the premises of two companies.” It is fair
to assume that exhibition proposals that do not fulfill the necessary criteria for
corporate sponsorship risk not being considered, and we never hear about them.
Certainly, shows that could promote critical awareness, present products of
consciousness dialectically and in relation to the social world, or question relations
of power have a slim chance of being approved—mnot only because they are unlikely

to attract corporate funding, but also because they could sour relations with



8. Philippe de Montebello, director of
the Metropolitan Museum, is quoted
in Newsweek (November 25, 1985):
“It’s an inherent, insidious, hidden
form of censorship . . . But
cOTporations aren’t censoring us—
we're censoring ourselves.”
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by Haacke in Hawaii en route to his
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potential sponsors for other shows. Consequently, self-censorship is having a
boom.® Without exerting any direct pressure, corporations have effectively gained a
veto in museums, even though their financial contribution often covers only a
fraction of the costs of an exhibition. Depending on circumstances, these
contributions are tax-deductible as a business expense or a charitable contribution.
Ordinary taxpayers are thus footing part of the bill. In effect, they are unwitting
sponsors of private corporate policies, which, in many cases, are detrimental to
their health and safety, the general welfare, and in conflict with their personal

ethics.

Since the corporate blanket is so warm, glaring examples of direct interference
rare, and the increasing dominance of the museums’ development offices hard to
trace, the change of climate is hardly perceived, nor is it taken as a threat. To say
that this change might have consequences beyond the confines of the institution
and that it affects the type of art that is and will be produced therefore can sound
like over-dramatization. Through naiveté, need, or addiction to corporate financing,
museums are now on the slippery road to becoming public relations agents for the
interests of big business and its ideological allies. The adjustments that museums
make in the selection and promotion of works for exhibition and in the way they
present them create a climate that supports prevailing distributions of power and
capital and persuades the populace that the status quo is the natural and best order
of things. Rather than sponsoring intelligent, critical awareness, museums thus
tend to foster appeasement.

Those engaged in collaboration with the public relations officers of companies
rarely see themselves as promoters of acquiescence. On the contrary, they are
usually convinced that their activities are in the best interests of art. Such a well-
intentioned delusion can survive only as long as art is perceived as a mythical
entity above mundane interests and ideological conflict. And it is, of course, this
misunderstanding of the role that products of the consciousness industry play which
constitutes the indispensable base for all corporate strategies ol persuasion.

Whether museums contend with governments, power-trips of individuals, or
the corporate steamroller, they are in the business of molding and channeling
consciousness. Even though they may not agree with the system of beliels dominant
at the time, their options not to subscribe to them and instead to promote an
alternative consciousness are limited. The survival of the institution and personal
careers are often at stake. But in nondictatorial societies, the means for the

production of consciousness are not all in one hand. The sophistication required to
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promote a particular interpretation of the world is potentially also available to
question that interpretation and to offer other versions. As the need to spend
enormous sums for public relations and government propaganda indicates, things
are not frozen. Political constellations shift and unincorporated zones exist in
sufficient numbers to disturb the mainstream.

[t was never easy for museums to preserve or regain a degree of maneuver-
ability and intellectual integrity. It takes stealth, intelligence, determination—and

some luck. But a democratic society demands nothing less than that.



Catalogue of Works: 1969-1986

Texts accompanying the works in the catalogue

were written by Hans Haacke.



(News)

1968-1970

Installation: teletype machine, wire
service, fifteen plastic containers with
newsprint, each 9% x 5%2" (24.5 x 14
cm).

First exhibited in the international
group exhibition Prospect 69, at the

Kunsthalle Diisseldorf, September 18-

October 12, 1969. Director Karl
Ruhrberg.

Owned by Hans Haacke.
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Nachrichten

During Prospect 69, a teletype machine in-
stalled at the Kunsthalle printed out the mes-
sages transmitted by the dpa (Deutsche Presse
Agentur) news wire service. On the day after
the transmission, the paper printouts were dis-
played for further reading and, eventually, on
the third day, these rolls were labeled, dated,
and stored in transparent tubular containers.
During the time of the exhibition, the West
German federal elections were held. Prospect

69 was organized with the stated goal of pro-

viding a preview of the exhibition programs for

the following year of an internationally
selected group of gallernies. These galleries co-
financed the exhibition.

Two months later, on the occasion of a
one-person exhibition at the Howard Wise
Gallery in New York (November 4-November
30, 1969), the UPI (United Press Inter-
national) news service was printed by a tele-

type machine in the gallery. In this installa-
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tion, as in the previous one, the printed paper
rolls were displayed after the day of transmis-
sion and then stored (twenty-six plastic con-
tainers, each 3% x 934" [8.9 x 24.8 cm]).

For an installation at the Jewish Museum,
as part of the Software exhibition (September
16-November 8, 1970), five teletype machines
simultaneously recorded the wire services of
ANSA (lialian), dpa (German), the New York
Times News Service, Reuters, and UPIL. The
printouts accumulated on the floor and were
not posted or preserved beyond the time of the
exhibition.

This was also the way News was pre-
sented in the exhibition Directions 3: Eight
Artists at the Milwaukee Art Center (June 18-
August 8, 1971). In Milwaukee, the wire ser-
vices recorded were those of the Los Angeles

Times/Washington Post, the New York Times,
and UPL.
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Facing page: (Left) Installation at
Howard Wise Gallery, New York,
MNovember 1969. (Right) Excerpt
from UPI printout, November 21,
1969.

This page: (Above) Installation,
Prospect 9. Kunsthalle, Dissel-
dorf, September-October 1969, (Be-
low} Installation, Software, Jewish
Museum, September-November
1970.




1969

Installation for audience participation:
maps of Manhattan and the five
boroughs of New York City, 64 x 88"
(162.5 x 226 cm); the New York
metropolitan area (50 miles radius,

44 x 38" (111.7 x 96 cm): the United
States, 44 x 64" (111.7 x 162.5 cm); and
the world, 44 x 64" (111.7 x 162.5 cm).
Red and blue pins.

Installed as part of a one-person
exhibition at the Howard Wise Gallery,
New York, November 1-November 30,
1969.

Photo of map excerpt: Robert Mates
and Paul Katz.

Owned by Hans Haacke.
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Gallery-Goers’ Birthplace and Residence Profile, Part 1

On maps in the gallery, visitors to the exhibi-
tion were requested to mark their birthplace
(with red pins) and their current residence
(with blue pins). At the end of the exhibition,
2,022 locations had been pinpointed as resi-

dences and 2,312 as birthplaces.

Residence  Birthplace
Manhattan 132 257
Brooklyn 78 9]
(Queens 81 42
Bronx 43 62
Staten Island § 5
New York City 940 457
New York State 265 184
(excluding NYC)
New Jersey 164 162
Connecticut 52 66
Tri-State area 1421 860
United States 402 920
(exeluding
NY,NJ,CT)
United States 1823 1789
Canada 43 52
South and Central 22 50
America
Europe 63 213
Asia 27 105
Africa 15 i
Australia 6 9
Isolated islands, 19 fiF
oceans, edge of
map
Total 2022 2312
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1970

Wall installation: 732 black-and-white
photographs, each 5 x 7" (125 x 17.8
cm); 189 typewritten cards, each 5 x 7'
(12.5 x 17.8 cm).

First exhibited in one-person exhibition
at Galerie Paul Maenz, Cologne,
January 16-February 13, 1971.

Owned by Hans Haacke.
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Gallery-Goers' Residence Profile, Part 2

Photographs of 732 building facades in Man-

hattan were mounted with pins on the four

walls of Galerie Paul Maenz in Cologne. These
buildings had been designated as their resi-
dences by visitors to an exhibition of Hans
Haacke’s work at the Howard Wise Gallery,
New York (November 1969). The installation
followed schematically the layout of Man-
hattan, with Fifth Avenue serving as a hori-

zontal axis on the wall: for addresses east of

Fifth Avenue, photographs extended up toward
the ceiling; for addresses west of Fifth Ave-
nue, photographs extended down toward the
floor. North was to the left, south to the right.
Each vertical row of photographs represented a
street. The street blocks in question were
listed on typewritten cards positioned on the

horizontal axis.



gﬂﬂ AR 4P
WEnEAaR mﬁmﬂ T

uﬁﬂuhﬂﬁ Mﬁd

iR S
g3 H
Fad W

m zdﬂﬁw
anwﬂ




(On Sale at the Fondation Maeght)

1970

Performance, at the Fondation Maeght,
St.-Paul-de-Vence, France, July 26,
1970; in conjunction with performances
by Bob Israel and Robert Whitman.

Presented as part of the Nuits de /a
Fondation Maeght, a series of
nighttime performances held in the
context of the exhibition L'art vivant
ameéricain, guest-curated by Dore
Ashton at the Fondation Maeght,

in the summer of 1970.
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En vente a la Fondation Maeght

Over the loudspeakers of the theater, a female
voice read the titles and prices of representa-
tive original prints on sale in the bookstore of
the ostensibly not-for-profit Fondation Maeght.
All prints were from artists of the Galene
Maeght in Paris. Their aggregate value
amounted to more than $190,000. During the
performance, the reading of price quotations
was interrupted at regular intervals by a male
voice, which transmitted over the telephone
from the local Nice-Matin newspaper office the
latest news bulletins coming off the wire ser-

vice of Agence France Press. Haltway through

Ea  wiaefe | R o T e T L Eah-aLn_Ha_-f'T'm,lLdLh

E5|"Ill'='...-'3'.-l:.-E“ ele. Tia cle ;,-';:HL-LEEI-F-LE:.L-L

J._-'f-':_-.-c-if"u-lp%-.'-r_ Ak ."-.._-n.t:_ L= TR PR
a0 2 -

FECE Frp., Pitce- .

[

5 Feu'lter ¥ dle Eu—:ﬁ,ﬂﬂ'l"ﬂm -£ o 11&
l'.-f-_-.na-r-:h.!a-lu..t ﬁr—\.-r.-_ |-ll— S'a'.h-l'.l'—r e e
# Cvg T anmﬂ&
| 2 'E- P LECE.

"L f‘J-'h-ﬁrL- -'nu;-;"f'_v ole. _Ir::ln.-p:'-:t.ti A 2 :
Eﬂ-"—l— -'f&""'i:'l: [ 2] Y~ SPMAE I IB-I--..- .2'_ Eoiad L"-""-Tlu 5—5-*.-'!_ aA n-;.u_pq.f'ﬂi
dops’ W s ..I'_".-h'-E".—rL-l:l.l-l-\."'I"_f.

1300 Frr, pofce

F"-H-'F-G'I.-II-EE ela A[r-.zn--.—-iﬁ-" oL olog— '
l—.'f‘-u-E.-uaa-,iw..-_ a-r»xgu-mr-u.l-t B I poeleeory :.Evu.ti‘.-"‘h—w-q.-'rﬂ'ﬂﬂ
o 2xd—plat e

rom o F'r.; YD

the performance, the director of the Fondation
demanded an immediate stop to it. As he was
not prepared to explain his reasons to the au-
dience, the performance was completed as
planned, with the collaboration of the sound
engineer.

Reportedly, the Fondation was created by
the Parisian art dealer Aimé Maeght as part of
a settlement of a dispute with the French tax
authorities. It was to be structured as a not-
for-profit institution for the public display of a
collection of modern art and for changing ex-
hibitions.
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1969-1973

Between 1969 and 1973 a variety of

polls were conducted among art
audiences in the United States and
West Germany.
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Polls

1. The first poll was held as part of a
one-person exhibition at the Howard Wise
Gallery in New York, November 1-November
29, 1969. The visitors were requested to mark
their birthplace and their current residence
with pins on maps. (See Gallery-Goers’ Birth-
place and Residence Profile, Part 1.)

2. Also in 1969, a proposal was de-
veloped for the Software exhibition, to be held
at the Jewish Museum, September 16-
November 8, 1970. This proposal contained

the following description:

Teletype terminals are positioned in the exhibi-
tion area at locations that will be passed by all
visitors. These keyboard terminals are connected
with a digital computer on a time-sharing basts
and serve both as input as well as output de-
vices.

Each visitor begins his interaction with a
compulter by typing in a self-chosen code
identification. In order to preserve anonymity,
actual names never enter the system. Using a
keyboard he then proceeds to answer questions
posed to him via teletype print-out. Moving on
to another terminal he identifies himself again
by his code. Recognizing the code of the in-
dividual, the computer presents additional ques-
tions without repeating or asking questions that
do not apply, because of answers previously
gwen. Due to branches in the polling program
a number of questions are personalized and
vary from visttor to visitor.

Essentially the questions are of two types.
One set asks the visitor for factual information

about himself, e.g., age, sex, educational

background, income bracket, etc. The other set
of questions inguires about opinions on a vari-
ety of subjects.

The computer compiles the answers, com-
pares them with information receied from other
visitors, and correlates data relevant for a
statistical breakdown.

At the exit area of the exhibition a teletype
terminal prints out the processed information in
the form of statistics giving the number of per-

sons who have answered the questions, absolute

figures for the answers, percentages, and final-

ly correlations between opinions and the visi-
tors’ demographic background. The processing
speed of the computer makes it possible for the
statistical evaluation of all answers to be up-to-
date and available at any given time. A closed
cireuit television set-up projects the constantly
changing data from the print-out onto a large
screen, so that it is accesstble to a great number
of people.

Based on their own information gradually
a statistical profile of the exhibition’s visitors

emerges.

Questions were formulated, flow charts for the
branches were drawn, and computer experts
affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology prepared the necessary software.
However, because of equipment failure, the
polling project had to be abandoned at the

start of the exhibition.
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These questions are and your answers will be part of
Hane Haacke's VISITORS' PROFILE

¥
a work in progress during the Haacke exhibition at the

Guggenheim Museum.

Please fill out the questionnaire and drop it into the box on
the white round table near the windows on the Museum's ground
floor. Do pot sign your name.

1) Do you have a professional interest in art,
e.g. Artist, student, critic, historian, etc?

yes no
2) 1Is the use of the American flag for the expression

of political bellefs, e.g. on hard-hats and in

dissident art exhibitions a legitimate exercise

of free speech?

ves no
3) How old are you?
T years

4) Should the use of marijuanas be legalized,
lightly or severely punished?
Tegallzed TIghtly severel
punished
5) What i= your marital status?
marrled single dlvorced separmted

widowed

6) Do you sympathize with Womens' L1ib?

yes no

ma e Temale

7) Are you male, female?

8) Do you have children?

yes no
8) Would you mind busing your child to integrate =

schools? yes no
10) What is your ethic background?

11) Assuming you were Indochipese, would you
sympathize with the present Saigon regime?

yag no
12) In your opinion is the moral fabric of this
country strengthenerd or weakened by the US

involvement in Indochipa?
stTengihened weakened

13) What is your religion?

14 Do you think the interests of profit-
oriented business uvusually are compatible
with the common good of the world?

yes no
15) What is your annual income (before taxes)? $
16) In your opinion are the economic difficulties
of the US mainly attributable to the Nixon
Administration's policiea?
Ves no

17Y Where do you live?

clity county state

18) Do you think the defeat of the 33T was a step
in the right direction?

yes no

1#) Are you enrolled in or have you graduated
from college?

FCE] no

20) In your opinion should the general orientation
of the country be more or less conservative?

EOT & loss

Your answers will be tabulated later today together with the
answers of all other wisitors of the exhibition., Thank you.



Polls
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3. As part of the exhibition Information
at the Museum of Modern Art (June 20-
September 20, 1970). a single either-or ques-
tion of a political nature was posed to the
museum’s visitors. This question was prom-
inently posted and could be answered by drop-
ping a ballot into one of two ballot boxes. (See
MOMA-Poll.)

4. A multiple-choice questionnaire with
len demographic questions and ten questions
on topical sociopolitical issues was prepared
for a one-person exhibition that was scheduled
to open at the Guggenheim Museum in April
1971. The questions were almost identical to
those incorporated in the program for the poll
of the visitors to the Software exhibition. They
were to be answered anonymously. Thomas
Messer, director of the Guggenheim Museum,
objected to the poll, as well as two other works
prepared for the exhibition. As a resull, the
exhibition was canceled and this work was not
realized. (See Rosalyn Deutsche, “Property
Values: Hans Haacke. Real Estate, and the
Museum,” in this catalogue. )

2. During the group exhibition Directions
3: Eight Artists, at the Milwaukee Art Center
(June 19-August 8, 1971), as well as a one-
person exhibition at the Museum Haus Lange
in Krefeld, Germany (May 22-July 16, 1972),
visitors were invited to complete a multiple-
choice questionnaire similar to the one pre-
pared for the aborted exhibition at the Gug-
genheim Museum. In Milwaukee, the answers
were processed by computer, whereas in
Krefeld they were tabulated manually. In both
institutions the results were posted and reg-
ularly updated over the time of the exhibi-
tions. Of the 1,316 visitors to the Krefeld ex-
hibition, a total of 717 (45.6%) participated in
the poll.

6. At Documenta 5 in Kassel, Germany
(June 30-October 8, 1972), the visitors were
requested in German, English, and French to
complete a machine-readable multiple-choice
questionnaire, again with ten demographic
questions and ten questions on lopical
sociopolitical issues. The answers were proc-
essed by the regional computer center for Kas-
sel. Regularly updated printouts were posted
in the exhibition. A total of 41.810 (19.8%)
visitors to Documenta 5 participated in the
poll.

7. In May and in September 1972, polls
were conducted along similar lines at the John
Weber Gallery in New York (see John Weber
Gallery Visitors’ Profile 1 and 2).

8. A similar poll was also conducted
during the group show Kunst im politischen
Kampf, at the Kunstverein Hannover (March
31-May 13, 1973).

Subsequently, the answers to overlapping
questions in the three German polls (Museum
Haus Lange, Krefeld: Documenta 5, Kassel:
and Kunstverein Hannover) were tabulated and
compared with each other in bar graphs, sim-
ilar to those of the John Weber Gallery Visitors
Profiles. These graphs were exhibited in one-
person exhibitions atl the Frankfurter Kunst-
verein (September 10-October 24, 1976) and
the Badischer Kunstverein in Karlsruhe
(March 8-April 17, 1977).

