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FOREWORD

THE NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART and The Tel Aviv MUSeUIl1 are

pleased to be jointly organizing and exhibiting Alexander ArchiPenko: A

Centennial Tribute. For the first tinle, Archipenko's inlportant early
work has been brought together with his significant later sculpture; the

show enconlpasses nearly six decades of sustained artistic production.
Archipenko was his Inost creative when living in France fronl 1908 to

1920, and in Paris he undertook a series of innovations that ultill1ately
have established him as a pioneer of twentieth-century sculpture. He

worked with untraditional Inaterials such as glass, sheet metal, found

objects, and mirror, as well as plaster and bronze. A contenlporary wit-

ness to the cubist style of Picasso, Braque, and Gris, he took up Il1any of

their concerns, exploring concave and convex forms and experimenting
with negative space. Archipenko invented the void, and his insistence

on its importance gave a new shape, literally and figuratively, to sculp-
ture. He also introduced rich color into his constructions, engaging in

our century's first consistent exploration of the possibilities arising fronl

a fusion of painting and sculpture. Bold rnodeling in space is frequently
cOlnbined with intricate, painted tronlpe l'oeil effects. The resulting
polychronled constructions, called \"sculpto-paintings\" by their maker,
are Archipenko's senlinal contribution to modern sculpture.

The current exhibition is the product of generous cooperation. The
Tel Aviv Museum has loaned inlportant early pieces fronl the Erich
Goeritz Collection, works which have not circulated since Goeritz sent

theln to Tel Aviv in the 1930S. Later sculpture, frOll1 the artist's estate,
has conle to the show froIll his widow

,
Frances Archipenko Gray. 'lvVe

are immensely grateful to these and all the other lenders \\vho have gen-

erously consented to share their rare constructions with a broad public.
In addition, we appreciate greatly the indemnity granted the exhibition

by the Federal Council on the Arts and HllInanities.
The project was coordinated at the National Gallery by Jack Cowart,

curator of twentieth-century art, with guest curator Katherine Janszky
Michaelsen, and atThe Tel Aviv Museum bv Nehalna Guralnik cura-

. ,

tor of European and American art. We are indebted to Dr. Michaelsen
and Ms. Guralnik for the essays they have contributed to this catalogue,
which also contains color illustrations of the polychronled pieces and is
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Alexander Archipenko, CarTOusel PieTTOt, 1913 (see page 27).

the nlost specific scholarly reference devoted to Archipenko's full career

of sculpto-paintings and hand-fornled painted constructions. It is our

hope that the exhibition and the catalogue will provide important op-

portunities for assessing Archipenko's crucial role in the development of

twentieth-century art.

J. CARTER BROWN
Director
National Ga]]eI)' of Art

MARC SCHEPS
Director
The Tel Aviv Museum
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Note to the Reader

In the text and entries, alternate titles for

Archipenko's works are given in parentheses
Dates not in parentheses are inscribed dates�
dates with parentheses are assigned dates.

Dimensions are in order of height, width, and
depth, alid are given in inches, followed by
centin1eters in parentheses
NCA National Gallery of Art, Washington
TAM The Tel Aviv Museum

After the first fu)} reference to a source, all
subsequent citations are abbreviated with author,
date, and page number



Alexander Archipenko. Medrano 11 (Dancer),
19 1 J (see page 27).
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Alexander Archipenko, Bather, 1915 (see page 39).
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CHRONOLOGY

1887 Born 30 i\\:1ay, in Kiev, Ukraine

19°2- 1 9°5 Studied painting and sculpture in Kiev art school.

1906 \\Vent to l\\-1oscow, \\vorkecl and participated in group shows.

1908 Left for Paris at age 21. Frequented La Ruche, the artists' col-

onv.

1910 Began exhibiting in the Salon des Independants with the cubists

(showed again in 1911, 1912, 1913, 1914, and 19 20 ).

1911 Exhibited in the Salon d'Automne with the cubists (also in

1912, 1913, and 1919).

1912 Exhibited at Moderne Kunst Kring, l\\1usee I\\'1unicipal Suasso,
Amsterdam (6 Oetober-7 November) and at La Section d'Or,
Galerie La Boetie, Paris (10-30 ()ctober). Joint exhibition with
Le Fauconnier at lVluseum Folkwang, Hagen, Germany (7 De-
cember-8 January 1913). Opened art school in Paris.

1913 Represented by four sculptures in the Armory Show, New York.
One-man exhibition, Oer Sturm Gallery, Berlin (September);
included in Erster Deutscher Herbstsalon, Berlin (20 Septem-
ber-I November) and in International Post-Impressionist Exhi-
bition, Budapest.

1914 Participated in a large international cubist exhibition at the lVta-
nes Fine Arts Association, Prague (February-l\\'1archL Medrano
II, a mixed-media construction, caused a sensation in the Salon
des Independants. Represented in the Esposizione Libera Futu-
Tista Internazionale, Rome (13 April-25 lV1ay); in the Third In-
ternational Exhibition of De Onafhankelijken, Amsterdam
(l\\1ay-June); and in the Salon des Artistes Independants, Brus-
sels (16 ;\\t1aY-7 June). Began to make sculpto-paintings.

1914-1918 Spent war years in Nice.

19 1 7 Publication in Berlin of Alexander ATchipenk�Sturm Bilder-
buch II.

19 1 9 Participated in a large group exhibition at Calerie d'Art des Edi-
tions Georges Cres & Cie., Paris (27 !\\1aY-14 June). One-man
exhibition, Librarie Kundig, Geneva (24 November-lo De-
cember) and Kunsthaus ZUrich (8 January-8 February 19 20 ).

12
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1920 Represented in La Section d'Or cxhibitions in Paris (Galerie La

Boetie), Rotterdam, The Hague, and Amsterdam. One-man
exhibition in the Venice Biennale (15 April-31 October). Ex-
hibited twenty works in the Exposition Internationale d'Art

Moderne, Geneva (26 December-25 January 19 21 ).

1921 One-man exhibition, at the Societe Anonyme t
Inc.

t
New York

(1 FebruarY-15 March). Tour exhibition in Germany (Berlint
Dresdcn, Wiesbaden

t Hannover, and Munich); retrospective
exhibition, Potsdam. Moved to Berlin; opened art school. Mar-
ried Angelica Schmitz (Gela Forster)t a sculptor. Publication of

monograph Archipenko Album, with texts by Theodor Daubler
and Iwan Goll (Potsdam).

1922 Joint exhibition with Lyonel Feininger at Kunstsalon Ludwig
Schames, Frankfurt. Participated in Erste Russische Kunstauss-

tellung, Galerie van Diemen
t

Berlin.

1923 Represented in the Exhibition ofRussian Painting and Sculp-
ture

t Brooklyn Museum, New York (23 JanuarY-4 March).
One-man exhibition at Publicace Devetsilu, Prague (April-
May). Moved to the United States (arrived 16 October); opened
art school. Publication offour monographs in Europe (Maurice
Raynal, Erich Wiese, Liubomir Micic

t
and Hans Hildebrandt).

1924 One-man exhibition, Kingore Gallery, under the auspices of
the Societe Anonyme, Inc. (20 JanuarY-4 February). Started
sun1mer art school

t Woodstock, New York. Publication of ex-

panded version of Alexander Archipenko-Sturm Bilderbuch II,
with text by Roland Schacht (Berlin).

1927 Patents issued for Archipentura (Apparatus for Displaying
Changeable Pictures and Method for Decorating Changeable
Display Apparatus, nos. 1,626,496 and 1,626,497) on 26 April.
Tour exhibition (Denver, Los Angeles, San Diego, Oakland

t

and Portland).

1928 One-man exhibition, Anderson Galleries
t

New York (Octo-
ber).

1929 Became an American citizen (6 May). Bought thirteen acres

near Woodstockt New York; began construction of complex of

buildings for art school and studio. Established Arko, a labora-
torv school of ceramics in New York.

1932 Lectured in collegcs and universities on Pacific Coast, in the
l\\1id\'cst, and the East.



1935 Took up residence in Los Angeles and opened art school.

1935- 1 93 6 'Iaught summer sessions at the University of Washington, Seat-

tle. Represented by six sculptures in Alfred Barr's exhibition,
Cubism and Abstract Art, at the �1useum of Modern Art, New

York.

1937 Moved to Chicago and opened art schooL Joined the faculty of

the New Bauhaus (headed modeling workshop).

1938 Returned to New York; reopened art school and sunlIl1cr school
in Woodstock, New York.

1944 Exhibition of works from 1909 to 1944 at Nierendorf Gallery,
New York (18 JanuarY-5 February). Taught at Dalton School,
New' York.

1946-1947 Returned to Chicago; taught at the Institute of Design.

1947 Began making carved plastic sculpture \\vith ilJumination.

1950 Taught at the University of Missouri, Kansas City.

1950-1951 Lecture tour of southern cities of the United States.

1951 Taught at CarmeJ Institute of Art, California, thc University of

Oregon, and the University of Washington, Seattle.

1952 Taught at the University of Delaware, Newark. Exhibition of

drawings, Museu de Arte Moderna, Sao Paulo, Brazil.

1953 Elected Associate Member ofInternational Institute of Arts and
Letters. Exhibition of drawings, EI Instituto Guaternalteco,
Guatemala City.

1954 Large retrospective exhibition, Associated American Artists
Galleries, New York (16 October-14 November).

195 ;-1956 'lour of one-man exhibition in Germany (Dusseldorf, Oarn1-
stadt, Iv1annheim, Recklinghausen).

1956 Taught at University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada.

1957 Exhibition of recent polychrome works and sculpto-paintings at

Peds Galleries, Nc\' York (further exhibitions in 19;9 and
196 2). Angelica Archipenko died at age 65 (5 December).

1959 A\'arded gold n1cdaI, XIII Biennale d'Arte Triveneta, III Con-
corso Internazionale del Bronzetto, Padua, Italy (October).

1960 Published Archipenko, Fiftr Creative Years, 1908-19�8, by
Alexander Arehipenko and Fifty Art Historians (New York).
l\\1arried Frances Gray, a sculptor and former student (1 Au-
gust). Recovered a group of early plasters stored since 1921 by
friends in Cannes. Traveling exhibition in Germany (Hagen,
�'hinster, and DUsseldorf).

14
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Alexander Archipcnko, \\Voman with Fan. after first stage of restoration. 1981 (see
page 129).
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1962 Retrospective exhibition, Winnipeg Art Gallery, Canada. Exhi-

bition, Galerie Wilhelm Grosshennig, Dusseldorf. Elected to

the Department of Art of the National Institute of Arts and Let-

ters.

1962-1963 Exhibition, Galerie \"1m Erker,\" St. Gallen, Switzerland (17
November-lo January 1963).

1963 Exhibitions in l\\'1ilan (Centro CulhlfaIe S. Fedele) and Rome

(Ente Premi Roma).

1964 Exhibition, Caleric Stangl, Munich (14 FcbruarY-4 April).
Died 25 February, in New York.

1967 Traveling n1emorial exhibition sponsored by the UCLA Art
Galleries.

1969 Traveling exhibition, International Art Program, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington.

1970 Archipenko: The Parisian Years, Museum of �1odern Art, New
York (20 JulY-18 October). ArchiPenko: The American Years,
]92 3- 1 96 3, Bernard Oanenberg Galleries, New York (23
JUlY-15 August).

1973 Exhibition, Pace Callery, New York (22 September-2o Octo-
ber).

1974 Exhibition, Fuji Television Callery, Tokyo (5-24 April).
1976 Exhibition, Zabriskie Gallery, NC\l York (also in 1979 and

1982 ).

