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Forew ord

Ed M oses is a  C alifornian, born in Long B each  in 
1926, educated at UCLA, who held his first one-m an 
shows at Ferus G allery, Los Angeles, and a t D ilexi 
G allery, San  Francisco , in  1958. He is a  v e teran  of the 
last tw enty years of exp erim ent and innov ation  in 
A m erican  painting and he has touched upon or reacted  
to A bstract Expressionism , Pop Art, Hard Edge, Color 
Field and M in im alist developm ents. During the la te  
1960s M oses developed a process of w orking on w hat 
are m ost often referred  to as his "re s in  p ain tings" 
w hich brought him  consid erab le atten tion  and a  con ­
tinuing series of exh ib itions in  London, Los A ngeles, 
M inneapolis, M unich, New York and San Francisco .

In the early  1970s the artist began to question his 
ow n prem ises regarding d ecorative and exp ression ist 
painting. He found h im self d isenchanted  and unw illing 
to function in  the w ays to w hich he had b ecom e 
com m itted  through expressive painting. He gave up 
the resin  paintings, plunged into m ulti-layered  paper 
works in search  of a new  w ay, in hope of clarification , 
in craving for an  ob jective  vision. Along the w ay he 
set up new  situations w here he cou ld n’t see w hat he 
w as doing b ecau se  he intuited  that the key to h is new  
w ay lay  in an ob jective  visualization. He in stinctiv ely  
knew that if he could carry  out an act w ith a con ­
structive purpose— not a purpose of m aking an a t­
tractiv e  product, nor to secu re popular su ccess— to 
establish  paint on a su rface  in  an ob jective  m ethod­
ology, th at the key to new  w ork would be found. He 
began to apply the paint in  the rev erse , face  down, in 
such a w ay th at he w as alw ays surprised w hen he 
pulled the w ork aw ay sin ce the im age w as reversed  
and the last passage on the surface would appear as 
the deepest e lem en t in  space. The w orks w ere exe­
cuted in a pre-determ ined process— often the W edge 
W eave designs of the N avajo Ind ians— establish ing  a 
p lanar structure in  in terp enetratin g  dark, light and 
color values w ithout re feren ce  to three-d im ensional 
ob jectn ess or to h im self as an artist— a purely ab stract 
esthetic construction . The artist w as seeking to jo in  
the tw o-dim ensional im age to the canvas as a u n itary  
fact. H ow ever, his overlapping lines of co lor estab ­
lished  a sense of shallow  space w hich proved to be a 
frustrating contrad iction . M oses' th irst for the purely 
ab stract, for the non -referen tial, for the exclu sion  of 
expressive values and referen ces from  his art, b ecam e 
of increasing  im portance to him  in the suceeding 
years. He has greeted the challenge of w hat is in 
effect a  draw ing retrosp ective  as an opportunity to 
study his oeuvre and to deal w ith the questions of

purpose and quality  th a t are the m ost cru cia l and 
frightening to an artis t in  m id-career. He acknow l­
edges th at his track s have led him  over barren  fields 
as w ell as m an y  fertile  ones. Today M oses feels that 
u n stretched  can v as or in form al ones should be  seen 
as w all hangings and not as paintings. He fee ls strong­
ly  th a t the problem s of painting are encountered  
w ithin the e lem en ts of d im ension, color and surface 
on the fo rm al support system  of stretched  canv as. To 
tran sla te  those problem s into re lated  m edia is alw ays 
perm issib le  but m u st continue to beg the larger ques­
tion  of h isto rica l re lev an ce.

An artis t's  an teced en ts are  of con stan t pertinence to 
w hat he does or chooses not to do. M oses feels that 
his an teced ents include P icasso , in  the period of Cub­
ism , M alev ich , in the heroic years of the 'teens, M on­
d rian throughout his inspiring career, and R einhardt 
in  his w ork w ith the tw o-dim ensional m onochrom e. 
Am ong la te r  contem p oraries M oses is quick to express 
his resp ect fo r Agnes M artin , Jasp er Johns and Brice 
M arden, but he looks upon them  as fellow  travelers 
ra th er than  as lead ers in  dealing w ith the to tally  
ab stract. He fee ls  re lated  to them  and senses th at they 
are  colleagu es in  the revelatio n  of contem porary  re ­
search  and understanding of the C onstructivist tra ­
dition.

In his esth etic  of the ab stract, M oses sees two pur­
poses for draw ing: as an end in itself, w here the work 
beco m es a finished thing, existing for itself; and the 
m ore typ ical o b je ct as a  p relim inary  re search  for 
painting. In the la tte r  category  he recognizes each  
draw ing as a  fa ct of ob jective  ex isten ce  and connected 
to him . In the form er category he recognizes success 
as being related  to the pow er of the w ork to achieve 
a sep arate  ex isten ce  as a draw ing— apart from  paint­
ings, fro m  any three-d im ensional in form ation , or ex ­
pressive skill or feeling. He tends to argue t h a t " . . .  the 
m ore ob jectiv e  a w ork b eco m es, the m ore pow er it 
d em o n stra tes ." M oses has developed his new  non- 
expressive painting m ethodology d irectly  from  his 
ow n slow ly-evolved draw ing convictions, on an un­
consciou s lev el, w hich has only now becom e o b jecti­
fied. D raw ing has b ecom e the constructive m eans of 
his a rt and w ill be discussed in M r. Joseph M ash eck 's 
provocative essay .

Gerald Nordland
D irector
Frederick S. W ight Art G allery
U niversity  of C alifornia
Los Angeles





ED M O SES AND DRAWING
Joseph M ash eck

D raw ings have not alw ays been  considered  works 
of art in th e ir ow n right. Even as testim ony on an a rt­
ist's  working approach in painting, sculpture, or arch i­
tectu re, they have been  found in teresting— once they 
w ere— for contrad ictory  reason s. This is im portant 
b ecau se a like d istinction  pursues Ed M o ses ' work 
over the last tw enty y ears: draw ing for M oses m eans 
research  for painting, but even th at can  m ean  two 
different things.

Take a fam ous exam p le. W hen D tirer w as interested  
in having a draw ing by R aphael he expected  a sam ple 
of R aphael's own w orkm anship, but R aphael sen t a 
drawing he m ay w ell not have m ade, despite D urer's 
notation  on it that R aphael had sen t it to him  "to  
show his hand . ' ' 1 In this in stan ce  a c la ss ica l M edi­
terran ean  approach to art as concept and form  co l­
lides with a m ore d istinctly  N orthern approach to art 
as the m ysterious expression  of p ersonality . R aphael 
sent an exam ple of the kind of idea and ideal th at he 
subscribed to even if it w as rendered by a student, 
while D iirer hoped for som ething th at had em anated  
directly from  the m aster's  h eart and hand. The equiv­
alent in Ed M oses' w ork is a d ia lectic  established  early  
on betw een reason  and em otion , constru ction  and 
expression.

Drawings b ecam e o b jects  of serious aesth etic  a t­
tention during the Baroque period, a t first as a  record 
of the logic of form al thought quite apart from  any 
calligraphically  expressive qualities.- But by the turn 
of the sev en teenth  century draw ings had b eco m e at 
least as significant for th e ir d irect access to sp ecia l­
ized artistic  sen sation , not m erely  as docum ents of 
form s and com positions of form s. Thus Andre Felibien 
could categorica lly  distinguish w ithin draw ing in gen­
eral drawings w hich seem s to rev eal the uninhibited 
expression of im agination  and deserved the special 
term  "s k e tc h . ” 3

The drawings w hich we consid er here are as a rule 
neither sim ply plans for paintings nor ten tative  or 
fragm entary  exercises in free  associatio n . M oses does 
consider th at for him  painting begins w here draw ing 
leav es off. Y et here is a  new  tw ist on the Baroque 
tradition that established  draw ing as art: now draw ing 
as a w hole lead s to painting in  general. Along the 
w ay m any individual draw ings b ecom e self-sufficient 
p ro jects deserving the sam e atten tion  once reserved  
for paintings.

M oses is a prolific producer of fine drawings-as- 
drawings. He is not a lone in this, although today we 
often have to turn to drawings by sculptors ra th er 
than  painters to find w orks as independently rew ard­
ing. Here M oses' involvem ent as a painter w ith loose, 
unstretched  supports m ay have helped to refine draw ­
ing by m eeting it halfw ay. Iron ically , the specialized,

reductive co n cen tra tio n  of post-W ar ab stract art, espe­
cia lly  in A m erica, on its own natu re and m ateria ls, 
m ay  have m ad e it e a sie r  fo r the sp ectator to approach 
such  w ork ra th er th an  m ore dem anding. The appeal 
of draw ings as v isib le , nuts-and-bolts artistic  thinking 
and w orkm anship h as rep laced  trad itional d illetantism  
and shattered  its m ystique. Effete connoisseurship 
gives w ay to a p ractica l fam iliarity  w ith the posing 
and solving of specialized  w orkm anly  problem s. Now 
the " in s id e ” of art, once the p reserve of experts, is 
perhaps its m ost up-front aspect: one person 's shop- 
ta lk  (and its consequent sophistication) re la tes  sur­
prisingly read ily  to an oth er 's . In  this w ay the free ­
standing in terest of th ese  draw ings derives from  a 
m ain elem ent of m odern trad ition  as w ell as from  a 
subsidiary elem en t of earlie r  European art.

