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elements of sublimity in the revolution we know as modern art, exist in its
effort and energy to escape the pattern rather than in the realization #f a new
experience. Picasso’s effort may be sublime but there is no doubt that his work
is a preoccupation with the question of what is the nature of beauty. Even
Mondrian, in his attempt to destroy the Renaissance picture by his insistence
on pure subject matter, succeeded only in raising the white pl
angle into a realm of sublimity, where the sublime paradopcally becomes an
absolute of perfect sensations. The geometry (perfection) swallowed up his
metaphysics (his exaltation).

The failure of European art to achieve the sublime iy/due to this blind desire
to exist inside the reality of sensation (the objective/world, whether distorted
or pure) and to build an art within a framework of pure plasticity (the Greek
ideal of beauty, whether that plasticity be a romagtic active surface, or a classic
stable one). In other words, modern art, caughy/without a sublime content, was
incapable of creating a new sublime image, add unable to move away from the
Renaissance imagery of figures and objects/except by distortion or by denying
it completely for an empty world of geopietric formalisms — a pure rhetoric of
abstract mathematical relationships, bedame enmeshed in a struggle over the
nature of beauty; whether beauty wds in nature or could be found without
nature.

I believe that here in America, fome of us, free from the weight of European
culture, are finding the answer, oy completely denying that art has any concern
with the problem of beauty afd where to find it. The question that now arises
is how, if we are living in a/time without a legend or mythos that can be called
sublime, if we refuse to gdmit any exaltation in pure relations, if we refuse to
live in the abstract, hoy/ can we be creating a sublime art?

We are reasserting fhan’s natural desire for the exalted, for a concern with
our relationship to ghe absolute emotions. We do not need the obsolete props
of an outmoded apd antiquated legend. We are creating images whose reality is
self-evident and Avhich are devoid of the props and crutches that evoke associ-
ations with oMtmoded images, both sublime and beautiful. We are freeing
ourselves of Ahe impediments of memory, association, nostalgia, legend, myth,
or what hgfve you, that have been the devices of Western European painting.
Instead gf making cathedrals out of Christ, man, or ‘life,” we are making it out
of ourgélves, out of our own feelings. The image we produce is the self-evident
one #f revelation, real and concrete, that can be understood by anyone who will
at it without the nostalgic glasses of history.

11 Jackson Pollock (1912-1956) Interview with
William Wright

Taped in the summer of 1950 by William Wright for the Sag Harbor radio station, but
not broadcast. Pollock’s most successful show of all-over abstract paintings was held
later in the same year. Transcript published in F. V. O'Connor, Jackson Pollock, New
York (Museum of Modern Art), 1967, pp. 79-81.
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Mr Pollock, in your opinion, what is the meaning of modern art?

jp: Modern art to me is nothing more than the expression of contemporary
aims of the age that we’re living in.

Did the classical artists have any means of expressing their age?

jp: Yes, they did it very well. All cultures have had means and techniques of
expressing their immediate aims — the Chinese, the Renaissance, all cultures.
The thing that interests me is that today painters do not have to go to a
subject matter outside of themselves. Most modern painters work from a
different source. They work from within.

Would you say that the modern artist has more or less isolated the quality which
made the classical works of art valuable, that he’s isolated it and uses it in a
purer form?

jp:  Ah — the good ones have, yes.

Mr Pollock, there’s been a good deal of controversy and a great many comments
have been made regarding your method of painting. Is there something you'd like
to tell us about that?

Jp: My opinion is that new needs need new techniques. And the modern artists
have found new ways and new means of making their statements. It seems
to me that the modern painter cannot express this age, the airplane, the atom
bomb, the radio, in the old forms of the Renaissance or of any other past
culture. Each age finds its own technique.

Which would also mean that the layman and the critic would have to develop
their ability to interpret the new techniques.

JP:  Yes — that always somehow follows. I mean, the strangeness will wear off
and I think we will discover the deeper meanings in modern art.

I suppose every time you are approached by a layman they ask you how they
should look at a Pollock painting, or any other modern painting — what they look
for — how do they learn to appreciate modern art?

JP: I think they should not look for, but look passively — and try to receive
what the painting has to offer and not bring a subject matter or preconceived
idea of what they are to be looking for.

Would it be true to say that the artist is painting from the unconscious, and the
— canvas must act as the unconscious of the person who views it?

JP:  The unconscious is a very important side of modern art and I think the
unconscious drives do mean a lot in looking at paintings.

Then deliberately looking for any known meaning or object in an abstract
painting would distract you immediately from ever appreciating it as you should?

JP: T think it should be enjoyed just as music is enjoyed — after a while you
may like it or you may not. But — it doesn’t seem to be too serious. I like
some flowers and others, other flowers I don’t like. T think at least it gives
~ I think at least give it a chance.