1981 Archipenko, The Early Works: ]910-1921, Tel Aviv Museum,
Israel (April-September).

198 5 ArchiPenko: Sculpture, Drawings, and Prints, 1908- 1 96 3,
Norton Center, Danville, Kentucky (23 1\\1arch-6 �-lay). Archi-
penko: Drawings, Reliefs and Constructions, Edith C. Blum
Institute, Bard College, Annandale-on-Hudson, N. Y. (24 Au-
gust-26 October).

KATHERINE JANSZI(Y f\\HCHAELSEN
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KATHERINE JANSZKY MICHAELSEN

Alexander Archipenko
1887-1964

When a specific temperament interlocks with a favorable position the fortunate
individual can extract from the situation a wealth of previously unimagined
possibilities.

George Kubler, The Shape of Time, 1962

I.

ALEXANDER ARCHIPENKO (Aleksandr Porfirevich Arkhipenko, 1887-
1964) left his native land in 1908. The decade that followed his arrival
in Paris was his most creative and original period. In the stin1ulating ar-

tistic ahnosphere of Paris in the heyday of cubism, Archipenko made a

number of important innovations in sculpture. By 1921 he had exhib-
ited widely throughout Europe and America. When he was thirty-three
he was honored with a retrospective at the Venice Biennale, which was

at the time the most prestigious art event in the world. Hailed by critics

and art historians for his revolutionary approach to form, materials, and

color, he was considered by many to be the greatest living sculptor. In

1923 Archipenko left Europe for the United States and his career suf-
fered an eclipse. He continued to make sculpture, had nUlnerous exhi-

bitions, and taught and lectured all over the country, but when he died

in 1964 his fanle still rested largely on the brief, intensely creative inter-

lude fifty years earlier.
Two nl0nths before his death in February 1964, Alexander Archi-

penko broadly summarized his life and work for the French periodical
XXe Siecle. 1 At the time of this final interview, the often retold tales had
coalesced into a kind of personal mythology. The interview is revealing
not for its factual content, most of which had already entered the litera-

ture, but for the image it projects. It begins and ends with Archipenko's
credo: the artist's most precious faculty is invention. He linked this idea

to his father, an inventor and engineer who had made a fortune with a

furnace designed to purify noxious factory fumes. Because Archipenko

17



decided to be an artist rather than an engineer like his father, the rela-

tionship between the two was pernlanently strained. Yet, all his life Ar-

chipenko restlessly pursued \"invention,\" somewhat in his father's sense

of the word. He spoke of his innovations in sculpture as \"inventions,\"
and following his father's example, even made forays into the field of

mechanical design.
As an art student Archipenko describes himself as a rebel: he was ex-

pelled from art school in Kiev, where he was born, because he and his
friends opposed its academic conservatism; in Moscow he belonged to a

small group of progressive artists who held exhibitions together; and in

Paris he left the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in disgust after only two weeks.

Archipenko recalls that he began making sculpture in 1904. While still
at art school in Kiev, he received his first commission from a wealthy
Polish landowner. After making the sculpture for his patron, Archi-

penko took the opportunity of staging a small exhibition in a store in the

neighboring village. This being 1905, the year of the first Russian revo-

lution, his first visitor was a police officer who demanded to know why
the sign at the entrance stated that admission for workers and peasants
was cheaper, and pointing to a painted sculpture titled The Thinker,
asked what he was thinking about and why he was painted red. Archi-

penko remembers having great trouble convincing the police officer
that it was merely a technical experiment and that no symbolism was at-

tached to the color. This incident, as recounted by the artist, illustrates
both his political liberalism and the precocity of his innovative use of
color in sculpture.

Another discovery that was very significant for his future work is said
to have been nlade during his childhood in Kiev. Archipenko remem-

bers his parents bringing home two identical vases. He said that as he
looked at them, he was seized by the urge to place them close to each
other. No sooner had he done this, he discovered a third, immaterial
vase formed by the space between the first two. Archipenko later saw this
experience as the basis for his theory of the void as usymbol\" for an ab-
sent volume.

One of Archipenko's earliest memories of sculpture, as described in
the interview, was of a statue in the gardens of the university in Kiev
where his father worked. It was a simple stone idol measuring about five
feet in height. Archipenko explained that it was nlade before sculpture
was banned with the advent of Christianity in the Ukraine in the ninth
century. He vividly recalled how awed he had been by this mysterious
ancient inlage, whose impact subsequently influenced his taste in art.
Years later, at the Louvre, he was unmoved by great masterpieces like
the Mona Lisa or the Venus de Milo, and concentrated instead on By-

18



zantine, Cathie, and archaic art. During visits to the Trocadero (ethno-
graphic nluseunl) he noted similarities between the primitive and folk

arts from diverse regions of the world. He recalled once seeing a wooden

plate with what looked like a design from his native Ukraine only to find
that it came from Oceania. Years later in the United States he discov-
ered that the art ofthe American Northwest in some ways resenlbled Af-

rican art. In the context of his broad eclectic approach to sources, Archi-

penko made a statenlent to his interviewer in 1963 that can be
considered a paradigm for his entire career:

What Plato says about ideas is true, they are in the air. One can get them every-
where. That is why one finds the same things, similar religions, similar works
of art in very distant places. Iil short, everything exists in the universe. Come,
take it if you can.

Archipenko left Russia in 1908. When he arrived in Paris, he attached
himself to that city's artistic vanguard, the artists and critics who would
become future advocates of cubism. He n1ade many acquaintances at

La Ruche, the artists' colony in the Vaugirard district. He met Leger,
with whom he became close friends and with whom he exchanged
works. (When short of cash they would entertain in the streets, Archi-

penko singing Russian songs to Leger's accompaniment on the harp.) At
La Ruche, Archipenko also met Apollinaire, Cendrars, and Raynal; all

three, especially Apollinaire, were instrumental in the development
and propagation of cubism, and by writing about Archipenko they
played an important role in his career. Through Leger, Archipenko also
came into contact with Delaunay, 1£ Fauconnier, Gleizes, and Metzin-

ger By 1911 Archipenko was part of the group that had formed around
the Duchamp brothers (Jacques Villon, Raymond Duchamp-Villon,
and Marcel Duchamp), and he attended their Sunday meetings to-

gether with Gleizes, Leger, 1£ Fauconnier, Metzinger, Gris, Lhote, Pi-

cabia, and others. In addition, there were cubist gatherings in the stu-

dios of Le Fauconnier and Cleizes. 2

When in 1910 the cubist painters first exhibited as a group at the Sa-

lon des Independants, Archipenko and Duchamp-Villon were also in-

cluded as \"cubist\" sculptors. Although sculptors were present among
the ranks of the cubist painters from the very start, their works lacked

specific cubist features until about 1912. Also, the inclusion of Archi-

penko and Duchamp-Villon had more to do with their personal friend-

ships than with any actual cubist style present in their sculpture. In 1910
and 1911, by creating simpler, generalized forms, they were merely re-

acting to the over-modeled surfaces of the \"impressionist\" sculpture of

19



Rodin and Medardo Rosso.

The 1910 Salon des Independants was both the first nlanifestation of

cubisIn in general, as well as Archipenko's first public showing in Paris.

He exhibited five sculptures and one painting. Four of the sculpted
works were of nudes in idyllic landscapes. 'The figures, either alone or in

groups of two or three, are engaged in ritual actions that recall the work

of Gauguin. Sorrow (Tristesse), 1909 (cat. no. 1), for exanlple, is a very

small painted wood sculpture that is rectangular in shape. It shows a fe-

nlale figure standing on top of a boxJike base decorated in front with a

head flanked by upraised anns in the manner of an early Christian

orant. The squared-off head of the figure is cOIllpletcly bent over one

shoulder, and the enlarged hands are raised to the face in a ceremonial

gesture. The vegetation next to the figure is of an ilnaginary and tropical
kind with large fruits. The wood is painted greenish-brown with a naive

artist's exaggerated concern for details like eyes, lips, fingers, nails, and

toes.

The square shape and melancholy gravity of Tristesse point ahead to a

group of blocklike figures in stone and nlarble made in 1910/1911.
Mother and Child, 1910-1911 (cat. no. 3), for exaillple, was exhibited
in Brussels in 1911 at the Salon des Independants. (Archipenko was

among the selection of artists froln France that included Delaunay, Se-

gonzac, Le Fauconnier, and Leger. Apollinaire described thenl all as

cubists in the preface to the catalogue.) The solid marble block contains

mother and child, the infant clinging to its nlother like a baby koala.
Both are massive, with greatly enlarged flat hands and feet. Stylized lin-

ear incisions describe the details of face and body. The inlage is basic
and powerful, and generally archaic in feeling. These qualities are also
evident in the wood and stone sculpture of Picasso, Derain, and Bran-
cusi from the years 1907 and 1908, but the presence of these qualities
may also reflect Archipenko's response to \\vhat he saw on his frequent
visits to the Trocadero and the Louvre. 3

Archaizing and prinlitivizing were preludes to cubism in painting as

well as in sculpture (for exalnple, Picasso \\vas indebted to African and
Iberian art). In their search for alternatives to inlpressionisnl, painters
and sculptors alike eIllployed these \"primitive\" sources to arrive at the
new vocabulary of clear nlassive fornls that becanle the point of depar-
hue for cubism. With a new elnphasis on forIllal and structural prob-
leills in sculpture, subject nlatter began to lose the illlportance it had in
the late nineteenth century, as is denlonstrated by the IHan}' generically
titled works by Archipenko and others. The female figure or bather
often becanle a pretext for experinlents in plastic fornl.

Concerning the stylistic develoPll1ents in sculpture, when asked in

20
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Fig. 1. Alexander Archipenko, Bather, 1912, cast

stone, 40Vz (102.5) h. \"'ith base, �luscum Belle-
rive. Zurich.

1923 about his youthful response to Rodin during the early years in

Paris, Archipenko was blunt: \"[ hated Rodin, who was then fashionable.
His sculptures renlinded me of chc\lcd bread that one spits on a base, or

of the crooked corpses fro 11 1 POIllpeii. t74 With this statement, Archi-

pcnko focuses on hvo aspects of Rodin's art that the ne\l generation of

sculptors disliked: the elaborate surface Ill0deling and the use of enl0-

tionally charged subject matter. Despite their criticism of Rodin, the

sculptors of Archipenko's generation owed him a great debt. One of his

Il10st important contributions was to show that a figural fragment could
bc a cOIl1pletc \lork of art. Following Rodin's exan1ple, Archipenko be-

gan in 1910/1911 to take great liberties \lith the human forlll, chopping
off anns and legs at \lin. Unlike Rodin, hO\lever, whose partial figures
were the result of a proccss of editing and condensing, Archipenko con-

ceived his figures as partial frolll the very start. 5 Bather (fig. 1) and Por-

teuse (cat. no. 6), both of 1912, are examples of this increasingly reduc-
tive approach to the human body. Both have one arBl cut off level with

the breast, the other cut just above the hand. In Porteuse the legs end

just above the knees, \lhile those of Bather are cropped just below the

knees.
Bather is a big piece. The total height of approximately forty inches,

base included, is about double that of Porteuse, an average-sized work
for this sculptor throughout his career. Bather stands in an exaggerated
contrapposto; the upper and IO\ler portions of the torso twist in opposite
directions creating a spiral movement that invites the vie\ler to move

around the figure, \lhich is very \lell conceived from all points of vie\l.