(Above) Poll taking at Dacumenta 5,
Kassel, June-October 1972. (Below)
Excerpts from tabulated results of
poll taken at Directions 3: Eight
Artists, Milwaukee Art Center,
June-August 1971
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Installation for audience participation;
two transparent acrylic ballot boxes,
each 40 x 20 x 10" (101.6 x 50.8 x 25.4
cm), equipped with a photoelectrically
triggered counting device able to
record any piece of paper dropped
through a slot in the top of the box.
One box marked “yes," the other “no.”
Ballots. Text posted above the boxes:

Question:

Would the fact that Governor
Rockefeller has not denounced
President Nixon's Indochina policy be a
reason for you not to vote for him in
November?

Answer:
If "yes’ please cast your ballot into the
left box, if 'no’ into the right box.

Installed as part of the international
group exhibition, Information, at the
Museum of Modern Art, New York,
June 20-September 20, 1970. Curator
Kynaston McShine, director John
Hightower.
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MOMA-Poll

Each visitor was given a ballot at the museum
entrance. The color of the ballots differed
according to his/her status as a full-paying
visitor, a member of the museum, a holder of
a courtesy pass, or a visitor who came on
Monday, the one day of the week when admis-
sion to the museum was free (a concession to
the demand for free admission by the Art
Workers’ Coalition). Every evening the tally of
the various categories of visitors and the num-
ber of boxes was to be entered on a chart next
to them. As it happened, ballots were not
handed out regularly by the museum, and not
always according to the color code. Con-
sequently, some visitors cast improvised bal-
lots of torn paper.

At the close of the twelve-week exhibi-
tion, the automatic counting devices of the
ballot boxes had registered the following re-

sults:

Yes: 25,566 (68.7%)
No: 11,563 (31.3%)

Total participation in the work was
37,129, or 12.4% of the 299,057 visitors to
the museum during the exhibition. More than
153,433 visitors (figures for five days are
missing) paid the full admission fee of $1.50
or $1.75 (admission was raised August 7),
totaling more than $136,995.25. Admission by
courtesy passes or membership cards
accounted for 67,312 visitors and another
67,057 museum-goers entered free on Mon-
days and certain evenings.

The question refers to Nelson Rocke-
feller, a four-term Republican governor of the

state of New York, who was running for

reelection in 1970. The Rockefeller family was
instrumental in the founding of the Museum of
Modern Art in 1929. Nelson Rockefeller was a
member of the museum’s board of trustees
from 1932 until his death in 1979; he had
been president, 1939-41, and chairman of the
board, 1957-58. Nelson’s brother, David
Rockefeller, served as chairman of the board
(1986, vice-chairman) and their sister-in-law,
Mrs. John D. Rockefeller Ill, was also a mem-
ber of the board (1986, chairman). At the
time, and until his retirement in 1981, David
Rockefeller held the position of chairman of
the Chase Manhattan Bank. He was succeeded
at the bank by Willard C. Butcher, who had
been the executive vice-president and had also
served as treasurer of the museum.

Two months before the opening of the ex-
hibition, U.S. military forces bombed and in-
vaded Cambodia, although that country had
declared itself neutral in the Indochina con-
flict. In protest against the bombings, large
demonstrations were held throughout the
United States. During one of these demonstra-
tions, on the campus of Kent State University
in Ohio, four students were shot dead by mem-
bers of the Ohio National Guard. Many artists
in New York, under the banner of the Art
Strike, called for the temporary closing of
museums as a gesture of protest and as a sign

that “business should not go on as usual.”
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197

Map of Manhattan in six sections
|photo-enlargements), each section

20 x 24" (50.8 x 61 cm); twenty-four
typewritten sheets with collaged
photographic contact prints, each 23 x
9" (68.4 x 22.9 cm), one 17 x 9" (43.2 x
22.9 cm), and one 21Va x 9" (54 x 22.9
cm); one typewritten sheet (photo-
gnlargement), 24 x 20" (61 x 50.8 cm).

First exhibited in the international
group exhibition, Prospect 71, at the
Stadtische Kunsthalle, Disseldorf,
September 1971. Organized by Konrad
Fischer, Jurgen Harten, and Hans
Strelow. Director of the Kunsthalle:
Karl Ruhrberg.

First U.S. exhibition in the group
exhibition, Making Megalopolis Matter,
at the New York Cultural Center,
October 12-November 9, 1972. Director
Mario Amaya.

Edition of 2. One in the Sol LeWitt
Collection at the Wadsworth
Atheneum, Hartford, Connecticut; the
other owned by Hans Haacke.

88 « 89

Sol Goldman and Alex DiLdrenzn Manhattan Real Estate

Holdings, a Real-Time Social System, as of May 1, 1971

The work comprises the following: a map of
Manhattan marking the locations of the proper-
ties owned by the real estate partnership Sol
Goldman & Alex DilLorenzo, photographs of
the facades of these properties, documentation
of the buildings, and a list of the nineteen cor-
porations operating them.

In 1971, the partnership of Sol Goldman
& Alex Dilorenzo represented the largest
noninstitutional real estate holdings in Man-
hattan, with a market value estimated at
$666.7 million (Forbes, June 1, 1971). In
addition, the two partners were reported to
own 300 real estate parcels in other boroughs
of New York and 400 more nationwide. At
various times their holdings included the 5t.
Moritz Hotel, the Plaza Hotel, the St. Regis
Hotel, and the Stanhope Hotel. They ranged
from choice buildings, such as the Chrysler
Building and properties in the Wall Street
area, to high-rise residential properties. But
they also included many run-down tenements,
warehouses, and garages, as well as properties
in the Times Square area housing topless bars,
porno shops, peep shows, and massage par-
lors.

The partners have been accused of plant-
ing pimps and prostitutes in their residential
buildings and of ha\f:ing tenants physically
attacked by hired goons. During a strike by
building employees at the Chrysler Building,
they hired a firm related to the Carlo Gambino
crime family for assistance. They have been
charged with large-scale tax delinquencies,
nonpayment of electric bills, and serious
building violations which, in one case, led to

the deaths of three pedestrians.

Alex DiLorenzo died in 1975. His share
of the partnership was inherited by his son,
Alex Dilorenzo Ill, who severed ties with Sel
Goldman in 1979,

In 1984, in an article about a new joint
real estate venture with William Zeckendorf,
the New York Times stated that Sol Goldman
“probably holds more power to reshape the
city’s skyline than any other single in-
dividual.” Goldman claims to own more than
600 properties, seventy-five percent of them in
the New York metropolitan area. He claims
that the Chase Manhattan Bank was and re-
mains his principal lender. In recent years, he
has bought large blocks of stock in Mays De-
partment Store, American Maize-Products,
American Hoist & Derrick, and Katy In-
dustries. In 1985, Forbes listed Goldman
among the four hundred wealthiest people in
the U.S. His estate has been valued at about
$1 billion. In the same year, the Village Voice
cited him as one of the twelve worst landlords
in New York City.

Thomas Messer, director of the Gug-
genheim Museum, rejected this and two other
works which were all made for a scheduled
one-person exhibition at the Guggenheim
Museum. Messer canceled the exhibition six
weeks before the opening, when the artist re-
fused to withdraw the disputed works.

Alerted by reports in the press, law
enforcement agencies in New York requested
access to the data in the work in the hope that
it could assist them in an investigation of sus-
pected ties between Sol Goldman & Alex Di-
L.orenzo and the underworld.
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500 Fifth Ave.

Block 1263, ILot 3 , 27 x 100!

6 gory office bldg.

Owner Avon Associates, Inc.

Transfer from Chatham Associates, Inc. 12-15-1971, rec. 5-23-1972

Land value $#480 000 , total $675 000 (1971)

572 Fifth Ave.

Block 1262, Iot 38 , 25 x 100!

6 g£ory office bldg.

Owner Sutton Associates, Inc.

Transfer recorded 9-16-1968

Land value $450 000 , total $725 000 (1971)

550-54 Fifth Ave.

Block 1261, Lot 36, 75 x 100

8 story loft bldg. with retail stores

Owner Sol Goldman & Alex Dilorenzo

Transfer rec. 8-15-1969 from Wellington Associates, Inc.
Land value $1 510 000 , total $2 300 000 (1971)

539-45 Fifth Ave.

Block 1279, Lot 62, 75 x 150"

13 story office bldg. (lorraine Bldg.)

Owner Chatham Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 11-21-1969

Land value #$2 650 000, total #4 500 000 (1971)

531-37 Fifth Ave,

Block 1279, Lot 1, 125 x 140

33 story o £fice bldg. (Ruppert Building)

Owner Avon Associates, Inc.

Transfer from Chatham Associates, Inc. 12-17=1971
Land value $3 700 000 , total #$7 000 000 (1971)

509 Fifth Ave.

Block 1277. Lot 72, 7 x 125"
12 story office bldg. =
Owner Avon Associates, Inc.

Transfer f rom Chatham Associates, Inc. 12-15-1971, rec. 5-25-1972
Land value $850 000 , total #1 700 000 (1971)

92-96 Fifth Ave.

Block Bl6, Lot 42, 103 x 150!

18 story fireproof elevator apt. bldg.
Weat Haven Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 11-11-1970

Land value $545 000 , total #3 000 000 (1971)

41 Fifth Ave,

Block 568, Lot 6, 54 x 141

15 story fireproof elevator apt. bldg.

Owner Newport Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 10-22-1964

Land value $10-22-1964 , total $1 205 0CO (1971)

Sol Goldman and Alex DiLorenzo

90 = 9]



18-22 Fifth Ave.

Block 572, Lot %8 , 80 x 124'

17 story fireproof elevator apt. bldg.

Owner Newport Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 7/=20-1964

Land value $420 000 , total $1 560 000 (1971)

2321-27 Eighth Ave.

Block 1951, Lot %3, 107 x 150

1 story store bldg.

Owner Newport Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 1-9-1970

Land value $#315 000 , total $550 000 (1971)

987-89 Eighth Ave.

Block 36, Lot %6, 50 x 100!

8 story hotel (Alpine), 4 story office bldg.

Owner Avon Associates, Inc.

Transfer from Chatham Associates, Inc. 12-15-1971, rec. 5-25-1972
Land value $395 000 , total $500 000 (1971)

760-66 Eighth Ave.

Block 1018, Lot 61, 80 x 100

% story store bldg.

Owner Greenpoint Terminal Warehouse, Inc.
Transfer rec. 12-11-1963

Land value $470 000 , total £670 000 (1971)

728 Eighth Ave.

Bleck 1017, lot 2, 18 x 66
4 story waelk-up old law tenement

Owner Southern Associates, Inc.
Land value $#75 000 , +total $110 000 (1971)

727-31 Eighth Ave.

Block 1036, Lot 56, 75 x 108"

4 story walk-up old law tenement

Owner Newport Associates, Inc.

Transfer rec. 8-1-1968

Land value $465 000 , total $490 000 (1971)

184-86 Dyckman St.

Block 2175, Iot 61, 42 x 100'
1l story store bldg.

Owner Chatham Associates, Inc.
Transfer rec. 4-1-66

Land value $#99 000, total $150 000 (1971)

160-66 Dyckman St.

Block 2175, Lot 74, 100 x 200!

2 sto store bldg.

Owner Newport Associates, Inc.

Transfer E-E#—lggl

Land wmlue $295 000 | +total $365 000 (1971)




1971

Two maps (photo-enlargements), one
of the Lower East Side and one of
Harlem, each 24 x 20" (61 x 50.8 cm);
142 photos of building facades and
empty lots, each 10 x 8" (25.4 x 20.3
cm); 142 typewritten data sheets,
attached to the photos and giving the
property's address, block and lot
number, lot size, building code, the
corporation or individual holding title,
the corporation’s address and its
officers, the date of acquisition, prior
owner, mortgage, and assessed tax
value, each 10 x 8" (25.4 x 20.3 cm); six
charts on business transactions (sales,
mortgages, etc.) of the real estate
group, each 24 x 20" (61 x 50.8 cm);
one explanatory panel, 24 x 20" (61 x
50.8 ¢m).

First exhibited in one-person exhibition
at Galleria Frangoise Lambert, Milan,
January 1972,

In the U.S., first exhibited in the group
exhibition Art Without Limit. Memorial
Art Gallery, University of Rochester,
Rochester, N.Y., April 7-May 7, 1972;
guest curator, Ira Licht,

Edition of 2. One in the collection of
Frangoise Lambert, Milan; the other
owned by Hans Haacke.

92 « 43

Shapolsky et al. Manhattan Real Estate Holdings, a Real-
Time Social System, as of May 1, 1971

Corporations are mentioned in the work if their
officers included a member of the Shapolsky
family and if they bought or sold, or held
mortgages from or mortgaged properties to the
Shapolsky clan. In turn, Shapolsky family
members and persons who had real estate
dealings with these corporations are named.
Approximately twenty years prior to 1971 are
covered. The information was culled from pub-
lic records at the New York County Clerk’s
Office. Because of the volume and the com-
plexity of the data, absolute accuracy and
compleleness cannot be guaranteed, even
though every effort was made in that direction.
The properties of Shapolsky et al. are mostly
located on the Lower East Side and in Harlem,
where, in 1971, they represented the largest
concentration of real estate under the control
of a single group. They were owned by about

seventy corporations and were frequently sold

and mortgaged among them.

Harry Shapolsky appears to be the key
figure of the group. He has been deseribed by
the New York District Attorney’s Office as a
“front for high officials of the Department of
Buildings,” and has been indicted for bribing
building inspectors. In 1959, he was convicted
of rent gouging; he had taken under-the-table
payments from Puerto Rican tenants in ex-
change for allowing them to rent apartments in
his buildings on the Lower East Side. He re-
ceived a $4.000 fine and a suspended jail sen-
tence of four years. The district attorney
severely eriticized the suspension of the jail
sentence, saying: “There have been a number
of rent gougers in the past who have gone to
jail, and none has been as notorious as
Shapolsky.” The district attorney’s assistant
further accused Harry Shapolsky of having
“ruthlessly exploited the shortage of housing
space.” The sentencing judge stated that he

(continued, page 96)




e
1
L]

W
=

=

=

.

b

[ §
i
i

a0 B 11 Sk,
Bikogls S48 Lok 11
25 ¢ gt 1 atory 2tore bldg.

Business office of Bhapolsky related corporations

Owned by 194 Ave. A Realty Corp., 608 E 11 5t., LYC

Contrects signed by Sam Shapolsky, President('58)
Harry J. Shapolsky, Fres.('60)
Alfred Fayer, Vicepres. ('58)

Principal Harry J. Shapelsky(sccording to Heal

Eat~te Nirectory of Manhattan)

Acouired H=-27=1963% irom Burenko Realfies Inc,

g08 E 11 8., RYC, Herry J. Shapolsky, Fresident(63)

No mortgege(1971)

Assesged land value £ 500.- , total 2% 000.- {19%1)

SE4 E 4 B,
Block %E6 Iot 18
24w Ot & story walk-up old law btenement

Owned by S07 E 11 St. Corp., 608 E 11 8t., NYC
Contracts signed by Anthony Schimizzi, President('sd)
Principal Harry J. Shapolsky(according to Real Estate
Directory of Hnnhuttanﬁ

Acquired 1-8-1965 through foreclosure from

Chivalle Realty Corp. et al defendants

No mortgage(1971)

Assessed land wvelue 98000.- +total $27 000.- (1971)
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s Lol ong B = 228 £ 3 Bt.
12 E & 8. =18 = 2 3%, < 2
E? -1 ZAE Lot 11 Block 385 Tot 11 Bleck 585 Lot 19
lock %85 Lot 11 = S : 24 105" 5 g& 1k 14 1 t
5 story walk-up old law tenement 2 story walk-up old law tenement B A EROLY W8 ay tenement
Owned by Harpmel Realty Inc., &08 E 11 5¢t., NYC . Owned by Harpmel Realty Irc., 508 E 11 8%., NYC Uwnitd bf Harpmel Realtiy Inc. &08 E 11 'Bt. HYC
Contracta signed by Herry J. Shepolsky, Hrﬁu:ﬂp@ti'ﬁf; Contracts signed by Harry J. Shapolsky Tr:a ﬂ‘"tt'ﬁ Contracts signed by Harry J. Shapolsky, President('6%)
> Martin Shapolsky, Presidentl'bB4) " Martin Shapolsky ﬁ“pmmtl S H\J’ Martin Bhapolsky, Prasident('c4)
Fri +al Harey J. Sh 18k rdi F E . i e : s 2 5 . ;
;E;Ezix;; é}T:i":khf;ﬁ-E*“Eifﬂfcﬂﬂjl“ﬁ to Real Estate E*llth Herry J. %iﬂgvlul?nqzza“Wﬁng to Real Eatate ?ﬂu1TEd from John The Baptist Foundation
Sl e S ¥ e PRl of e incEan) The Bank of New York, 48 Wall St. NIC
eibb s R L L e Acquired B8-21-1963 from John the Baptist Foundation, for $237 000.- (also 5 other proparties) , B-21-1963
e/0 The Bonk of Hew York, 5B Wall St. . HYC = R : i g Ly a = :
F62 §330 G002 (oias B atege midge st s o e T i Nedk Ky NEG, §150 000.- mortgage (also on 5 other properties) at 6%
e e i . for §237 B00.- (also 7 dher bldgs.) interest as of B-19-1963 due B-19-1968
51?? ?Pﬁ-' mertgage &t o '“f“rﬂﬂtr “51' f1 S 8150 0D0.- mortgege At BF interest, 8-10- 1063, due held by The Ministers end Missionaries Benefit Board of
8=13-1984, held bh The Ministers and 11"1““'“ 25 8-19-1968, held by The Minicters and Missicnaries The American Baptist Convention, 875 Riversida Dr. NIC
ﬁFHEEJt Board of the %?E:::an prnlét dﬂLv?:LlﬂqT Benefit Board of the American Beptist Convention, A A land 3 8§58 000 1 8§28 000.-(1971
§7%5 Riverside Drive, HY¥CLalso on 7 other bldpgs. 475 Riverside Drive, NYC (alsec on 7 othe- bldgs.) o i b e -=(1971)
Asges HEd land walue $25 000.- , total §75 O0O0.- (includ- Asgesged land value $25 000.= , total §75 000.- (includ-
ing 214~16 E 3 5t.)(1971) ing 212 and 216 E 3 St.) (1971} et

Shapolsky et al.
04
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Block 372 Lot 19
ed x 105 & story walk-up semi-fireprool apt. bldg.

wmed by Browéir Bealty Corp., BOB E 11 Bt., KYC
Contracts signed by Seymour Weinféld, Prosident
Alfred Tayer, Viccpresident
Frineipal Harry J. Bhapolaky(according to Real Estate
Directory of Manhattan)
Acguired 10-22-1065 from Apponaug Properties Inc.
4595 Riverside Drive, NYC, Frank L.Taylor, FPresident
855 D00.- mortgege at &L interest, 10-22-1965, held by
The Ministers and Missionaries Bepeflit Board of The
American Baptist Convention, 475 Riverside Drive, NWNIO
(also on 312 E % Bt.)