The question  of how far b ack  from  his m atu rity  an 
artis t's  developm ent should be traced  is n ecessarily  
an issu e of c ritica l taste , sin ce at a certa in  point re­
sponsible production fades b ack  into infantilia. Here 
we begin w ith M o ses ' exp ression istic  drawings of the 
la te r  1950s. H ow ever, M o ses ' art show s a c lear dia­
le c tica l logic, despite the intuition w hich drives it. 
Deciding to paint in an exp ression ist mode w as thus 
at the start alread y a d ecision  n ot to do, or actu ally  
to stop doing, som ething else . M oses actu ally  first 
w orked in a style w hich, although it dealt p ictorially  
w ith the beach-front landscape of his native Southern 
C aliforn ia, su b jected  such m otifs to a crisp structurali- 
zation . As a youth he had b een  fascin ated  w ith m e­
ch an ica l draw ing, although then he found it frustrating 
(la ter, from  1954 to 1956, he w orked as a tech n ica l

Ed Moses. (Etching). Pierpont, 1955. 9%  x 11% "

d ra ftsm a n ). These seasid e landscapes rationalized  and 
schem atized  co asta l scen es w hich included arch itec­
tu ral constru ctions as principal m otifs. Their general 
in terest, n everth eless, is in th e ir in tuitive, even com ­
pulsive, drive to "sq u are  aw ay" everything. They doc­
u m ent an  early  attem p t to con tain  em otion w ithin



reaso n  in  the b elabored  coloring in  of lin ear, angular, 
d iagram atica lly  flat com positions. The sam e tension  
betw een constructive and expressive approaches in ­
form s esp ecia lly  M o ses ' m ost recen t w ork w ith a 
v ita lism  th at overrides graphic control, transcend ing 
w hat in  European a rt w ere an tip ath etic  m otivations 
— geom etry  and intu ition , concepts and feelings, draw ­
ing for the thought and draw ing for the feel.

Fact num ber one in  A m erican  art is the preem inence 
of A bstract E xpressionism . W hether or not A ngelinos 
or San Franciscans cam e to like the art-political im pli­
cations of New Y ork 's eclipse of Paris, vast possibili­
ties for A m erican  art w ere opened by the artists w ork­
ing in New York from  the end of W orld W ar II. No 
w onder everybody tried  to paint that w ay, even w hen 
unconscious free-association , rad ically  in tense  em o­
tion, or painterly  form  didn’t quite com e natu rally . 
For M oses and others in  C aliforn ia W illem  de Koon­
ing and M ilton R esnick  w ere prim ary New York in­
spirations. In M oses' case  we can  d etect re a l affinities, 
perhaps less  in  the early  w orks th at look  m ost exp res­
sionist in style than  in a m ore thorough sublim ation 
of the em otional approach in his developm ent.

Also, if Sam  Francis and M ark Tobey seem  to New 
Yorkers to have stood duty in  a provincial outpost of 
expressionism , they and other painters had abundant 
lo ca l in fluence. Clyfford Still and R ichard D iebenkorn 
w ere v ita l in establish ing  a b ase of regional seriou s­
ness in W est-Coast painting. Then John Altoon, Frank 
Lobdell and H assel Sm ith, and o th er less  w idely 
know n C aliforn ia exp ression ists w ere essen tia l inspir­
ations to the younger artists, including M oses. Craig 
Kauffm an, although he la ter  took a very  different turn, 
seem s to have been  a specific ca ta ly st for the appear­
ance of a  Gorky-like, la te-Su rrealist p ain terliness in 
M o ses’ w ork as the 1950s drew to a c lo se .4 And 
through this form ative period W alter Hopps added 
encou ragem ent and h istorica l sop histication  to the 
Los A ngeles scen e.

The turn of that decade in A m erica seem ed  to sig­
nal the opening of a  new  ch ap ter in the n ation al cu l­
ture. So m uch of the follow ing fifteen  years now seem s 
traceab le  in  a m ore th an  sty listic w ay to the arch ly  
ironic, jadedly  skep tica l response of the Pop gen era­
tion to the values of the D epression generation . W orld 
W ar II defense plants had built Los A ngeles into a 
g iant cap ital of novel suburbanity (the A m erican 
building boom  of the 1920s had expanded w ithin 
urban co n v en tio n s). Soon even jerry-bu ilt arch itectu re  
and the film -set artificia lity  of “p la stic '' cu lture be­
cam e m odels of sem i-self-conscious fun and cam p. 
Here it is im portant to em phasize w hat even the best 
critics of that day usually  overlooked, th a t Pop was 
not only form idable as a socia l phenom enon, but that 
it w as as capable as any o th er m ovem ent of produc­
ing serious art. (In  th is resp ect Los A ngeles w as also

fortu nate  to have in W alter Hopps one of the great 
D ucham pophiles.)

In New York painting the tran sition  from  one fram e 
of m ind to the o th er w as n ot n oticeab ly  abrupt, a l­
though fo r som e tim e (until the B eatles) there  w ere 
two d istinct aud iences, one holding onto profundity 
like a C ontinental accen t, the other as A m erican  as 
O klahom a. A rtists like Robert R auschenberg and Larry 
R ivers carried  A bstract-Expressionist p ain terliness 
w ith them  over into Pop, w hile Jasp er Johns provided 
a  m ore D ucham pian link. C ertain  figural drawings 
w ith collage elem ents by M oses from  around 1961 are 
a  W est-C oast cou nterpart to th is e lision , even if 
M oses, unlike, say, B illy  A1 Bengston, n ever rea lly  did 
Pop .5

Ed M oses spent a tw o-year stretch  in New York from  
1958 to 1960, the second h alf of it on Broad Street, 
n e a r Coenties Slip. A num ber of artists who w ere la ter  
to m ake im portant New Y ork contributions w ere then 
liv ing in  th a t neighborhood, ju st as the surrounding 
old m erch an ts' w arehouses began to fa ll to W all 
S tree t expansion . N othing could be m ore tran sition al 
th an  for M oses, exhibiting on Tenth S treet (the Area 
G allery) a t the tail-end of A bstract E xpressionism , to 
be a t th at p lace at th at tim e.

In the early  1960s M oses produced a series  of draw ­
ings w ith repeating, a llov er flow er m otifs, based  on a 
cheap M ex ican  oilcloth  pattern  of roses. The source 
com pares w ith Pop, esp ecia lly  as M oses w ent after 
m ore of the sam e stuff in  T ia Ju an a, although the 
draw ings are  n ot Pop-ironic in  sty le. N evertheless, 
M oses planned to try  them  as a kind of w allpaper and 
got as fa r as full-size blueprint designs before  Andy 
W arhol's  turn (from  a Flow er series of 1964) to Cow 
W allpaper (1966 ). Several draw ings did result, how ­
ever, including the form idable Screen draw n and built 
by M oses in  1963. M oses w as fa r m ore in terested  in 
filling in  betw een  th e  flow er m otifs, w ith a continuous 
patchw ork of graphite th an  in rendering them , w hich 
is c loser to the Johns of the a llov er draw ing than  to 
W arhol. This an ticip ates his own allover, m ore mini- 
m alistic  draw ings of the n ext few  years.

The flow er draw ings are  also  n ot sim ply Pop b ecau se 
they  re la te  to draw ings th a t M oses derived from  a 
very different sou rce, the num erous studies of single 
chrysanth em u m s th a t M ondrian m ade betw een about 
1906 and 1910. One of these  is even entitled  C hrysan­
them um  Diptych (1961). R em arkably , we find M oses 
here turning to the p re-abstract M ondrian, ju st as the 
la te  M ondrian h as the past few  y ears assum ed great 
im portance for him . Both M ondrian and M oses invest 
even th e ir m ost con stru ctiv istic  w ork w ith a highly 
intu itive v italism .

The flow er m otif in o ther patterned  floral drawings 
re la tes , as a  rep eatab le  form  w ith a  ragged outline, to 
the m ap-like shapes, apparently  derived from  a  form



on a Sw edish greeting card ,0 w hich appear in  som e 
w orks as part of a  flying-saucer m otif th a t is vaguely 
arch itectu ral in  ch aracter, but th at seem s b asica lly  a 
Pop-type "fa r-o u t" id e a .7 These m otifs are m ore in ter­
esting, how ever, as a  kind of " fre a k e d " or subverted 
tech n ica l drawing— as though M oses w ere plotting an 
escape from  conv entional draftsm anship— th an  as 
self-sufficient w orks. H ere an anti-p ictorial, doggedly 
ab stract, approach to  draw ing intervened.