The body parts are silllplified and devoid of details. The thighs are flat-
tened out and the greatly projecting right hip forms a sharp angle that is

repeated in reverse by the position of the head. The thickened neck is

unified \lith the head in a shape that echoes the left shoulder srump.
The absent arnl is not nlissed; on the contrary, the curtailing of this Jimb
is necessary to nlaintain the balance of the sculptural mass. Nor is the

truncation of the legs disturbing; the bather's left leg sinks into the base

as into water, while the other absent leg is daintily lifted Hout of the
..

\later.

The lunging fenlale figure with a wrestler's shoulders is aptly titled

Porteuse, meaning \"carrier\" or Hbearer.\" It is anlong a slT1all number of
fen1ale figures by Archipenko that are defiantly unfeminine. The hips
arc level and the separated legs suggest a lumbering forward motion.

The body is composed of faceted, angular fornls that are repeated: head,
breasts, and left shoulder stump are similar in shape. The outsized right
shoulder, in turn, recalls the shape of the thighs. Three parallel horizon-

tal grooves Inark groin, Vt'aist, and neckline. This analytical approach to
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Fig. 2. Alcxandcr Archipcnko, Red Dance
(1912-1913), plaster painted red, c. 48 (122) h.,
location unknown.

'------
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the hun1an figure and the reduction of its parts to simplified, repeated
forms are signs of an incipient cubism.

The forward-bending curve of Porteuse is an idea Archipenko had
been experimenting with for a couple of years. It is first seen in a lost

work, Salome, of 1910. Further trials were made in 1912/1913 in other
]ost works such as Venus and Red Dance (fig. 2), finally culminating in

Leaning Woman (Penche), 1913-1914 (cat. no. 13), which far surpasses
the others with its greatly arched form. The head projects far beyond the

edge of the base, which is widened at the bottom to counter the threat of
imba]ance. A triangular bracket supports the tapered footing. Leaning
Woman can be viewed as a radically abstracted and reduced version of
Porteuse.

The projecting shoulder stump in Bather and Porteuse-a frequent
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feature of Archipenko's partial figures-is resolved in the elegant,
streamlined Flat Torso, first conceived in 1914. The piece exists in a va-

riety of different n1ediums and finishes which Archipenko fabricated
over the years to satisfy a steady demand for replicas ofthis popular work

(cat. no. 18). The elongated legs, cut below the knees, swell gracefully at

the thighs, and the hip and upper torso form a right-angled zig-zag. A

diagonal slash elin1inates one shoulder and breast entirely; the other
breast is sliced off in the middle. From the side, Flat Torso is an undula-

ting sliver; from the back it is geometrically severe-the buttocks form a

straight horizontal ridge that meets the line separating the two legs to

make a rigid T-shape. Flat Torso is the type of figure most commonly
identified today with Archipenko: a female torso with a flowing ara-

besque contour. Repeatedly throughout his career, Archipenko re-

turned to this universally pleasing motif. Whether vertical or horizon-

tal, or merely suggested by an S-shaped outline, the curvilinear female
torso is the formal idee fixe in Archipenko's work.

'ol

More specific cubist features begin to appear in Archipenko's sculptures
ofthe years 1911 and 1912. The first of these is an angular fragmentation
of planes that derives from similar effects in cubist painting, where fac-

eting is the result of the analysis of solid forms. In Seated Woman

(Draped), 1911 (fig. 3)-a lost plaster that was remade by the artist in the

19505 and cast in bronze-the drapery covering the figure consists of

sharp-edged flat segn1ents; in Madonna of the Rocks, 19 12 (cat. no. 7),
also a plaster, the base is a fanciful arrangement of interlocking angular
parts that no doubt inspired the Leonardesque title. 6

Surface fragmentation in sculpture is, of course, prefigured in Picas-
so's Woman's Head of 1909 and in Matisse's Back I and Back 11, dated

1909 and 1913, where the human form is analyzed and recreated by
means of flat circumscribed parts that meet at sharp angles. Archi-

penko, however, does not fragment the bodies in Seated Woman

(Draped) and Madonna of the Rocks. Other than cropping one arm, he
leaves the anatomies intact. The WOlDen have monumental legs and
bulbous breasts and knees. The somewhat overwrought quality of these

sculptures results from the obvious contrast between their rotund
swollen forms and the cool geonletric planes that surround them.

An unexpected and striking feature of Madonna of the Rocks is its

color-a uniform paprika-red covers the entire work. (With time it has

acquired a beautiful patina.) Because the various elements-mother,
infant, rocky setting-are not differentiated, the color undermines the

representational character of the work. It transforn1s the sculpture into

4

..

Fig. 3. Alexander Archipenko, Seated Woman
(1911), plaster, c. 22 (56) h.t location unknown.
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an object, independent of what it dain1s to represent. l'his is analogous
to Picasso's faIl10us Still Life with Chair Calling, 1912 (Musee Picasso,

Paris), where, because the work is oval-shaped and has an unusual rope

fraIne, it Inust be regarded not only as a representation of something but

as an object in its own right.
Although the hvo principal cubists, Picasso and Braque, did not take

part in the activities of the other cubist artists (they lived son1ewhat re-

n10ved in rv10ntnlartre and exhibited only privately in galleries), there

was SaIne contact behveen thelll. Delaunay and Metzinger Inet Picasso,
and Leger knew both Picasso and Braque. 7 There is no record of nleet-

ings between Archipenko and either Picasso or Braque, but he was able

to keep abreast of their innovations through friends and from visits to the

Kahnweiler Gallery, where there was always a selection of their works. 8

In 1912/1913 Picasso and Braque began to 111ake collages. By pasting
scraps of paper and pieces of cloth on the canvas, they affirmed the flat-

ness of the two-dinlensional surface and rejected the spatial illusionisI1l
of traditional perspective. The switch fronl brush-and-paint to scissors-

and-paper precipitated a change in style; instead ofbreaking up a painted
forn1 into nun1erous parts each carefully colored and shaded, with the

nc\' technique the artist was able to create larger, simplified, coherent
substitutes for fonns.

Archipenko quickly adopted the new medium of collage in a series of
remarkable figure studies n1ade in 1913. In hvo that are titled Figure in

Movement and Figure (cat. nos. 8 and 9), he reduced the human form
to six or seven cut-paper shapes that are pasted dO\ln and unified by a

few deft strokes of the pencil or crayon. Because he was a sculptor think-

ing in plastic terms, he shaded the flat paper shapes to suggest the vol-
umes of sculpture. Archipenko used the lessons learned from making
two-din1ensional collages in his three-din1ensional sculpture. rrhe re-

sult was a departure froIn the unified, continuous n1assing of traditional
sculpture to a disjunctive assenlbly of separate parts. The first conclu-
sive example of this ilnportant developn1ent is Archipenko's Geometric
Statuette, 1914 (cat. no. 16). Like a collage, it consists ofdear-cut C0I11-

ponents with distinct junctures and a clear overlapping of forn1s that
spell out the step-by-step process by which the \lork appears to have
been assenlbled.

Along with the influence of cubist collage, Geometric Statuette dis-
plays an element borrowed froIll cubist painting-the optical ambiguity
achieved by pairing concave and convex fOrIns. One of the concepts of
cubisIl1 is that solid and void are of equal value and can interpenetrate
and even substitute onc another. In cubist painting, the transposition of
concave and convex fornls began to appear in Picasso's and Braque's

\\

Fig. 4. Alexander Archipenko,
Woman Combing Her Hair (1915),
bronze, 133ft (35) h., Collection,
The Muscum of Modern Art, Nev.!
York, Acquircd through the Lillie
P. BI iss Bequest.
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Fig. 5, Alexandcr Archipcnko, WaLking \\Vo1TlCln
(1918-1919), terra-cotta. C. 27 (68. 5) h.. location

. -

unknmvn.

paintings of 190b ano H)09. Ulnbcrto Boccioni (1882-1916), the Italian

futurist, transferred these spatial anlbiguitics to sculpture in 1912, and
there is a tentativc early exanlple of this principle in the spherical pro-

jcction� and depressions on the base of Archipenko's l\\.Jadolllla of the

Rocks, 1<)12. 'rhe large scooped-out shape next to the protruding right
buttock is a deliberate cubist counterpoint.

By 1914, Arehipenko began to interchange concave and convex

fornls in his sculpture. ' J'his \'as Inade possible hy optical ill usion-un-

der certain lighting conditions, receding forllls appear to protrude and

protruding 011CS appear to recede. This happens because shadows \\vhich
slHrolino a rounded shape arc also fanned inside the edges of a holJow.
'} 'he incorporation of the effects of light into the design of the sculpture
\'as all inlportant innovation. As Albert Elsen has \\vritten, \"\"Vhere for
centuries artists had \'urked to free their figure sculptures fro In the ef-
fects ofoptical distortion, Picasso and Archipenko made thenl their col-
laborator and the 'accidents oflight' becanle a controlled part of craft.\"l)

While it exemplifies the new Inanipulation of nlJSS and void, Ceo-

lnetric Statuette is perhaps Inost inlportant because it is the first known

instance of the innovation that was later to be singled out as Archipen-
ko's ll1ajor clainl to faille-the hole. In this piece, the concave fonn of

the head is deeply gouged out to create an opening in the back. As the
final stage in the hollowing-out process of a concavity, the void paradox-
ically becoilles the substitute for its absolute reverse-the nlass of the
head. 'fhe hole is not only one of the principal features of cubist sculp-
ture hut a significant step in the developnlent of sculpture in general; it

signals the opening-up of the traditional nl0nolithic concept of sculp-
ture. (Later works by Archipenko in which the hole is found are: Statu-

ette, 1915 [cat. no. 19], \\Voman Combing l/er Hair, 1915 ffig. �), \\Valk-

ing \/oman, 191�-1919 I fig. 5], and Seated \\Voman, 1920 [cat. no.

29].)
Archipenko's innovation was termed Lochplastik (\"sculpture of

holes\") in Cernlany in the 1920S and touted as a lllajor discovery. In the
inflated prose characteristic of the tinle, lwan ColI writes:

Archipenko is the first to dare what appears to be sculptural suicide. A deep phi-
losophy emanates from his creations. Every object is also present in its reverse.

Being and non-being. Fullness is expressed through en1ptincss. A concave

form is inevitably also a convex form.
. . . Archipenko's discovery-to stress

the presence of sOIl1ething through its absence-Inakes even the unimaginable
possib1c. IO

Archipcnko's introduction of the void as a positive element in sculpture
continues to be regarded as one of his significant contributions. George
Heard Hmnilton writes:
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Fig. 6. Alexander Archipenko, Carrousel PierTOt, 1913, painted plaster.
23% (60) h., Collection, The Solomon R. Guggenheim f\\'1useum, New
York. (Illustrated in color page 7.)

Right: Fig. 7. Alexander Archipenko, l\\1edrano II (Dancer), 19 1 3, painted
tin, wood, glass, and painted oilcloth, 50 (127) h\" Collection, The Solo-
mon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York. (Illustrated in color page 10. )

Archipenko's use of concave and convex voluIlles within the saIne figure, and
his discovery of the volumetric significance of the void, were inlportant contri-
butions to modern art. II

Archipenko later realized the inlportance generally attributed to his in-

novation and devoted an entire chapter in his 1960 book to uf\\lodelling
of Space.\" 12 l)isregarding the traditional belief that \"sculpture begins
where nlaterial touches space,\" he concluded (in 1912) that Usculpture
nlay begin where space is encircled by nlaterial.\" In this context he cites
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Fig. 8. Alexander Archipenko, Gondolier, 19 1 4

(reconstructed c. 1950; enlarged and cast, 1957).
painted bronze, 72Y8 (181) h,. Hirshhorn Mu-
seum and Sculpture Carden, Smithsonian Insti-
tution, Washington.

the Chinese philosopher Lao�ze (sixth century B.C.) and Henri Bergson
(1859-1941), in whose writing he found confirmation of his ideas. He

quotes the following passage from Bergson's Creative Evolution (1907):

. . . object once annihilated, leaves its place unoccupied; for by hypothesis it is
a place, that is a void limited by precise outline, or, in other words, a kind of a

thing.