Asgesged land value 3€ S00.- , total 855 O000.= [1971)

290 E 3 8¢,
Block 373 Lot 55
18-x 95' 5 story walk-up old law tenement

owned by West Ho. 10 Realty Corp., B6CB E 11 8t,, WIC
Contracts signed by Martinm Shepolaky, Praa.{'&&ﬂ
Donald Sherman, Fres. ('G68)

Principel Baerry J. Ehaﬁnlekgfanunrﬂing to Hesl Estate
Directory of Manhattan )

Acquired F=11-1965 from 300 Realty Corp.,

08 E 11 Bt., NIC,

contrects signed by Herry J. Shapolsky, PTGE.(‘E&fE?%
Fearl Bhapolaky, Prea.('64/65/67
Donald Eherman, Vicepres.('71l)

Principal Harry J. Bhapolakylaccording to Heal Estate

Directory of Memhattan

Due §8 875.27 of mortgage at 5% interest; held through
aggipgnment, B=30=-1067. by 428 Realty Corp., 608 E 11 Bt.,
NTQ, Harry J. Bhapoleky, Prea.['&lr3/5976); dus 12=1=1967,
Iae §8000.- of mortgage held through assigoment, 7-30-1965,
by 428 Realty Corp.

Appepned land velue 5 200.- , total B18 O00.- (1971)

712 E % 5t
Blosk 272 Lot 2C
2o oG Sostory wWalk-up old law téncoent

Cened by -Broweir Realty Corp. . G08-E 11 St.; BYC
GCoptrects signed by deymour Weinfeld, Progidsnt
Alfred Fayep, Viee president
Frineipel Harry J. Bhapolsky(according to Heal Estate
Directory of Hanhatton
Acguired 10=-22-186% from Apponaug Properties Inc.
425 Riwverside Driva, NYC. Fronk I Teyler, Fresident
55 00C. = mrtgege at G intersst, I0-22=19%5, held by
The Yinisters and Flissicnaries Benelit Board of The
American Baptist Convention, 09% Riverside Dxive, HIC
(alsn on 292 BS54,

Assessed land value 86 500.- , total 328 000.- (1971)
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Detail of map of Lower East Side
showing Shapolsky properties.

shapoisky et al.
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had received many letters attesting to the de-
fendant’s good character, including letters
from the East Side Chamber of Commerce, the
American Baptist Convention (which, along
with another Baptist agency, held more than
two dozen mortgages on Shapolsky-owned
properties), and the New York Board of
Rabbis.

In 1965, the radio station WMCA listed
Shapolsky among about a dozen slumlords who
were “hiding behind the obscurity of corporate
names.” It also reported that he owned or con-
trolled some 200 old-law tenements, many of
which he had been buying and selling or
foreclosing in inside deals, thereby increasing
his profits. Moreover, it was revealed that the
IRS was disputing in Tax Court Shapolsky's
declaration of $29,000 adjusted taxable in-
come for 1955; according to I1RS com-
putations, his income amounted to $417.697.

In 1971, Thomas Messer, director of the
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum. rejected
this and two other works which were all made

for a scheduled one-person exhibition at the

Detail of maps and charts, as
installed at Stedeljk Van Abbe-
museum, bindhoven, January 1979,

Guggenheim Museum. Messer canceled the
exhibition six weeks before the opening, when
the artist refused to withdraw the disputed
works. Messer called them “inappropriate™ for
exhibition at the museum and stated that he
had to fend off “an alien substance that had
entered the art museum organism.” Edward F.
Fry, the curator of the exhibition, was fired
when he defended the works. Artists held a
protest demonstration inside the museum and
over one hundred pledged not to exhibit at the
Guggenheim “until the policy of art censorship
and its advocates are changed.”

Many commentators of the controversy
assumed that the trustees of the Guggenheim
were linked to the Shapolsky real estate group.
There is no evidence to support such sus-
picions. (The background information on Harry
Shapolsky’s brushes with the law is not part of
the work and never surfaced during the argu-
ments that led to the cancellation of the ex-
hibition and the ensuing controversy. )

The Shapolsky group is still active in real
estate in 1986.

e




corporation

holds mortgage i

corporation

Apache Realty Corp.
Aram Estates, Inc.
Ave. B k East 14th 5t. Corp.
Browsir Realty Corp.
Aonm Callipari
Callipari Copstruction Corp.
Ernest Callipari
Erveat Callipari Estats
Clarmar Realty Corp.
Eaatboard Realty Corp.
East 47 Realty Corp.
Eant Fo. B Realty Corp.
Esat No. ] Esalty Corp.
East 113 3t. Realty Corp.
Efsber Bealty Corp.
Eighth Bealty Estate, Inc,
88 Bopkins St. Corp.
Espear]l Realty Corp.
Alfred Fayar
87 Columbis Inc.
507 B 11 8t. Corp.
419 Tenth Realty Corp.
428 Realty Corp.
Edwin Frederick
Catherios Greco
George Greenberger
Aona drubar
Barry Gruber
Grushap Realty Corp.
Abrahem Baftsl
Fapnis Haftel
Hapsa Realty Estates,
Barpmes]l Bealty, Inc.
Ian Adam Realty Corp.
Ipcfran Eealty, Inc.
Jath Realty Corp.
anis]l Eirschanbaum
Bam Eirschenbeom
Eirshop Bealty Corp.
Fearl Kleinberg(Shapolaky)
Eapsbhap BEealty Corp.
Lijuto Realty Corp.
John Lolacomon Jr.
Lopahs Realty Corp.
Earol Rsalty, Inc.
Maryn Realty Corp.
Clara Eakowits
Fo. 3 Madison Corp.
Ope Fifty Four Realty Corp.
189 8t. Nicholess Resalty Corp.
183 Remlty CoTp.
158 rorsyth, Inc.
143 FNinth Ave. Corp.
184 Ava. A Raalty Corp.
117 Rsalty Corp.
174 E 3 Bt. Corp.
170 Morfolk Corp.
177 Bulbsrry Rsalty Corp.
188 Worfolk St. Corp.
131 Lsxington Realty Corp.
138 Realty Corp.
103 ¥ 1158 Bt. Realty Corp.
1951 Becond Ave. Corp.
1771 lst Ave. Realty Corp.
Eay Dome Realty Corp.
B &k K Estatea, Ipc.
Saral Estates, Inc.
Baturn 18550 Estates,
Anthony Bchimizsi
Bcotty Lee Realty Corp.
Bhalans Eealty Estates, Inc.
Bhapmar Realty Corp.
Bhapol Realty Corp.
Anita Shapolsky
Artbur Bhapolaky
Barry J. Shapolsky
Martin Bhapolaky
Marylin Shapoleky
Poearl Shapolsky
Bam Shapolsky
Donald Bherman
Burenkc Realties, Imec.
300 Realty Corp.
48 Wesat 133 3t. Corp.
28 Ridge Bt. Corp.
202 E 3 Bt. Corp.
2TH Tenth, Imc.
313 Madison Jefferson Corp.

Inc.

Inc.

433 Harpsr Estates Realty, Inc.

237 E 127 Bt. Corp.
2357 Realty Corp.
Yeorus JB43, Inc.

Boymour Weinfeld
Wast Mo. 4 Reslty Corp.
Faat No. 1 Eesalty Corp.
Tast Mo. 8 Realty Corp.
West Mo. 10 Realty Corp.
West No. 3 Realty Corp.
¥est No. 3 Realty Corp.
Finthrop Properties, Ipc.
Wonmart Realty Corp.
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Apaches Realty Corp.
Arsam Estates, Inc.
Ave. B k East l4th 8t. Corp.
Broweir Healty Corp.
Aooa Callipari
Callipari Conmtruction Corp.
Erpeat Callipari
Erpest Callipari Estate
Clarmar Remlty Corp.
Easiboard Realty Corp.
East 47 Realty Corp.
East No. B Eealty Corp.
East Mo. 1 Realty Corp.
East 115 Bt. Realty Corp.
Efsher Realty Corp.
Eighth Realty Estate, Inc.
B8 Bopkins St. Corp.
Espear]l Bealty Corp.
Alfired Fayer
57 Columbim Imc.
507 E 11 Bt. Corp.
41% Tenth Realty Corp.
438 Realty Corp.
Edwin Frederick
Catherine Graco
George Gresnbsrger
Annas druber
Barry Gruber
Grushap Realty Corp.
dbrahsam Baftel
Fannie Haftel
Bapsa Realty Estates, Inc.
Berpee]l Realty, Inec.
Ian ddem Beslty Corp.
Incfran Bealty, Ipc.
Jath Realty Corp.
anisl Eirschenbaom
Bam Kirschepbaum
Eirshop Eealty Corp.
Paarl Klsipberg(Shapolaky)
Eopahap Realty Corp,
Lijuto Realty Corp.
John Lolscomom Jr.
Lopahs Resalty Corp.
Earol Realty, Inc. _
Eeryn Esalty Corp.
Clara Boskowits
Bo. 3 Esdison Corp.
Dpna Fifty Four Reslty Corp.
188 8t. Wicholas Esalty Corp.
183 Benlty Corp.
158 Foreyth, Ioc.
1432 Winth Awe. Corp.
1M Ave. A Realty Corp.
117 RBenlty Corp.
174 E 3 Bt. Corp.
170 Borfolk Corp.
17T Bolberry Baalty Corp.
188 Worfolk Bt. Corp.
131 Lexington Bealty Corp.
138 Realty Corp.
102 ¥ 115 8t. RBealty Corp.
1851 BSecomd Ave. Coarp.
1771 lat Ave. RBealty Corp.
Ray Dowe Realty Corp.
B hA I Estates, Inc.
Barsl Estates, Inc.
Baturn 1850 Estates,
Aptbony SBchimimmi
Bootty Lee Realty Corp.
Bhalans Realty Estatss, Ine.
Shapmar Realty Corp.
Shapol Realty Corp.
Anite Bhapolaky
Arthor Bhapolaky
Barry J. Shapolaky
Bartin Shapolaky
Harylin Shapolaky
Pearl Shapolsky
Sam Shapolaky
Dopald Sherman
Surenko Realtlies,
300 Realty Corp.
28 Weamt 133 8t. Corp.
29 Ridge Ht. Corp.
93 ¥ 3 Bt. Corp.
278 Tenth, Ipc.
213 Madison Jefferson Corp.

Ioc.

Inec.

933 Marper Eatates Realty, Inc.

227 E 137 8t. Corp.

2357 Realty Corp.

Venua 3843, Toc.
Saymour Veinfald

Wamt Mo. 4 Realty Corp.
Want Ho. 1 Realty Corp.
Weat MHo. 6 Realty Corp.

Weat Mo. 10 Raalty Corp.
Waat Mo. 3 Realty Corp.
Weat Mo. 2 Realty Corp.

Figthrop Properties, Inc.
Wonmart Realty Corp.



1972

Installation for audience participation,
John Weber Gallery, October 7-October
24,1972,

Results: twenty-one blueprints, 24 x 30"

(61 x 76 cm). Mounted on walls with
masking tape.

First exhibited in one-person exhibition
at the John Weber Gallery, New York,
April 28-May 17, 1973.

Edition of 3. All owned by Hans
Haacke.

Note: This work consists of twenty
charts recording the results of the poll;
four charts are shown here as a
representative excerpt.
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John Weber Gallery Visitors Profile 1

During an exhibition of works by Carl Andre,
Hans Haacke, Nancy Holt, Laurie James,
Brenda Miller, and Mary Obering, October 7-
October 24, 1972, visitors to the John Weber
Gallery were requested to complete a multiple-
choice questionnaire with twenty questions.
Ten of these questions inquired about their
demographic background and ten questions re-
lated to the visitors’” opinions on sociopolitical
1ssues. The questionnaires were provided in
two file trays on either end of a long table in
the gallery, together with pencils. The com-
pleted forms were dropped into a wooden box
with a slot in the top. Throughout the exhibi-
tion intermediate results of the survey were
posted on the nearby wall.

During the time of the polling, the other
galleries sharing the same address with the
John Weber Gallery at 420 West Broadway in
New York’s Soho district had the following ex-
hibitions: New Works by Artists (Judd, Morris.
Nauman, Rauschenberg, Serra, Stella) at the
Leo Castelli Gallery, Jannis Kounellis at the
Sonnabend Gallery, and Sylvia Stone at the

André Emmerich Gallery. The public of each

of these galleries usually also visits the other
exhibitions in the building.

During the thirteen days of the exhibi-
tion, 858 questionnaires were completed.
Since the total number of visitors 1s unknown,
the ratio of participation cannot be ascer-
tained. It is open to speculation whether
nonparticipating visitors differed essentially in
their demographie backgrounds and opinions.

The answers to the first question (“Do
vou have a professional interest in art?”) were
tabulated in a pie chart. Seventy percent of
the respondents declared that they had a pro-
fessional interest in art (309% as artists, 11%
as students, and 29% in another capacity).

The charts were exhibited while a second
poll of the John Weber Gallery visitors was

conducted in April-May 1973.



These questions and your answers are part of
430 -

& work in progress by Hans Haacke at the Jobhn Weber Gallery, October 7 through 24, 1972

Pleass fill out this questionnaire and arop it into the box provided for this. Dont sign!

e e o gl B o e o5 RO 8 B i g g 4 g0 £ (et 5 0 it 78y SRS B A D ae i e 2 o

1} Do you bave a professional interest im art (e.g. artist, dealer, critic, etec.)? Yeu Wo
3) Where do you live? City County State
3) It has been suggested that artists and suseum staff membera be represented on the Board of Trustees of art
suseums. DO you think this is a good idea? Yes 2 No _ Dont koow
4) How old are you? yeAr®
5) If slections were held today, for which presidentisl capdidate would you vote?
Hc Govern i Hixon Hone s Dont koow
8) Ip your opinion, are the interests of profit-oriented business usually compatible with the common good?
Yeor e No ___ Dont knpow
7) What is your annual ipcome(before taxes)? 3
8) Do you think present U3 taxation favors large incomes or low incomen, or is dimstributing the burden correct-
1y? Favors large incomes ____ Favore low incomer  correct
#) VYhat is your occupation?
10) Would you bus your child to integrate schoolas? Tem  No ___ Dont koow
11 Do you have children? Ten No
1%) What is the country of origio of your ancestors (e.g. Africa, England, Italy, Poland etc.)?

13) Esthetic queations aside, which of these New York susesums would in your opinion exhibit works criticasl of
the present U8 Goveroment?
Brooklyn Museum Fipah College Musesum Ouggenheim Buseum Jewish Museum Betropolitan Mu-
seum Wuseum of Modern Art Few Yofk Cultural Center “Whitney Nuseum — A1l suseumr
Nons OF these museums Dont Ebow = = ==
14) Are you enrolled in or have you gradusted from college? Tes Ho
15) Assuming the prescriptions of the M.I.T. (club of Rome) study for the survivel of mankind are correct, do

you think the capitalist system of the U3 is better suited for amchieving the state of almoat zero economic
growth required than other socio-economic systema?

You e Ho b Dont know
18) Do you thipk civil libertiea in the U8 are being eroded, have been increasingly respected, or have not
gaiped or lost during the past few yoara?
Eroded el Increasingly rempected Mot gained or loat
17} What is your religion? Catbolic __ Protestant  Jewish  Otbher _ Womne
18) Bex? Male  Female
19) Do you think the bombing of North Vietpam favors, hurtse, or has po effect on the chapces for peace in Indo-
chipa? Favors  Burts  No affect  Dont know
20) Do you consider yourself politically & comservative, liberal or radical?

Copmsarvative Libaral Radionl Dont know

—— e — e——— —
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Thank you for your cooperation. Your anawers will be tabulated with the answers of all other visitors. The re-
sults will be posted during the exhibition.



John Weber Gallery Visitors' Profile 1
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Do you consider yourself politically a conservative, liberal or radical ?

Graphs compars relative distribution of response . in percent, within sach category of wvisitors polied

13% of ol wiens polisd gave no antwer to this  gusestion

18!
& T
1 L
Lo I

Contarvalive L iha=ral

- Total vesaiors aoleed % Mo prolestional interest in art - Professional intorest snart, bt ool armists or studeniy Sl | | Stuclents

BAgcodding to a Lowis Harrs Swurvey | relegsed plovam bar 27. 1972, a natsomwide erodd iecteon of 1638 houtaholds were asked: “How would you deteribe your own palitical phila-
sophy - conservative, middie-of the road, liberal, o eadical™ The responss wos:  Conservative 35%. Middie-of-tha-road 34%, Liberal 79%. Radical 3%, Notsuee 9%

If elections were held today, for which presidential candidate would you vote ?

Graghs compare relative distribution of wvote, in percent, within each category of wiitors polied

I of towl wisitors polled gawe no antwar to this question

Don't know

- Total visitors polled ﬂ Mo professional interest in art - Protessional interest in art, but no artists or students m Artrte :i Studanty

The vote in tha 1977 presidential election, by eligible woters, was: McGovern 79%. Mixon 34%. HNone 44%




In your opinion, are the interests of profit - oriented business usually compatible with the
common good ?

Graphs compare melative distribution of opinions, in percent, within sach category of wisitors polled

6% of total visitors polled gave no answer to this guestion

Don't know

-Tﬁ|3| vititors polled ?ﬁ Mo profestonal interest i art

Frofessional interasts in ey, bl mot artists of students Zhii Brtints D Studanis

Esthetic questions aside, which of these New Y ork museums would in your opinion exhibit
works critical of the present US Government ?

