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Tor exbibit is fo find friends and allics for the struggle
o -L\

EDOUARD MANET, /8

The study of exhibitions provides a fascinating route into art history
Here the social, political, and economic forces that shape artistic
production and distribution come together, exerting their various
pressures On ardists, crecs, collectors, dealers, institunional players, and
the art-viewing public. The primacy of the individual artist is
fundamental to our understanding ol artistic invention, but Manet's
abservation suggests that the social workd w ithin which artists waork,

the groups and interpersonal relationships that they form, is also critical.

This social dimension has never been more promiment than in the
modern period, a time of avani-garde movements and manifestos, and
of the exhibitions that mark their activity.

The standard story of modern art begins with the break from
Academic art by such figures as Gustave Courbet and Edouard
Manet, and it is puncruated by shows of their work outside the
conservative Salons controlled by the French Academy. Indeed,
Manet made his remark on the role ol exhibitions in just such a
context; it comes Trom the catalog for a show of his own work that he
organized and presented alongside Courbet's display of his own
paintings. Both exhibitions were locared in independent pavilions
erected between the sites of the Salon and the 1867 Universal
Exposition in Paris. These self-presentations exemplify the artist-
organized exhibiions that would be crucial to the development of
advanced art during the next hundred years.

The received model of avant-garde rebellion seems wholly
appropriate here, for the 1867 Salon was one of the most restrictive in
history, with 2,000 of 3,000 submissions rejected by the conservative
jury. Those rejected included Manet, Paul Cézanne, Prerre-Auguste
Renoir, Camille Pissarro, Alfred Sisley, and Frédénc Bazlle—the most
complete exclusion of members of the futuse Impressiomst group
ever imposed by the Salon. This across-the-board rejection of advanced
painters was not consistent with previous or subsequent jury
selections, however. The 1864 Salon had included paintings by all
of the abowve-mentioned artists except Sisley, who seems not to have
submitted an entry. In (868, a year after the mass rejection, Renor,
Manet. Claude Monet, Pissarro, and Sisley were all accepted into the
Salon. Presumptions of bias aganst the new are equally confounded
when one considers that in 1855 the government-organized Universal
Exposition offered one-person reteospective exhibitions to Eugéne
Delacroix and Courbet, acsthetic foes of the Academy and ot the arch-
Academic Jean-Auguste- Dominique Ingres, who was also given such
a retrospective, Courbet declined the offer, instead mounting his first

independent show just across avenue Montaigne from the 1855
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societies: most were relatively conservative but some, such as the The jury of the Salon, Paris, 19

Secessions of Vienna and Berdin, were highly innovative
Lo Cubist sostallanan, Room 11, Sak

on occasion,” Preeminent among artist-led groups were the d'Autcene, Parix. 1912
organizations that mounted the two alternative Parisian salons, the , Edvand Munch rerrospest

Salon des Indépendants (established in 1884), early home of Neo International Ehibiton of
2 < » ¥ the Sanderbund. Cologne, 1912
Impressionism, and the Salon d'Automne {established in 1903, site

of concentrated displays of Fauves and Cubists, Works by Willi Baumeiseer, Oska
. 3 v Schkemmer, Laszlo Maobaly- Nagy
Beyond exhibition societies with venues of their own, many and Hans Rdling, Narional Gallery
artist-organized shows were held in nonart spaces procured for the Crown Prinx’s Palice, Bedin, 193
occasion, a major precedent being The Firse Impressionist Exhibition, , » Woeks by Piet Mondrian, Mies van
which was mounted in the former studio of the r}lulnuu,(lnhu Nadar der Robe, and others in El Lissizky
: ) g Abstract Cabinet, Landesmuseum
Gaspard-Félix Tournachon) in 1874 This tradition is central to the Hanover, 193728

history of the avant-garde, from the Café Volpini exhibition of Paul
Gauguin and friends on the grounds of the 1889 Universal Exposition
and the two Die Briicke exhibitions held in 2 Dresden lamp showroom
in 1906 to "The Times Syuare Show” organized by the artst group
Colab in 1980, Independent siting is charactenistic of the artiss
organized display of advanced work, but such shows also took place in
galleries turned over temporarily to artists by sympathetic art dealers
Examples incude some of the best-known exhibitions of modern art
Thc