Believing that \"in art the shape of the en1pty space should be no less im-

portant than the meaning of the shape of solid matter,\" Archipenko
writes that he developed a 44symbolic\" use of space in which \"by its ab-
sence the object leaves its own form in our memory.\"

The hole was an important feature in the works of other artists after

Archipenko. For Lipchitz, the hole, as seen in Man with a Guitar, 1916
(stone, The Museum of Modern Art, New York), for example, empha-
sizes the three-dimensionality of the figure; it forces the viewer to move

around the sculpture and helps assert its reality as an object. 13 For Henry
Moore, who has acknowledged Archipenko's influence in this regard,
the hole is a device that relates the opposite sides of a sculpture to each
other 14

Whatever the meaning or the function ascribed to the hole, it was an

inlportant breakthrough that, as noted earlier, had its origins in cubist

painting. Archipenko's timely association with the cubists helped him
achieve special recognition early in his career He was only twenty-five
when, in 1912, he was given the opportunity to show a large selection of
his sculpture at the Museum Folkwang in Hagen, Gern1any in a joint
exhibition with Le Fauconnier. 15 Archipenko found his first patron and
collector in Karl-Ernst Osthaus, founder of the museum. In 1913 his
works were seen in two distant points of the world: at the Armory Show
in New York and in Budapest. 16 Patronage by Herwarth Walden ofDer
Sturnl also began in 1913, with Archipenko's first one-man show in Ber-

lin. From then on, Archipenko's sculpture and drawings were fre-

quently reproduced in the influential monthly Der Sturm, and he regu-

larly participated in group exhibitions organized by Walden. In 1917 the
second volume of the Sturm Bilderbiicher series was devoted entirely to

Archipenko's work.

The year 1914 may weB have been Archipenko's greatest. At the Salon

des Independants that spring the four sculptures he showed-Carrousel

Pierrot, 1913 (fig. 6), Boxing, 1914 (cat. no. 14), Medrano II, 1913 (fig.
7), and Gondolier, 1914 (fig. B)-are among his most important and

widely discussed works. Although since 1911 Apollinaire had been giv-
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Fig. 9. L.;lntransigecmt, Paris, 2 \\hrch 1914,
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ing Archipenko brief but positive notices, during the 1914 cxhibition his

support becarnc enthusiastic. In response to a sarcastic revicw by one of
his coHeagues at Llntransigeal1t, Apollinaire calnc forcefully to Archi-

penko's defense. His 2 �\"larch colull1l1 (fig. 9) devotes an entire para-

graph (the longest cornnlentary) to Archipcnko:
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Rooms 11 and 9. Here is where one can see Archipenko's sculptures. One of
them is made of different materials-glass, zinc, wood-all polychromcd. It

represents a very great effort to go beyond the conventional in sculpture. Those
of my coJleagues who are so certain they possess the ultimate truth in aesthetics
have, of course, the right not to mention such a surprising work, executed with
such ease and grace. As for me, I am happy to say how delighted I was at the
sight of such a delicate work. The other polychrome statuette exhibited in the
middle of Room 9 is no less intcresting, and I really pity anyone who remains
indifferent to the charm and elegance of Archipenko's gondolier, a slender
black statue exhibited in Room 11.

Soon afterward, in part because his editors openly sided with the other

critic, Apollinaire resigned fronl the newspaper.
J7

In his adlniration for Archipenko's entries in the 1914 Salon, Apolli-
naire was not alone. Alberto Magnelli (1888-1971), the Italian painter
and supporter of futurism, actually purchased three works. While the
cost involved could not have been considerable, Magnelli's decision to

buy three of Archipenko's sculptures attests to the high esteem in which
the Italian futurists held the young artist. Carrousel Pierrot, Boxing, and
Medrano II remained in Magnelli's collection until they were sold to the

Guggenheim Museum in New York in the mid-1950S. Archipenko was

well known in Italian avant-garde circles. Boccioni is said to have visited
his studio in 1912;

18 and the futurists invited him to send works to their

Esposizione Libera Futurista lnternazionale, which was being held that

same spring in Rome.

AlTIUSenlent park, boxing ring, circus tent, and Venice are the set-

tings of the four pieces Archipenko exhibited in the spring of 1914. 1'he

presence of significant content-direct references to contemporary life,
with its color, movement, and light-is rare for this artist, whose cus-

tOlllary subject at the time was the nude generically titled \"Bather,\"
\"Wolnan,\" or \"Statuette.\" The success of these four works (none of

which, incidentally, contains the Archipenko trademark of the curvilin-
ear female torso) may be due to the lively subject Inatter.

\"Venez rire\" (\"come and laugh\") is the inscribed invitation that greets
the viewer as he approaches Carrousel Pierrot, a composite of figural
and Inechanical elenlents skillfulJy fused in a Mensch-Maschine (\"man-
machine\"). This tern1 was used by Iwan Goll in his 1921 essay; he re-

ports that the idea for the piece came to Archipenko on the occasion of

the feast of Saint Jacques when \"dozens of carousels with horses,
swings, gondolas and airplanes imitate the rotation of the earth.\"I9 The

two diagonals that rise from the base, the flaring cone, the disc, and the

ball on top can be read as the legs, upper torso, wide ruffled collar, and
head of Pierrot, the clown. The lateral projections-a ball on one side
and a cigar-shaped element on the other-may signify arms. At the
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Fig. 10. Raymond Ducharnp-Villon, The Horse,
19 14, bronze (cast c. 1930-1931), 40 (101.6) h.,
Collection, The Museum of Modern Art, New
York, Van Gogh Purchase Fund,

same time, the bright colors and the smooth, machined forms evoke the
mechanical merry-go-round: the large oblique disc is now read as the

top of the structure frolll which hang various objects, the \"horses,
swings, gondolas and airplanes\" of Goll's description. The implied ro-

tating movement and the fusion of man and mechanical object in Car-

rousel Pierrot are examples of concepts important in both cubism and

futurism-simultaneity and the machine aesthetic. Both concepts were

also adopted by Duchamp-Villon and can be seen in his sculpture The

Horse, 1914 (fig. 10). Ideas about simultaneity, transition, and change
were derived in part from the philosophy of Bergson, whose Creative

Evolution had a strong effect on the members of the Puteaux group.
20

Carrousel Pierrot is a panoply of color-red, green, blue, and black,
as well as pink, light blue, orange, and cream. In keeping with the sense

of a carnival, the colors seem to have been chosen by impulse and ar-

ranged spontaneously. Contrasting bands of color produce a feeling of
rotation: as one moves around the work, it seems itself to move; each

step is punctuated by a change in color The multicolored wedges of the
\"torso,\" for example, cause the eye to travel in a circular path; the divi-
sion of the \"head\" into uneven segments of red, black, and white gives
the illusion of spinning motion. The carefree, improvised character of
the color belies the complex composition.

Archipenko explored the dynamic relationship between sculpture
and the space it occupies and surrounds in a series of paired figures,
most notably, The Dance, 1912-1913 (fig. 11), a lost work which exists
in later bronze versions in two sizes. In this piece the two dancers serve

merely as a frame that encloses a large central space. One seated, the
other standing, the figures touch only at the point where their hands
meet, forming an archway. In addition, because the figures have their
legs set wide apart, they enclose space in depth as well. This three-
dimensional orientation is also found in Carrousel Pierrot, where the
crosslike element in the front extends horizontally, vertically, and back-
ward; from the central axis two spokes-one blue, one pink-branch
off and curve back. This arc is continued by the cigar-shaped \"arm\" of
Pierrot and forms a frame around a large space visible from the side. To
conceive of sculpture in this way, as a framing device for space, with
space not only taking an active role, but, one might say, becoming the
very reason for the sculpture, was unprecedented, and the importance
of this development was noted by many contemporary writers. 21

A superb collage in the collection of the Moderna Museet in Stock-
holm that Archipenko made in 1913 (Collage: Two Figures, cat. no. 10)
explores the problem of space in the two-dimensional medium. The
pieces of bright red paper that Blake up the two interlocked figures are
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Fig. 11. Alexandcr Archipcnko, The Dance
(19 12- 1913), plaster, c. 24 (61) h., location un-

known.

\"

pasted onto a dark gray-green background, creating an intricate and dy-
namic play behveen figure and ground. Painted white highlights, black

shadows, overlapping, and foreshortening (left leg of the figure in front)
suggest depth and volume. while several manila-yellow boomerang
shapes schen1atically trace the Il10venlent of the figures.

A firsthand account of Archipenko during these years was given by
the Hungarian sculptor Beni Ferencz}' (1890-1967).22 Although writ-

ten late in his life and ostensibly some\\vhat negative in its bias, it pro-
vides a rare glimpse into Archipenko's early creative period in Paris.
After a first visit in 1911, \\vhen he attended the studio ofBourdelle, Fe-

renczy returned to Paris in 1912/1913 and tried various sculpture
schools before coming to Archipenko's. The schoo], which advertised

carving in hard ll1atcria]s, was reconlnlcnded to him by an ex-student of
l\\Ilatisse. Ferenczy had had some carving experience and reports scorn-

fully that the sandstone the three Russian students at the school were

working with seemed very soft to hinl. He describes a Portuguese plaster
caster in Archipenko's studio, a fat lllustachioed nl0narchist, with
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wholl1 he becanle friendly. He \\vas an excellent craftsnlan who patiently
polished Archipenko's plaster sculpture with the finest powders until

they were very shiny. On one occasion Archipenko is said to have told

Ferencz)' that although he seeIned talented, his aesthetic ideals were

ouh11oded and that he should not insist on working in an old-fashioned

style like cubisrn!

One major event Ferenczy ren1eInbers was a lecture on modern

sculpture that Apollinaire presented at the school. The studio was emp-
tied and benches and chairs \\vere brought in. On the appointed evening
the dinlly lit room filled up slowly. Apollinaire arrived and sat down at a

table \\vith a petroleum lanlp. Ferenczy describes an imposing figure,
tall and strong, fair-skinned, blond, in a black suit and bow tie. ApoIIi-
naire spoke in a ringing tenor voice and what he said outraged Ferenczy.
In his opinion, Appollinaire's utterings about the superiority of archaic

over classical Greek sculpture, the Italians' lack of talent in sculpture
and their destruction of European taste in the sixteenth century, were

only nleant to shock the audience. The final insult, in Ferenczy's eyes,
\..'as Apollinaire's declaration that until the appearance of Archipenko,
the only true sculptors had been the Negroes of Africa. Ferencz)' points
out that Picasso, l)erain, and Vlaminck were not present at the lecture,
nor were the iInportant dealers. Of the better-known artists only Marie
Laurencin (who, according to Ferenczy, was Archipenko's nlistress at

the time) had attended. For Ferenczy, Apollinaire's speech could only
be explained as outright propaganda intended to promote sales for Ar-

chipenko because he had very few buyers and was always forced to ask
his students to advance their Inonthly twenty franc tuition fee.