Grapht compare T relitom  faguency, i peroeni, by which any one of e museonie wWn meeed by oesch  cstegory of  eabors polled
Miore then one mueem could  be nded

T ool 1ol wisieard polled give e aniweer foo thi gueibion
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1973

Installation for audience participation,
John Weber Gallery, April-May, 1973.

Results: twenty-nine sheets of drawing
paper, 11 x 8%2" (28 x 21.5 cml).

First exhibited in group exhibition at
the John Weber Gallery, New York,
September 1973.

Collection of Gilbert and Lila
Silverman.

Note: This work consists of twenty-
nine charts recording the results of the
poll; eight charts are shown here as a
representative excerpt.
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John Weber Gallery Visitors' Profile 2

During the exhibition of graphs presenting the
results of a previous survey of the John Weber
Gallery publie (taken October 7-October 24,
1972), a second poll was conducted at the
John Weber Gallery, April 28-May 17, 1973.

Visitors to the show were requested to an-
swer twenty-one multiple-choice questions,
printed on both sides of a key-sort card, by
punching out the answers of their choice. The
questions inquired about the visitors’ demo-
graphic background and opinions on socio-
political and art issues. The questionnaires
were provided in two file trays sitting on either
end of a long table in the center of the exhibi-
tion. Punchers were hanging from the ceiling
above the table. The punched cards were to be
dropped into a wooden box with a slot in the
top. Throughout the exhibition intermediate re-
sults of the new survey were posted as part of
the show.

During the time of the polling, the other
galleries sharing the same address with the
John Weber Gallery at 420 West Broadway in
New York's Soho district had the following ex-
hibitions: Hanne Darboven at the Leo Castelli
Gallery, John Baldessart at the Sonnabend
Gallery, and Miriam Shapiro at the André
Emmerich Gallery. Simultaneous with the first
part of the Haacke exhibition, a show of works
by Robert Ryman was held in the front room
of the John Weber Gallery. This was later re-
placed by Steve Reich’s music scores, dis-
played on the occasion of several concerts in
the gallery. The public of each of the galleries
in the building usually also visits the exhibi-

tions of the three other galleries.

During the fourteen days of the exhibi-
tion, 1,324 questionnaires were tabulated.
Since the total number of visitors is unknown,
the ratio of participation cannot be ascer-
tained.

In answer to the first question, “Do you
have a professional interest in art?” 74% of
the respondents declared that they did (47%
as artists, 14% as students, and 13% in an-
other capacity).

The results of the poll were tabulated in
simple graphs. The answers to the question,
“Do you think the preferences of those who
financially back the art world influence the
kind of work artists produce?” were correlated
through bars of different textures with the re-
sponses to six other questions. The un-
correlated answers to this question were: “Yes,
a lot,” 30%: “somewhat.” 37%:; “slightly,”
10%:; “not at all.” 9%.

The question, “Would your standard of
living be affected, if no more art of living
artists were bought?” was answered “yes™ by
43%, “no” by 33%, “don’t know” by 11%,
and was not answered by 12% of the partici-

pants in the poll.
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$r Pleasa answar by punching out bridge betwean sdpe and hale rest to the answer of your cholos. "E_’_._
» 'Il'_] a5 artist Do wou have | What doyou think is the approx- 100 5% g“" B
® 7 as art/art history student a professional | imete praportion of Mixon sl.-'fn:.ra-;I 75 % G- @
vy ; : interast in art? | thizars among art museum trusiees ; E
® -3 other professional interast ; 50 % g @
® -3 no professional interasi 26 % |5 @
@ -7 Manhattan Where do vou five? 0% [E- @
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& T matter of principai, E{-:
[ ] :g yes, but no specified quota it AR ki 3 over 330000 ;] L]
@ <3 sex should be no critarion should include | Sex? mals E.J-: *
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nans How much money

T have Wad spenl Gn
$1 1994 buying artitotall?
F2000 — 4999

#5000 — 14999

$15000 — 29999
over B30000

B =

To wharm should the
trudlens of Art musaLmE
be apoountable | mare
than ore con b

e

only to themselves
patrons of museunm
miuseum membership
miseum staff

artists” representatives
publiciy elected officials

American &ssociation of Museums
Coligge Art Association

Mational Endowment for the Arts
Associated Councils of the Arts
foundation represantatives

other (write in}
don’t know

Do wou think the |:|r.|:||."|‘:-"||':|':-= wves, alot
of those who financially back ﬂ ok
the art world influence the 1HEWhE
kind of work arsists procece? slightly

not at all

don’t know ]

Have wou pver ivad or warked for more e l.‘
tham ane hailt yvear in a poverty ares? no | @
Dr — 4
it B bepn charged that the always I

i . L= - r 1
presant L5, Governmant is often
caterirsg (o Busineds inierests, !
Do you think this is the casa? occasionally |
Never
don't know
4
Do wou think the coligctors whio EPH”F-'“'”'F yes

by the kind of sri you like, share genarally no

r politcallicrnlegical apinicns? ;
Yol politicalligrological ap dCII'I thl'll:l'n'lul'

Some peopis say Presidont
Mixon g uitimately respon-
sibie for the Watorgate
sohame, Dooyou agree?

rasponsidile
not responsibie

don't know

poverty
lower middla income

How swowid vou aharacs

tarize thi Secic-aConGimic

statis of your Darents?
middia income

D oupper middle inoome
wiaalthy

under 18 yvears
18 - 24 years
25 - 30 vears
31 - 35 years
36 - 45 vears
46 - 55 years
56 - 65 years
over 65 years

Hioww ald ar yodf

(o wou detly read the political

. Cathaolic

Protastant
Jawish

ather
L EED
[ gl

What 15 the religious back-
grovnd of your family?

Weibd wour standasd of living ba
affacted, if noomare art of living
artists were bowght?

YEE
o
don't know

yas

spcbion af & r:-ﬂw:.ﬂéu:n!r:-" no

vary different
somewhat d.
essentially same
don't know

O o think the visitors of
the J. Waber Gallary wio
participated in tho pall dit
foroed from those who did
ot

L
L ]

Thank vou, Brop the card into the ballet box, Your ansawers will b |;;||1'_||.n*|'|_1 with th pngseers of all
cther visitors, Intermodiate resules will be posted dwring the axbiblition,
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How old are you?

Fipgures in percent

3 under 15 years
o5 12 - 24 years
25 25 = 30 years
1% 21 = 25 vears
1% 55 — 45 years
& 465 - 55 years
2 56 = 65 vears

0 over 65 years

'EEI o answeIl

What was your personal income in 1972(before taxes)?

Figures in percent

11 : none
23 31 - 1999
1 2000 - 4999
15 #5000 - 99905
11 $10000 - 1405409
5 $15000 - 19509
i 20000 = 24999

L |

$25000 — 25900

& over $30000

& no ANEWST

What is the relipious background of vour familwy?

Figures in percant

18 Catholic

25 Proteatant

28 Jewian

% other

10 mixed

7 none

q no ANEWaT

HBave you ever lived or worked for more than ocne helf weap
LY L5}
in & poveriy area?

John Weber Gallery Visitors' Profile 2
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Figures in percent

41 Tes

&5 no

14 no Engwer




Does your notion of art favor, tolerate, or reject works that make
deliberate reference to socio-political things?

Figures in percent

51 favor
45 tolerate
& Teject
8 don't know
7 no ANEWer

Do you thiok, ss & matter of principal, that all group shows
shonld include women artists?

Figures in percent

= yes, 50 %
16 s ¥eg, but po specified guota
f::.i ; R .
&0 Ei” ; - i gex ahould be no ceriterion
3 don't know
g ng ANEwWaT

Do you think the preferences of those who financizlly back the art
world influence the kind of work artists produce?

Graphs compare Trelative distribution of opinions to above gquestions
in percent, within each group of responses to bottom question.

somewhat

9
not at all
S
Ry ==
don't Enow
Do wou have a professionnal interest in artT
ag artist ”:. ag artsart history student - other professional

interest ﬂ&ﬂg ne professiconal interest Eﬁﬁﬁg total reapongses

Do you think the preferences of these whe finencially back the art
wordd influence the kind of work artists produce?

Graphs compare relative distribution of opinions to. above guestion,
in percent, within each group of responses Lo bottom guestion.

¥yes, a lot pomawhat

glightly net ot all

A o 3 '
T e o o =

don't know

How much money have you spent on buying srt (totel)?

nome i 01-1995 WM secco-so00 [ $5000-14509 NN

31 5000-299090 m ovar 30000 ’%ﬁ total responses




|Rhine-Water Purification Plant)

1972

Installation: glass and acrylic plastic
containers, pump, polluted Rhine
water, tubing, filters, chemicals,
goldfish.

Assistance in design and construction
by Raimund Schroder of the Kaiser
Wilhelm Museum, Krefeld, and Ernst
Tiessen of the Stadtwerke Krefeld.

Exhibited in one-person exhibition at
the Museum Haus Lange, Krefeld, West
Germany, May 22-July 16, 1972.
Director Dr. Paul Wember.

106 = 107

Rheinwasseraufbereitungsanlage

From large glass bottles, extremely polluted
Rhine water was pumped into an elevated
acrylic basin. Injections of chemicals caused
the pollutants to settle. The sedimentation
process continued in a second basin. From
there the partially purified water flowed
through a charcoal and sand filter and even-
tually dropped into a large basin with goldfish.
A hose carried the overflow out to the garden,
where it seeped into the ground and joined the
groundwater.,

At the time of the exhibition, the city of
Krefeld annually discharged over forty-two
million cubic meters of untreated household
and industrial sewage into the Rhine. In re-
sponse to the exhibition, a regional newspaper
reported extensively on the city’s part in the
pollution of the river.

The Museum Haus Lange (like its parent,.
the Kaiser Wilhelm Museum. in Krefeld) is a
municipal institution; the director 1s a eivil
servant.

A related work, produced for the same
exhibition, 18 Krefeld Sewage Triptych (1972).
This documentation records the level of un-
treated sewage the city of Krefeld spews into
the Rhine annually (42 million cubic meters).
The left panel lists data on volume, rate of
pollution (official code), breakdown into in-
dustrial and household sewage, and fees
charged per volume. The right panel lists data
on volume of deposable and dissolved matter.
and breakdown by volume and name of major
contributors of Krefeld sewage. The center
panel is a photograph taken January 21, 1972,
at Krefeld-Uerdingen (Rhine kilometer mark

765.7), where the city discharges its sewage.

Krefeld Sewage Triptych, 1972,
central panel,



" ‘o i x "y
R
e R ke -
o o = il oy
SR S :

;
.:.- "
E & :
;
5
i
F
: :
i ; : _ .
. iy etk ] . ¥ i i <
5
3 % i 3
: e fe-" B o i
o e - TR - - - 1;'
i - q?_;.!.
= s "y
15 s i Lo H
B G A 2
= & 4
4
= rh; =
s ~H o
: i
3 i
e .
; e o __|; " i :
: % : : :
o e 2 ; r 2
T = : = . b
" i aw L S
: el i k e 5 -y b
. i - ; . i -\.-"!""':- o g i .
(i . 3 o - o - 2
" - ¥ o 2 I e g i, .
; - R e o - - ' v i
; = s A T g Sl A :
e B e o a1
X b o Tt """"":PM'..M ;.:'::-C-":".'”“-‘J‘\-"‘- A L
s e P P
_— e
e R e i
] - 2




(Proposal “No-Man's Land”)

1973-1974

Photographs on cardboard, 28%a x 42"
(71.6 x 106.6 cm).

First exhibited in the group exhibition
Kunst und Architektur at Galerie

Magers, Bonn, December 9, 1977-
January 31, 1978.

Collection of the Stadtisches
Kunstmuseum, Bonn.
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Vorschlag “Niemandsland™

In the latter part of the 1970s and into the
1980s, the entire complex of the completed
buildings of the Bonn Ministries of Science,
Education, and Justice was surrounded by
barbed wire and heavily patrolled by guards.
Prior works, conceptually related to

Vorschlag “Niemandsland™:

Proposal for Fort Greene Park, Brooklyn
(collaboration with Berman, Roberts & Scofi-
dio, Architects, New York), 1968: “To leave
area between two topographical contour lines
of 10 feet depth uncultivated for hifetime of
park.”

Monument to HE}HJI Polluiion, 1970.

Carboneras, Spain. Garbage from two hundred

yards of beach collected and piled up.
Bowery Seeds, 1970. A patch of so1l on
the roof of 95 East Houston Street at the cor-

ner of the Bowery, New York.

B b b o o Sager

Translation:

Federal Construction Agency
Il B 1-B 1100/2-116/74-

Bonn-Beuel,
February 19, 1974
Bonner Str. 86
Telephone 4011
Direct dial 401/266

Mr. Hans Haake
415 Krefeld
Kaiser-W-Karlsplatz

Re: New construction of federal office
buildings in the Bonn-Bad Godesberg/
North region.

Artistic design for construction area A.
First meeting of art jury on January 1,
1974,

Dear Mr. Haake:

In its first meeting the art jury pro-
posed to invite you to participate in an
art contest for the new buildings of the
Federal Ministries.

| would therefore like to ask you to
attend a meeting on Friday, March 15,
at 2 p.m., to introduce you to the pro-
position.

The meeting will take place in the con-
struction supervisory office of the
Federal Construction Agency in Bonn-
Bad Godesberg, Langer Grabenweg.

Travel expenses will be reimbursed
according to the schedule of the Feder-
al Travel Expense Act.

Signed for

(Winde)
Ltd. Regierungsbaudirektor



No-Man's Land

The square or the long rectangular
sunken court of the building complex
of the Ministry of Education and
Science and the Ministry of Justice of
the Federal Republic of Germany is to
be completely paved with concrete. On
it a circular area of approximately 25
meters in diameter is to be marked.

Soil is to be deposited into the center
of the circular area with a conveyor
belt, until, while naturally slipping off
to the perimeter, it covers the entire
area. The height of the hill is de-
termined by the amount of soil neces-
sary to fill the designated zone in the
manner described,

After completion, the hill of soil is to
be left untouched. It is to be expected
that erosion will change it, that air-
borne seeds and seeds which were im-
bedded in the soil will sprout, and
eventually wild vegetation will cover
the hill. The designated area must not
be cultivated or cleaned in any way by
those in charge of the adjoining area.
The natural processes should take their
Course,

When the deposition of soil is com-
pleted, the marked territory is given the
status of an independent enclave in
terms of international law. No state has
any sovereign rights and the laws of
no state are valid there.

The Federal Republic signs an inter-
nationally binding treaty of unlimited
duration with me, by which it relin-
quishes all rights in and to this terri-
tory, and in which it pledges to grant
access to the enclave to everybody,
and that it will neither directly nor in-
directly influence events and de-
velopments inside this no-man'’s land. |
also pledge in this treaty to refrain

from any interference in what happens
in the marked territory.

A copy of this treaty is to be exhibited
near the hill of soil, protected from the
weather under glass, so that anyone
can study it. The complete correspon-
dence relating to the project "no-man’'s
land” should be accessible to the pub-
lic in @ museum or an equivalent in-
stitution.

Hans Haacke
Bonn-Bad Godesberg
1973/74

Federal Construction Agency
[I'B i-B 1100/2-145/75-

53 Bonn-Beuel 1,
February 27, 1975
Bonner Str. 86, Block E,
P.O. Box 510 149
Telephone 4011

Direct dial 401, ext. 266
Telex: bbdbn 886 869

Mr. Hans Haake
53 Bonn-Bad Godesberg 1
Beethovenstr, 24

Re: New construction of federal office
buildings in the Bonn-Bad Godesberg/
North region

Artistic design of construction area A

Art competition

Dear Mr. Haake:

In a8 meeting on January 9, 1975, the
jury selected from the proposals of the
18 participating artists 4 projects for
further exploration in a second phase.

| am sorry to have to inform you that
your proposal could not be considered.

| would like to thank you very much for
your participation in this competition. |
am certain there will be an opportunity
to work together on other construction
projects.

Sincerely yours,
Signed for

(Winde)
Ltd. Regierungsbaudirektor



1974

Seven panels, each 20 x 24" (50.8 x 61
cm), under glass, framed in brass.

First exhibited in the group exhibition,
Live! (with Allan Kaprow, Les Levine,

Dennis Oppenheim), at the Stefanotty
Gallery, New York, March 12-April 13,
1974.

Daled Collection, Brussels.

L1y = 1]

Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum Board of Trustees

Since 1974, the composition of the board of
trustees has undergone considerable changes.
Only Peter O. Lawson-Johnston, Joseph W.
Donner, and Michael Wettach remain; the
others have resigned or are deceased.

In 1986, the Guggenheim family is repre-
sented on the Guggenheim Museum board by
Peter (). Lawson-Johnston, then and now the
president of the board; Wendy L.-J. McNeil
(daughter of Peter 0. Lawson-Johnston), serv-
ing as vice-president; Michael F. Wettach:
and also serving as vice-president, the Earl
Castle Stewart.

Peter 0. Lawson-Johnston continues as
chairman of Anglo Energy. and has moved to
the chairmanship of the Pacific Tin Con-
solidated Corporation, now called Zemex. He
is president and director of the Elgerbar
Corporation, which manages Guggenheim
family investments. He is also a senior partner
of Guggenheim Brothers, a director of
McGraw-Hill, Inec., and chairman and director
of the Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation.

Trustees on the Guggenheim Museum

board of directors in 1986, who were nol mem-

bers in 1974, are:

Elaine Dannheisser, arl collector: also a trustee of The
New Museum of (:nnh‘rmpnrﬂn‘ Art, New York: Michael
David-Weill, senior partner, Lazard Fréres, New York, and
Lazard Fréres & Cié, Paris (investment banking); vice-
chairman, :"I-"lt‘ll'r;[.‘.uﬂ]llan Museum of Art Business Com-
miltee; Carlo De Benedetti, chairman, Olivetti (business
machines); Robin Chandler Duke. national co-chairman.
Population Crisis Committee: Robert M. Gardiner, senior
i!'[‘]"r’if'illl', Dean Witter Hr.‘r:flmlt]ﬁ [hr[:l-;.{',r, investment bank-
ing); John 8. Hilson, vice-chairman, Wertheim and Com-
pany (investment banking); Harold W. MeGraw, Jr.. chair-
man. McGraw-Hill., Inc. I_pul_ﬂi:-‘.hingb: Wendy L.-).
MeNeil, daughter of Peter (). Lawson-Johnston: Thomas
Messer, dir., Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum: Bonnie
Ward Simon, East Asian historian; Seymour Slive, art his-
torian; Stephen C. Swid. associated with General Felt In-
dustries and Knoll International, Ine. (carpet and furiture

manufacturers); vice-chairman, Metropolitan Museum of
Art Business Committee; Rawleigh Warner, Jr., dir., until

February 1986, chairman and CEO of Mobil Corp.; dir.,

American Express, American Telephone & Telegraph,
Caterpillar Tractor, Chemical Bank, Allied-Signal Com-
pany, Squibb Corp.; member, board of dirs., Business
Committee for the Arts; William T. Ylvisaker, until his
resignation in September 1986, chairman and CEO of
Gould, Inc. (electronics manufacturer with sizable defense
contracts).

