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Pablo Picasso has his first solo exhibition

pastiche in his work ¢

hen Wilhelm Uhde, the German collector and dealer of

French avant-garde art, entered the Paul Rosenberg

Gallery in 1919, he was stunned. Instead of the power-

ful style he had witnessed Picasso developing in the years leading

aup [n‘ the outbreak of World War I—first Analytical Cul?ism‘ a

major example of which was Picasso’s 1910 portrait of Uhde

o himself, then collage, and finally “Synthetic Cubism” (the form

that collage took when rendered in oil paint on canvas}—Uhde
was confronted with a strange mixture.

On the one hand there were neoclassical portraits, redolent of
the manner of Ingres, Corot, late Renoir, indeed the whole panoply
of nineteenth-century French artists influenced by the classical tra-
dition, all the way from Greek and Roman antiquity up through
the Renaissance and into the work of seventeenth-century French
painters such as Poussin [1). On the other hand there were Cubist
still lifes, but now of a compromised form: impregnated with vistas
of deep space, prettified by a decorative palette of pinks and
cerulean blues. Uhde remembers:

I found myselfin the presence of a huge portrait in what is known
as the Ingres manner; the conventionality, the sobriety of the
attitude seemed studied, and it seemed to be repressing some
pathetic secret.... What was the meaning of this and the other
pictures I saw on that occasion? Were they but an interlude, a
gesture—splendid but without significance ., .?

Wanting to see what he viewed as Picasso’s self- betrayal as merely a
parenthesis, the momentary flagging of his true creative energies,
Uhde nonetheless had suspicions that the artist had capitulated to
something more sinister, to the fear inspired by the xenophobia
unleashed by French nationalism during the war,

a hatred of every-
thing foreign that had

already manifested itself in a prewar cultural
campaign in which Cubism was linked w

ith the approaching enemy
and affixed with the label “boche” (“

kraut”). Accordingly, Uhde con-

tinues his speculations on the cause of what he has seen:

Ur was it that at this time when men were ruled by hate
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[ Picassa] felt that innumerable people were pointing their fingers
at him, reproaching him with having strong German sympathies

and accusing him of being secretly in conmivance with the
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in Paris in thirteen

oincides with a widespread antimode!

enemy?... Was he trying def
side, and did these pictures a

Among the many things that en
obvious concern the enormity
Picasso’s art and, given this, his
to be found in a cause outside the i
Uhde has since been joined by 1
explanation, even though not all.
nature of this external cause, Yet
looking to politics for an answer,
rappel a Pordre (return to order)
against what was seen as the avant-g;
and antihumanist expressive me:
classicism worthy of the French (“]
Was Picasso, the avant-garde
this massive “return,” his shij
flood tide of historical reaction? T
Picasso’s conversion makes the postw:
explanation. For Picasso had already |
style duringthe war, as, for example, it
Max Jacob [2] and Ambroise Vollard.
to the circumstances of Picasso’s p
a with close artistic allies like Braque an
and Eva Gouel, the companion of’
they mention his growing restlessn
become increasingly formulaic an
banal; they see his excitement at bein ;
Ballets Russes, with its eccentric perso:
its elegant ballerinas, and its glittering ¢
succumbing to the charms of Olga Kok
of the Ballets Russes whom Picasso
he would allow to integrate him into
sure for which the avant-garde was just:
But if these two explanations—oi
graphical—are at odds with each other,
the reason for this change outside the
In this they share a common und
causal explanation. As a consequence
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position, which insists that the postwar manner cal'_l be log}cvally
deduced from Cubism itself and thus, like the growth of aljl (’Tﬂa“_lsm-
its genetic coding is entirely internal to it and mare or less unp:er\juusl
to external factors. The principle that this side sees at mvrk—mtr.rria]
to Cubism itself—is collage: the grafting of heterogeneous materia

onto the formerly homogeneous surface of the work of art. Ifchllag;
could paste matchbooks and calling cards, wallpaper swatches, a]z:-‘
newsprint onto the field of Cubism, they reason, wh;: cunnnf t l:
practice be extended to the grafting of a whole range of r:xtrrm.mus

styles onto the unfolding oeuvre, so that Poussin will be redone in the
|11I‘mnc|‘ of archaic Greek sculpture, or the realist compositions of the
seventeenth-century painter Le Nain will be presented lhmug}? [J1.e
gay confetti of Seurat’s pointillism? Ultimately, the defenders of this