In his recollection of his Paris sojourn, Ferencz)' dwells at some

length on the subject of boxing. Professional boxing had been intro-
duced in France a few years before and was a favorite topic of conversa-

tion aInong artists in cafes. The prizefights attracted large crowds, and
Ferenczy reports that when a French boxer beat a foreigner the specta-
tors would break out singing the Marseillaise. Ferenczy describes with
relish the appearance and exploits of the fighters, most of whonl were

black, and vividly recalls seeing Joe Jeanette, the half-black, half-
Indian, French heavyweight challlpion at a cafe on the boulevard des
Italiens.

Two black forms locked in conlbat is the subject of Archipenko's Illost

famous sculpture, Boxing (cat. no. 14). Although the work verges on the
abstract, the idea of physical struggle is evident inunediately: two

pointed triangular shapes are the heads and torsos of the fighters with
their cone-shaped anns driving into each other. The deadlock seen in
the frontal view dissolves as one walks around the piece, which exhibits
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Fig. 12, Alexander Archipenko. Medrano I (Jug-
gler) (1912-1914). painted wood, glass, sheet
metal, and wire, c. 38 (96.5) h., location un-

known.

a variety of dynan1ic silhouettes with the forms twisting, arching, and

punching into the space around them.
Without minimizing Boccioni's impact-visible in the dynamic

forms and inlplicit nlovement of Archipenko's Boxing and Duchanlp-
Villon's The Horse, for exanlple-it is important to keep in nlind that

there was a great mutual interest and fruitful exchange of ideas between
the Italian futurists and the artists working in Paris. Since the publica-
tion of Marinetti's literary manifesto in Le Figaro in 1909, futurist ideas

were very nluch a part of the Parisian artistic climate. For the futurists

the fundanlental elenlents of the nl0dern world were nlotion and speed,
elements they sought to incorporate in their art. Cubism, which Carra

and Boccioni encountered in Paris in 1911, provided the futurists with a

formal language that they adapted to express simultaneously the various

phases of continuous 111otion. Boccioni was keenly interested in devel-

oplnents in Paris and kept himself infornled through frequent visits and

correspondence with friends who lived there. 23 In 1912, the year he_
published his futurist sculpture manifesto, he visited the French capital
three times. On one of these trips he concentrated exclusively on sculp-
ture, visiting the studios of the avant-garde sculptors of the tinle-Bran-

cusi, Duchan1p-Villon, and Archipenko. 24 [n June 1913 he held his

First Futurist Exhibition ofSculpture at the Galerie La Boetie in Paris.

His innovations, as summarized by Apollinaire in a review, were

uvaried Inaterials, sculptural simultaneity, violent movement.,,25
Between 1912 and 1915 a number of artists-notably Boccioni, Tat-

lin, Puni. Baranoff-Rossine, Laurens, Lipchitz, and Archipenko-be-
gan to experiment with constructing sculpture out of various materi-

als. 26 Early in 1912 Picasso extended the cubist analysis of forms into

real space with his first reliefconstruction out ofsheet metal and wire. 27

A few months later Braque created the first collage: adding scraps of pa-

per and cloth to the cubist canvas, he introduced to painting the process
of construction and the mixing of nledia. Both steps had significant re-

percussions in the development of sculpture. With these new materials

11lass in sculpture is achieved in a new way. Instead ofbeing replicated as

in traditional sculpture, forms are schenlatically outlined; planes join-
ing and intersecting in space create a conceptualized model of mass.

Archipenko nlay have been the first sculptor fully to take on the chal-

lenge of the ne\' aesthetic. He gave 1912 as the year when he began
working with different 111aterials, 28 and this is his date for Medrano I, his

first Inultimedia construction (fig. 12); the earliest documented date for

this lost work, however, is spring 1914.29 Subtitled Juggler, it \\vas named

after the Cirque l'vtedrano, a favorite haunt of nlany Paris artists. Even if

dated 1913-1914, Archipenko went \\vay beyond his cubist contempora-
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ries: instead of creating a small relief, he made a freestanding work that
was over three feet tall; instead ofshowing still-life objects, he assembled

parts to represent the hUI11an figure; instead ofusing only one or two ma-

terials, Archipenko conlbined \/ood, sheet metal, wire, and glass.
Medrano 1 had another novel feature-it incorporated Inovenlent,

both real and inlplied. The diagonal arm was actually nlovable, and the

spherical fornls elsewhere in the composition imply movement. Ac-

cording to Archipenko's notes, the spheres of the knees and the breast

were also nleant to be understood as the juggling balls tossed by the cir-

cus perfonner. ,0

Medrano II, subtitled Dancer, was the sensation of the 1914 Salon.
On 28 February Apollinaire wrote in I.:Intransigeant:

� .......
\"

The most innovative and most graceful exhibit, in nl}' opinion, is Archipenko's:
polychronlc sculptures in various materials. Class, wood and tin are here conl-

bined in the most novel and sllccessful wal'.
31
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On 2 l\\1arch, the day after the official opening of the Salon, the front

page of Llntransigeant carried an illustration of Medrano II with the

following caption:
, \".

....
We reproduce here the photograph of the work of art (?) praised elsewhere in
this issue by our collaborator Guillaume Apollinairc, \,ho assumes sole respon-
sibility for his opinion.

,\"
..

..;r.
'. Apollinaire had also singled out, in his review of 28 Februar}� \"the very

important polychrome \\vork by M. Rossine
. . .

.\" Vladilnir Baranoff-
Rossine (1888-1942), also known as Daniel Rossine, was a painter
whose kno\\vn sculptural work consists of three freestanding construc-

tions. 32 The piece mentioned by Apollinaire \\vas La Symphonie, a

complicated structure of folded sheet-metal forms that is known today
only from a photograph. (Deeply elllbittered by the nlockery with
which the press received his work, Rossine is said to have thrown it into
the Seine.) A surviving early Inixed-nledia construction by hinl is S}'m-
phon}' Number 1, 1913, at the tvlnseum of �'10dern Art. Ne\' York (fig.
13).

It is no wonder that Baranoff-Rossine's and Archipenko's construc-
tions causcd a furor in 1914. They challenged the accepted notion of
sculpture at its very roots. Instead of nlarble. bronze, or the fanliliar
plaster. these ne\! works were Inadc of Inundane substances like wood,
glass, metal, and \-'irc. Instead of being carved or l11odeled-two re-

spected crafts \\�,hose nlastery was itself considered an achievement-
they were nailed. pasted, and tied together with no apparent attempt to
hide the junctures. seanlS. or nails. And in startling contrast to the gen-

Fig. 13. Vladimir Baranoff-Rossine, Sym-
phony Number 1 (1913), polychromed
wood, cardboard, and crushed eggshells,
631/4 (161.1) h., Collection, The Museum
of Modern Art, New York, Katia Granoff
Fund.
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erally monochron1atic sculpture of the time, these works were painted
in bright contrasting colors.

Unlike Archipenko's first construction, Medrano II is not cOlnpletely
freestanding: the figure is attached to a back panel in three places. The

backdrop provides support \\vhile it helps to control the outline and clar-

ify the con1position. The Inajor subdivisions of the body-head, shoul-

ders, torso, hips, and legs-are clearly stated. A brightly-colored 1913

collage, Composition (cat. no. 11) employs a sin1ilar vocabulary of sepa-
rate oval and triangular shapes united by linear clements. In Medrano II

flat planes branch out into space from a central shaft that extends froln

top to bottonl. The shoulders are made up of a sen1icircular blue plane
that intersects with another\"oblique plane. The hips are represented by a

larger, inclined, circular green plane, which fans out at the rear. Yet an-

other plane. a wedge-shaped piece ofglass with a lace pattern painted on

the border, represents the dancer's transparent costume. A cone-shaped
piece of folded sheet metal completes the hip.

The description ofvolume by means ofarticulated planes \\vould later
constitute the essence of Naum Cabo's space-revealing sculpture. Be-

tween 1912 and 1914 Cabo is known to have visited Paris, where his
brother Antoine Pevsner had been living for some tin1e. Pevsner

brought him into contact with the cubists and may have introduced him

to Archipenko, an old acquaintance from Kiev. Stimulated by what he
had seen in Paris (\\vhich included Archipenko's work at the Salon des

Independants). Cabo made his first constructed sculptures out of snlall

intersecting planes of wood, opaque plastic, or sheet iron in 1915 in

Norwa}; where he and Pevsner spent the war years (for example, Con-
structed Head No.1, 1915. fig. 14). B (Archipcnko's use of glass in

Medrano II predates Cabo's and Pevsner's work with transparent
Inaterials which began in 1920.)

Color in Medrano II articulates structure and isolates the various n1a-

terials. 'rhe d0I11inant tone is the rich, opaque red of the backdrop,
against which the bright, sharp-edged fOfillS are distinctly set off. A dif-
ferent shade of red appears in the nose, breast, and arm, and it is n1ixed
with white to create a pink flesh tone for the legs (one is illusionistically
Inodeled, the other is painted to suggest the bone structure underneath).
Three colored sections on the base symbolize cast shadows. A bright
white is used for the rnain structural clements-the slightly inclined

central shaft and the shorter oblique shaft on the right. White edges on

the blue and green planes of the shoulders and the hips stress their flat-

ness and clearly describe their shapes. Red bands border all the cone-

shaped, unpainted nIetal parts that represent the face, upper torso,
lower torso, and feet.

.�.... .
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Fig. 14. Naum Cabo, Constructed Head No.1

(1915), plywood, 21 (53.5) h., @ Graham and
Nina Williams, 1986 (photo C. 1922 ).
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Top left: Fig. 15. Alexander Archipenko, Woman in Front of Mirror
(1914), glass, wood, metal. and mirror, c. 6 ft. (180) h. (destroyed).

Top right: Fig. 16. Alexander Archipcnko, Head (c. 1957), bronze,
15 (38) h., Courtesy Zabriskie Callery, New York.

Fig. 17. Henri Laurens, Clown, 1915, painted wood, 20% (53) h.,
Moderna �1usect, Stockholm.
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Clarity and logic of structure and conlposition distinguish Medrano

II froTn the constructions of Archipcnko's Russian co]]eagucs. III Rossi-

ne.s S)'1nphony 1\\!u111ber 1, for exalllpJc. thc pieces (soIlle ofthelll rcady-
nlade furniture parts) are assenlhled in a hlllllorolis and haphazard fash-
ion to fornl a figure. But Rossine paid scant attention to anatonlical

truth. and the title itself. with its reference to 111usic. is nonfigurative.
'rhe outline is erratic and aggressive. Color is applied in a ralldol]] fash-
ion with the whinlsical inclusion of crushed eggshells at the base. J\\1e-

drano II, ho\\vever, with its traditional circus theIne. is clearly represen-
tationaL It has an even and balanced outline, the tilted hips of the
dancer suggesting a contrapposto position, and the use of color is pur-

poseful and systell1atic. De�pite its unconventionallnaterials and novel

techniquc. when conlpared to S}'mphony Number 1. Archipenko's con-

struction can we]] be tcnned elassical.
The visual aInbiguities of cubist painting, particularly the intricate

spatial cOlnpositions of SOllIe of Cris' stilllifcs, arc closely paralleled in

another large, full-figure construction Archipenko made in 1914.
\ionlan in Front ofJ\\;lirror (fig. 15) was i]]ustrated in Apollinaire\\ peri-
odical us Soirees de Paris in Julle 1914, appeared in exhibitiolls in 1920
and 1921. and was then lost or destroyed.