In 1973, the Kennecott Copper Corpora-
tion was called to testify before the Sub-
committee on Multinational Corporations of the
U.5. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.
The committee was investigating U.S. -directed
efforts to destabilize Chile. The junta of
General Augusto Pinochet agreed in 1975 to
pay Kennecott $68 million as compensation for
the properties the Chilean Parliament had
nationalized in 1971.

The Kennecott Copper Corporation is now
called the Kennecott Corporation. The com-
pany sold its Peabody Coal subsidiary in 1977
tor §1.2 billion, following an order i1ssued by
the Federal Trade Commission in 1971, It
then bought the Carborundum Corporation, an
international producer of abrasives. Frank R.
Milliken, the president of Kennecott in 1974,
became chairman in 1978, for one vear, until
his retirement. After an abrasive take-over at-
tempt by the Curtiss-Wright Corporation in
1978, he and Peter O. Lawson-Johnston con-
tinued as members of the Kennecott board of
directors. The company was sold to the Stan-

dard Oil Co. (Ohio) in 1981 for $1.77 billion.



SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

FETER O LAWSOMN-JOHNSTON, President
Born 1927 = Mining Co. Executive « Lives Princeton, N.J.

H. HARVARD ARNASON
Born 1909 « Arl Historian = Lives New York City and Roxbury, Conn.

JOSEPH W. DONNER
Born 1927 = Stockbroker = Lives New York City

ELEANOR COUNTESS CASTLE STEWART
Born 1896 « Lives in England

MASON WELCH GROSS
Born 1911 » Praesident Harry F. Guggenheaim Foundation # Lives Rumson, N.J

FRANK R. MILLIKEN
Born 1914 » Mining Engineer « Livaes Darien, Conn

HEMRBY ALLEMN MOE
Born 1894 « Retired Foundalion Executive = Lives Fieldston, N.Y. and Sharman, Conn

A CHAUNCEY NEWLIN
Born 1905 » Lawyer » Lives Scarsdale, N Y

MRS HENRY OBRE
Clubwoman = Lives Monkton, Md

DANIEL CATTON RICH
Born 1904 « Museum Director Emeritus » Lives New York City

ALBERT E. THIELE
Born 1892 » Business Executive = Lives Scarsdale, MY

MICHAEL F. WETTACH
Born 1931 » Sportsman, raising thoroughbreds » Lives Hydes, Md

CARL ZIGROSSER
Born 1891 « Museum Curator Emeritus » Lives Philadelphia and Montagnola, Switzerland



SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

GUGGENHEIM FAMILY MEMBERS AMONG TRUSTEES

ELEANOR COUNTESS CASTLE STEWART
Borm Eleanor Guggenhelm. Daughter of Bolomon R. snd Irene (Rothachliid) G.

MRE. HENRY OBRE
Born Barbara Guggenhelm. Daughter of Solomon R. and Irene (Rothschild) G.

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON
Son of Barbara Guggenheim's first marriage to John R. Lawson-Johnston

MICHAEL F. WETTACH
Son of Barbara Guggenheim's second marriage to Fred Wettach Jr.

Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum Board of Trustees
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SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

CORPORATE AFFILIATION OF TRUSTEES

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON

Anglo Co. Lid., Chalrman & Member Board of Directors
Elgerbar Corp., Vice Presideni & Member Board of Directors
Feldspar Corp., Chairman & Member Board of Directors

Robert Garrett & Sons, Inc., Member Board of Directors
Guggenheim Brothers, Partner

Kennecott Copper Corp., Member Board of Directors
Minarec Corp., Member Board of Directors
Pacific Tin Consolidated Corp., Vice Chairman & Mamber Board of Directors
Printex, Inc., Member Board of Directors

JOSEPH W. DONNER
Cyrus J. Lawrance & Sons, Brokers, Partner

FRANK R. MILLIKEN

Chase Brass & Copper Co., Member Board of Directors
Fedearal Resarvae Bank of New York, Member Board of Directors
Kennecott Copper Corp., President, Chief Exec. Officer & Member Board of Directors
Peabody Coal Co., Member Board of Directors
Proctor & Gamble Co., Member Bcard of Directors
Quebec Iron & Titanium Corp., Member Board of Directors

A. CHAUNCEY NEWLIN

White & Case, Lawyers, Partner
Pacific Tin Consolidated Corp., past Mamber Board of Diractors

MRS. HENRY OBRE
Elgerbar Corp., Member Board of Directors

ELEANOR COUNTESS CASTLE STEWART
Elgerbar Corp.. Husband Earl Castle Stewart, Member Board of Directors

ALBERT E. THIELE

Anglo Co. Lid., Member Board of Directors

Anglo Ventures, Member Board ol Directors

Barber Oll Corp., Mamber Board of Directors

Companhia de Diamantes de Angola, Member Board of Directors
Elgerbar Corp., President & Member Board ol Directors
Guggenhelm Brothers, Partner

Kennecott Copper Corp., past Member Board ol Directors
Minerec Corp., Vice President & Meamber Board of Directors
Paclific Tin Consolidated Corp., Member Board of Directors

MICHAEL F. WETTACH
Eigearbar Corp., Member Board o. Directors



SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

CORPORATE AFFILIATION OF TRUSTEES

Kennecott Copper Corporation

FRANK R. MILLIKEN, President, Chlief Exec. Officer & Member Board of Directors
PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Member Board of Directors
ALBERT E. THIELE, past Member Board of Direclors

Multinational company mining, smeiting, refining copper, molybdenum, gold, zinc and coal. Copper
based mill products.

Operates in the U.S._ Australia, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, England, Indonesia, Italy, Nether-
lands Antilles, Nigeria, Peru, South Africa.

El Teniente, Kennecott's Chilean copper mine, was nationalized July, 1971 through Constitutional Reform

Law, passed unanimously by Chilean Congresgs. Chilaan Comptroller General ruled profits over 12% a

yaar since 1955 to be considered axcess and deducted from compensation. His figures, disputed by
Kennecott, In affect, aliminated any payments.

Kennecott tried to have Chilean copper shipments confiscated or customers paymenis attached.
Although without ultimate success in European courts, legal harassment threatened Chillean economy
(coppar TO% of axport).

Prasident Salvador Allende addressed United Nations December 4, 1972. The New York Times reported:

The Chilean Presideant had still harsher words for two U.S. companies, the International Teleaphone
& Telegraph Corp. and the Kennecott Corp., which he sald, had "dug their claws Into my country”,
and which proposed 'to manage our political IHe. "

Dr. Allende said that from 1955 to 1970 the Kennecott Copper Corp. had made an average profit
of 52.8% on Its Investments.

He said that huge "transnational’ corporations were waging war against sovereign siates and that
they wara 'nol accountable to or representing the collective interast.”

in a statement issued In reply to Dr. Allende's charges, Frank R. Milliken, president of Kennacoft,
raferred to legal actions now being taken by his company In courls overseas (o pravent the Chilean
Government from selling copper from the nationalized mines:

“"No amount of rhetoric can alter the fact that Kennecott has bean a responsible corporate cltizen
of Chile for more than 50 years and has made substantial contributions to both the aconomic and
soclal well-being of the Chilean people.”

‘Chile's expropriation of Kennecott's property without compensation violates astablished
principles of Iinternational law. We will continue to pursue any legal remedies that may protect
our shareholders eaquity.”

President Allende died in a military coup Sept. 11, 1973. The Junta committed itself to compensate
Kennecott for nationalized property.

1973 Net sales - 51,425613,531 * Net after taxes : $159,363,059 Earn. per com. share : 54 81
29,100 employees

Office: 181 E. 42 5t., New York, N.Y.

Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum Board of Trustees
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SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

CORPORATE AFFILIATION OF TRUSTEES

Pacific Tin Consolidated Corporation

FETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Vice Chairman & Member Board of Directors
ALBERT E. THIELE, Member Board of Directors
A. CHAUNCEY NEWLIN, past Member Board of Diractors
(F. Stuart Miller, Chairman & Member Board of Diractors of Pacific Tin Consolidated Corp. is a partner of
P.O. Lawson-Johnston and A_E. Thisle in Guggeanhaim Brothers firm)
Mining and processing tin, feldspar, diamonds
Operations in the United States, Malaysia. Brazil
Investment in Companhia de Diamantas de Angola
Sales range 59-12 million. B00 employees

Otfice: 120 Broadway, New York, N.Y.

Feldspar Corporation
Subsidiary of Pacific Tin Consolidated Corp.

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Chairman & Mamber Board of Directors

(F. Stuart Miller, Member Board of Diractors of Feldspar Corp., is a partner of P.O. Lawson-Johnston in
Guggenheim Brothars firm)

Products: Feldspar, mica, silica sand
Salas range 53-6 million. 280 employesas

Office: 120 Broadway, Naw York, N Y.

Companhia de Diamantes de Angola

ALBERT E. THIELE, Member Board of Directors

Diamond mining with investment of Pacific Tin Consolidated Corp



SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

CORPORATE AFFILIATION OF TRUSTEES

Anglo Company Ltd.
Formerly Anglo-Lautaro Nitrate Co.

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Chairman & Member Board of Directors
AL3ERT E. THIELE, Member Board of Directors

(Albert van de Maele, President & Member Board o1 Directors, John A. Peeples and Oscar S. Straus I,
Members Board of Directors of Anglo Co. Lid., are partners of P.O. Lawson-Johnston and A.E. Thiele
in Guggenheim Brothers firm)

Directors and related trusts, incl. Guggenheim interests held 49% of total voting power, Feb. 13, 1973

Business: General Finance
MNitrate Industry of former Anglo-Lautaro Nitrate Co. Lid., in Chile, was nationalized 1971

24 9% interest in Robert Garrett & Sons, Inc., iInvestment banking firm, Jan. 1973

53% interest in Nabors Drilling Ltd., Canada. Acquired 1974 for 53,100,000 cash. Oll and gas well drilling
in Western Canada and the Arctic. Sales approx. $10-million

Office: 120 Broadway, New York, N.Y.

Anglo Ventures Corporation
Subsidiary of Anglo Co. Ltd.

ALBERT E. THIELE, Member Board ot Directors
Office: 120 Broadway, New York, N.Y.

Minerec Corporation
Subsidiary of Anglo Co. Ltd.

ALBERT E. THIELE, Vice President & Member Board of Directors
PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Mamber Board of Directors

(Albert van de Maele, Chairman & Member Board of Directors, and John A. Peeples, Member Board of
Directors of Minerec Corp., are pariners of A.E. Thiele and Peter O. Lawson-Johnston in Guggenheim
Brothers firm)

Products: Chemical flotation reagents
Sales $1-2 million. 30 employees
Office: 120 Broadway, New York, N.Y.

quart Garrett & Sons, Inc.

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Member Board of Directors
(Albert van de Maele, also Member Board of Directors of Garrett & Sons, Inc., Is partner of P.O. Lawson-
Johnston In Guggenheim Brothers firm)
Investment banking firm
Anglo Co. Ltd. has 24.9% interest, Jan. 1973. Merger with Anglo Co. Ltd. proposed
Office: 100 Wall St., New York, N.Y.

Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum Board of Trustees
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SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM

CORPORATE AFFILIATION OF TRUSTEES

Guggenheim Brothers
Partnership

PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Partner

ALBERT E. THIELE, Partner

Ownership and management of Guggenheaim family interests

Oftice: 120 Broadway, New York, N.Y.

Elgerbar Corporation

ALBERT E. THIELE, President & Member Board of Directors
PETER O. LAWSON-JOHNSTON, Vice President & Member Board of Directors
MRS. HENRY OBRE, Member Board of Directors
EARL CASTLE STEWART, Member Board of Diraectors

MICHAEL F. WETTACH, Member Board of Directors

Ownership and management of Guggenheim real estate and securities

Office: 120 Broadway, New York, N_Y.



1974

Ten panels, each 207 x 314" (52 x 80
cm); color photo reproduction of
Manet's Bunch of Asparagus, with
frame (actual size), 32% x 37" (83 x 94
cm}; in black frames under glass. Color
reproduction by Fotofachlabor Rolf
Lillig, Cologne.

First exhibited in one-person exhibition
at Galerie Paul Maenz, Cologne, July 4-
July 31, 1974,

Collection of Dr. Roger Matthys,
Deurle, Belgium.
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Manet-PROJEKT 74

PROJEKT 74 was an exhibition billed as
representing “aspects of international art at the
beginning of the seventies.” It was staged in
the summer of 1974 by the Wallraf-Richartz-
Museum in Cologne (now Wallraf-Richartz-
Museum/Museum Ludwig), on the occasion of
its 150th anniversary. The exhibition reported-
ly cost more than $300.000. It was promoted
with the slogan,“Art Remains Art.” The
Cologne Kunsthalle (like the museum, a city
institution) and the local Kunstverein (a pri-
vate institution with subsidies from the city)
joined the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum in pre-
senting this exhibition.

Invited to participate in the exhibition,
Haacke submitted a general outline for a new

work :

Manet’s Bunch of Asparagus of 1880, collec-
tion Wallraf-Richartz-Museum. is on a studio
easel in an approx. 6 x 8 meter room of PRO-
JEKT °74. Panels on the walls present the so-
ctal and economic position of the persons who
have owned the painting over the years and the

prices paid for it.

Dr. Evelyn Weiss, the modern art curator
of the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum (1986, senior
curator and deputy director of the Museum
Ludwig) and one of six members of the PRO-
JEKT 74 organizing team, responded that this
plan was “one of the best projects submitted.”
but that it could not be executed in the exhibi-
tion or printed in the catalogue,

This decision was reached in what was
described as a “democratic vote” by the
organizing team; the vote was three to three.
Voting for the work’s exhibition were Dr.
Fvelyn Weiss: Dr. Manfred Schneckenburger,
then director of the Kunsthalle (orgamzer of
Documenta in 1977 and 1987); and Dr. Wulf

Herzongenrath, director of the Kunstverein.
The votes against the work were cast by Dr.
Horst Keller, director of the Wallraf-Richartz-
Museum (now retired); Dr. Albert Schug, the
museum’s librarian: and Dr. Dieter Ronte, the
personal aide of Prof. Dr. Gert von der Osten,
who was head of all Cologne municipal
museums and co-director of the Wallraf-
Richartz-Museum until his retirement in 1975
(Ronte is the director of the Museum of Mod-
ern Art, Vienna, since 1979). With the excep-
tion of the director of the private Kunstverein,
all team members were subordinates of Prof.
von der Osten.

Dr. Keller objected to listing Hermann J.
Abs’ nineteen positions on boards of directors.
Information about his social and economic
standing was provided in the work because, in
his capacity as chairman, he represented the
Wallraf-Richartz-Kuratorium (Association of
the Friends of the Museum). when it acquired
the Manet painting. In a letter to the artist,
Dr. Keller elaborated on his position. After
explaining that the museum, although finan-
cially carried by the city and the state,
depends on private donations for major ac-

quisitions, he conlinued:

It would mean gwing an absolutely inadequate
evaluation of the spiritual initiative of a man if
one were to relate in any way the host of offices
he holds in totally different walks of life with
such an idealistic engagement . . . A grateful
museum, however, and a grateful city, or one
ready to be moved to gratefulness, must protect
initiatives of such an extraordinary character
from any other interpretation which might later

throw even the slightest shadow on it . .

(continued, page 130)
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Manet-PROJEKT 74

120 + 121

Das Spargel-Stilleben

1880 gemalt von

Edouard Manet

Lebtvon 1832 bis 1883 in Pans. - Entstammt einer katholischen Familie des franz. GroBbiirger-
tums. Vater Auguste Manet Jurist, Personalchefl im Justizministerium, spdter Richter (magistrat) am
Cour d’appel de Paris (Berufungsgericht). Republikaner. Ritter der Ehrenlegion. - GroBvater Clément
Manet Biirgermeister von Gennevilliers an der Seine, vor Paris. Familie besitzt dortein 54 Hektar grobes
Landgut. - Mutter Eugénie Désirée Foumnier, Tochter eines franz. Diplomaten, der die Wahl Marschall
Bernadottes zum schwedischen Konig betrieb. Karl XIV. von Schweden ihr Pate. - [hr Bruder Clément
Fournier Artillerieoberst. Demissioniert wihrend der Revolution 1848 - Zwei Bruder Manets im
Staatsdienst.

Manet besucht renommiertes Collége Rollin (Mitschiiler Antonin Proust, spaterer Politiker
und Schriftsteller). Entgegen dem viterlichen Wunsch nach einem Jurastudium fahrt er fiir kurze Zeit
zur See. Fillt bei der Aufnahmepriifung zur Seekadettenanstalt durch.

1850-56 Kuaststudiumim Privatatelier von Thomas Couture, einemerfolgreichen Salonmaler.
Studienreisen nach Italien, Deutschland, Osterreich, der Schweiz, Belgien, Holland, Spanien.

Finanziell unabhidngig. Nicht auf den Verkauf seiner Bilder angewiesen. Wohnt in groBen
standesgemabl eingerichteten Hiusem in Paris, mit Dienerschaft.

Stelltab 1861 mit wechselndem Erfolg im Salon und in Kunsthandlungen aus. 1863 Beteiligung
am ,Salon des Réfusés” (Salon der Zurnickgewiesenen). Bilder werden wegen Verstossen gegen die
Konvention von der offiziellen Kritik bekampft. Kritische Unterstiitzung durch Zola, Mallarme,
Rimbaud.