The plain ab stract geom etric draw ings of 1966-67 
com prise, in retrosp ect, one of the m o st in teresting  
phases of M o ses’ developm ent. In those w hich re ta in  
a m otif-like m ain  form  (for in stan ce, a  so-called  "e g le ” 
[s ic ]  m otif) the expressive/organic fea tu re  of the 
flow er or m ap m otif is overcom e by a constructive/ 
geom etric em phasis. C ertain  sm all cut-out, "pop-up" 
re lie f drawings of both  sorts, p resen t curious ju x ta ­
positions betw een the two approaches in a sim ilar 
form at.

This circu m stan ce in  itself, w here one ab stract 
system  beco m es tran sp osable  in to  its  opposite, is an 
interesting phenom enon in light of the equ ally  an ti­
expressionist drive of the contem porary M in im alists 
in New York. For exam p le, although R obert Sm ithson 
h im self eventu ally  b ecam e thoroughly p ersonal and 
expressive, an  early  p iece of sculpture by  Sm ithson 
called  Enantiom orphic Cham bers (1964) con sists of 
two w all-hung geom etric re lie f constructions, each  of 
w hich is the inverted, stru ctu ral opposite of the o th er .8 

Sim ilarly , in each  of a pair of Untitled draw ings by 
M oses from  1967, both  com bining organic/expressive 
and geom etric/constructive e lem en ts, w hat appears in 
ordinary graphite pencil in the one is rendered with 
yellow  d raftsm an ’s tran sfer paper in the other, and 
vice versa. Of cou rse, the constructive and expressive 
approaches to art are  th em selv es n orm ally  considered  
an tith etica l, esp ecially  sin ce W ilhelm  W orringer's 
Abstraction and Em pathy (1 9 0 8 ).9 Y et the am biguity 
of the mid-1960s seem ed capable of accom m od ating 
both exclusive a ltern ativ es sim ultaneously . The m u­
tu al rev ersa l set-up w as one w ay.

G eneral affinities betw een  M oses' draw ings from  
th is period and M in im alism  have to do w ith overall 
surface trea tm en ts th a t avoid even resid ual im p lica­
tions of p ictorial com position, as w ell as w ith certa in  
ideas suggestive of D on Judd, w hose w ork M oses 
adm ired. Som e of the abso lu tely  neu tral grids com ­
posed of squares have rigidly un iform  com partm ents 
filled w ith regularized p atch es of a llov er strokes. They 
m ay suggest the m odernist trad ition  of grids stem ­
m ing from  checkerboard  p attern s in Cubism , w ith their 
im plication of m ental op erations as w ell as th e ir 
in trinsic m otiv al fla tn ess, although they tra ce  b ack  
m ore ab stractly  to the R en aissan ce  acad em ic p ractice  
of "sq u arin g ” in tran slating  a draw ing into p ain tin g .10

M inim alists liked the stru ctu ral straightforw ardness

of grid pattern s. Agnes M artin , a  neighbor of M oses' 
n ear C oenties Slip, had by then  alread y started  to 
produce paintings consistin g  only of lin es draw n in 
grids. Grids of squ ares appeared in  paintings of Robert 
R ym an by about 1963. Brice M arden m ade a drawing 
w ith  com pressed  ch arco a l, consisting of a  horizontal 
oblong divided into four equ al parts, in 1962-63, and 
w ith in  a y ear or so produced a llov er squ ares in  ch ar­
coa l and graphite. O rthodox M inim alism  attained  full 
conviction  around 1966, ju st w hen the Ferus G allery 
closed  its doors in Los Angeles.

But it is not sim ply the squ ares and grids form s of 
draw ings of the la ter  1960s th a t have a M inim al as­
p ect. It is, even m ore, th e ir m onotonously repetitive 
and non-cursive stroke. A ctually, although M oses 
com es quite close to the M in im alist position, touch  
rem ain s im portant. The touch is still a  link w ith fee l­
ing, even w hen the feeling happens, M in im alistically , 
to be boredom , or, m ore expressively , exh au stio n .11 

These doggedly rigid w orks thus re ta in  an iron ically  
hum an, v ita listic  im p erfectio n .12 In o ther words, for 
M oses exp ression  continued beyond M inim alism , or 
even in the m idst of it.

M oses execu ted  an Untitled tw o-color lithograph of 
great richness and subtlety  at the Tam arind W ork­
shop, Los A ngeles, in  1968. This print is largely  a 
m atter of drawing, since it is draw n w ith a lithograph

Ed Moses. U ntitled Lithograph, 1968. 15 x 19"

crayon on a lithograph p late— like the prepared but 
unprinted lithograph plate w ith a llover draw ing from  
the sam e y ear, a lso  exhibited . Also, the only form — a 
trap ezoid al p lane th a t m ight be a rectang le  trailing 
off obliquely in  space— consists en tirely  of a  d elicate, 
fibrous w eb of soft crayon touches. The com position 
suggests w hat one m ight think of now as qualified 
con stru ctiv ist form  in  R ichard S erra 's  draw ings, or, 
b efo re  that, in Ellsw orth K elly 's m ore co loristic Study 
for a W hite Sculpture (1958 ). H ow ever, a ll three art­
ists ' w orks actu a lly  recap itu late  one of the m ost



fam ous paintings of Russian C onstructiv ism , Kazim ir 
M alev ich 's Yellow Q uadrilateral on W hite (1916-17), 
w here a yellow  form  m uch like M o se s ’ fad es b ack  
along a com parab le ax is in space.

In 1970 M oses executed  a p iece com bining natu re  
and art, draw ing and arch itectu re : a  "sk y  show " 
installed  at the M izuno G allery, Los A ngeles .13 He 
ripped out a w hole section  of the roof (and the inside 
w all paneling of the upper part of the one-story g al­
le ry ) , leav ing a large rectang le  open to the sky, w ith 
exposed rafters  filtering the sunlight through a louver­
like grille into striped patches of light and shade. 
O ther art o b jects  w ere present in this m eta-w ork, the 
m ost im portant being them selv es ra th er unconven­
tion al draw ing constru ctions— one against the w all, 
on w allboard, the o ther on the floor, on can v as (a l­
ready an arch itectu ra l equ ation  of w all and floor as 
inside p lanar su rfa ces) . All this added up to a form id­
able com pound of draw ing and arch itectu re  that 
blended a handm ade n atu ralism  w ith C onstructivist 
evocations.

In the M izuno show  the light sifted down litera lly  
through the open structure of the roof, casting  high- 
con trast grilles of light and dark in p ara lle l lines bent 
by the physical, a rch itectu ra l angle betw een  the w alls 
and floor. At M o ses ' in sta lla tio n  one apparently  saw  
halos of light, not unlike the photographic phenom ­
enon called  "h a la tio n , " 11 and, w ithin the space of the 
room , an atm osphere m ade d elicately  physical by rice

Alfred Stieglitz. Paula, Berlin, 1889. Photograph.

polishings throw n in  the air. Com pare the early  photo­
graph by Alfred Stieglitz Paula, Berlin (1889 ), w here 
shuttered  light stream ing into a room  through the 
blinds blends acro ss the w all and tab leclo th  in  a sim ­
ilar w ay. This p articu lar photograph m ight seem  only 
co incid entally  suggestive of M o ses, yet the re latio n  
b etw een  a photographic sense of p attern  as a  broken 
grid of light and shade throw n over solid o b jects is 
itse lf v ita l to the n ative developm ent of C onstructivist 
trends w ithin  m o d em  A m erican  painting, from  cases 
of overlap (C harles Sh eeler) or close  affinity (Georgia 
O 'Keeffe and Edward Steich en) on to the deliberate 
m aking of photographic studies of alread y in trinsica lly  
con stru ctiv istic  m otifs (Ellsw orth K e lly ) .

Like photography, A m erican  Ind ian  b lankets lie  
halfw ay betw een the natu ral and the cu ltu ral as 
insp irations for pain ting .15 M oses had y et to base 
draw ings (and paintings) on N avajo  b lan ket proto­
types in 1970, but he w as a lread y close  to the notion 
of lines arranged  in a tau tly  shallow , p ractica lly  flat 
w eave— even in  the sense of tex tiles . This is true of 
an untitled  1970 draw ing show ing a p air of wide 
v ertica l bands overlaid  by a pair of broad  horizontal 
bands, a ll four consisting of closely  drawn horizontal 
lin es. There we alread y find evidence of the use of 
m asking tape to prune a ll the lines n eatly  a t the 
edges. And for som e lines to extend free ly  beyond the 
— subsequently  rem oved— tape, im plicated the process  
of m aking the w ork in a w ay th at corresponds w ith a 
then  w idespread concern  of pain ters and sculptors.