Well, I think you have to give anything that sort of chance. A person isn’t born
to like good music, they have to listen to it and gradually develop an understanding
of it or liking for it. If modern painting works the same way — a person would have
to subject himself to it over a period of time in order to be able 1o appreciate it.

JP: 1 think that might help, certainly.
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Mr Pollock, the classical artists had a world to express and they did so by
representing the objects in that world. Why doesn’t the modern artist do the same
thing?

Jjp: H’m — the modern artist is living in a mechanical age and we have a
mechanical means of representing objects in nature such as the camera and
photograph. The modern artist, it seems to me, is working and expressing
an inner world — in other words — expressing the energy, the motion, and
other inner forces.

Would it be possible to say that the classical artist expressed his world by
representing the objects, whereas the modern artist expresses his world by repre-
senting the effects the objects have upon him?

jP:  Yes, the modern artist is working with space and time, and expressing his
feelings rather than illustrating.

Well, Mr Pollock, can you tell us how modern art came into being?

jp: It didn’t drop out of the blue; it’s a part of a long tradition dating back
with Cézanne, up through the cubists, the post-cubists, to the painting being
done today.

Then, it's definitely a product of evolution?

JP: Yes.

Shall we go back to this method question that so many people today think is
important? Can you tell us how you developed your method of painting, and why
you paint as you do?

jP:  Well, method is, it seems to me, a natural growth out of a need, and from
a need the modern artist has found new ways of expressing the world about
him. I happen to find ways that are different from the usual techniques of
painting, which seems a little strange at the moment, but I don’t think there’s
anything very different about it. I paint on the floor and this isn’t unusual
— the Orientals did that.

How do you go about getting the paint on the canvas? I understand you don't
use brushes or anything of that sort, do you?

jP:  Most of the paint I use is a liquid, flowing kind of paint. The brushes I
use are used more as sticks rather than brushes — the brush doesn’t touch
the surface of the canvas, it’s just above.

Would it be possible for you to explain the advantage of using a stick with paini
— liguid paint rather than a brush on canvas?

Jjp:  Well, I'm able to be more free and to have greater freedom and move about
the canvas, with greater ease.

Well, isn't it more difficult to control than a brush? I mean, isn't there more a
possibility of getting too much paint or splattering or any number of things? Using
a brush, you put the paint right where you want it and you know exactly what
it'’s going to look like.

jp: No, I don’t think so. I don’t ~ ah — with experience — it seems to be
possible to control the flow of the paint, to a great extent, and I don’t use
— I don’t use the accident — cause I deny the accident.

I believe it was Freud who said there’s no such thing as an accident. Is that
what you mean?
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jp: I suppose that’s generally what I mean.

Then, you don't actually have a preconceived image of a canvas in your
mind ?

jp: Well, not exactly — no ~ because it hasn’t been created, you see. Something
new — it’s quite different from working, say, from a still life where you set
up objects and work directly from them. I do have a general notion of what
I’m about and what the results will be.

That does away, entirely, with all preliminary sketches?

jp:  Yes, I approach painting in the same sense as one approaches drawing; that
is, it’s direct. I don’t work from drawings, I don’t make sketches and drawings
and color sketches into a final painting. Painting, I think today — the more
immediate, the more direct — the greater the possibilities of making a direct
- of making a statement.

Well, actually every one of your paintings, your finished canvases, is an absolute
original.

Jjp:  Well — yes — they’re all direct painting. There is only one.

Well, now, Mr Pollock, would you care to comment on modern painting as a
whole? What is your feeling about your contemporaries?

Jp:  Well, painting today certainly seems very vibrant, very alive, very exciting.
Five or six of my contemporaries around New York are doing very vital work,
and the direction that painting seems to be taking here — is — away from the
easel — into some sort, some kind of wall — wall painting.

I believe some of your canvases are of very unusual dimensions, isn’t that true?

JP:  Well, ves, they’re an impractical size — 9 X 18 feet. But I enjoy working
big and — whenever I have a chance, I do it whether it’s practical or not.

Can you explain why you enjoy working on a large canvas more than on a
small one?

Jp:  Well, not really. I’m just more at ease in a big area than I am on something
2 x 2; T feel more at home in a big area.

You say ‘in a big area.’ Are you actually on the canvas while you're painting?

JP: Very little. I do step into the canvas occasionally f~ that is, working from
the four sides I don’t have to get into the canvas too much.

I notice over in the corner you have something done on plate glass. Can you
tell us something about that?

JP: Well, that’s something new for me. That’s the first thing I've done on glass
and I find it very exciting. I think the possibilities of using painting on glass
in modern architecture — in modern construction — terrific.

Well, does the one on glass differ in any other way from your usual technique?

JP. It's pretty generally the same. In this particular piece I've used colored
glass sheets and plaster slabs and beach stones and odds and ends of that
sort. Generally it’s pretty much the same as all of my paintings.