Heiratet 1863 nach dem Tod seines Vaters Suzanne LeenhofT, seine ehemalige K lavierlehrerin,
die Tochter eines hollindischen Musikers. Léon Edouard Koé#lla, ihr 1852 geborener Sohn, ist ein
illegitimes K ind Manets; wird von thm adoptiert.

Stellt 1867 aus Protest gegen die konservative Jury 50 Bilder in einer fir 18 000 Francs
selbstfinanzierten Baracke auf einem Grundstick des Marquis de Pomereu in der Nihe der Weltaus-
stellung in Paris aus. Anhanger unter jungeren, besonders impressionistischen K instlern.

Als Nationalgardist 1870 bei der Verteidigung von Paris im Deutsch-Franzosischen Krieg,
Meldeginger im Regimentsstab. Wiahrend der Pariser Kommune bei seiner Familie in Sudfrankreich. -
Antirovalist. Bewunderer des Republikaners Léeon Gambetta, des spiteren Ministerprasidenten.

1871 umfangreiche Bilderkaufe durch den Kunsthindler Durand-Ruel, einem Freund im-
pressionistischer Malerei. Findet Anerkennung in den fir kiinstlerische Neuerungen aufgeschlossenen
Kreisen der Pariser Gesellschaft. Zahlreiche Portratauftriage. 1881 Gewinnder 2. Medaille des Salons. Auf
Vorschlag Antonin Prousts Emennung zum Ritter der Ehrenlegion.

Wihrend seiner todlichen Krankheit Behandlung durch fritheren Leibarzt Napoleon IIL

1883 Gedachtnisausstellung inder Ecole des Beaux-Arts Paris. Katalogvorwort von Emile Zola.
Verkaufserlos zugunsten der Erben 116 637 Francs.



Das Spargel-Stilleben
1880 fur 800 Francs gekauft durch

Charles Ephrussi

Geboren 1849 in Odessa, gestorben 1905 in Paris. - Entstammut jiidischer Bankiersfamilie mit
Bankunternehmen in (ddessa, Wien und Pans. Familidre Beziehungen zur franz. Hochfinanz (Baron
de Reinach, Baron de Rothschild).

Studiert in Odessa und Wien. - 1871 Ubersiedlung nach Paris.

Eigene Bankgeschifte. - Kunstschnftstellerische Arbeiten u. a. uber Albrecht Diirer, Jacopo
de Barbarn) und Paul Baudry. 1875 Mitarbeit an der ,Gazette des Beaux Arts”, 1885 Mitinhaber, 1894
Herausgeber.

Mitglied zahlreicher kuitureller Komitees und Salons der Pariser Gesellschalt, Organisiert
mit Gustave Dreyfus, der Comtesse Greffulhes und der Prinzessin Mathilde Kunstausstellungen und
Konzerte, u. a. von Werken Richard Wagners. - Zweites Vorbild fir Marcel Prousts Swann.

Sammelt Kunstder Renaissance, des 18. Jahrhunderts, Albrecht Durers, Ostasiatische Kunst
und Werke zeitgendssischer Maler.

Zahlt Manetstattdervereinbarten 800 Francs furdas , Spargel-Stilleben”™ insgesamt 1000 Francs,
Aus Dankbarkeit schickt im Manet das Stilleben eines einzelnen Spargeis (1880, O aul Lemmwand,
16,5 x 21.5cm, Panis Musée de I'lmpressionisme) mit der Bemerkung : , Es fehlte noch in lhrem Bundel”.

Ritter (1882) und Offizier (1903) der Ehrenlegion

Crravure von M. Patricot ,Charles Ephrussi” aus ,La Gazette des Beaux Arts”, Pans 1905



Manet-PROJEKT ‘74

122 « 123

Das Spargel-Stilleben
zwischen 1900 und 1902 gekauft durch

Alexandre Rosenberg

Entstammt jiidischer Familie aus Ungamn. - In jungen Jahren Ubersiedlung nach Paris.
1870 Griindung einer Kunst- und Antiquititenhandlung in Paris. - Stirbt 1913 in Paris.

Fortfihrung der Firma durch seinen Sohn Paul Rosenberg. Spezialisierung auf die Kunst
des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts. 1940 Umzug nach New York. Gegenwirtig Paul Rosenberg & Co. in
New York.



Das Spargel-Stilleben
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Paul Cassirer

Geboren 1871 in Gaorlitz, Selbstmord 1926 in Berlin. - Entstammt wohlhabender judischer
Familie. Vater Louis Cassirergrindetmit 2 S6hnen die Firma Dr. Cassirer& Co., Kabelwerke in Berlin -
Bruder Prof. Richard Cassirer, Berliner Neurologe. - Vetter Prof. Emst Cassirer bekannter Philosoph.

Kunstgeschichtsstudium in Minchen. Mitredakteur des .Simplizissimus”. Eigene literarische
Arbeiten.

Griindet mit Vetter Bruno Cassirer 1898 in Berlin Verlags-und Kunsthandlung. 1901 Trennung.
Weiterfiihrung als Kunstsalon Paul Cassirer, VictonastraBe 35, in vornehmer Berliner Gegend.

Mit der Kunstlervereinigung ,Berliner Sezession” Kampf gegen offizielle Hofkunst Trotz
Unwillen des Kaisers Handel und publizistische Forderung des franz. Impressionismus. Enge Beziehun-
gen zum Pariser Kunsthindler Durand-Ruel. Verhilft den Deutschen Malern Triibner, Liebermann,
Corinth und Slevogt zum Erfolg.

1908 Giindung des Verlags Paul Cassirer fir Kunstliteratur und Belletristik. Publikationen des
literarischen Expressionismus. 1910 Griindung der Halbmonatsschrift ,Pan” und ,Pan”-Gesellschaft zur
Forderung von Bihnenwerken, u. a. Wedekind.

Aus erster Ehe eine Tochter und ein Sohn (Selbstmord im 1. Weltkrieg). Heiratet 1910 in
zweiter Ehe die Schauspielenn Tilla Duneux.

1914 Kriegsfreiwilliger. Erhilt Eisernes Kreuz in Ypern. Wird Kriegsgegner.

Zeitweilig in Haft (beschuldigt, unrechtmilBig franz. Bilder verkauft zu haben). Flucht in die
Schweiz und Aufenthalt in Bern und Zirich bis Kriegsende. Verhilft Harry Graf KeBler zu franz.
Kontakten fur Verhandlungen mit Frankreich im Auftrage Ludendorffs. Verlegt mit Max Rascher
pazifistische Literatur.

MNach der Revolution 1918 in Berlin Eintritt in die USPD. Verlegt sozialistische Bucher, u. a.
von Kautzky und Bemnstein.

Grund fiir Selbstmord 1926 vermutlich Konflikt mit Tilla Duneux.

Weiterfuhrung des Kunstsalons Paul Cassirer in Amsterdam, Zunch und London durch
Dr. Walter Feilchenfeldt und Dr. Grete Ring, eine Nichte Max Liebermanns.

Lithographie von Max Oppenheimer,  Bildnis Paul Cassirer”. um 1925
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Das Spargel-Stilleben
fur 24 300,- RM gekauft durch

Max Liebermann

Maler, lebt von 1847 bis 1935 in Berlin. - Entstammt einer judischen Fabrikantenfamilie.
Vater Louis Liebermann Textilindustrnieller in Berlin. Besitzt ebenfalls EisengieBerer Wilhelmshutte in
Sprottau, Schlesien. - Mutter Philipine Haller, Tochter eines Berliner Juwelhiers (Grunder der Firma
Haller & Rathenau). - Bruder Prof, Felix Liebermann, bekannter Historiker, - Vetter Walther Rathenau.
Industrieller (AEG), ReichsauBenminister (1922 ermordet).

Liebermann besucht renommiertes Friedrich-Werdersches Gymnasium in Berlin zusammen
mit Sohnen Bismarcks. - Kunststudium im Privatatelier Steffeck, Berlin, und auf der Kunstakadendie
Weimar. Liangere Arbeitsaufenthalte in Paris, Holland, Minchen. - Freiwilliger Krankenpfleger im
Deutsch-Franzosischen Kneg 1870/71.

Heiratet 1884 Martha Marckwald, zieht nach Berlin zuruck. 1885 Geburt der Tochter Kathe
Liebermann.

Erbt 1894 viterliches Palais am Parniser Platz 7 (Brandenburger Tor). Baut 1910 Sommersitz am
Wannsee, GroBe Seestralie 27 (seit 1971 Clubhaus des Deutschen Unterwasserclubs e.V.). Finanziell
unabhéngig. Lebt nicht vom Verkauf seiner Werke.

1897 Gesamtausstellung in der Berliner Akademie der K unste. GroBe Goldere Medaille. Seine
durch Realismus und franz. Impressionismus beeinfluBten Bilder werden von Wilhelm 1. empdért
abgelehnt. - Malt Genreszenen, Stadtlandschaften, Strand- und Gartenszenen, Gesellschaltsportrats,
Kiunstler, Wissenschaftler, Politiker. - Ausstellung und Verkauf durch Kunstsalon Paul Cassirer in
Berlin. Werke in dffentlichen Sammlungen u. a. Wallraf-Richartz-Museum Kcln.

Professorentitel 1897, - Prisident der ,Berliner Sezession™ (Kiunstlervereinigung gegen Hol-
kunst) 1898-1911, Ricktritt wegen Opposition jingerer Kunstler. - 1898 Mitghed, 1912 im Senat, 1920
Prasident der PreuBischen Akademie der Kiinste. Ricktntt 1933, - Ehrendoktor der Universitat Berlin.
Ehrenbiirger der Stadt Berlin. Ritter derfranz. Ehrenlegion. Orden von Oranje-Nassau. Ritter des Ordens
Pour le mérite und andere Auszeichnungen.

Besitzt Werke von Cézanne, Daumier, Degas, Manet, Monet, Renoir. Deponiert seine Samm-
lung 1933 im Kunsthaus Zunch.

1933 von Mazis aus allen Amtern entlassen. Ausstellungsverbot. Entfernung seiner Bilder aus
dffentlichen Sammlungen.

Stirbt 1935 in Berlin. Frau Martha Liebermann begeht 1943 Selbstmord. um sich drohender
Verhaftung zu entziehen.

Photo um 1930
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vererbt an

Kathe Riezler

Geboren 18ES5 in Berlin, gestorben 1951 in New York.
Tochter des Malers Max Liebermann und seiner Frau Martha Marckwald
Heiratet 1915 in Berlin Dr. phil. Kurt Riezler. 1917 Geburt der Tochter Mana Riceler

Dr. Kurt Riezler, geboren 1882 in Munchen, Sohn eines Kaufmanns. Studium der K lassischen
Antike an der Universitit Miunchen, 1905 Dissertation : ,,Das zweite Buch der pseudoaristotelischen
Okonomie”.

1906 Eintritt ins Auswiartige Amtin Berlin, Legationsrat, spater Gesandter. Arbeitet im Stab
des Reichskanzlers von Bethmann-Hollweg, [919/20 Leter des Buros des Reichsprasidenten Friedrich
Ebert.

1913 unter dem Decknamen 1. J. Ruedorffer Veroffenthchung der Prolegomena 7u ciner
Theornie der Poliuk™, 1914  Grundzuge der Weltpolitik in der Gegenwart”. - Spater Publikati ynen rur
Geschichtsphilosophie, zur politischen Theorie und Asthetik

1927 Honorarprofessor, stellvertretender Geschaltsfuhrer und Vorsitzender des Kuraloriums
an der Goethe Universitatin Frankfurt am Main.

1933 Entlassung durch Nazis.

Umzug der Familie nach Berlin in das Haus Max Liebermanns, Pariser Platz 7. - Erben 1935
seine Kunstsammilung., die Liebermann 1933 dem Kunsthaus Zirich in Obhut gegeben hatite.

1938 Emigration der Familie nach New York. Sammlung folgt dorthin.

1939 erhalt Dr. Riezler eine Professur fur Philosophie an der New School for Social Rescarch
in New York, einer von Emigranten gegrundeten Universitat, Gastprofessuren an der University of
Chicago und der Columbia Umiversity in New York.

Kiathe Riezler stirbt 1951, Dr. Riezler emeritiert 1952, stirbtin Minchen 1956

Pastell von Max Liebermann, JIhe Tochter des Kunstlers™ [0
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vererbt an

Maria White

Geboren 1917 in Berlin. - Tochter von Prof. Dr. Kurt Riezler und Kithe Liebermann.
Emigniert 1938 mitthren Eltern nach New York.
Heiratet Howard Burton White.

Howard B. White, geboren 1912 in Montclair, N. ], studiert 1934-38 an der New School for
Social Research in New York, wo Dr. Kurt Riezler lehrt. 1941 Rockefeller Stipendium. Promoviert 1943
an der New School zum Doctor of Science

Unterrichtet an der Lehigh University und am Coe College. Gegenwirtig Professor im
Craduate Department of Political and Social Science der New School for Social Research. Lehrt Political
Philosophy.

Verdlfentlichungen u. a. ,Peace Among the Willows - The Political Philosophy of Francis
Bacon™, den Haag 1968. ,Copp'd Hiils Towards Heaven - Shakespeare and the Classical Polity,"den Haag
1968.

Maria und Howard B. White leben in Northport, N_ Y. Sie haben zwei Kinder.

Olbild von Max Liebermann .Tochterund Enkelin des Kunstlers™ (Maria Riezlerim Bild rechts). um 1930
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Das Spargel-Stilleben
1968 uiber Frau Marianne Feilchenfeldt, Ziirich
fur 1360000,- DM erworben durch das

Wallraf-Richartz-K uratorium und die Stadt Koln

Dem Wallraf-Richartz-Museum von Hermann J. Abs, dem Vorsitzenden des Kuratoriums.
am |8, April 1968 im Andenken an Konrad Adenauer als Dauerleihgabe ubergeben

Das Wallral-Richartz-K uratorium und Forderer-Gesellschalt ¢,

Vorstand

Hermann J. Abs
Prof. Dr. Kurt Hansen
Dr. Dr. Gunter Henle
Profl. Dr. Ernst Schneider
Prof. Dr. Otto H. Forster
Prof. Dr. Gert von der Osten (geschiftsfuhrend)

Kuralorium

Prof. Dr. Viktor Achter
Dr. Max Adenauer
Fritz Berg
Dr. Walther Berndorff
Theo Burauen
Prof. Dr. Fritz Burgbacher
D, Fritz Butschkau
Dr. Felix Eckhardt
Frau (nisela Fitting
Prot. Dr. Kurt Forberg
Walter Franz
Dr. Hans Gerling
Dr. Herbert Girardet
Dr. Paul Gulker
lwan D). Herstatt
Raymund Jorg
Fugen Gottheb von Langen
Viktor Langen
Dr. Peter Ludwig
Prot. Dr. Heinz Mohneén
Cai Grral 2u Rantzau
karl Gustavy Kayen
[Dr. Hans Reuter
. Hans-Gunther Sohl
Dir. Dr. Werner Schulz
Dr. Mikolaus Gral Strasoldo
Chrnstoph Vowinckel
Oto Wolll von Amerongen

Hermann J. Abs bei der Ubergabe des Bildes
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Das Spargel-Stilleben
erworben durch die Initiative des
Vorsitzenden des.-Wallraf-Richartz-K uratoriums

Hermann J. Abs

Geboren 1901 in Bonn. - Entstammt wohlhabender katholischer Familie. Vater Dr. Josef Abs,
Rechtsanwalt und Justizrat, Mitinhaber der Hubertus Braunkohlen AG. Bruggen, Erft. Mutter Katharina
Liickerath.

Abitur 1919 Realgymnasium Bonn. - Ein Sem. Jurastudium Universitit Bonn. - Banklehre
im Kdlner Bankhaus Delbrick von der Heydt & Co. Erwirbtinternationale Bankerfahrung in Amsterdam,
London, Panis, USA.

Heiratet 1928 Inez Schnitzler. [hr Vatermit Georg von Schnitzlervom Vorstand des 1G . Farben-
konzerns verwandt. Tante verheiratet mit Baron Alfred Neven du Mont Schwester verheiratet mit
Georg Graf von der Goltz, - Geburt der Kinder Thomas und Marion Abs.

Mitglied der Zentrumspartei. - 1929 Prokura im Bankhaus Delbruck, Schickler & Co., Berlin,
1935-37 einer der 5 Teilhaber der Bank.

1937 im Vorstand und Aufsichtsrat der Deutschen Bank , Berlin. Leiter der Auslandsabteilung.
- 1939 von Reichswirtschaftsminister Funk in den Beirat der Deutschen Reichsbank berufen. - Mitghed
in Ausschiissen der Reichsbank, Reichsgruppe Industrie, Reichsgruppe Banken, Reichswirtschafts-
kammer und einem Arbeitskreis im Reichswirtschaftsministerium. - 1944 in uber 50 Aufsichts- und
Verwaltungsriten groBer Unternehmen. Mitgliedschaft in Gesellschaften zur Wahrmehmung deutscher
Wirtschaftsinteressen im Ausland.

1946 fur 6 Wochen in brnitischer Haft. - Von der Alliierten Entnazifizierungsbehorde als
entlastet (5) eingestuft.

1948 bei der Grindung der Kreditanstalt fir Wiederaufbau. MaBgeblich an der Wirtschafts-
planung der Bundesregierung beteiligt. Wirtschaftsberater Konrad Adenauers. - Leiter der deutschen
Delegation bei der Londoner Schuldenkonferenz 1951-53. Berater bei den Wiedergutmachungsver-
handlungen mit Israel in Den Haag. 1954 Mitglied der CDU,

1952 im Aufsichtsrat der Suddeutschen Bank AG. - 1957-67 Vorstandssprecherder Deutschen
Bank AG. Seit 1967 Vorsitzender des Aufsichtsrats.

o Ehrenvorsitzender des Aufsichtsrats
Deutsche Uberseeische Bank, Hamburg - Pittler Maschinenfabrnik AG, Langen (Hessen)
Vorsitzender des Aufsichtsrats:

Dahlbusch Verwaltungs-AG, Gelsenkirchen - Daimler Benz AG, Stuttgart-Untertiirkheim -
Deutsche Bank AG, Frankfurt - Deutsche Lufthansa AG, Kdln - Philipp Holzmann AG, Frankfurt -
Phoenix Gummiwerke AG, Hamburg-Harburg - RWE Elektrnizitatswerk AG, Essen -
Vereinigte Glanzstoff AG, Wuppertal-Elberfeld - Zellstoff-Fabrik Waldhof AG, Mannheim

. Ehrenvorsitzender:
Salamander AG, Kommwestheim - Gebr. Stumm GmbH, Brambauer (Westf.) -
Suddeutsche Zucker-AG, Mannheim
Stellvertr. Vors. des Aufsichtsrats :
Badische Anilin- und Sodafabrik AG, Ludwigshafen - Siemens AG, Berlin-Miinchen
Mitghed des Aufsichtsrats:
Metallgesellschaft AG, Frankfurt
Priasident des Verwaltungsrats
Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau - Deutsche Bundesbahn

GrobBes Bundesverdienstkreuz mit Stern, Pipstl. Stern zum Komturkreuz, GroBkreuz Isabella
die Katholische von Spanien, Cruzeiro do Sul von Brasilien. - Ritter des Ordens vom Heiligen Grabe. -
Dr. h.c. der Univ. Gotungen, Sofia, Tokio und der Wirtschaftshochschule Mannheim.