S im ilarly , in the lite ra lly  tapestry-like painting 
Loom (1971) a thin  web of evenly spaced vertical 
strings stre tch es betw een  narrow  wood slats, w ith a 
few  w averingly irregular "c o n c re te "  lin es crossing 
horizontally , the w hole fixed in  resin . Loom m ay not 
be one of the artist's  favorite  w orks, b u t10 it does tes­
tify  to a close involvem ent w ith w eaving as the pro­
duction of a  negligibly th ick  but su bstantial support 
inform ed with an in trinsic design. This soon enough 
led to a m ore digested involvem ent w ith the m ateria l­
ity  of th in  but palpable p lanes, in  draw ings w ith 
skew ed arrays of p ara lle l lin es on tran slu cen t paper, 
starting in 1971. (These th in ly  draw n p ara lle ls  m ay 
evoke draw ings by Paul K lee from  the 1920s, another 
cross betw een  expression  and geom etry.)

To m ove aw ay from  the punningly lite ra l w eave of 
Loom, w ith stria tion s of light lin es running p arallel 
horizontally , or else  raking at gently  oblique angles, 
w as appropriate. H ow ever, M oses re a lly  turned a 
corn er w hen he looked to N avajo b lan ket p attern s for 
ready-m ade a b stract su b ject m atter. The chosen  p at­
terns belonged to w hat is called  the second phase of 
the "ch ie f 's  typ e ." They d istinctively  con sist of p arallel 
a lternatin g  d arker and lighter longitudinal bands, 
w ith two bands in the middle and those a t the edges 
norm ally  broken into pairs (side-by-side) of th inner



bars. That is w hat the b lan k ets  look like . They even 
carry  over from  re a l N avajo b lankets the form s know n 
as "lazy  lin e s ,” sm all lin e a r  in terruptions against the 
grain. ("Lazy lin e s” are  convenient stopping points 
for the weaver-, aesth etica lly , they  affirm  the plane 
w hile relieving m onotony.) And that is ju st w hat the 
drawings based  on them  look like , as though M oses 
had solved the problem  of both  m otif and design in a 
w ay sim ilar to Jasp er Johns, but by turning to "n o n ­
o b jectiv e" m otifs w ith evocativ e  and reg ional, ra th er 
th an  conceptual and u n iversal, overtones. Again we 
see M oses using the conceptual as a p retext for poetic 
expression.

M any of the N avajo-type draw ings consist of two 
sheets of tran slu cen t paper, so th at the su bstantia l 
optical tran slu cen cy  of the support is essen tia l to the 
effect. Som etim es M oses faces  the w orked side in­
w ard, tow ard the w all, m uting the color, esp ecia lly  of 
som e heavily  or brightly  colored  p assage. The layering  
of these works has to do w ith going b ack  over w hat 
has already been  drawn and trapping it lite ra lly  flat. 
The com pounding of the sheers draws all the m ore 
atten tion  to th e ir con crete  flatness as w ell as th e ir 
optical properties. Furtherm ore, the layering  is re ite ra ­
tive— like the re itera tio n  of stroke and patch  in the 
allover drawings but also , in p ractica l term s, like the 
layered  corrections of an engineering draftsm an .

M oses' sw itch from  the horizontal "ch ie f's -b la n k et” 
system  to one based  on m ore com plex grilles of di­
agonals interrupting one another from  left and right 
is not a  turn aw ay from  the w oven b lan ket ideal. In 
fact, his succeeding type corresponds w ith another 
N avajo b lan k et category, the "w ed ge-w eave” ty p e .17 

These zig-zag drawings extend the m an-m ade y et cu l­
tu rally  "fou n d ” prim itivism  of the o thers, but they 
m ore d irectly  im plicate  the— also conventional or 
"g iv e n ”— tw o-dim ensional draw ing system s of O rien­
ta l and W estern  cu ltures. For in stan ce, M o ses ' ranges 
of raking p a ra lle l(s ) c learly  suggest the perspective 
system  in courtly  Jap an ese  picture scrolls w hich is 
called  shasenbyo ("ob liqu e  line d ep iction " ) . 18 One can  
find m any sim ilar— and not unrelated — ch aracteristics  
in  the arch itectu ral draw ings of Frank Lloyd W right .10 

The shallow , oblique C aliforn ia building roofs estab ­
lished c. 1910 by Bernard M aybeck  and C harles and 
H enry Greene m ay  be seen  in  the sam e context, par­
ticu larly  w here m ultiple roofs run parallel.

W ithin  m odern European Constructivism , the De 
S tijl artists turned read ily  to iso m etric  perspective for 
the undistorted tw o-dim ensional rep resentation  of spa­
tia l fo rm s .20 A ctually , W estern  iso m etric  perspective, 
w hich Leonardo had anticip ated  in a draw ing of a 
cube rotated  in space, w as developed in the tim e of 
the industrial revolution  in England in order to m ake 
com plex assem bly  draw ings m ore read ily  com pre­
h en sib le .21 H ere M oses' ow n drafting exp erien ce  is

vital, and n ot only b ecau se  he recen tly  designed a 
m a jo r building in  the N apa V alley . For in the 1930s 
the use of iso m etric  perspective had b een  revived, 
largely  by the Boeing A ircraft Com pany, again for 
assem bly  d raw ings .22

All th is is evoked by M o se s’ N avajo-b lanket draw ­
ings, and m ore. Even w orks w hich m ight not seem  to 
belong to th is category  share in it, som etim es w ith 
equ ally  com plex asso cia tio n s. Thus, for exam p le, a 
rem arkab le  herringbone-patterned  untitled  drawing 
from  1973, w hich from  a New York view  m ight sim ply 
point in  the d irection  of Frank S te lla , actu ally  belongs 
so in tegrally  to M o ses ' exp loration  of the zig-zag in 
Indian w eaving th at it resem bles, m ore closely  than 
w orks by S te lla , a  b lan k et type long ago discovered 
am ong the P ueblo ,23 (not to m ention  the N avajo 
"se ra p e -s ty le " b lan k ets  and those know n as "eye- 
d azzlers," w ith th eir vividly clash ing  ju xtaposed  light- 
and-dark b a n d s ). The obvious affinity betw een this pat­
tern  and M o ses ' 1970 open-roofed gallery  in stallation  
m ust be noted.

Zig-zagging d iagonals led, around 1974, to an over­
lap and in tersectio n  of the two diagonal system s— one 
running from  upper right to low er left, the other from  
upper left to low er right. Now the im plications have 
less to do w ith tribal art th an  w ith sophisticated  m od­
ern ism . If the zig-zag b lan ket pattern  had been  pre­
ceded by a sym m etrica l horizontal form ula also based 
on N avajo  b lan kets, M o ses ' shift from  a horizontal 
to a d iagonal system  m ay  already have echoed, in 
m odern European trad ition , M ond rian 's la te  involve­
m ent w ith the diagonal as an activating  principle.

Once M o ses ' two grilles overlaid  one another in an 
oblique grid (M oses ' own very  early  square grids 
ro ta te d ?), an  analogy m ost of all w ith  M ondrian 's 
la te  w ork done in  New York— betw een 1940 and his 
d eath  in  1944— b ecam e apparent. During his last years 
M ondrian seem s to have tuned in, in his own w ay, on 
the prevailing expressive em phasis on intuition of the 
otherw ise d iam etrica lly  opposed New York School. 
This in itse lf is significant, in  light of M o se s’ own con­
stru ctive/expressive d ialectic.

M oreover, not only does M o ses ' w ork of the past 
two years re la te  to M ondrian at a tim e w hen M on­
drian w as being m ost A m erican , but th at re latio n  it­
self has o th er con seq u en ces now. It is to ju st th at area  
of incongruous affinity betw een  two seem ingly exclu ­
sive sen sib ilities— think of M ondrian and N ew m an—• 
th a t M oses and certa in  other contem porary  painters, 
n o tab ly  B rice M arden, have been  drawn. Com pare 
som e of M ond rian 's d iagonal p ro jects from  early  pro j­
ects  down to Victory Boogie-W oogie (1943-44, unfin­
ished) . Even in th e  sm all form at of Classic Drawing 
No. 22B (c. 1926; 8 V4 x  8 V4  in .) one can  see a certa in  
flirta tion  w ith the excitem en t of forbidden diagonal 
lines in a squ are fo rm at (M ondrian condem ned Van



Piet Mondrian. C lassic D raw ing #22B, c. 1926. 814 x  8 !4 "  
Courtesy of Pace Gallery, N.Y.C.

D oesburg's sim ple diagonals) instead  of horizontal 
lines in a m ore perm issib le  lozenge form at.