Last Futurist Exhibition of Pictures™ in Petrograd (now St. Petersburg

including the first Blaue Reiter show in Munich in 19, ”

in 1915, the Berlin “The First International Dada Fair® of 1920, and
the 1938 “Exposition Internationale du Surréalisme” in Paris.
Without minimizing the centrality of the artists and their
exhibitions, it is important to make clear thar art dealers and the
commercial trade were also cssential to the development of advanced
art. The very idca of the avant-garde—of a serics of masters and
movements that progresses by repeatedly averthrowing accepted norms
and practices—was inseparable from a commercial system of invest
ment and exhibition.” In exhibiting and selling Impressionist paintings,
dealers such as Paul Dusand-Ruel demonstrated that signiticant profit
could be made from the new art, and they carnied on by investing in
works by Vincent van Gogh, Gauguin, and Paul Cézanne, After the
state presented the Impressionists as the height of French cultural
achievement ar the rgoo Universal Exposition, a serses of large
retrospective exhibitions at the alternative Paris salons positioned the
Post-Impeessionists as the next masters in a lineage of acsthetic
innovation.” Assembled 1n collaboration with the dealers who had
invested in this tradition of the new, these retrospectives—akong,

with the idcology of artistic progress that they represented

established the historical narrative in which young artists hoped to find
a place. New movements—Fauvism, Cubism, Futurism-—arose 1o
continue the line, promoted by cultural impresarios such as Guillaume

Apollinaire and F. T. Marinetts, and profits beckoned to the dealers
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and collectors who supported them. It would be wrong to characeerize
their motivations as wholly venal, of course, tor engaged dealers were
commutted to the new art and often made sacrifices (o support it

Large exhibitions outside France exported the process begun
in Pans, displaying both modern masters and new candidates for

the lincage. In 1910 Roger Fry named the newest canon with his

controversial exhibition at London’s Grafton Galleries, "Manet and
the Post-Impressionists.” That same year the second exhibition of the
Munich New Artists’ Association presented a comprehensive view of
what was being done in Panis, incdluding paintings by Pablo Picasso
and Gearges Brague, who refused to display their work in the huge

French salons, f\‘hll'l-,'h m 1gto also |m‘.l|'|| shows ol \\‘llzk\ o

Gauguin and Henri Matis

¢, plus a major exhibition of Islamic art that
l‘l\"»i vistors “' MM ACTOSS I.'_ll“)i‘k' [ h\' maost ||“‘||l"-‘vl\l’ U( lhl Pll Wilr
pan-European exhibitions was the International Exhibition of the
Sonderbund, held in Cologne in 1912, which included significant
retrospectives of van Gogh, Gauguin, Cézanne, and Edvard Munch,
as well as 3 Targe survey of current painting focusing on French and
German artists” Soon this combination of histoncal narrative and

contemporary report woukd transform the Amencan art world, when

the organizers of the 1913 Armory Show in New York ateempred a
version of what one of them had seen in Cologne, complete with a
display of Post-Impressionist masters.

In addition to artists and dealers, as well as the critics and
collectors who were so crucial to the system, muscums became

increasingly important. But while artists and the ant trade were in the

business of presenting the new, this was a concepeual challenge for
museums. which were viewed as insticutions dedicated to collecting
and displaying works thar had withstood the test of time.” As
Gertrude Stein allegedly stated, something could be modern or at
could be in a museum, but it could not be both. Although museums
had collected works by living artists throughout the nincteenth
century, afier the advent of modernism, art that was new in

y excluded.

fundamental conception as well as in chronology was largel

4

In 1818 the Luxembourg Palace was converted 1o the Museam of
Living Artists and charged with holding works that might someday
ascend to the Louvre. The government purchased paintings and
sculptures from the Salon {or the Luxembourg and for a growing
system ¢ of provine il muscums, but not until 1806, after much
controversy, did a group of Impressionist works enter the collection,
the result of a compromise accepting a portion of Gustave Caillebotte’s
@ft of his collection to France