Lebt in Kronberg (Taunus) und auf dem Bentgerhof bei Remagen.

Photo aus Current Biography Yearbook 1970 New York



Das Spargel-Stilleben
erworben mit Stiftungen von

Hermann J. Abs, Frankfurt

Viktor Achter, Monchengladbach
Agrippina Ruckversicherungs AG., Kéln
Allianz Versicherung AG., Koln

Heinrich Auer Muhlenwerke, Koln
Bankhaus Heinz Ansmann, Koln

Bankhaus Delbriuck von der Heydt & Co._, Koln
Bankhaus Sal. Oppenheim jr. & Cie., Koln
Bankhaus C. G. Trinkaus, Disseldorf

Dr. Walter Berndorff, Koln

Firma Felix Boticher, Koln

Robert Bosch GmbH, Koln

Central Krankenversicherungs AG., Koln
Colonia Versicherungs-Gruppe, Koln
Commerzbank AG., Dusseldort

Concordia Lebensversicherungs AG., Kdln
Daimler Benz AG., Stuttgart-Unterturkheim
Demag AG., Duisburg

Deutsch-Atlantische Telegraphenges., Koln
Deutsche Bank AG., Frankfurt

Deutsche Centralbodenkredi. AG., Kdln
Deutsche Continental-Gas-Ges., Dusseldorf
Deutsche Krankenversicherungs AG., Kaoln
Deutsche Libby-Owens-Ges. AG., Gelsenkirchen
Deutsche Solvay-Werke GmbH, Solingen-Ohligs
Dortmunder Union-Brauerei, Dortmund
Dresdner Bank AG., Dusseldorf
Farbenfabriken Baver AG., Leverkusen
Gisela Fitting, Koln

Autohaus Jacob Fleischhaver K. G., Koln
Glanzstoff AG., Wuppertal

Graf Rudiger von der Goltz, Disseldorf

Dr. Paul Gulker, Kdln

Gottfried Hagen AG., Koln

Hein. Lehmann & Co. AG., Diusseldorf
Hilgers AG., Rheinbrohl

Hoesch AG., Dortmund

Helmut Horten GmbH, Dasseldorf
Hubertus Brauerei GmbH, Koin
Karstadt-Peters GmbH, Koln

Kaufhalle GmbH, K6ln

Kaufhof AG, Kdln

Kleinwanzlebener Saatzucht AG., Einbeck

Klockner Werke AG ., Duisburg

Kolmische Lebens- und Sachvers. AG., Koln
Viktor Langen, Dusseldorf-Meerbusch
Margarine Union AG., Hamburg
Mauser-Werke GmbH, Kéln

Josef Mayr K. GG, Hagen

Michel Brennstoffhandel GmbH. Dusseldorf
(ert von der Osten, Koln

Kurt Pauli, Lovenich

Pleifer & Langen, K&in

Preussag AG. . Hannover

William Prym Werke AG ., Stolberg
Karl-Gustav Ratjen, Konigstein (Taunus)
Dr. Hans Reuter, Duisburg
Rhemisch-Westl. Bodenkreditbank, K 6ln
Rhein -Westl Isolatorenwerke GmbH, Sieghurg
Rhein-Westf. Kalkwerke AG.. Dornap
Sachtleben AG.. Koln

Servais-Werke AG., Witterschlick

Siemag Siegener MaschinenbauGmbH ., Dahlbruch
Dr. F. E. Shinnar, Tel-Ganim (Israel)
Sparkasse der Stadt Koln, Kdln

Schlesische Feuervers.-Ges. . Koln

Ewald Schneider, Koln

Schoellersche Kammgarnspinnerer AG., Eitorf
Stahlwerke Bochum AG ., Bochum

Dir. Josel Steegmann, Kaoln-Zurich

Strabag Bau AG. . Koln

Dr. Nikolaus Gral Strasoldo, Burg Gudenau
Cornelius Stissgen AG., Koln

August Thyssen-Hutle AG ., Dusseldorl
Union Rhein. Braunkohlen AG ., Wesseling
Veremigie Alumimium-Werke AG., Bonn
Vereimgle Glaswerke, Aachen

Volkshilfe Lebensversicherungs AG., Koln
Jos. Voss GmbH & Co. KG., Bruhl

Walther & Cie. AG ., Kdln

Wessel-Werk GmbH, Bonn

Westdeutlsche Bodenkreditanstalt, K oln
Westd. Landesbank Girozentrale, Dusseldord
Westfalenbank AG_, Bochum

Rud. Siedersleben’sche O, Wolll-Suftg. . Kaln
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He also remarked,

A museum knows nothing about economic
power; it does indeed, however, know something

about spiritual power.

Dr. Keller and Prof. von der Osten never
saw or showed any interest in seeing the work
before they rejected it. Instead, on July 4. the
day of the press opening of PROJEKT 74,
Manet-PROJEKT 74 went on exhibition at
Galerie Paul Maenz in Cologne, with a full-
size color reproduction in place of the original
Bunch of Asparagus.

Daniel Buren incorporated in his own
work in PROJEKT 74 a scaled-down facsimile
of Manet-PROJEKT "74. which Haacke had
provided at his request. He also attached to it
a poster entitled, “Art Remains Politics™—
referring to the exhibition’s official slogan,
“Art Remains Art"—with an excerpt from
“Limites Crnitiques,” an essay Buren had writ-
ten in 1970:

. . . Art, whatever else it may be, is exclusively
political. What is called for is the analysis of
formal and cultural limits (and not one or the
other) within which art exists and struggles.
These limits are many and of different in-

tensitres. Although the prevailing ideology and

the associated artists try in every way to
camouflage them, and although it is too
early—the conditions are not met—to blow

them up, the time has come to unveil them.

On the morning after the opening, Prof.
von der Osten had those parts of Buren’s work
which had been provided by Haacke (includ-
ing a color reproduction of the Manet still life)
pasted over with double layers of white paper.

Several artists, among them Antonio
Diaz, Frank Gillette, and Newton and Helen
Harrison, temporarily or permanently closed
down their works in protest. Carl Andre,
Robert Filliou, and Sol LeWitt had previously
withdrawn from the exhibition, after hearing
that Manet-PROJEKT 74 would not be
admitted.

In response to a question by Prof. Carl R.
Baldwin, who was preparing an article on the
incident for Art in America, Dr. Keller wrote
in a letter of September 25, 1974: “In any
event, it is not an uncommon practice for a
museum to paste over an artist’s work, when
an artist has expressly disregarded an agree-
ment previously reached with a museum . . .”

Hermann J. Abs, still an honorary
president and member of the Deutsche Bank’s
advisory board. has lately represented German
interests at international art auctions. In 1983.
he successfully bid for an old German illumi-
nated manuscript, the Gospels of Henry the
Lion, at Sotheby Parke-Bernet in London. The
manuscript was acquired by the German con-
sortium for $11.7 million.

In 1982. Abs was appointed by Pope
John Paul II to the advisory board of the In-
stitute of Religious Works, the agency that
manages the Vatican’s finances. The appoint-
ment drew strong protests and an immediate
call for Abs’ resignation by the Simon Wiesen-
thal Center at Yeshiva University in Los

Angeles.



Translation:

Bunch of Asparagus
1880 painted by
Edouard Manet

Lived from 1832 to 1883 in Paris. De-
scendant of a well-to-do Catholic family
of the French bourgeoisie. Father, Au-
guste Manet, lawyer, chief of personnel
at Ministry of Justice, later judge
(magistrat] at the Cour d'appel de Paris
(court of appeals). Republican. Knight
of the Legion of Honor. Grandfather,
Clément Manet, mayor of Gennevil-
liers, on the Seine, near Paris. Family
owns 133-acre farm there. Mother,
Eugénie-Désirée Fournier, daughter of
French diplomat who managed the
election of Marshall Bernadotte to the
Swedish throne. Charles XIV of
Sweden, her godfather. Her brother,
Clément Fournier, colonel in the artil-
lery. Resigned during revolution, 1848,
Two brothers of Manet in the civil ser-
vice.

Manet attends renowned Collége Rollin
(with Antonin Proust, later politician
and writer). Goes to sea for a short
while, contrary to his father's wish for
law studies. Fails entrance exam for
Ecole Navale (Naval Academy)
1850-56, studies art in private atelier of
Thomas Couture, a successful salon
painter. Travels to ltaly, Germany,
Austria, Switzerland, Belgium, Holland,
Spain.

Financially independent of the sale of
his paintings. Lives in richly furnished
Parisian houses, with servants,
Exhibits since 1861 at the Salon and in
private art galleries with uneven suc-
cess. 1863, participation in the “Salon
des Refusés” (Salon of the Rejected).
Paintings are attacked by establishment
critics for their offenses against con-
vention. Support from Zola, Mallarmé,
Rimbaud.

After the death of his father in 1863,
marries Suzanne Leenhoff, She is his
former piano teacher, daughter of a

Dutch musician. Her son, Léon-Edouard
Kéella, born 1852, is Manet's illegiti-
mate child; adopted by Manet.

1867, in protest against conservative
jury, exhibits fifty paintings in a pavil-
ion specially constructed at his own ex-
pense for 18,000 francs on the grounds
of the Marquis de Pomereu, near the
Exposition Universelle in Paris. Follow-
€rs among younger, especially im-
pressionist artists.

As a national guardsman, participates
in the defense of Paris during the
Franco-Prussian War, 1870. Messenger
for the regimental staff. During the
Paris Commune with his family in
southern France. Antiroyalist, Admirer
of the Republican Léon Gambetta, the
future prime minister.

1871, the art dealer Durand-Ruel, a
friend of impressionist painting, buys a
great number of his works. Meets with
the approval of circles of Parisian soci-
ety that are open to artistic innovation.
Numerous commissions of portraits.
Wins second-class medal at the Salon,
1881. At the suggestion of Antonin
Proust, appointed Knight of the Legion
of Honor.

During his fatal illness, treated by
former physician of Napoleon |II.

1883, memorial exhibition at the Ecole
des Beaux-Arts, Paris, Preface to cata-
logue by Emile Zola. Proceeds of sales
for heirs, 116,637 francs.

Bunch of Asparagus
1880 for 800 francs acquired by
Charles Ephrussi

Born 1849 in Odessa, dies 1905 in
Paris, Descendant of Jewish family of
bankers with banks in Odessa, Vienna,
Paris. Family relations to French high
finance (Baron de Reinach, Baron de
Rothschild).

Studies in Odessa and Vienna. 1871,
moves to Paris.

Own banking activities. Art historical
writings about Albrecht Diirer, Jacopo
de Barbarij, Paul Baudry, etc. 1875,
works for Gazette des Beaux-Arts:
1885, co-owner; 1894, publisher.

Member of numerous cultural com-
mittees and salons of Parisian society.
With Gustave Dreyfus, the Comtesse
Greffulhe, and Princess Mathilde, orga-
nizes art exhibitions and concerts of
the works of Richard Wagner, among
others. Second model for Marcel
Proust’s Swann.

Collector of works from the Renais-

sance, the eighteenth century, and con-

temporary painters, plus works by
Albrecht Diirer and East Asian art.
Instead of paying Manet 800 francs for
Bunch of Asparagus as agreed upon,
he pays 1000 francs. To show his grati-
tude, Manet sends him the stiil life of a
single asparagus (1880, oil on canvas,
6%z x 8Y2", Paris, Musée de I'lmpres-
sionisme) with a note: “Your bunch
was one short.”

Knight (1881), officer (1903) in the
Legion of Honor.

Engraving by M. Patricot, Charfes Ephruss;,
from Gazette des Beaux-Arts, Paris, 1905.

Bunch of Asparagus
between 1900 and 1902 acquired by
Alexandre Rosenberg

Born about 1850 in Pressburg (Bratisla-
va), dies 1913 in Paris. Descendant of a
Jewish family from Bohemia,
Emigrates to Paris at the age of nine.
1870, founds a firm dealing with
antiques and fine art.

1878, marries Mathilde Jellineck of a
Viennese family. They have three sons
and one daughter.

After his death in 1913, continuation of
the firm by his youngest son, Paul,
born 1881 in Paris. Specialization in the

art of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-

turies. 1940, moves to New York. At
present, Paul Rosenberg & Co. in New
York, headed by Alexandre Rosenberg,
a grandson.

Charlot, charcoal, Portrait of Alexandre
Rosenbery.

Bunch of Asparagus

as of unknown date owned
by or on consignment with
Paul Cassirer

Born 1871 in Gérlitz, commits suicide
1926 in Berlin. Descendant of well-to-
do Jewish family. Father, Louis Cassir-
er, with two sons, founder of firm Dr,
Cassirer & Co., Kabelwerke (cable
factory) in Berlin. Brother, Prof. Richard
Cassirer, neurologist in Berlin. Cousin,
Prof, Ernst Cassirer, renowned philoso-
pher,

Studies art history in Munich. One of
the editors of Simplizissimus. Own
writings.

1838, with his cousin, Bruno Cassirer,
founder of publishing house and art
gallery in Berlin. 1901, partnership dis-
solved. Continues Kunstsalon Paul Cas-
sirer (gallery], Victoriastrasse 35, in
wealthy section of Berlin,

Opponent, along with “Berliner Sezes-
sion” (association of artists), of official
art of the court. Despite the kaiser's in-
dignation, supports French impression-
ism through publications and art deal-
ing. Close relation to Parisian art dealer
Durand-Ruel. Promotes German paint-
ers Tribner, Liebermann, Corinth, and
Slevogt.

1908, founds publishing house, Paul
Cassirer, for art publications, fiction,
and poetry. Publishes works of literary
expressionism, 1910, foundation of
bimonthly magazine Pan, and Pan-
Society for the promotion of dramatic
works, among them works by Wede-
kind.

From first marriage, one daughter and
one son (commits suicide during World
War ). Second marriage to actress Tilla
Durieux,

1914, army volunteer. Awarded Iron
Cross at Ypres. Becomes pacifist.
Temporarily imprisoned (accused of
having illegally sold French paintings).
Escapes to Switzerland and stays in



Bern and Zurich until the end of the
war. Assists Harry Graf Kessler with
French contacts for negotiations with
France on behalf of Ludendorff. Pub-
lishes pacifist writings with Max
Rascher.

After revolution of 1918, in Berlin,
member of USPD (leftist faction of So-
cial Democratic Party). Publishes social-
ist books, by Kautzky and Bernstein,
among others.

Motives for suicide, 1926, probably re-
lated to conflict with Tilla Durieux.
Continuation of Kunstsalon Paul Cassir-
er in Amsterdam, Zurich, and London
by Dr. Walter Feilchenfeldt and Dr.
Grete Ring, a niece of Max Lieber-
mann.

Lithograph by Max Oppenheimer, Portrait of
Paul Cassirer, c. 1925.

Bunch of Asparagus
for Reichsmark 24,300.—acquired by
Max Liebermann

Painter. Lived from 1847 to 1935 in Ber-
lin. Descendant of a Jewish family of
industrialists. Father, Louis Lieber-
mann, textile industrialist in Berlin,
Also owns Eisengiesserei Wilhelmshut-
te (iron foundry) in Sprottau, Silesia.
Mother, Philipine Haller, daughter of
Berlin jeweler (founder of firm Haller &
Rathenau). Brother, Felix Liebermann,
well-known historian. Cousin, Walther
Rathenau, industrialist (AEG), foreign
minister of German Reich (murdered
19221.

Liebermann attends renowned
Friedrich-Werdersches Gymnasium in
Berlin, together with sons of Bismarck.
Art studies in private Atelier Steffeck,
Berlin, and at the Art Academy of
Weimar, Works several years in Paris,
Holland, Munich. Voluntary medic dur-
ing Franco-Prussian War, 1870-71,
Marries Martha Marckwald, 1884.
Moves back to Berlin. 1885, birth of
daughter Kathe Liebermann.

Inherits father’'s mansion at Pariser
Platz 7 (Brandenburg Gate), 1894.

Manet-PROJEKT ‘74
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Builds summer residence at Wannsee,
Grosse Seestrasse 27 (since 1971, club-
house of Deutscher Unterwasserclub
e.V.). Financially independent of the
sale of his works.

1897, major one-man exhibition at the
Berliner Akademie der Kinste. Great
Gold Medal. His paintings, influenced
by realism and French impressionism,
indignantly rejected by Kaiser Wilhelm
Il Paints genre scenes, urban land-
scapes, beach and garden scenes, soci-
ety portraits, and portraits of artists,
scientists, and politicians. Exhibition
and sale through Kunstsalon Paul Cas-
sirer in Berlin. Works in public collec-
tions, .g., Wallraf-Richartz-Museum,
Cologne.

Awarded honorary title of Professor,
1897. President of the “Berliner Sezes-
sion” (association of artists against art
of the kaiser's court), 1898-1911;
resignation due to opposition from
younger artists. Member (1898), in the
senate {1912), president of the Prussian
Academy of Arts, 1920. Resignation,
1933. Honorary doctorate, University of
Berlin. Honorary citizen of Berlin.
Knight of the French Legion of Honor.
Order of Oranje-Nassau. Knight of the
German Order pour le mérite and other
decorations.

Owns works by Cézanne, Daumier,
Degas, Manet, Monet, Renoir. Deposits
his collection with Kunsthaus Zurich,
1933.