\\Voman in Front of 1\\11 irror; a six- to seven-foot high construction, had

a base and backdrop like 1\\1edrano 11 and showed a \\vornan seated 011 a

triangular stool in front of a dressing table with a real nlirror in which
her head and torso \\vere reflected. Archipenko's notes indicate that a stiJl
life and the \\,,'oman's right ann \\vere painted on the mirror. H In addition
to \"rood, glass, and nlirror. shiny Inetal foil was used to co\\'er part of the

base, the \:oman's feet, one of the legs of the stool, and the lower part of
the backdrop. The presence of these highly reflective lllaterials

pronlptecl Raynal's observation that \"Archipenko no longer sought to

sculpt fOHns, but to sculpt light itseJf.\"�:; A bronze head (fig. 16), based
on the head in \"loman in Front of l\\J irror, was dated 1913 by Archi-

penko but was Inade nluch later, in the 19505;;6 it shows a head COIll-

posed of intersecting planes that describe \\'olunlcs siInilar to those in

Medrano II.

Henri Laurens and Jacques Lipchitz began 111aking freestanding con-

structions a little later. Exanlples arc Clown, 1915 (fig. 17), by Laurells

and Detachable Figure (Seated l\\lusician), 1915 (fig. ]8), by Lipchitz.
'rhey arc snlaller than J\\'ledrano 11, and both are made only of wood.

The forllls used to construct the body in the Laurens piece-the
pointed. triangular upper torso and the round, inclined plane of the

hips-nlay havc been inspired by the silnilar arrangement in Archipen-
ko's controversial construction of the year before. In the work by Lip-

..�' .

_
4< ,

.. I

..

Fig. 18. Jacques Lipchitz, Detachable Figure
(Seated Musician) (1915), painted wood, 19:y..
(5°,2) h., YuBa Lipchitz Collection,
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Fig. 19. Alexander Archipenko, Bather, 1915, oil
and pencil on metal and wood and paper, 20 x

111/2 (5°.8 x 29.2), Philadelphia I'v1useum of Art,
The Louise and \.Ia lter :\\rensberg Collection,
(Illustrated in color page 11.)

\\
� L-(

chitz, the grooved neck and the head sprouting dried leaves are African-

looking, \\vhilc the painted shirt front recalls Elie Nadelnlan's

contenlporancous and widely discussed figures with painted dothing.
All three constructions are nl0ck serious puppets that evoke popular cul-
ture and street life-the aJnbiance of French cubisln.

In August 1<) 14 GenTIan)' dedarcd war against Russia and France. With
the advent of World War I the international cOll1nlunity of artists living
and working in Paris was disrupted. In 1915 ivlarcel Ducharnp lanlented
in New York:

Paris is like a deserted 1l1ansion. Her lights are out. One's friends arc all away at
the front. Or else they have already been killed. r

Archipenko left Paris; he did not return to Russia, as did most of his

conlpatriots, but chose to sit out the war in the south of France. \"Also
living in Nice,\" reported Apollinaire in 1\\1arch 1915, \"is the sculptor Ar-
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chipenko, whose wife sends sweaters to their friends in the French

army.,,38
In Nice, where he lacked the studio facilities and Inaterials required

for traditional sculpture techniques, Archipenko occupied himself pre-

donlinantly with sculpto-painting. He described this as \"a panel uniting
colors and forn1s.

. . interdependencies of relief, concave or perforated
fornls, colors and textures. . .

nlade of papier-mache, glass, wood or

metal.
.

.,,-;9 The freestanding constructions ofbefore had been trouble-
sOlne to nlake, the product unwieldy and fragile. Thus, like other artists,
Archipenko abandoned this type of sculpture for the more enduring
sculpto-painting, where the various materials are firmly attached to a

rigid back panel and project only modestly into space. Between 1914,
the documented date of the first known sculpto-painting (Woman with

Fan, 1914, cat. no. 17), and the early 1920S, Archipenko made close to

forty sculpto-paintings of which only about halfhave survived. Also be-

longing to the category of sculpto-painting are some painted, freestand-

ing, n10deled pieces in papier-nlache, terra-cotta, or plaster (cat. nos. 23
and 30).

The significance of the sculpto-painting in Archipenko's work has
thus far not been fully recognized. Known primarily froln black and
white reproductions and often disnlissed as a hybrid form, 40 the sculpto-
paintings nlay well constitute Archipenko's most original body of work.
It is precisely the unexpected passage from one medium to the next-

froln projecting volume to pictorial surface-that is the unique quality
of the sculpto-painting. Although in subject matter and style they rely
on cubist paintings, the compositions are concei\\'ed with a greater spon-

taneity and imagination; they are entirely free of aesthetic constraints.

The most striking feature of the sculpto-painting is dazzling, dissonant
color. Unfortunately, both the peculiar coloristic effects and the quirky
shifts frolll relief to flat painted surface are virtually lost in reproduc-
tions. The present opportunity of viewing a dozen early sculpto-
paintings gathered together for the first tilne (in the current climate that
favors eclecticism and shuns dognla) may finally rescue these works
from the neglect they have long suffered.

In an essay printed in a Gennan exhibition catalogue (1922), Archi-

penko refers to sculpto-painting as his most important work. He ex-

plai ns:

Take for cxan1ple the sculpto-painting Bather [1915, fig. no. 19]. Here I ren-

dered the shape of a figure stepping out of the water with a column nearby. The
forn1 is yeJIow, the water blue. Ho\-' absurd it \\vould have been if I had at-

tempted to carve the color of the water and the color of the figure. Naturally I
have to paint. I have tried representing a form that does not have color and I
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Fig, 20. Giorgio de Chirico, The DUD, 1915, oil
on canvas, 32 Y.. x 23 Y.. (81. 9 x 59), Collection,
The Museum of Modern Art, New York, James
Thrall Soby Bequest.
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have found none. Do you know a form that has shape and that does not at the
same time have color? For me sculpto-painting is not only something logical,
but it is absolute truth. If I were a Futurist I would say that every sculpture in

bronze, marble, wood, that any sculpture in a single material, is a lie. 41

In addition to the unity of fonn and color in sculpto-painting, Archi-

penko also stressed the iIl1portance of the presence of actual shadows

(those cast by the relief elements) and the possibility of varying the
shadow effects by Inoving the light source.

-IZ By cOInbining painting and

sculpture, Archipenko created a new Inediunl of representation.
The figure in Bather is cOIl1posed of flattened nletal cones placed end

to end. The upper cone contains the head, chest, and one ann raised
above the head. A small spherical fonn attached to the cone represents
the breast; the other breast, in profile, is painted in. FroIn the second
arnl, a cylindrical fonn, hangs a painted grayish-white towel. The rest

of the picture is drawn in pencil or painted and locked in place by a few

nlajor con1positionallines. ()ne line rises diagonally fron1 the base of
the colulnn at the left to Ineet the adjoining side of the two I11etal cones.

Another line, slightly to the right of the first, cuts through the lower
Inetal cone, creates the fonn of a thigh, and continues beyond the figure
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to I1leet the dark painted franle on the right. The conc of the upper torso

is part of a larger segment of a circle whose arc echoes the curve of the
arnl raised above the head. These arbitrary conlpositional lines that
work with, against, or independently of the subject, are strongly renli-

niscent of the distorted perspective lines and sharply delineated areas of
shadows in Giorgio de Chirico's paintings (for example, fig. 20). Given

Archipenko's contacts with Italian artists, it is likely that he was aware of
de Chirico, who was in Paris between 1911 and 1915 and exhibited in

the Salons. 43 (The classical colun1n at the left in Bather nlav be a direct
J

quote from de Chirico's work.) In addition, on a more profound level,
the disquieting stepping in and out of reality in Archipenko's sculpto-
paintings, that is, fronl relief (reality) to painting (iHusion), paraJIels the
eerie coexistence of reality and drearn in de Chirico's tnetaphysical
landscapes. In Bather a bright orange color suffuses the entire small

panel. rrhe only areas that escape the unreal golden glow are the dark,
painted fran1e, the brilliant wedges of blue water, and some green and
red highlights. The color transports the mundane bather into a mysteri�
ous otherworldly realn1.

Another work evoking a sense of nlystery is the briHiantly colored

panel titled Before the Mirror (In the Boudoir) of 1915 (cat. no. 20). This

astonishing precursor to Picasso's fatnous 1932 painting of the same sub-

ject shows both the woman and her ghostly green reflection within the
frame of a Inirror situated behind a dressing table. The two inIages-
one yellow, one green-not only occupy the same space but are inex-

tricably mingled. A yeHow arnl conles out of a green shoulder, and

green arms extend from the yellow body. The yellow body is painted and
flat but has a projecting relief head; a pink chest and breast in relief pro-
trude from the painted green reflection. Shiny sheet metal covers the

unoccupied portions of the I1lirror, which is framed on two sides by a

rust-red color.
'rhis prescient Jittle picture has an interesting still life in the fore-

ground. A blue flask half fined with a yellow liquid is set against a back-

ground of patterned paper and casts a blue shadow on a green field; the
neck of the flask overlaps the edge of the frame and is transformed into a

shadowy reflection. A yellow, painted picture frame contains an actual

photograph of a dapper Archipenko in a hat. (This predates by several

years the dadaists' first use of photographs in their work of

c. 1919-1920. )44 In addition, the display of brightly colored and pre-

cisely outJined geol1letric shapes that conlpletes the stiH life prefigures
the postwar style of Legcr and other purist artists like Ozenfant and Jean-
neret (Le Corbusier).

In subject matter, Woman with Fan II (cat. no. 21) and In the Cafe
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(cat. no. 22), both of 1915, fall within the customary repertory of cub-

ism. These works l11ay lack significant content, but they are rich in

fornlalist invention, In the Cafe is a collage of three or four superim-
posed flat layers of wood. Except for the slanted table top which projects
slightly into space, the other relief elclnents (chest, fan, carved table leg,
and the band on top of the head) rell1ain close to the picture plane. Vis-

ual puns abound: breasts are represented by flat round cutouts; relief cup

and saucer cast a painted shadow on the table top; and flat painted areas

are illusionistically modeled to look like relief. But the most striking fea-

ture is the gan1ut of discordant colors-strawberry pink, purple, red,
flesh tones, and a bright metallic blue. In Woman with Fan 11 the anon-

ymous face of the nlannequinlike figure, flanked by classical columns

and set in a space governed by a deliberately skewed perspective, once

again brings to mind de Chirico's paintings (fig. 20). The rounded relief
elements are the right arm, right thigh, chest, left breast (the other one

is a painted circle), head, and architectural element at the upper right.
Shiny oil paint in bizarre combinations of orange, ochre, gray-white,
dark gray, blue, and green fills the remaining areas of the composition.