Sergei Diaghilev (1872-1929) and the Ballets Russes

n the late nineteenth century, German composer Richard
Wagner theorized the achievement he hoped his operatic
theatre would realize under the term Gesamtkunstwerk. This idea
ofa “total work of the arts” meant the coordination of all the
senses—sound, spectacle, narrative—into a single cantinuity.
The antimodernism of Wagner's position lay in its negation of
the idea of a given work’s abligation ta reveal the boundaries of
its own medium and to seek its own possibility of meaning
within those boundaries. Wagner never achieved a true
Gesamtkunstwerk, however; it was left to another form of musical
theater and another impresario from another country to do so.
During the first half of the twentieth century, Sergei Diaghilev,
Russian director of the Ballets Russes, wove together the full
range of avant-garde talent into a sumptuous fabric of visual
spectacle: his composers ranged from Igor Stravinsky and Erik
Satie to Darius Milhaud and Georges Auric; his choreographers
were Massine and Nijinsky; his set and costume designers were
Picasso, Georges Braque, and Fernand Léger, among others.
Writer Jean Cocteau describes the meeting he arranged in
1919 between Diaghilev and Picasso in order to convince the
latter to collaborate on Cocteau’s own ballet Parade:

position argue, there is no
nothing in fact :hmmthe
the “extraneous” matter

f

Contextualists versus inti

The radical division between
face to face with the issue o
explanation sets itself against the
mined growth of the creative i
other is blind to certain facts. The
the other side as refusing to face
unleashed by neoclassicism and the

and pleasure,
springing up in
history of Parade.

The “sumptuous,
refers was a gargeous /
gilded as any Tiffany lamp
Picasso and Satie were ta def
Léan Bakst's drive tow.
ascetic drabness of

sounds of typewrit
audience, which
“méteques,” [half-h
prided himselfon his
the high cultural taste
motto; “You have
Butin Parade he an
the audience, along
Chabrillon, the Comi

Ballet companies
ambitions ofthe;
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them selves vindicated by the eq tly date
ing that it must be motivated by somethin g
and unproblematically continuous with
Cubism.
among us (or the positivist impulses
d like to cut the knot of this argument by
oc 1at will solve the debate: a letter by
?-ﬁ statement in an interview in which he
1style meant to him or what he intended by
ch a thing in relation to Picasso (or to
at matter), and even in the few instances
> still have to interpret it. In this case, for
0 have sided with the internalists when in
conductor Ernest Ansermet’s question, put

(Cubism and neoclassicism), Picasso
see? The results are the same!”

olindness to the difference between mod-
between authenticity and fraudulence.
‘ was a fundamental example, stakes
s progressive uncovering of the structural
rely demonstrable) realities of a given
e—the flagrant imitation by one artist

of t.he style of anoLhcr—shrug.\ off this notion of an inn 1

log{c to.be revealed, one that puts certair, Options out of L\l\. 1 I]II“IMl
nﬁ'la:r‘ltams instead that every option is open to the cre = i
Cubism and the pastiche of neoclassicism cannot be
we should rephrase our historical {