Well, in the event that you do more of these for modern butldings, would you
continue to use various objects?

JP: T think so, ves. The possibilities, it seems to me are endless, what one can
do with glass. It seems to me a medium that’s very much related to
contemporary painting.
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Mr Pollock, isn’t it true that your method of painting, your technique, is
important and interesting only because of what you accomplish by ir?
jp: I hope so. Naturally, the result is the thing — and — it doesn’t make much
difference how the paint is put on as long as something has been said.
Technique is just a means of arriving at a statement.

12 David Smith (1906-1965) ‘Aesthetics, the Artist
and the Audience’

Deerfield, Massachusetts, on 24 September 1952. Printed in Gar
David Smith, New York and London, 1973, pp. 88-107.

I wish to present my conclusions first and start my presgfitation backward.

Time is a new dimension in sculpture, and since I dorf’t accent bulkmass and
prefer open delineation and transparent form — so thyf the front views through
to the back — the same method by statement may @ork as well.

To the creative artist, in the making of art it #§ doubtful whether aesthetics
have any value to him.

The truly creative artist deals with vulgarj

Nobody understands art but the artist.

Affection for art is the sole property of the artist. The majority approach art
with hostility.

The artist deserves to be belligeredt to the majority.

The artist is a product of his tipde, and his belligerence is a defense and not
a preference.

There is no such thing as a/flayman. The layman is either an art lover or an
art rejector.

The viewer of art, the art lover, has the privilege of accepting or rejecting.
But there is no such thipg as a layman. He is either a pretender or the verbalizer.

Masterpieces are myde today.

Aesthetics are writfen conclusions or directives. The creative artist should not
be impressed by yérbal directives. His aesthetics are primarily unconscious and
of a visual recofding. No words or summations are involved. The artist does
not deny aesyletics or the history of art. The myth in art, the history of art,

I hdve spoken of the artist’s use of the vulgar. But this term I use because,
to the professional aesthetician, it is a vulgarity in his code of beauty, because
he has not recognized it as yet or made rules for its acceptanice. To the creative
artist it is his beauty, but to the audience, who will wait for the aesthetician’s
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explanation, it is too new and has not yet hammered its way into acceptan
It will not conform to the past, it is beyond the pale. Art aestheticians can
make conclusions or discourse after the work of art is made. The birth
idea, the concept, is the important act in the work of art.

Nobody understands art but the artist because nobody is as interested in art,
its pursuit, its making, as the artist. This need eliminate no one frony enjoying
any art — if they do not limit it with preconceived notions of what/art should
be or demand confinement in which it should stay. The true way t¢ understand
the work of art is to travel the path by visual response, similar fo the method
the artist used in arriving at the work.

Does the onlooker realize the amount of affection which gos into a work of
art — the intense affection — belligerent vitality — and total Lonviction? To the
artist it must be total to provide satisfaction. Does the crific, the audience, the
philosopher even possess the intensity of affection for the/work which its creator
possessed? Can they project or understand this belligergnt vitality and affection
which contemporary art possesses? Or do they deal ir/the quality at all? Is this
emotion too highly keyed — is it outside their livesy Or are they too skeptical?
Or do they need written confirmation and genergl acceptance before they will
let their own natural response be admitted to thémselves?

All the artists I know find survival and th¢/ right to work by means other
than the sale of their work. Their work speaKs solely by their own conviction.
They are not beholden to tradition or directjves other than their own. Any artist
must meet the world with his work. When/he meets the world, what is his aim?
Is there a need for aim, if the inner confictions and drive are so great that he
will not settle for anything short of the fact that being an artist — and to exercise
his mode of expression — is the mosy/important pursuit in the world?

Since the artist cannot exist ouyside his time, certain social pressure has
affected him, certain critical opinfon has directed him. He feels the majority
rejection, so for whom does he yhake art? For himself first, for the opinion of
other artists next, and specifically those artists in his own mores and in his own
aesthetic realm. But his world and his realm is the same world that all others
inhabit. He has no secret/code or key, no special foresight, environment,
brilliance, erudition. He efercises the right of vision — projection — by his own
choice. His preference is/to be a working and recognized member of his culture,’
and to have his work aCcepted. [...]

Yes, masterpieces gre made today. Masterpieces are only works of art that
people especially liké. The twentieth century has produced very many. Present-
day, contemporary America is producing masterpieces — a virile, aggressive,
increasing numbgr of painters and sculptors not before produced here. [...]

The aesthetids of contemporary American art have not been written. The
forward movement does not have a name. Its heritage is certainly post-Fauvist,
post-Cubist/ post-Expressionist, post-purist, post-Constructivist. But there are

artist himself as subject, without concession to the classic routine, still life, sex,
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