Bather, also of 1915 (cat. no. 2,), is a freestanding piece constructed
of modeled plaster and papier-mache. It is one of hvo known surviving
exao1ples of the second variety of sculpto-painting (see also cat. no. 30),
of which Archipenko seems to have made only six. These could more

accurately be called \"picta-sculpture,\" as the procedure of the sculpto-
painting is reversed: instead of enhancing the hvo-dimensional medium
with relief, the three-dimensional medium ofsculpture is heightened by
the addition of illusionistic effects of paint. Bather is described by Hilde-
brandt in the following passage of 1923:

Archipenko has also had the audacity of representing a bather surrounded by air
and water; a yellow-brown figure, enveloped in a shade of blue, that by means

of gradations both vivid and delicate, passes into violet and green.\" 5

Modeling is kept to a minimunl \\vithin the amorphous contours of
Bather. The general fornls of the figure are outlined and only one arm

and a rounded shoulder project beyond the unified mass. Everything
else is painted in-a white towel, blue water and air, shading for
rounded thighs and knees, and geonletric outlines to siIl1ulate relief ele-
ments similar to those used in the panel sculpto-paintings. This double
punning (also present in Picasso's post-collage paintings, where painted
areas arc 111ade to look like pasted papers) becomes all the nlore apparent
when we realize that the nlodeled plaster bather and the panel sculpto-
painting of the saIne subject (fig. 19) are pendants; they are the mirror

image of each other in their poses as well as in the reversal of the equa-
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ticn sculpture/painting to painting/sculpture.
Archipenko's work with sculpto-paintings culminates in 1920 with

two tall, narrow' panels, one just over, the other just under six feet tall. In

both he used sheet 111etal extensively, unpainted and highly reflective in

Woman (cat. no. 31), and polychromed in Two Women (cat. no. 32).
The fOrIner is cOInposed of a few pieces of cut, bent, and curved sheet
nletal that create a tapering figure set against a background ofclearly de-
fined large areas painted brown, teal, and beige. In its general form and
in its econOlllY of Ineans (uncoInnlon for Archipenko), Woman recalls
an oversized collage by Picasso (Guitar, 1919, The Museum of Modern

Art, New York), with a narrow diamond shape whose points touch the

top and bottonl of the frame.

Archipenko reported the sale of Woman in a letter written from Ge-
neva in early 1921.

46 The buyer, it is inferred, was the German-Swiss

collector, George Falk, whom Archipenko may have met on an earlier

trip to Switzerland in 1919. Falk became Archipenko's most important.
early collector; he alnassed a sizable group of thirty or more works.

Falk's collection, or part of it, was purchased by the German collector
Erich Goeritz in the olid-1920S, and a large part of it was subsequently
bequeathed to the Tel Aviv Museum. 47

The second sculpto-painting, Two Women, was for a long time be-
lieved to be lost or destroyed. It has recently surfaced and has entered the
collection of the Belgrade National Museum from the estate of the

avant-garde publisher Ljubomir Micic (1895-1971). Micic probably ac-

quired the work after his nlove to France in 1926 and took it to Yugosla-
via \"\".'hen he returned honle from Paris on the eve of World War II. 48

In contrast to Woman, the Belgrade Two Women is opulent. It is a

dense and intricate piling up of colored planes and disconnected or dis-

located parts that sonlehow add up to the fornls of two wonlen. The style
is cubist in every way. Yet, at the same time, the straight-edged geomet-
ric shapes next to swelling curves, flat areas of color adjoining undulat-

ing sheet metal that protrudes, shades of brown (from reddish to khaki),
teal, yellow, pink, and rust against an olive background, are some of
the startling dements of this work which, Inore than any other, bespeaks
Archipenko's native country.

Unlike many of his cornpatriots, Archipenko left Russia at an early
age and never returned. The effect Russia had on him seems to have
been deep-seated and unconscious. It has often been noted that Archi-

penko's sculpto-paintings nlay ultimately be rooted in the tradition of

Russian icon painting. 49 The icon was, no doubt, a readily available and

familiar precedent for the incorporation of extraneous materials with a

colorful pictorial surface. But more important, Archipenko's sculpto-
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Fig. 21. Cathedral of St. Basil the Blessed, Mos-
cow, 1554-1560.
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paintings, and to some degree his sculpture, may reflect qualities of his

early experience of the architecture and the decorative arts of Russia.

The sculpto-painting Two Women is an acclunulation of superim-
posed layers. protruding forms, flat cutouts. geo111etric shapes, surface

pattern, and bright color. The Ill0st farllo11s of Russian buildings. St.

Basil's in Moscow (fig. 21), can be described in silnilar tenns as Two

Women. Built in the sixteenth century for Czar Ivan the Tcrrible, it is

outrageously polychronlatic and profanely festive. Its architectural

Illassing is a picturesquc agglorlleration ofoverlapping towers and bulb-
ous dOlnes alternately decorated with straight and curved patterns. Sim-

ilar also is the unusual range of intense colors. fronl rust-red to nlustard

yellow, green, and blue. In its abundance of color. St. Basil's is a stylisti-
cally unique building (once seen it is not likely to be forgotten), but the
attention paid to surfacc articulation rather than tectonics is a COlllnl0n

characteristic of Russian design. Another popular hallnlark of Russian
architecture is the onion-shaped dOIlle. rv1ight not Archipenko's re-
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Fig. 22. Constantin Brancusi. Yellow Bird
(1919), yellow marble, 36% (92,4) h\" Yale Uni-
versity Art Gallery, Bequest of Katherine S.
Dreier to the Collection Societe Anonyme.

peated use ofan arabesque contour in the fenlalc torso, present through-
out his oeuvre, be regarded as a lingering souvenir of this familiar Rus-
sian Illotif?

In addition to his concentration on sculpto-paintings, during the war

years Archipenko also nlade conventional sculpture like the two ver-

sions of Vase Woman, H) 19 (cat. no, 28). The vase as analogous to the
felnale figure is an academic tradition;50 here it is Ineant literally-Ar-
chipenko left a cavity inside the figures, actually intending them to hold
water. 51 The vases arc narrow vertical forms that widen gently in the
middle and taper sharply at.the top and bottom. Anatomical detail is

limited: a vertical ridge 1l1arking the separation between the legs rises di-

agonally to the right to indicate the groin and then drops down the side
to suggest one arm; the other arm is a small finlike projection; the heads
are horseshoe shapes open at the top. In Vase Woman II, a single flat,
rOllnd shape stands for one breast; in place of the other breast is a narrow

vertical groove. The tapered lower end of the figure is inserted into a

slanting base that initiates the movement upward.
Vase Woman is a variation on the theme of the tapering frontal figure

that began with Flat Torso, and occupied Archipenko in the intervening
years (examples are Statuette, 1915 and Egyptian Motif, 1917). Vase
Woman brings to mind Brancusrs Yellow Bird, 1919 (fig. 22), one ex-

ample in his series ofsoaring vertical forms. Archipenko visited Brancu-
si's studio in 191052 but could then only have seen Maiastra, a squat bird
with a big bulging midsection. The more attenuated works in the Bird

series, 1915-1921, some made during the war when Archipenko was in

the south of France, were not exhibited before 1920.53 These reduced,
tapering forms were the natural outcome of a gradual parallel develop-
ment over a period of years for Brancusi and Archipenko.

In retrospect, the years 1913 and 1914 stand out as the creative highpoint
of Archipenko's early period, His most successful and important sculp-
tures, among them some unqualified masterpieces, like Carrousel Pier-

rot, Medrano II, and Boxing, were created in these two years. Incorpo-
rated into these works are all of the significant sculptural innovations

that earned Archipenko a position among the handful of pioneers of
modern sculpture. His contributions, in summary, were threefold: he
initiated the opening-up of sculpture, not just by piercing a hole into it,
but by presenting an alternative to the traditional notion of the monolith
that merely displaces space-his sculpture surrounds and encloses

45



Fig. 23. Alexander Archipenko, c, 19 1 9.

space; he reintroduced color into sculpture, both overall, unified color
that n1iniInizes the role of representation and establishes the sculpture's
self-sufficiency as an object, as well as color used for optical effects or as

a means of clarifying structure; and he explored the use of planar olate-

rials like sheet metal and plywood, \\vhich required a new schematic.
rather than descriptive, approach to sculpturallnass. Finally, he was a

born tinkerer who created a Inediunl of his own, the sculpto-painting.
Quite casually he introduced into sculpture a nunlber of novelties like

transparent glass, reflective nletal and Illirrors, a photograph, inscribed
words, and Illovable parts. Archipenko was a nlan of intuitive sensibility
and idiosyncratic talent, who was seelningly unenclllnbered by aes-

thetic doctrines or fonnal strictures. True, his COlll111ihnent to innova-

tion, and what appears to have been a certain intellectual restlessness,
constantly propelled hinl on; he did not stay long with an idea, or as it
turned out, rClnain in one place for any length of tilDe. But in the fertile
artistic environnlcnt of Paris. under the aegis of cubisnl, Archipenko
was always aI110ng the first to perceive a new possibility in sculpture and
initiate its developnlcnt.

46



Fig. 24. Archipenko exhibition, Rus-
sian pavilion, Venice Biennale, 1920 .

II.

AFTER THE WAR Archipenko returned to Paris (fig. 23). How impatient
he must have been to pursue the auspicious beginning he had made in

1914 can be deduced from the alnl0st nlanic activity of the years 1919 to

1923: eight One-1l1an exhibitions, a change of residence, I11arriage, an

abrupt shift in style, nUI11erOUS publications, and emigration.
He resumed his busy exhibition schedule in May 1919 with ten sculp-

tures in a large group show in Paris. I He was active in the cubists' post-
war efforts to rally their forces and participated with them in the 1920
Salon des Independants and in the Section d'Or exhibitions in Paris,
Rotterdanl, l'he Hague, and Anlsterdam. He founded with Gleizes and

Leopold Survage an association named La Section d'Or, which com-

prised painters, sculptors, musicians, and writers of all nationalities; its

ainl was to organize exhibitions and performances in France and
abroad. (Archipenko was in charge of foreign exhibitions; the other
members of the board of directors were Braque, Ferat, Leger, and Mar�
coussis.)2 In late 19 1 9 Archipenko traveled to Switzerland for a large
one-nlan exhibition in Zurich and Geneva. 3 In April 1920 he was in

Venice for the opening of the Mostra lndividuale di Alexandre Archi-

penko in the Venice Biennale (fig. 24).
Archipenko's whirlwind activity in these years can be traced from his

correspondence with f\\1arcel Duchamp and Katherine S. Dreier. 4 In

Novenlber 1919 Duchamp had taken Dreier to Archipenko's Paris

studio to see his \\�'ork. The following April she wrote to him proposing
an exhibition in New York at the Societe Anonyme, Inc., an interna-

tional organization she was founding with Duchamp and Man Ray to

introduce the work of progressive artists to America. The exhibition,
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Fig. 25. t\\larcel Duchamp, Advertisement in
Arts, February-t\\larch 1921, page 64- ( A J{ CHI E
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planned for October 1920, did not open until February 1921 because

Archipenko needed time to assemble and ship the works to New York.

Archipenko welconled the opportunity to exhibit in New York. It was

flattering to be told by l)uchanlp (8 April 1(20) that \"New York needs to

see \\vhat you have done these last years:' and to hear frorn Dreier (18
June H)20) that his successes in \\'enice did not surprise her as the works
she had seen in Paris had left \"a deep inlprcssion,\" Archipenko. of

course, \\.vas concerned about sales, In early January 1921 he proudly re-

ported to Duchanlp the sale of his huge sculpto-painting \\,Voman (cat.
no. 31), as well as of several other works (16 January). Because the So-
ciete Anonyrnc had no c0I11mercial in\\'olvenlcnt, DuchaI11p and Dreier

arranged to have a gallery represent Archipenko in New York.
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Archipenko sent thirty-three works to New York: ten drawings, seven

watercolors, ten sculptures (in plaster, cenlent, and terra-cotta), and six

sculpto-paintings. The latter two categories \\vere valued at $1,000 and

$1,200 per work by Archipenko, but he had to reduce this amount by
thirty percent when Dreier cabled him (26 January 1921) that \"terracot-

tas cannot be sold at $1,000.\" In the end, the lengthy negotiations about

prices and percentages that followed were useless as, except for a water-

color that Dreier purchased for $100,5 nothing was sold.
The lack of sales was no reflection of the attention the show attracted.