That same year, Hugo von Tschudt was named director of the

National Gallery in Berlin, an event that heralded the keadership of

German muscums in collecting and displaying contemporary art
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In 1912 Wassily Kandinsky and Franz Mare dedicated v Blawe Reiter

Almanar 1o is memory.) Tschudi's acquisition of modern art in Berlin,

and then in Munich at the Neue Pinakothek, was carried on by

ather museum directors throughout the country. By the 19205 they
were bringing in the work of the international avant-garde in
substantial numbers and, in the process, providing significant support
to progressive German artists, Only with the Nazis' removal of close
to sixeeen thousand artworks from state museums would the extent

ol their purchases become clear. [n 1937 the German public was able

1o see a selection of this confiscated work brurally presented in the

“Degencrate Art” ["Entartete Kunst”) exhibition, whose anendance,

ironically, was the greatest ol any modern art show of the century
Museums were smportant not only for their growing role in

supporting and conhrming contemporary artistic developments and

placing them within an art-historical narrative, bue also for the creation
of new display strategies. In this respect, 1o, the German muscums of
the 19205 were innovators, with EI Lissitzky's 1g927-28 Abstract
Cabinet, a gallery designed tor the Landesmuseum in Hanover,
garnering the most attention. Commissioned by pioncering muscum
director Alexander Darner, the gallery, creared specitically 1o house
abstract art, featured metal-slar walls whose color shitted with the
viewer's position and a sliding frame system chat allowed for paintings
to be readily changed.” Dorner, Iike Tschuds, wanted museums o

reflect the dynamism of modern life rather than function as mausoleams

of past achievement, and he saw the presentation of experimental work
inan interactive setting as critical to that mission. But the most
influential installation model 1o emerge out of Germany moved in the
opposite direction, toward a parist, decontextualized space in which
artworks are isolated from the woeld in which they originated: the
“white cube.”

The development of modern mades of display is not unrelated o
the shilting economie conditions connected with the emergence of the
avant-garde, The traditonal salon-style presentation, characterized by
walls hung with paintings loor to ceiling, had developed in eighteenth
century France and spread throughout Europe, Russia, and Great

Britain, [es visuil chaos made much of the work difficult 1o see, and

artists were particularly unhappy when their paintings were “skie
high up the salon walls. This exhibition model, however, was designed
not tor the artists’ or visitors” pleasure but to display the paintings
toward which the patronage system was geared: large-scale works
meant for aristocratic and public settings. With the development of
amarket of buyers secking artworks tor less grandiose private homes,
it became important tor smaller paintings to be seen well, and it made
commercial sense for art to be shown in something like a domestic

environment. Nineteenth-century Parisian dealers such as Durand
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Ruel and Georges Petit and establishments like London’s Grasvenor
Gallerwes presented their wares in luxurious intenors that felt far more
domestic than the ¢lamorous public salons

Artists were not immune 10 such concerns in the display of their

own works. Edgar Degas proposed thar paintings be hung without

crowding in two horizontal rows, and this arrangement was used for

the first of the eight artist-organized Impressionist exhibitions

I'he Impressionists showed their work on subtly ¢

lored backgrounds

d walls of the Salon in an effort to enhance

nstead of the SETOng

acsthetic appr

‘ciation and encourage the purchase of paintings for

domestic spaces. In their ifth exhibition {1880) the walls were tinted
to coordinate with the paintings that hung on them, and in the sixth
exhibition {1881 Pissarro’s frames were in colors complementary to
cach work, (James McNeill Whistler pioncered this emphasis on
decorative presentation in his hrst one-person exhibation in Loadon in
1874.% | Opposing what was viewed as the highly commercial look of
the Salon, these artists emploved a decorative aesthetic and domestic