D iagonally  draw n hatch ing  lines, som etim es cross-

Barnett Newman. Plate from N otes, 1968, portfolio of 
etchings and aquatints. Reproduced w ith the kind permission 
of Annalee Newman.

ing from  both d irections, are a prom inent featu re  of 
B arnett N ew m an’s la te  suite of eighteen  Notes (1968), 
in  etch ing and aquatint. Those also form  a precedent 
for Brice M arden 's album  of ink sketches, m ostly  
exp lorations in  the buildup of lin e ar hatching with 
diagonals w ithin open or closed  rectan g u lar lim its, 
draw n in 1972-73 and published as a book entitled  
Suicide N otes in 1974.23 M any  of M o ses ' drawings of 
the la st two y ears also proceed by building up dense 
w ebs of overlapping diagonal bands.

M ondrian and N ew m an would once have form ed 
only a superficial con ju n ction  based  on accid ental 
fo rm al sim ilarities belying a profound divergence of 
tem p eram ent. Now adays the pneum atic pressure of 
em otion  is in escap ab le  in  both. D ifferent em otions no 
doubt (or are  th e y ? ), but in both  cases the ob ject 
now seem s charged with feeling. The high seriousness 
of M ard en 's sty le, and the jazzy h eat of M o se s’ di­
agonal grid paintings both com pare w ith essen tia l 
q ualities in N ew m an's and M ondrian 's la te r  w orks, 
w hile the fo rm al sim ilarities th a t do occur only cor­
roborate m ore fu nd am ental affinities.

M arden and M oses have each  already m ade a for­
m idable contribution  to contem porary  drawing, put­
ting som e of th e ir m ost productive art-thinking to 
w ork self-sufficiently on paper. H ere they differ from  
N ew m an and M ondrian.

D raw ing is, in th is re latio n , cru cia l to M oses' de­
velopm ent as an artist. For him  the m ain  inquiries 
are introduced and advanced in this form at. Even the 
d om inance of expressive em otion  reveals itse lf again 
and again in the forcefu l press of palpable graphite, 
or of som e vita lly  " im p e rfe c t"  colored line, against 
the stubborn paper as surface and b arrier. The draw ­
ings h ere  thus show  Ed M o se s’ overall art-thinking 
w ith the d irect accessib ility  th at the Baroque tradition 
w as surprised to discover only in the graphic rem ains 
of p articu lar or fragm en tary  thoughts and unique 
tran sien t im pulses. Always we see  the expressive 
force of em otion— learn ing  about deciding things by 
feeling— even w hile the w ork displays its logic. 
Notes
’Erwin Panofsky, Albrecht Diirer, 3rd ed., I (Princeton, 

1948), p. 284, treating  the draw ing as a school 
piece from  R aphael's w orkshop, probably by 
Guilio R om ano. For the various opinions on w he­
th er it w as or w as not actu a lly  draw n by R aphael, 
see now  A lice M . Kaplan, "D u rer's  'R ap hael' 
D raw ing R econsid ered ,” Art Bulletin, LVI/1 
(M arch  1974), pp. 50-58, esp. p. 57 n. 20, (for 
w hich re feren ce  I am  gratefu l to Kirk V arn ed o e). 

-An accou nt of 1638 reports th at know ing conn ois­
seurs "d eligh t th em selv es as m uch in the con­
tem plation  of the first, second and third  draughts 
w hich great m asters  m ade of th e ir w orks as in 
the works th em selv es, . . . seeing . . .  in these



naked and undistinguished lin eam en ts . . .  the 
very thoughts of the Studious A rtificer and how 
he did b estirre  his judgem ent before  he could 
resolve w hat to like and w hat to d islik e ." Quoted 
from  Franciscus Junius, The Painting of the An­
cients (London, 1638), pp. 170f, in Julius Held's 
fundam ental paper "T h e  Early A ppreciation of 
D raw ings,” Studies in W estern Art: Acts of the 
Twentieth International Congress of the H istory  
of Art, III, Latin A m erican Art and the Baroque 
Period in Europe (Princeton, 1963), pp. 72-95 w ith 
pis., esp. pp. 85f.

'Andre Felibien, Des Principes de 1 arch itectu re, de la  
sculpture, et de la peinture, 3rd ed. (Paris, 1699; 
repr. Farnborough, H ants., 1966), p. 290. Here is 
how Felibien sees the fu nction  of draw ing in  the 
art of painting: "u n e  expression  apparente, ou une 
im age visible des p ensees de l'esp rit, e t de ce 
qu'on s 'e st p rem ierem ent form e dans l ’im agina- 
tion .”

'This la st according to Betty Turnbull, in h er c a ta ­
logue essay  for the Newport H arbor Art M useum  
Exhibition, The Last Time I Saw Ferus, 1957-1966, 
(Newport B each , Calif., 1976), unpaginated.

r,It w as no doubt the som ew hat Pop-like asp ect of 
these  draw ings th a t led  Law rence Cam pbell in 
Art News, LXI/3 (M arch  1962), p. 21, to apply to 
M oses the now  incongruous lab el " a  young neo- 
dadaist from  C a lifo rn ia ;"  only M o ses ' read y­
m ades m ight square w ith th at, and even they 
are not dadaistic becau se of an  obvious affection  
for their in trin sica lly  form al properties. M oses 
rem em bers being fa r less  in terested  in R ivers 
than  in the pressured  graphite (and the w it) of 
R auschenberg ’s draw ings, and w hat he ca lls  a 
physical pressure to estab lish  the p lace  (m ore 
th an  the D ucham pian aspect) in Jo h n s' pain t­
ings.

"Peter Plagens, "Ed M o ses: The Problem  of R egional­
ism ," Artforum , X/7 (M arch  1972), pp. 83-85, esp. 
p. 85.

’W illiam  Irw in Thom pson, in At the Edge of H istory: 
Speculations on the Transform ation of Culture
(1971 ); repr. New York, 1972, ch. ii ("G oing Be­

yond It At Big S u r " ) , p. 28, d escribes giving a ride 
to a young C aliforn ian  who seriou sly  exp ects fly­
ing saucers to bring a new  civ ilization  to the 
earth .

"Joseph M asheck , "S m ith so n ’s Earth : N otes and Re­
trie v a ls ,"  in  the New York Cultural C enter ca ta ­
logue, Robert Sm ithson: Drawings (New York,
1974) pp. 19-29, esp. p. 19. An "en an tio m o rp h " is 
a  form  consisting of parts th a t are the rev erse  or 
m irror im age of one another.

"W ilhelm  W orringer, A bstraction and Em pathy: A 
Contribution to the Psychology of Style, tran s.

M ich ae l Bullock (C leveland and New York, 1967); 
for exam p le p. 4: " Ju s t as the urge to em pathy as 
a pre-assum ption of aesth etic  exp erien ce finds its 
g ratification  in  the beau ty  of the organic, so the 
urge to ab stractio n  finds its beau ty  in the life- 
denying inorganic, in the crysta llin e  or, in gen­
e ra l term s, in all ab stract law  and n ecessity ."

10M oses rem arked  in  M arilyn  P ink’s interview , "Ed 
M o se s ,"  Graphic Arts Council N ew sletter, IV/5 
(January-February 1969), p. 5: " I  used to paint. 
A bstract exp ression ist trad ition . Started  doing 
draw ings and got m ore in terested  in graphite as 
a m edium . Do draw ings for m yself. . . . Som e 
things are excru ciatin g  for m e, yet I do them  any­
w ay. . . ."  (copied here at second -hand ). Com pare 
R ichard S erra 's  huge a llov er paint-stick drawings 
such as A bstract Slavery (1974; illus. in Bernice 
R ose's M u seu m  of M odern Art exh ib ition  ca ta ­
logue, Drawing Now [N ew  Y ork, 1976] on p. 8 5 ). 
S erra 's  title , "A b stract S lav e ry " arose in conver­
sation  w ith the present author w hile preparing a 
sm all exhibition , Richard S erra Drawings (O cto­
b er 1-Novem ber 1, 1974), at the V isual Arts Gal­
lery , New York.

10M oses says he is in terested  only in the part of 
Cubism  th at M ondrian distilled out of it.

"R o g e r Fry, in "A m erican  A rt,” Lecture VII in  his 
Last Lectures (delivered 1933-34; published 1939) 
(Boston, 1962), pp. 85-96, noted  a sim ilar quality 
in  the ostensib ly  severe d ecoration  (o ften  using 
squ ares and grids) of the N azca pots from  Peru: 
" . . .  W ith  w hat a sure in stin ct the p ain ter has 
seen  the opportunity . . . [g iv en ] for a g eom etrical 
p attern  of the b arest sim plicity , b ecau se at every 
point the . . . shapes . . . suffer m inute variations 
from  the g eom etrica l norm . . . .  By allow ing the 
sen sib ility  to have play— by refusing to repress it 
in the in terests  of p erfection— we can  accept with 
delight form s of extrem e sim plicity  w hich would 
be in to lerab ly  b leak  and em pty if geom etrical 
regularity  p revailed ." (p. 9 4 ).