1933, dismissed from all offices by
Nazis. Forbidden to exhibit. Removal of
his paintings from public collections.
Dies 1937 in Berlin. His wife, Martha
Liebermann, commits suicide, 1943, to
avoid arrest.

Photo around 1930.

Bunch of Asparagus
inherited by
Kathe Riezler

Born 1885 in Berlin, dies 1951 in New
York. Daughter of the painter Max
Liebermann and his wife Martha
Marckwald.

Marries Kurt Riezler (Ph.D.), 1915, in
Berlin. 1917, birth of their daughter,
Maria Riezler.

Dr. Kurt Riezler, born 1882 in Munich.
Son of a businessman. Classical Greek
studies at the University of Munich.
1905, dissertation: “The Second Book
of Pseudo-Aristotelian Economics.”
1906, enters Foreign Service in Berlin.
Second secretary, later minister.
Worked on the staff of Chancellor von
Bethmann-Hollweg. 1919-20, head of
the office of President Friedrich Ebert
of the German Reich.

1913, under the pseudonym J. J.
Ruedorffer, publication of “Pro-
legomena for a Theory of Politics”;
1914, "Basic Traits of World Politics of
the Present.” Later publications on the
philosophy of history, political theory,
and aesthetics.

1927, professor, vice-president, and
chairman of the board of Goethe Uni-
versity in Frankfurt-am-Main.

1933, dismissed by Nazis.

Family returns to Berlin, moves into
Max Liebermann's house, Pariser Platz
7. 1935, Inherits his art collection,
which Liebermann had deposited with
the Kunsthaus Ziirich for protection.
1938, emigration of family to New
York. Collection follows.

1939, Dr. Kurt Riezler becomes pro-
fessor of philosophy at the New School
for Social Research in New York, a uni-
versity founded by emigrants. Visiting
professor at the University of Chicago
and Columbia University in New York.
Kathe Riezler dies in 1951. Dr. Riezler
retires 1952, dies in Munich, 1956.

Pastel by Max Liebermann, The Artist’s Daugh-
ter, 1901.

Bunch of Asparagus
inherited by
Maria White

Born 1917 in Berlin. Daughter of Prof.
Dr. Kurt Riezler and Kathe Liebermann.

Emigrates with her parents to New
York in 1938.

Marries Howard Burton White.

Howard B. White, born 1912 in Mont-
clair, N.J. Studies 1934-38 at the New
School for Social Research in New
York, where Dr. Kurt Riezler teaches.
1941, Rockefeller fellowship. Ph.D.
Science, 1943, from New School.
Teaches at Lehigh University and Coe
College. At present, Professor for Politi-
cal and Social Science on the graduate
faculty of the New School for Social
Research. Teaches political philosophy.
Publications: Peace Among the Wil-
lows: The Political Philosophy of Fran-
¢is Bacon, The Hague, 1968, and
Copp'd Hills Toward Heaven: Shake-
speare and the Classical Polity, The
Hague, 1968, among others.

Maria and Howard B. White live in
Northport, N.Y. They have two chil-
dren.

0il on canvas by Max Liebermann, The Arfist’s
Daughter and Granddaughter (Maria Riezler on
the right), ¢. 1930.

Bunch of Asparagus

1968, by way of Mrs. Marianne
Feilchenfeldt, Zurich, for 1,360,000
Deutschemarks ($260,000) acquired by
the Wallraf-Richartz-Kuratorium and
the City of Cologne

Handed over to the Wallraf-Richartz-
Museum as a permanent loan by
Hermann J. Abs, chairman of the
Kuratorium (friends of the Museum),
on April 18, 1968, in memory of Konrad
Adenauer.

Wallraf-Richartz-Kuratorium und
Forderer-Gesellschaft eV,

Executive Committee and trustees:
Hermann J. Abs, Prof. Dr. Kurt Hansen,
Dr. Dr. Ginter Henle, Prof. Dr. Ernst
Schneider, Prof. Dr. Otto H. Forster,
Prof. Dr. Gert von der Osten (managing
director)

Trustees: Prof. Dr. Viktor Achter, Dr.
Max Adenauer, Fritz Berg, Dr. Walther
Berndorff, Theo Burauen, Prof. Dr. Fritz
Burgbacher, Dr. Fritz Butschkau, Dr.
Felix Eckhardt, Mrs. Gisela Fitting, Prof.
Dr. Kurt Forberg, Walter Franz, Dr.



Hans Gerling, Dr. Herbert Girardet, Dr.
Paul Giilker, lwan D. Herstatt, Raymund
Jorg, Eugen Gottlieb von Langen, Vik-
tor Langen, Dr. Peter Ludwig, Prof. Dr.
Heinz Mohnen, Cai Graf zu Rantzau,
Karl Gustav Ratjen, Dr. Hans Reuter,
Dr. Hans-Giinther Sohl, Dr. Dr. Werner
Schulz, Dr. Nikolaus Graf Strasoldo,
Christoph Vowinckel, Otto Wolff von
Amerongen.

Hermann J. Abs handing over the painting.

Bunch of Asparagus

acquired through the initiative of
the Chairman of the Wallraf-Richartz-
Kuratorium (Friends of the Museum)
Hermann J. Abs

Born Bonn 1901. Descendant of a well-
to-do Catholic family. Father, Dr. Josef
Abs, attorney and judge (Justizrat), co-
owner of Hubertus Braunkohlen AG,
Briiggen, Erft (brown coal mining com-
pany). Mother, Katharina Lickerath.
Passes final exam, 1919, at Realgymna-
sium Bonn. Studies one semester law,
University of Bonn. Bank training at
Bankhaus Delbriick von der Heydt &

Co., Cologne. Gains experience in inter-

national banking in Amsterdam, Lon-
don, Paris, the United States.

Marries Inez Schnitzler, 1928. Her
father related to Georg von Schnitzler
of executive committee of |.G. Farben
syndicate. Aunt married to Baron
Alfred Neven du Mont. Sister married
to Georg Graf von der Goltz. Birth of
two children, Thomas and Marion Abs.
Member of Zentrumspartei (Catholic
Party). 1929, on the staff, with power of
attorney, of Bankhaus Delbriick, Schick-
ler & Co., Berlin. 1935-37, one of five
partners of the bank.

1937, on the board of directors and
member of the executive committee of
the Deutsche Bank in Berlin. Chief of its
foreign division. 1939, appointed mem-
ber of advisory council of the Deutsche
Reichsbank by Walther Funk, minister
of economics of the Reich. Member of
committees of the Reichsbank, Reichs-

gruppe Industrie, Reichsgruppe Ban-
ken, Reichswirtschaftskammer, and

Arbeitskreis of the minister of econom-

ics. 1944, represented on over fifty
boards of directors. Membership in
associations for the advancement of
German economic interests

abroad.

1946, for six weeks in British prison.,
Cleared by Allied denazification board
and placed in category 5 (exonerated
of active support of Nazi regime).

1948, participated in foundation of Kre-

ditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau (Credit In-
stitute for Reconstruction). Extensive
involvement in economic planning of

West German federal government. Eco-

nomic advisor to Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer. 1951-53, head of German
delegation to London conference to
negotiate German war debts. Advisory
role during negotiations with Israel at
Conference on Jewish Material Claims
in The Hague. 1954, member of CDU
(Christian Democratic Party).

1952, on board of directors of Sud-
deutsche Bank AG. 1957-67, president
of Deutsche Bank AG. Since 1967,
chairman of the board.

Honorary chairman of the board of di-
rectors: Deutsche Uberseeische Bank,
Hamburg; Pittler Maschinenfabrik AG,
Langen (Hesse).

Chairman of the board of directors:
Dahlbusch Verwaltungs-AG, Gelsenkir-
chen; Daimler Benz AG, Stuttgart-
Untertiirkheim; Deutsche Bank AG,
Frankfurt: Deutsche Lufthansa AG,
Kadln; Philipp Holzmann AG, Frankfurt;
Phoenix Gummiwerke AG, Hamburg-
Harburg; RWE Elektrizitatswerk AG,
Essen; Vereinigte Glanzstoff AG,
Wuppertal-Elberfeld; Zellstoff-Fabrik
Waldhof AG, Mannheim.

Honorary chairman: Salamander AG,
Kornwestheim; Gebr. Stumm GmbH,
Brambauer (Westf.): Siiddeutsche
Zucker-AG, Mannheim.

Vice-chairman of the board of direc-
tors: Badische Anilin- und Sodafabrik
AG, Ludwigshafen; Siemens AG,
Berlin-Minchen.

Member of the board of directors:
Metallgesellschaft AG, Frankfurt.
President of the supervisory board:
Kreditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau;
Deutsche Bundesbahn.

Great Cross of the Order of Merit with
Star of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, Papal Star with the Cross of the
Commander, Great Cross of Isabella
the Catholic of Spain, Cruzeiro do Sul
of Brazil. Knight of the Order of the
Holy Sepulcher. Honorary doctorates of
the universities of Gattingen, Sofia,
Tokyo, and the Wirtschaftshochschule
Mannheim.

Lives in Kronberg (Taunus), and on
Bentgerhof near Remagen.

Photo from Current Biography Yearbook 1970,
New York,

Bunch of Asparagus
acquired with donations from

Hermann J. Abs, Frankfurt; Viktor Ach-

ter, Monchengladbach; Agrippina Rick-

versicherungs AG, Koln; Allianz Ver-
sicherung AG, Kdln; Heinrich Auer
Muhlenwerke, Koln; Bankhaus Heinz
Ansmann, Koln; Bankhaus Delbruck
von der Heydt & Co., Koln; Bankhaus
Sal. Oppenheim Jr. & Cie., Koln; Bank-
haus C. G. Trinkaus, Disseldorf; Dr.
Walter Berndorff, Koln; Firma Felix
Bottcher, Koln; Robert Bosch GmbH,
Koln; Central Krankenversicherungs
AG, Koln; Colonia Versicherungs-
Gruppe, Koln; Commerzbank AG, Dus-
seldorf: Concordia Lebensversiche-
rungs AG, Koln; Daimler Benz AG,
Stuttgart-Untertlirkheim; Demag AG,
Duisburg; Deutsch-Atlantische Tele-
graphenges., Koln; Deutsche Bank AG,
Frankfurt; Deutsche Centralbodenkredit
AG, Koln; Deutsche Continental-Gas-

Ges., Disseldorf; Deutsche Krankenver-

sicherungs AG, Koln; Deutsche Libby-
Owens-Ges. AG, Gelsenkirchen; Deut-
sche Solvay-Werke GmbH, Solingen-
Ohligs; Dortmunder Union-Brauerei,
Dortmund; Dresdner Bank AG, Dussel-
dorf: Farbenfabriken Bayer AG, Lever-
kusen; Gisela Fitting, Koln; Autohaus

Jacob Fleischhauer KG, Koln; Glanz-
stoff AG, Wuppertal, Graf Ridiger von
der Goltz, Disseldorf; Dr. Paul Gulker,
Koln; Gottfried Hagen AG, Koln; Hein.
Lehmann & Co. AG, Dusseldorf: Hil-
gers AG, Rheinbrohl; Hoesch AG, Dort-
mund; Helmut Horten GmbH, Dussel-
dorf; Hubertus Brauerei GmbH, Koln;
Karstadt-Peters GmbH, Koln; Kaufhalle
GmbH, Koln; Kaufhof AG, Koln; Klein-
wanzlebener Saatzucht AG, Einbeck;
Klockner Werke AG, Duisburg; Kolni-
sche Lebens- und Sachvers. AG, Koln;
Viktor Langen, Dusseldorf-Meerbusch;
Margarine Union AG, Hamburg;
Mauser-Werke GmbH, Koln; Josef
Mayr KG, Hagen; Michel Brennstoff-
handel GmbH, Dusseldorf; Gert von
der Osten, Koln; Kurt Pauli, Lovenich;
Pfeifer & Langen, Kdln; Preussag AG,
Hannover; William Prym Werke AG,
Stolberg; Karl-Gustav Ratjen, Kdnig-
stein (Taunus); Dr. Hans Reuter, Duis-
burg; Rheinische-Westf, Bodenkredit-
bank, Koln; Rhein.-Westf. Isola-
torenwerke GmbH, Siegburg; Rhein.-
Westf. Kalkwerke AG, Dornap; Sacht-
leben AG, Koln; Servais-Werke AG,
Witterschlick; Siemag Siegener Ma-
schinenbau GmbH, Dahlbruch; Dr. F. E.
Shinnar, Tel-Ganim (Israel); Sparkasse
der Stadt Koln, Koln; Schlesische
Feuervers.-Ges., Koln: Ewald Schneider,
Koln; Schoellersche Kammgarnspin-
nerei AG, Eitorf, Stahlwerke Bochum
AG, Bochum; Dr. Josef Steegmann,
Kdln-Zlrich; Strabag Bau AG, Kaln; Dr.
Nikolaus Graf Strasoldo, Burg Gude-
nau; Cornelius Stissgen AG, Koln; Au-
gust Thyssen-Hitte AG, Disseldorf;
Union Bhein. Braunkohlen AG, Wesse-
ling; Vereinigte Aluminium-Werke AG,
Bonn; Vereinigte Glaswerke, Aachen;
Volkshilfe Lebensversicherungs AG,
Kdln: Jos. Voss GmbH & Co. KG,
Brihl; Walther & Cie. AG, Koln,
Wessel-Werk GmbH, Bonn; Westdeut-
sche Bodenkreditanstalt, Koln; Westd.
Landesbank Girozentrale, Dusseldorf:
Westfalenbank AG, Bochum; Rud.
Siedersleben'sche 0. Wolff-Stiftg.,
Koln.



1975

Fourteen panels, each 20 x 30" (50.8 x
76.2 cm), one color reproduction of Les
Poseuses, size of original plus frame
23% x 277" (59.3 x 69.2 cm); all in thin
black frames, under glass.

First exhibited in one-person exhibition
at the John Weber Gallery, New York,
May 3-May 28, 1975,

Edition of 3. One in the collection of
the Stedelijk Van Abbemuseum,
Eindhoven: one in the collection of
Gilbert and Lila Silverman; one owned
by Hans Haacke.
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Seurats “Les Poseuses” (small version), 1888-1975

Les Poseuses (small version) is no longer on
loan at the Neue Pinakothek in Munich.
According to one press report, il was sold in
1975 by Heinz Berggruen “at a satisfactory
profit.” In 1986, it was on exhibition at the
Melrupnlitﬂn Museum of Art in New York. on
anonymous loan.

Henry P. Mcllhenny who, in 1970, sold
the Seurat painting, died in Philadelphia on
May 11, 1986 at the age of seventy-five. Al
the time of his death, he was chairman of the
board of trustees of the Philadelphia Museum
of Art. He bequeathed his entire collection to
the museum.

Several directors of the 1975 board of
directors of Artemis S.A. are no longer on the
board (1985). David Carrnitt died in 1982.
Heinz Bergeruen resigned in 1983. Walter
Barreiss, Philippe R. Stoclet, and Count Artur
Strachwitz also resigned and have become
honorary directors.

Since 1983, Artemis 5.A. is registered in
Luxembourg as a Fixed Capital Investment
Fund. Its subsidiaries are Arhold. Inc. (book
value $3,799,900) and David Carritt Ltd.
(book value $135,925) in London.

In 1985 the board was composed of:

Baron Léon Lambert.* chairman, Brussels (since 1970);
Timothy Bathurst,* art dealer, London (joined 1980);
Adrian Eeles, art dealer; formerly a director of Sotheby's
and head of its print department; became director in charge
of prints and drawings at London art dealers P. & D). Col-
naghi in 1976; since 1981, head of newly formed print de-
partment of Artemis Fine Arts (UK) Litd., London (joined
1984); Dr. Jost Enseling, banker, Frankfurt; represents in-
vestmenls in Artemis h'_lr' Deutsche Genossenschaftsbank,
Frankfurt (joined 1984); Ludwig Poullain, former German
banker (joined 1984); represents Grundig Foundation's in-
vestments in Arlemis; resigned in 1985, proposed replace-
ment, Prof. Dr. Elt'phan 'Watrtzuh], director of nt}‘parhm—rnt
of Fine Arts of Nordstern Allgemeine Versicherungs AG,

Cologne (insurance company); Baron Alexis de Redé,
Vevey, Switzerland (since 1970): Howard Stein,* New
York, financial advisor (joined 1982); Eugene Vietor
Thaw,* art dealer, New York (since 1974); Lucien Vler-
ick, Kortrijk, Belgium: represents investments in Artemis

by Gevaert Photo-Producten (joined 1984); Guy Wilden-
stein, arl dealer, Lausanne (joined 1984); Viscount Arnold
van Zeeland,* banker, Brussels; manager of Groupe
Bruxelles Lambert’s North American affairs

* Members of Executive Committee

Among the directors between 1975 and
1985 was Claus von Biilow (resigned in 1982).
Serving on the Art Advisory Board of

Artemis between 1975 and its dissolution in
1983 were: Mr. and Mrs. Entwistle (dealers in
African, Oceanic, and Eskimo art), London;
Xavier Fourcade (dealer in twentieth-century
art), New York: Heinz Herzer (dealer in Greek
and Roman art), Munich; Robert M. Light
(dealer of prints and drawings), Boston; John
Richardson (art writer), New York.

Since 1983, replacing the Art Advisory
Board, Artemis has a “consultant,” The Hon.
Michael Tollemache, London, “specializing in
tax-free sales from private to public collec-
tions.” He is also a director of David Carnitt
Ltd. and Artemis Fine Arts (UK) Lid..
London.

Art dealers with whom Artemis has col-
laborated since 1975, in addition to those
listed in the work are: John Berggruen, San
Francisco; L. & R. Entwistle & Co., London;
Greater India Co., New York; Harari and

Johns Ltd., London; Newhouse Galleries, New

York: N.G. Stogdon, Inc., New York.
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Seurats “"Les Poseuses”
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For 1984-85, Artemis reported a con-
solidated net profit of $1,849,192; total con-
solidated net assets of $16,608,547; works of
art (assets) at cost of $10,638.782. The com-
pany’s capital issued and fully paid up was
$4,768,110, represented by 476,811 shares of
common stock of $10 nominal value per share.
The proposed cash dividend per share was
$2.40.

Among the s