ASsOCianons o a

chieve their own equally commercial ends. Soon the
¢ Salon

des Independants, replaced the red wall coverings of the vest of the

Nea-lmpressionists, appearing together in their own raom ar 1

show with a neutral gray: they also used white and gray frame

emphasize the autonomy of their paintings from the surrounding

environment. Here we find ourselves on the road toward the modernist

ve, whose stripped-down character and striving for neutrahty

an invitation Lo aesthetsc autonomy

s an international standard

T'he adoption of the white cul

the display of modern and contemporary art can be eredited largely to

the exhibitions mounted during the 19308 ar the Muscum of Modern

Artin New York by founding director Alfred H. Barr, |e. But it was on
astudy trip to Germany in the late 19205 that Bare came upon the kind
of display that he would adapt for MoMA when it was established in

1929." There—in Dorner-installed !;.l“u ics at the Landesmuseum in

Hanover and at the Folkwang Muscum in Essen—Barr and his futurn
architecture curator, Philip Johnson, saw pictures wadely spaced and
hung at eye level on a neutral background, rather than stacked salon
style on dark walls. Beginning

ol

hanging works on off-white "monk’s

and later moving to walls painted bright white, in a clean
architectural setting with no decorative clements to distract the eye,
Barr presented modern painting and sculpture in 2 way that high

lighted cheir formal characteristics and relationships. Thus displayed,

these works could readily be set within the developmental story of
modern art as a path toward abstraction, a narrative whose classic
statement he presented at the museum's 1936 exhibstion "Cubism
and Abstract Art.” But the white-cube exhibiion space has long

outlasted the modernist world peeture with which in is associated
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And even though there have been noteworthy exceptions—such as
She Boemorphic installation spaces and evocations of the unconscious
5 Servealist display—the white cube has remained the norm for
Presening every variety of artistic expression.”

The vismal purity of the white-cube gallery relates as well to the
Eesmmetnic abstraction of the 19205 and "j0s frequently shown in such
Spaces. and often the form of an exhibition correlates with salient
Seztuees of the art on display. For instance, when Kasimir Malevich
smtroduced Suprematism at the 1915 exhibition “o.10: The Last
Fanurist Exhibition of Pictures,” his paintings were dispersed on the
walis m 2 way that reflected the asymmetrical balance and spatial
Symammism of the forms within many of the works themselves, Classic
Diads and Susrealist exhibitions made deeper connections in the
masching of mstallation and artwork, The German Dadaist mockery
of the fine art tradition was as well represented by “Early Dada Spring”
" Dada-Norfrihling”)—a 1920 exhibition in Cologne set in the
soestyaed of 2 beer hall and entered through a urinal —as it was by Max
Emmst’s wooden sculpture, which he invited the public to destroy with
& axe. And the political anger of Berlin Dada was as clearly conveyed
By the form of “The First International Dada Fair” a few months Latet,
WHE its cacophonous installation featuring posters scream ing radical
sogans and 2 mannequin of 2 German officer with the head of a Mg
Bang from the ceiling, as it was by such works as Otto Dix’s painting
of men crippled in World War |, 45% Abbadied. The dreamlike and
mighamarish installations creared by Marcel Duchamp, André Breton,
2ad their colleagues for the 1938 “Exposition Internationale du
Sesresfisoe” evoke the imagery and emotional tone ol many of the
pantings and objects displayed, as well as thar of Surrcalist writing,
And the biomorphism of Frederick Kiesler's 1942 design for Peggy
Caggenbeim’s Surrealist Gallery at Art of This Century echoes the
Soem and feeling of much of the work shown, as did his 1947
fmssallanions of the "Bloodflames™ exhibition at New York's Hugo
[Gallery 2nd the important Surrealist exhibition at Galerie Macght
im Paris.

Sometimes the relationship between exhibition spaces and the
Works in them is mare conceptual than visual or emotional, In 1955
B 1956 the Japanese avant-garde Gutai group exhibited in a pine
fowest sculprural objects that emphasized their own materiality and a
Fomncction with nature. Concepeual art impresario Seth Siegelaub’s
Ehow “fanuary 5-31, 1969,” which featured work deemed whaolly
Poncommercial, was staged in an empty midtown Manhatean office,
well cesside the usual precincts of the New York an world. Siegelaub
#so propased that an exhibition of Conceptual art could take the
form of 3 caralog, since such artworks were ideas presented as effect-
ey by documentation as by a physical installation. Here the very
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form of presentation is generated by reflecting on the kind of entity
being displayed.”