12For a view  of the in sta lla tion , see Peter Plagens' 
review  in Artforum , XI/1 (Septem ber, 1970), pp. 
82f, with illus. on p. 82.

'"About a  y ear la te r  M o ses effected a m uch sm aller 
re lated  p ro ject, glazing in w ith p lexiglass an  open 
rectan g u lar opening in a section  of w all, with 
studs exposed, at Laura Lee S te a m 's  house in 
S an ta  M onica.

"P la g e n s ' la ter  recou rse to the sam e photographic 
term inology, in his "Ed M o ses: the Problem  of 
R eg ion alism ," Artforum , X/7 (M arch  1972), pp. 
83-85, is telling : he m entions (p. 85) "th e  urine- 
colored  h alatio n  (resin  at the edges) extending 
beyond the can v as p e rim eter ,"  in  describing un­
stretched  resin-soaked  can v ases from  1971. Gerald



Nordland, in  a review  of M o ses ' show  at the Ferus 
G allery, Los A ngeles, in  the Los A ngeles M irror 
(D ecem ber 15, 1961), w as struck by the use of 
window-blinds in  M o ses ' assem blage-type draw ­
ings of th a t tim e, w hich re la tes  in terestingly  to 
the m atter of screened  sunlight.

15On M o ses ' re la tio n  to "n o n -W estern " art, esp ecially  
in  regard to his m obilization  of N avajo b lan ket 
patterns see Joseph M asheck , "Ed M o ses ,” Arts 
M agazine, L/4 (D ecem ber 1975), pp. 56-61.

16See Plagens, "Ed M o ses” (Note 8 ) , w ith illus. on p.
83.

17On N avajo b lan kets and th e ir taxonom y, see  M ary 
Hunt K ahlenberg and Tony B erlan t’s b eau tifu l Los 
Angeles County M useum  of Art cata logu e, The 
N avajo Blanket (Los Angeles, 1972).

I8Hideo O kudaira N arrative Picture Scrolls (Arts of 
Japan , 5) tran s. and ed. Elizabeth ten  G rotenhuis 
(New York and Tokyo, 1973), p. 61. The A m erican  
art critic , Sad akichi H artm ann, in  h is Landscape  
and Figure Composition (New Y ork, 1910; repr. 
New York, 1973) recom m ended (p. 119) th at pho­
tographers study Jap an ese prints fo r lin e ar com ­
position, closing his book w ith a three-panel ex ­
am ple (fig. 139 on p. 121). Thom as E akins' per­
spective draw ings supply m ore trad itio n al W estern  
exam p les of b eau tifu l raking lin e a r  grids.

"W rig h t m ust certa in ly  have b een  consciou s of the 
orien ta l im plications of his taste  fo r oblique lines 
and obtuse angles. In 1937, looking b ack  to the 
tim e of the building of the Im perial H otel, Tokyo, 
he described  how  it took tim e, w hen dealing w ith 
his Jap an ese  w orkm en, to get used to the obliquity 
of th e ir approach: " I  had occasion  to lea rn  th at 
the ch aracteris tic  Jap an ese  approach to any sub­
je c t  is, by instinct, sp iral. The O riental in stin ct for 
a ttack  in any d irection  is oblique or volute and 
beco m es w earisom e to a d irect O ccidental, w hose 
in stin ct is fron ta l and w hose approach is recti-

' f "

Thom as Eakins. Study f o i  ‘‘T h e  P ah-O ared  S h e ll” c. 1872. 
(Perspective Drawing) Courtesy of the Philadelphia Museum 
of Art. (detail)

l in e a r .” Frank Lloyd W right, A rchitecture and 
M odern Life (1937 ), excerpted  in Frank Lloyd 
W right: W ritings and Buildings, ed. Edgar Kauf- 
m an n  and Ben R aeburn (New Y ork, 1960), pp. 
198-208, h ere  p. 203. The oblique foreground angle 
of a  dune-like form  in  M o ses ' early  drawing, 
Venice Boardwalk (1 9 5 3 ); not in  exh ibition  al­
ready fo recasts  a  raking angle in  a  W estern  arch i­
tectu ra l con text— the frontal view  of a  faqade 
elevation .

20See, fo r in stan ce, Theo van  D oesburg, Principles of 
Neo-Plastic Art (1925 ), tran s. Ja n e t Seligm an, 
(G reenw ich, Conn., 1968), fig. 3 on p. 43, "T h e 
E lem entary  E xpressional M eans of A rch itectu re .”

2‘Fred D ubery and John W illa ts, Drawing Systems 
(London and New York, 1972), pp. 47f. D iagonal 
paintings by M oses rem inded Bruce Boice of a 
cube p ro jected  iso m etrica lly ; see his review  in 
Artforum , XI/8 (1973 ), pp. 84f.

22Iron ically , M o se s ’ drafting exp erien ce  is as evident 
in certa in  recu rren t irregu larities as in the high 
degree of lin e ar precision  th a t by itse lf would 
m ark  m ore exclu sively  h is very  earlie st artw ork. 
Thus draw ings frequently  occu r on irregular-sized 
sh eets, but off centered  on the paper form at.

23The b lan k et in question has altern atin g  black-and- 
w hite banded con cen tric  squares ro tated  on the 
diagonal, w ith sim ilar con cen tric  V-shapes filling 
in  along the edges. It  is illu strated  in an old color 
lithograph reproduced in  the present-day reprint 
by the A m erican  Ind ian  H istorical Press (n. p., n. 
d.) of H enry Rowe S ch o o lcraft's  History of the 
Indian Tribes of the United States (Philadelphia, 
1857), 7th PL betw een pp. 625-27 (apparently  not 
in  the original p u b lica tio n ).

24Joseph M ash eck  "M on d rian  the New Y o rk er," Art­
forum , XIII/2 (O ctober 1974), pp. 58-65, w ith fur­
th er re feren ces as noted in  h is "Ed M o ses” (Note 
18 ), p. 61. M ond rian 's use of changeable  taped 
bands in  studies is an essen tia l conn ection  with 
M o ses ' recen t paintings.

25See B rice M arden, Suicide Notes (Lausanne, 1974), 
esp. pp. 27, 40 (w hich also  includes p atch es of 
m asking ta p e ), and 52.



Catalog
All m easu rem ents are  inches.
Height precedes width. W here no 
lender is listed  the w ork has 
b een  m ade availab le  by  the artist.

1. U ntitled, 1958 
391/4 x  343/,
Enam el on paper

2. U ntitled, 1958 
3 9 1 /4 x 341/2 

Enam el on paper

3. U ntitled, 1958 
4 5 x 3 3
Enam el on paper
Collection: Jim  and Judy N ew m an,

San  Francisco

4. C hrysanthem um  D yptich, 1961 
3 0 x 4 9
Graphite and cray on  on paper 
Collection: H irshhorn M useum  and Sculpture 

Garden, Sm ithson ian  Institution, 
W ashington , D.C.

5. The Eye of M ax Ernst, 1961
3 OV2 x  251/2

Graphite and crayon  on paper 
C ollection: H irshhorn M useum  and Sculpture 

Garden, Sm ithson ian  Institution, 
W ashington, D.C.

6. U ntitled, 1961 
6 0 x 4 0
Graphite on paper
C ollection: H enry Shapiro, Chicago

7. U ntitled, 1961 
6 0 x 4 0
Silver paint and graphite on paper

8. U ntitled, 1961 
6 0 x 4 0
Graphite on paper
Courtesy: Felicity  Sam u el G allery, London

9. U ntitled, 1961 
6 0 x 4 0
Graphite on paper

10. U ntitled , 1962 
6 0 x 4 0
G raphite on paper
C ollection: M r. and M rs. R ichard Jerom e O'Neill, 

Los A ngeles

11. U ntitled, 1963 
6 0 x 4 0
G raphite on paper
C ollection : Frank G ehry, San ta  M onica

12. Screen , 1963 (Four Panels)
59%  x  2 1 V2 each  
G raphite on paper

13. Alonzo's Finger Y ellow , 1963 
23 x  271/2

Graphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper

14. A lonzo’s Finger, 1963 
2 3 x 2 7
Paper re lie f and gouache on paper 
C ollection : Laura Lee S tearn s, Los Angeles

15. U ntitled, 1963 
12 x 15%
G raphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper

16. U ntitled , 1963
193/4 x  151/2

G raphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper

17. Z ebras Are G reen I, 1963
1 2  x 151/2

Graphite and green and yellow  carbon paper 
on paper
C ollection: P atricia  Faure, Los Angeles