ative spirit, Thus
? ‘the same,” and
Proble y 5
made Picasso, as earlyas 1915, im‘:ginc :lll‘:il.:::tl\\iil::’g‘:‘I” -
At this point it is important to realize Ih.;l a 11:.;I11 had alread
begun, just before the war, over the legacy :)I-l:i1]\15||1.\\\.'h|l e
over the future that Cubism jtself had made |1nw1|.1h- \
hand there were artists—such as Piet Mondrian, or Rol
4 or Frantisek Kupka (or in Russia, Kazimir Malevich) —who believed
that this legacy was pure abstraction, the next logical move after the
ascetically reduced grid of the Analytical (_fuln.\'m-uf' 1911-12, On !huL
s other, there were those, such as Marcel Duchamp and <l\wr1clll\-|
Francis Picabia, who saw Cubism opening up to

his to say,
On the one

vert Delaunay,

i . the mechanization
ofartin an obvious extension of collage into the readymade. Picabia’s

own deve'OPmem of Cubism in this latter direction took the form of
what he called “mechanomorphs,” industrial objects (such as spark
plugs or turbine parts or cameras) coldly rendered by means of
mechanical drawing and declared to be portraits ( whethe: oft he pho

® tographer Alfred Stieglitz, the critic Marius de Zayas, or “a young
American girl in a state of nudity” (3]). The date of most of this
output, interestingly enough, was 1915, and it appeared in the maga-
zine 291, which Picasso would certainly have seen.

Now, if these two optians were what the avant-garde saw as the
logical next step of Cubism, they were not the possibilities that
Picasso himself found acceptable as the fate of “his” brainchild.
Always vociferously against abstraction, he was also opposed to
any mechanization of seeing (as in, according to some, photogra-
phy) or of making (as in the readymade).

Thus, if the precise onset of Picasso’s embrace of classicism—
1915—argues against the externalist notion of cause and for the idea
of something internal to the work, that same date opens up an inter
nalist explanation that, far from repressing the antimodernist,
reactionary form of his pastiche, will explain both its continuousness
with Cubism and its total break with it. For the summer of 1915 con-
fronted Picasso with Cubism’s own logical consequences in the form
of Picabia’s published, mechanomorphic portraits: mechanically
drawn, coldly impersonal, readymade. But in styling his own rejec-
tion of such consequences as neoclassicism, Picasso embarked on a
strange campaign of portraiture of his own, in which he began to
churn out image after image, each startlingly like the other in pose,
lighting, treatment, scale, and, in particular, the handling of line,
which, bizarrely invariant and graphically insensitive, seemed to be
produced more as an act oftracing than asa record of seeing [4].

It is possible, even preferable, then, to describe Picasso’s yiso-
classicism with the exact same words as were used for Picabia’s
mechanomorphs: mechanically drawn, coldly impersonal, ready-
m There is no reason why classicism might not be adopted as a
" .ﬁscabovethemdustﬁaﬂwelqrﬁ,emass-pmducedubjed.
which the readymade extolled and in which abstract painting and
sculpture participated in their own way by adopting the principle of
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model assuming, with
expression will be th@ Eﬁ"&t
sphere (erroneously) promaotes.
production. We have also seen th
the shape of an independent or|
will of the artist or the coherent ¢ :
The case we might call “Picassc
of another model, one most clearly:
analytic theories he was developing.
model, which Freud called “reactios
describe a curious transformation of
tion that seemed to deny those law_,'_ ibidi
substituting for them something that
behavior that was “high,” landable,
site, Freud points out, is in fact a way of
behavior by smuggling it in under its
The anal personality transforms the &
into the retentive features of obsessive
the infantile masturbator ends by bung
whose gestures of stroking a_nd rubbing
under a newly acceptable (albeit out-ol
Freud, reaction-formation carries with
only is the subject able, furtively, to carry

now this behavior becomes socially co;

. TS

3 = Francis Picabia, Portrait d'une jeune fille américaine dans I'état de nudité
(Portrait of a Young American Girl in the State of Nudity), 1915

serial production, for example, or by lowering the

level of technical
skill needed to execute the forms. But in Pj

casso’s deployment of it

the strategy backfires. For in his hands classicism ends by repeating

those very same features of the position he d
have to repeat—that was being claimed
inside it

espised, a position—we
as continuous with Cubism,
asitwere, rather than coming from the outside,