Some installations do not so much reflect characteristics of the
wirks as express an attitude toward them. At the 1937 exhibition
“Degenerate Art,” the Nazi disdain for modern art was demonstrated
by surrounding works with racist and reactionary texts and by
installing them with an unruliness indicating the disorder that they
were said 10 breed. A less vicious example is Duchamp's instaliation
in New York for the 1942 fund-raising exhibition *First Papers of
Surrealism.” Commentators variously interpreted the web of string
with which Duchamp enveloped the entice display as representing the
difficulty of understanding modern art, the current state of Surrealisas
as it wound old sdeas back and forth, or the idea that these works
were o be treasured like rare bottles of wine emerging from the celfar
covered in cobwebs,

As these examples suggest, there is much ta be learned by
looking at exhibitions analytically, comparing shows from differens
times, and examining the role and form of particular exhibitions, 2nd
exhibitions in general, within the ongoing movement of art history.
The twa volumes of Salon ta Bienwsal: Exbibitions That Made Ars
History are intended to provide material for such study, presenting boch
visual and written documentation with a minimum of interpretation.
As a compendium of exhibition documentation, Salon 1o Biennial does
ot recount a single narrarive; instead it offers a number of concepes 1
help illuminate the territory. One is the notion of the salon, understood
braadly as a report on recent artistic production. Freed from its
conscrvative use by the French Academy, the salon form has been
employed throughout the history of advanced art 1o present and
advocate for new developments, from the alternative Paris salons and
great international exhibitions betare World War 1 to the Documentas.
biennials, and thematic museum surveys of the last third of the
twentieth century. Another central arca of investigation is the art-
historical agency of major exhibitions, which not only introduce novel
and important work but also delimit the artists and movements
that become canonical, from “Manet and the Post-Impressionists™
in 1910 to “Sensation” in 1997. Insights are 10 be gleaned as well from
serutinizing the installations themselves, examining the range
of refationships between the art on display and the modes of its
presentation,

One significant feature of many exhibitions in both volumes
of Salon fo Brennial is that they were organized by artisis, With
noteworthy exceptions, however, the incidence of such shows would
wane after World War 11, as public institutions and nonartist exhibition
organizers came to dominate the display of the new. The increasing
disempowerment of artists in dirccting the presentation of their work
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% e of the nstitutionalization of contemporary art. We might take

| Gallery's 1956 exhibition “This Is Tomorrow,”

esented by an institution but conceived and mounted by

e St

msmmnon and control would move away from the artists, with even

ants, to represent 2 tipping point. From this time on,

nsde-che-box efforts—shows like *Chambres d'amis™ (1986, in
Wik arnists mstalled works in private homes in Ghent, Belgium, and
“WMaces wath 2 Past™ (1991, where artists worked wath local
Smmmamities in Chareston, South Carolina~being organized by
ptessonal curators, Details of such exhibitions, and of the increasing
Smmmance of institutions of display and promotion, must await our
seened volume, For this installment of Safor o Biennial, it is the artists
e See the primary forces,

Astists are central to these exhibitions not only as creators of the
werks and organizers of their presentation, but also as viewers. This
gmerally is forgotten in all the attention that is paid to other members
o e audience, from critics and collectors to the public whose
song reactions highlight accounts of so many well-known shows,

ns are where artists confront work that prompts their future

a. their responses combining in varying degrees emulation,
meecton, creative departure, and the many anxieties of influence,
Aamong the most important consequences of such exhibirions is the
Smaiation artists derive from what they see there; private responses
Ssmpiement public ones to vield historically significant developments.
The documentation assembled in Salon fo Biennal veminds us that
hese shows were events at which real people had new and transforming
empenences, the kinds of experiences that will continue as long as

warks are 2ssembled and enter the ongoing life of art through exhibition
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