18. V reland I, 1964 
19V2 x  253/8
Graphite and w aterco lo r on paper 
C ollection: M r. and M rs. Jack  Quinn,

B everly  Hills

19. V reland II, 1964 
191/2 x  253/s
G raphite and w aterco lor on paper 
C ollection: M r. and M rs. Ben G azarra,

Los A ngeles

20. Study for M ushroom  Screen , 1965 
193/4 x  255/8
G raphite and yellow  carb on  paper on paper



21. Screen  Study, 1966 (2 sheets)
363/s X 253/4
G raphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper

22. U ntitled, 1966 (relief)
131/4 x I 6 V2

Graphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper 
C ollection: Avilda M oses, San ta  M onica

23. Egle, 1966 (re lief)
1 2  x 151/2

Graphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper 
C ollection: Laura Lee S tearn s, Los Angeles

24. U ntitled, 1967
13 x I 6 V4

Graphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper 
C ollection: B illy A1 Bengston, V enice, C aliforn ia

25. Egle, 1967 
13 x 163/s
Graphite and yellow  carbon paper on paper

26. Egle, 1968 
1 2  x 155/s
G raphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper 
C ollection: K enneth Price, Taos, New M exico

27. U ntitled, 1965 
1 0  x  171/2

Graphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper

28. U ntitled, 1963-66 
193/4 x 253/4

Graphite and yellow  carbon paper on paper

29. U ntitled, 1966 
2 IV2 x 171/2 

Graphite on paper

30. U ntitled, 1966 
251/2 x  191/2 

Graphite on paper
C ollection: M r. and M rs. R ichard Jerom e O 'N eill, 

Los Angeles

31. U ntitled, 1966 
I 6 V2 X 133/g 
Graphite on paper
C ollection: Avilda M oses, San ta  M o n ica

32. U ntitled, 1966 
103/4 x  121/4 
G raphite on paper

33. U ntitled, 1966 
271/4 x  231/4

Graphite and yellow  carbon paper on paper

34. U ntitled, 1966 
123/4 x  153/4 

G raphite on paper

35. U ntitled, 1967 
2 9 x 2 3
G raphite on paper
C ollection: Avilda M oses, San ta  M onica

36. U ntitled, 1967 
363/8 x 2 8 V2 

G raphite on paper

37. U ntitled, 1967 
40 x  30V8
G raphite on paper

38. U ntitled, 1967 
2 9 x 3 3
G raphite and yellow  carbon  paper on paper 
C ollection: Laura Lee Stearn s, Los Angeles

39. U ntitled , 1967 
2 9 x 3 3
G raphite and yellow  carb on  paper on paper 
C ollection: Laura Lee Stearns, Los Angeles

40. U ntitled, 1968 
255/8 x  20
Lithographic crayon  on lithographic plate

41. D raw ing, 1970 
2 8 x 3 6
G raphite, ink, tape w ith collage on tracin g  paper 
C ollection: Avilda M oses, San ta  M onica

42. D raw ing, 1976 (2 sheets)
2 8 V2 x  40
Felt-tip pen, pencil, colored  pencil and tape w ith 

co llage on tracing  paper



43. D raw ing, 1970 (3 sheets)
2 8 1/2 x  42
Pencil, colored pencil and tape w ith collage 

on tracing  paper

44. D raw ing, 1970 
2 6 x 3 6
Pencil, colored pencil and tape w ith collage 

on tracing paper

45. Drawing, 1970 (2 sheets)
2 7 x  36V2
Pencil and tape with collage on tracing  paper

46. D raw ing, 1970 
26V2 x  36
Pencil, ink and crayon w ith collage on tracing 

paper

47. Drawing, 1970 
261/2 x 35
Pencil and colored ink, w ith collage on tracing  
paper

48. U ntitled, 1970 
24 x291/4
M ixed m edia, liqu itex , graphite, colored pencil, 

tape, two lay ers of paper 
C ollection: Ronald and Fayda Feldm an, New York

49. Second Phase, 1971 
28V2 x 361/2
Pencil, colored pencil and felt-tip pen on vellum

50. Second Phase, 1971 (2 sheets)
2 5 x 3 0
Colored pencil and felt-tip pen on vellum  
C ollection: Laura Lee S tearn s, Los A ngeles

51. Second Phase, 1971 (2 sheets)
231/2 x  30
Pencil, colored pencil and felt-tip pen on vellum

52. Second Phase, 1972 (2 sheets)
24 x  29%
Graphite, colored pencil, felt-tip pen on vellum

53. Second Phase, 1972 (2 sheets)
2 4 x 3 1
Pencil, colored pencil, felt-tip pen on vellum

54. Second P hase, 1972 
2 4 x 3 2
G raphite, colored  pencil and felt-tip pen on 

vellum
C ollection : Sam  Francis, San ta  M onica

55. Saw tooth , 1971 (2 sheets)
3 5 1 /2 x 251/4

Colored pencil and felt-tip pen on rice paper 
and vellum

56. U ntitled, 1971 (2 sheets)
351/2 x  24
Colored pencil, tape and w aterco lor on tracing 

paper
Courtesy Jan ie  C. Lee G allery, H ouston

57. U ntitled , 1971 (2 sh eets)
3 0 x 2 4
Felt-tip pen, graphite and tape on vellum

58. U ntitled, 1972 
2 9 x 2 1
G raphite, tape, tracin g  paper over D ayton poster

59. U ntitled, 1972 
2 7 x 2 9
V ellum , felt-tip pen, graphite and tape over 

D ayton poster

60. U ntitled, 1972 
2 7 x 2 1
V ellum , tape, graphite and colored  pencil over 

D ayton p oster im age

61. U ntitled, 1972 
2 7 x 2 1
Two sh eets  vellu m , graphite, colored  pencil, 
felt-tip pen, tape, illusion  D ayton im age

62. U ntitled, 1972 (2 sheets)
3 0 x 2 4
W aterco lor, graphite and tape on rice  paper and 

vellum
C ollection : N icholas W ilder, Los Angeles

63. U ntitled, 1972 (2 sheets)
3 0 x 2 4
Colored pencil and w aterco lor, and tape on 

tracin g  paper 
C ollection : Tony B erlant, San ta  M onica



64. U ntitled, 1972 
3 0 x 2 4
W aterco lor, colored  pencil, tape on tracin g  paper 
C ollection: M r. and M rs. Alvin Schragis,

New York
Courtesy of Ronald Feldm an Fine Arts, New York

65. U ntitled, 1973 (2 sheets)
3 0 x 2 4
Colored pencil, tape and w aterco lo r on 

tracing  paper

66. U ntitled, 1973 (2 sheets)
2 9 x 2 3
Colored pencil, tape and w aterco lor on tracing  
paper

67. U ntitled, 1974 
2 9 x 2 3
Oil crayon, graphite and ink on paper

68. U ntitled, 1974 
2 3 x 2 9
Felt-tip pen and graphite on paper

69. Untitled, 1974 
1 4 x 1 7
Felt-tip pen on paper

70. U ntitled, 1974 
16V2 X 113/4
Felt-tip pen on tracing  paper

71. U ntitled, 1974
I 6 V2 X 113/j
Graphite and felt-tip pen on tracing  paper

72. U ntitled, 1974 
17 x 141/2

Graphite and felt-tip pen on paper

73. U ntitled, 1974 
16%  x 141/2

Graphite and felt-tip pen on paper

74. U ntitled, 1974 
I 6 V2 X 113/4

Felt-tip pen on tracing  paper

75. U ntitled, 1974 
2 9 x 2 3
Felt-tip pen, graphite and oil crayon  on paper

76. U ntitled, 1974 
2 5 1 /2 x 2 5

Crayon and turpentine on vellum

77. U ntitled, 1974 
I 6 V2 x  IIV 2

Crayon, graphite and turpentine on vellum

78. U ntitled , 1974 
113/4 x  I 6 V2

G raphite and crayon  on vellum

79. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
3 0 x 6 4
Crayon and turpentine on vellum

80. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
3 0 x 4 5
Crayon and turpentine and tape on vellum

81. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
243/4 x  36

Crayon and turpentine on vellum

82. U ntitled, 1974 
231/2 x  36
Crayon and turpentine on vellum

83. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
16V2 x 40
G raphite, crayon , tape and turpentine on vellum

84. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
1 7 x 3 6
Crayon and turpentine on vellum

85. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
3 0 x 4 9
Paint stick , crayon and turpentine on vellum