Other models of history
I'here is a naive belief that historical expl

anations are simply a record
of the facts that the hi

storian extracts from the archive, But facts need
analyzed, weighted, interrogated; and to do this all

(consciously or not) have fecourse 1o an underlying
model that gives shape to the facts. Weh

to be organized,

historians

ave seen the contextualists’

4+ Pablo Picasso, Igor Stravinsky, 1920
Lead pancil, charcoal, 61.5 x 48,2 (247 x19)
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‘togetherness in opposition—between Cubism
ather.” Second, it produces a structure that
e shape of many other antimodernist prac-
the century, including the rappel & l'ordre
50 reactionary painting from Giorgio de Chirico
t shows, that is, the degree to which those anti-
@thunse}ves conditioned by exactly those features
vork they wish to repudiate and repress.
de Chirico and Picabia (as well as that of pittura
add that of Juan Gris, Picasso's fellow Spaniard,
» Paris in 1907, encountered Picasso, and soon
‘to Cubism. His Portrait of Picasso (1912) manifests
of the new style as a matter of imposing a geomet-
latively realistic representation so as to splinter its

ent its volumes. Instead of the orthogonal grid

Rappel 3 I'ordre

he rappel d lordre issued a call for

: . areturn to the presumed
classical roots of French art, i

n the course of which its
propanents opened an attack on Cubism,
return are assigned various dates, a late one being the 1923
Jean Cocteau “Le Rappel 4 1'Ordre,” i

The beginnings of this

essay by

- "amuch earlier one being
Aprésle Cubisme, published in 1918 by the painter Ameédée
Ozenfant and the architect Charles Edouard Je

anneret. But what
all these calls to order have

€in common is the idea that the pre
period was defined by chaos, by a decadent sensuality that neede

to be replaced by the purity of classical rationalism

war

and by the
barbarization of French culture by Ger man influences. In fact

Ozenfant and Jeanneret called on artists to focus on th

section and other ideas of classical proportion, maki

possible

for there to be a “new Pythagoras,” “Science and great Art have the

common ideal of generalizing," they wrote. Arguing that if “The
Greeks triumphed over the Barbarians” it was because t

ntellectual beauty beneath sensory beauty.

. 1
v sought

Twuo versions of this classicism are represented by these t

tracts, however. The first, Purism, has a modern, streamlined look
and speaks the language of science and of general laws, such as
proportion. It argues that the artist-designer should dedicate
himselfto industry, producing for it the generalized types
associated with classical forms. The second has a reactionary, Old
Master character and recycles the themes and genres of the
neoclassical art it wishes to revive. The mother-and-child theme
became a preferred one—taken up by former Cubists such as Gino
Severini as well as madified ones such as Albert Gleizes—as did the
tradition of the commedia del'arte. Severini’s clowns and
harlequins, painted in the early twenties in the hard outlines and
licked surfaces of the most academicized classicism, are

determined examples of the latter.

The broken strokes of paint that Gris employs in his portrait reflects

Analytical Cubism’s own stippled surfaces, as does Gris’s pale
which is limited to the muted colors of the painter’s modeling and
shading of volume. This stippled surface soon yielded to a

enameled one paralleling metallic forms. The hardened surfaces of

far more

Gris’s style during the teens echo Picabia’s concern with the mech

3 -ollec : v wrought
anomorph, the world seen as a collection of industrially wrou

anical parts. And Gris’s style gravitated to the industrially

mech
d Fruit Dish|[5],

wrought aesthetic surface aswell. In his Newspaper an
textures such as wood-graining and reflected light are translated into
the repetitive, mechanical language of L_‘nmmcrcl_ll }]F1}~tw—.|[1'~|w:I: s
himself thought of this hardened, aloof manner as a form of classi-
that Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler, the

cism, and it was in this w

greatest contemporary interpreter of Cubism, also read his work.

FURTHER READING
Benjamin H, D. Buchioh “Figures
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