8 6 . U ntitled, 1974 
3 0 x 2 2
Paint stick, turpentine on paper

87. U ntitled, 1974 
2 4 x 3 6
Crayon on synthetic fiberglass paper

8 8 . U ntitled, 1974 
24 x 3 6
Crayon on synthetic fiberglass paper

89. U ntitled, 1974 (m ural study)
1 9 x 3 6
Crayon on m ylar



90. U ntitled, 1975 
14 x  I 8 V4

Graphite on paper

91. U ntitled, 1975 
19 x  151/4

Graphite on paper

92. Untitled, 1975 
19 x 151/4

Graphite and tape on paper

93. Untitled, 1975 
2 9 x 2 3
Graphite on paper

94. U ntitled, 1975 
14 x 11
Felt-tip pen on paper

95. U ntitled, 1975 
1 2 x 9
Sepia ink on paper

96. Untitled, 1975 
141/2 x  10
Graphite on paper

97. U ntitled , 1975 
1 5 x 1 0
G raphite and tape on paper

98. U ntitled, 1975 
21 x 2 9
Graphite on paper

99. U ntitled, 1976 
15 x 10
G raphite on paper

100. U ntitled, 1976 
15 x  10
G raphite on paper

101. U ntitled, 1976 (red)
231/s x 141/2

Felt-tip pen, acry lic  on paper

102. U ntitled, 1976
17 x 13 3/8

G raphite on paper

103. Study in  Cubist A bstraction, 1976 
4 2 x 5 6
C harcoal and india ink on paper



2. U ntitled , 1958. 39!4 x 3495



4. C h ry san th em u m  D iptych , 1961. (Left Panel), 30 x 49" (detail)

Piet’s Fruitflow er, 1961. 20 x 16" (Not in exhibition) (detail)



10. U ntitled , 1962. 6 0 x  40'
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29. U ntitled , 1966. 2 IV2 " x 17'/i
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33. U ntitled, 1966. 2714 x 23’4
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36. U ntitled, 1967. 363/s x 28Vi"
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55. Saw tooth , 1971. 35'A x  2514"





64. U ntitled, 1972. 30 x 24"
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U ntitled, 1974. 30 x 22"



90. U ntitled , 1975. 14 x 1814" (detail)



95. U ntitled, 1975. 12 x 9"



97. U ntitled, 1975. 15 x 10"



103. Study in C ubist A bstraction , 1976. 5 6 x 4 2 "



Biographical Notes
1926 Born Long B each , C aliforn ia.
1944-46 Serves in the U nited S ta tes Navy, stationed  

at San  Diego as surgical tech n ician .
1954-56 W orks as tech n ica l illu strator and design 

d raftsm an .
1955 B.A., U niversity  of C aliforn ia, Los Angeles
1958 M.A., U niversity  of C alifornia, Los Angeles
1958-60 Lives in  New York, for the first y ear at

B leeker and L afayette  S treets , for the 
second on Broad S treet, n e a r C oenties Slip. 

1964 T ravels in Europe.
1968 Fellow  at the Tam arind  Lithography W ork­

shop, Los Angeles.
1969-74 T each es at the U niversity  of C aliforn ia, 

Irvine.
1975-76 T eaches at the U niversity  of C alifornia,

Los Angeles.

Selected One-Man Exhibitions
1958 Ferus G allery, Los Angeles.

D ilexi G allery, San Francisco.
1959 Ferus G allery, Los Angeles.

A rea G allery, New York.
1960 D ilexi G allery, San Francisco.
1961 Ferus G allery, Los Angeles.
1962 Alan G allery, New York.
1963 Ferus G allery , Los Angeles.
1969 M izuno G allery, Los Angeles.
1970 M izuno G allery, Los Angeles.
1971 Ronald Feldm an Fine Arts G allery, New York. 

M izuno G allery, Los Angeles.

H ansen-Fuller G allery, San  Francisco .
Pom ona College G allery, C larem ont, C alifornia.

1972 D ayton 's G allery 12, M inneapolis.
Felicity  Sam u el G allery, London.
N icholas W ilder G allery, Los Angeles.

1973 Art in Progress G allery  (M u n ich ), Zurich. 
Ronald Feldm an Fine Arts, New York 
D ayton 's G allery 12, M inneapolis.
Portland (O regon) C enter for the V isual Arts.

1974 Andre E m m erich  G allery, New York.
Felicity  Sam u el G allery, London.
H ansen-Fuller G allery, San  Francisco.
Art in Progress G allery, M unich.

1975 Andre E m m erich  G allery, New York.

Selected Public Collections and Foundations
Akron (Ohio) Institute of Art 
Art Institute of Chicago 
C orcoran G allery of Art, W ashington , D.C. 
H irshhorn Foundation, W ashington, D.C.
Jan ss Foundation, Thousand O aks, C aliforn ia 
The L annan Foundation, Chicago 
M useum  of M odern Art, New York 
P asad ena Art M useum , now N orton Sim on M useum  

of Art at Pasad ena 
Philadelphia M useum  of Art 
San Francisco  M useum  of M odern Art 
S eattle  Art M useum  
U niversity  Art M useum , B erkeley  
U niversity  of K ansas, Law rence 
W alker Art C enter, M inneapolis 
Y ale  U n iversity  Art G allery
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Gordon F. H am pton
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M r. and M rs. Harold K e ith .
M s. M arilyn  S. Kienholz

M r. and M rs. Frank Kockritz
M r. and M rs. Robert B. K rueger
Dr. and M rs. G erald W . Labiner
Dr. and M rs. Eldridge L. L asell
Dr. and M rs. Ben M irm an
D. H arry M ontgom ery
M r. and M rs. M onroe M organ
M r. and M rs. R ichard  L. N arver
Dr. and M rs. R obert M . N ew house
M r. and M rs. Bob R ay O ffenhauser
M r. and M rs. George E. O sborn
M r. and M rs. Ja ck  Padve
M rs. Leona Pattiz and R obert S. B eaver
M r. and M rs. Frank H. Person
M r. and M rs. M ason Phelps
M r. and M rs. George R. R ich ter, Jr.
M r. and M rs. John M . Sad ler 
M r. and M rs. R ichard P. Schu ster, Jr.
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M r. and M rs. M onty Sim on
M r. and M rs. H. H anford Sm ith
M r. and M rs. R ussell D ym ock Sm ith
M r. and M rs. Howard Sm its
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M r. and M rs. Edward W ortz 
M r. and M rs. George T. Yew ell



Fellows of Contem porary Art —  a  history

In this y ear of 1976, its inaugural y ear, the Fellows 
of Contem porary Art is flexing its co llective  m u scles 
as an independent organization, free , flex ib le ; innova­
tive and creative  w ithin the confines of the ta len ts  
and determ ination  of its m em bers.

Although the present organization, incorporated  
O ctober 7, 1975 has a new  nam e and a different pur­
pose, the Fellows has a n ine-year h istory  of ach iev e­
m ent. The follow ing chronology of events led to the 
d ecision  to reorganize in  the spring of 1975:

The original organization, Fellows of the Pasadena  
Art M useum w as form ed to support the M u seu m 's 
acquisitions program . As a  resu lt of the M useum  
D irector's requ est for a  m odest but continuing 
source of incom e for the pu rchase of contem porary  
art, an  ad hoc com m ittee  of the Board of Tru stees 
w as charged w ith the task  of providing the funds. 
The com m ittee established  the Fellows in  1967 to 
fulfill th a t obligation.

The Fellows provided purchase funds for m a jo r 
w orks by Joseph Cornell, D an Flavin, R obert Irw in, 
Ellsw orth Kelly, Craig K auffm an, Frank Roth and 
Paul Sark isian  am ong others. It  also sponsored an 
exhibition  of selected  w orks from  the co llection s of 
its m em bers, from  M arch  15 to April 15, 1969 in  
the M useum . The Fellows of the Pasadena Art 
M useum  continued to flourish w hen the M useum  
m oved into its new  building in  la te  N ovem ber, 1969.

E arly  in 1972, b ecau se  of the critica l need for 
exh ib ition  funds, the M u seu m 's D irector requested  
the use of Fellow s' funds for th at purpose. R elu ctant 
perm ission  w as given for a one-year period but in 
1973 funds w ere again  restricted  to the purchase of 
contem p orary  art.

In 1973 the Fellows changed its nam e w hen the 
M useum  elected  to be  called  the Pasad ena M useum  
of M odern Art. The life  of the Fellows of the Pasa­
dena M useum  of M odern Art w as b rief. In the 
sum m er of 1974, the M useum  m erged w ith the 
N orton Sim on in terests  and shortly  th erea fter all 
the support organizations w ere dissolved by the 
reconstitu ted  Board of Tru stees.
The prospect of being free  from  the restra in ts 

n ecessarily  im posed by a parent institu tion  appealed 
to the diverse p erson alities who decided to reorganize 
the Fellows. The purpose of the new  Fellows of Con­
tem porary Art is to support the art of our own tim e in 
a varie ty  of w ays and to assist tax-exem pt educational 
organizations active in  the field of contem porary  art.

W e b elieve th at an  in te llig en t and equ itable  allian ce 
of a rtists , p ro fession al staff and sophisticated  volun­
teers ca n  ex ist and flourish ; can  w ork together for 
m utual benefit, and fo r the art com m unity  and the 
general public w ithout having long-term  com m it­
m ents, a  p erm anent co llection , or exh ib ition  space.

M.B.P.