Dreier scc[ned satisfied with the exhibition and reported to Archipenko
on 6 February 1921:

I wish YOll were here to see the interest with which your exhibition is being re-

ceived in Ncw Yark. The writers all feel that it is the most important exhibition
which was held this season and I cannot tell you how gratified Duchamp and I
arc with the results.

She and Duchamp had put considerable effort into the show. They pub-
lished a ten-page illustrated catalogue with an English translation of a

text by Iwan Goll. Duchamp designed a witty full-page ad with a photo-
graph of Woman which appeared in Arts (fig. 25). (Despite the fine

print at the bottom of the page stating that this was a \"caricature of a

modern nlagazine advertisen1ent,\" the Societe Anonyme received two

letters requesting information about the ingenious new product of the
\"Archie Pen Co.\")

Finally, Dreier organized a symposium on 16 February 1921 on \"The

Psychology of Modern Art and Archipenko,\" with Marsden Hartley and

Man Ray as two of the speakers. The review in the Herald (20 February
1921), titled ('A Pow-Wow at the Anonyme,\" reads:

Mr. Hartley \\vas the only one of the speakers whose words bore directly upon
the art of Archipenko. He said that he \"iaS sick of the word \"art\" and no longer
cared for the \"beautiful.\" Archipenko's conception of a woman, as exemplified
in the works of art upon the walls of the Societe Anonyme had all the incompa-
rable beauty of modern plumbing, except, of course, that \"beauty\" wasn't the
word. Although not a plumber, �1r. Hartley said he loved plumbing. Plumbing
was the one incontestable contribution that modern life had given to humanity.

(Hartley's reference to plunlbing [nust have been prompted by the tubu-

lar shapes of the linlbs of the women in some of Archipenko's sculpto-
paintings. )

Sculpto-painting, a new art-form, was singled out by art critics. A

headline in the New York Evening Post (29 January 1921) announces

Archipenko's \"recipe\": \"lake a little of tv.'o arts and not too much of

either.'t The reviewer, David Lloyd, writes, \"Interrupted outcrops of

high-relief in polychrome jut fro[n his pign1ented canvas,\" and com-
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Fig, 26. Alexander Archipenko, Standing
Woman (1919), oil and painted plaster relief on

wood panel, 18% x 11 Vz (46-4 x 29.2), The Phil-
lips CoHection, Washington.

nlents that on first vic\\v the sculpto-paintings appear to be \"the smatter-

ing of children's building blocks glued to a sobcrly hued galne of jack
\"

stra \\vs.

A]] six sculpto-paintings sho\\vIl in the Societe AnonYIne exhibitions
\"'ere dated 1920 and had apparently been Inade specifically for the
show, U n]ike the early scu]pto-paintings-fancifu] compositions where
relief fonns rnergc with i]]usionistic pictorial effects-these later ones

are silnply nl0dcled, po]ychrolned plaster reliefs on plain flat back-

grounds (for exanlp]e, fig. 26). Expediency probably dictated this devel-

opnlent: these reliefs were both faster to make and easier to transport.
Archipenko was under prodigious production pressure in 1920. The

thirty-three works for the New York show had to beput togetherbe�reen
June, the tilne he returned to Paris from \\,'enice, and Novcnlber, when
the shipnlent was dispatchcd, CI'hirty-five sculptures remained on ex-

hibit at the Venice Biennale.) At the sanle time, he was also assembling
a large nUInber of \lorks for his German tour exhibition the following
spring. Archipenko's production of four a]nl0st identical versions of a

dra\\ving made in 1920 exelnp]ifies the degree to which he had over-

extended hill1self 6

Along \\vith his sculpto-paintings, another feature of Archipenko's

\"\"
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Fig, 27, Archipcnko traveling exhibition, Ger-
many, 1921.

\lork noted by the Anlerican press \\vas the hole. Henry rvlcBride reports
in the New York Herald (6 February 1921), \"Instead of doing the thing
Archipenko does the absence of it. Don't you believe it? Go see the

show.\" News of this innovation reached as far as St. Paul, rviinnesota,
\",hose Pioneer Press reports (12 February 1921):

Another Cubist has thenl running rings inside circles in New York, His name is
no other than :\\lr. Archipenko. the latest European novelty who is making his
first An1eriean appearance at the Society Anonan1e [sic]. Ne\\v York. 1\\h. Archi-
penko expresses himself by the absence of things. Do you get that? Instead of
painting a \'onlan's breast or a nlan's head he paints a hole. He expresses their
non-being as \\vcIl as their bcing. Rather cosnlic, is he not?

With the exception of the six sculpto-paintings that remained in the
United States for a group show at the Worcester Art I\\1useunl, the sculp-
tures in the Societe Anonvnle exhibition were taken back to Paris bv

, J

Duchanlp in June 1921. Except for the work Dreier bought and another
that Archipenko gave her as a gift,7 the drawings and watercolors \\vere

also presurnably returned at this tinle.

How Archipenko reacted to the tongue-in-cheek tone of nlal1Y of the
articles and clippings that Dreier sent him is not known. In any event,

by this time his attention \\vas focused on Gennany. Although he kept his

Paris studio at 77, rue (today avenue) Denfert Rochcrcau, froln early
1921 on he lived in Berlin. l'hat year he acconlpanied his Der Sturnl ex-

hibition on its tour of five German cities (fig. 27) and held a retrospec-
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tive in Potsdam. In 1922, in a two-man show with Feininger in Frank-

furt, Archipenko exhibited over seventy works. That same year he also

participated in the Galerie Van Dien1cn exhibition of Russian art in

Berlin. In 1923, before departing for the United States, Arehipenko
held a one-man show in Prague, where he stayed on for several weeks to

\'ork on a bust of President Masaryk of Czechoslovakia.
A tneasure of Archipenko's great popularity in Europe at this time is

the amount of literary attention he received-no less than six Archi-

penko monographs were published between 1921 and 1924. The first of

these, ArchiPenko Album, includes a poem by Blaise Cendrars dedi-
cated to Archipenko in Nice in 1918, essays by Theodor Dailbler and
Iwan Goll, and over thirty illustrations. Excerpts from Goll's essay were

reprinted in two Hungarian avant-garde periodicals, Horizont and
Ma. 8 The latter was enthusiastically praised by Laszlo Moholy-Nagy,
the Hungarian artist, in a 1921 letter:

What Ma is doing is the best which can be published in Hungarian today, One
should spit on it? Did you see the Archipenko issue, with 15 illustrations? Can
you suggest something better than that?9

(Another piece by Goll, for the French journal Action in 1920, ap-
peared in English in the catalogue of Archipenko's Societe Anonyme
exhibition in New York.)

Maurice Raynal is the author of an illustrated text on Archipenko
published in Rome in 1923. In his essay Raynal bemoans the state of

contemporary sculpture and dwells on the difficulties of achieving true

originality in a medium that is so physically present because of its three-
dimensionality. He believes that the cubist aesthetic cannot successfully
be applied to sculpture and reverses his earlier positive opinion on

sculpto-painting (in the preface to the catalogue of Archipenko's
19 19- 1 9 20 Swiss traveling exhibition). He ends on a critical note:

Archipenko's generally baroque art is strewn with curious inventions, brilliant
improvisations, and an often refined tenderness, but it is slightly disappointing
because the ingenious means he enlploys n1ake his works seem Inore like those
of an extremely skilled craftsman than those ofan artist who is sure of his inten-
tions and of his aesthetic vision. I have written that Archipenko has often in-
vented new lights, this I believe to be true, but it's a pity he turns them on only
in broad daylight. 10

Another olonograph, by Hans Hildebrandt, was published in 19 2 3
and translated into English, French. Ukrainian. and Spanish. The
conlprehensive text offers biographical data, suggestions for sources of
early influence, and an analysis ofartistic development. Hildebrant dis-
cusses Archipenko's lIse of the torso, the mechanical elelnent that enters
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some of his experiments, and his introduction of nlaterials-such as

papier-mache, wood, and nletals-in his sculpto-paintings. He stresses

Archipenko's revolutionary use of space and hollow's.
Erich Wiese's snlall illustrated book, volume 40 of the series Junge

Kunst, was published in Leipzig in 1923. 'rhe text includes quotes fronl

the artist about his student ycars in Kiev, Moscow, and Paris, as wel] as a

discussion of sonle aspects of his art.

Archipenko-Plastique Nouvelle is the title of an album-monograph
that appeared in Belgrade in 1923- The publisher of this graphically a01-

bitious volunlc with fifteen tipped-in illustrations was LjubOInir Micic,
founder of the avant-garde periodical Zenit, wherc Archipenko's nanle

had been appearing since shortly after its inception in February 1921.
Due to his exposure in Zenit (and Archipenko's friendship with MiciC's

brother, the poet and painter Branko Ve Poljanski), in Yugoslavia Archi-

penko was considered the most important among the vanguard artists of

the 1920S. In his preface, Micic hails Archipenko as an exponent of the
new sculpture of '(Zenitism,\" inspired by the age of technology, electric-

ity, and the airplane, as well as by ((Balkan savageries and the rolling of
the presses.\"11

Finally, in 1924, the Sturm Bilderbiicher II (originally published in

1917) was enlarged to include illustrations of recent works and a text by
Roland Schacht that traces the different stages of Archipenko's develop-
ment.

Archipenko's long-standing association with Oer SturIn, his presence
in Berlin, and his active participation in the artistic life of the Gennan

capital (he had opened a highly successful art school in 1921) led to his

extraordinary success in Gerolany in the early 1920S. Iwan Goll, for in-

stance, equated Archipenko's contribution to modern sculpture with Pi-

casso's to nlodern painting and singled out these two artists as the true

leaders of the century. 12 ()thers felt that Archipenko shared with hvo

other Russians, Chagall and Kandinsky, the key positions in the history
of revolutionary art. 13 And another author wrote:

In discussing problems of modern sculpture, we must first of all mention Ar-

chipenko. Not only is he superior to his more or less gifted contemporaries in

quality and spiritual form, he is also the most varied and creative sculptor. The

strength of his inspiration cannot be better proven than by the large number of
his imitators. 14

According to the discerning and thoughtful artist-observer Oskar

Schlenlmer, Archipenko was SOlneone to watch. Schlenll1ler nlel1-

honed Archipenko three til1leS in his published diaries. In 1915 he re-

garded Archipenko, Lehmbruck, and the cubist painters as the \"ideal-
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Fig. 28. Alexander Archipcnko, Portrait of Art-
ist's \\Vife (1<)2zL paintcd plaster, c. 35 (R9) h.,
location unknown.

�-\"\\

--..

-

...

ists of form.\" An entry in 1919 reads:

The drawbacks of our tilnes: mediocrity, conformisnl; cxpressionisnl, paucity
of original talent. Kandinsky, l\\1arc, Chagall, Klee, Archipenko, Picasso are

the few really original talents,

And finaHy, in 1925 he \\vrites: \"I arrived at abstraction-Picasso, Archi-

penko and others. The essential elenlent: simple forms.',15
Archipenko's 111arriage in 1921 to Angelica Schmitz (1893-1957)

111ay also have contributed to his success in Gern1any. Fa111ed for her

beauty (Archipenko made a number of portraits that show her in1posing
profile, fig. 28), SChIllitz was an expressionist sculptor who exhibited

under the BaIne Gela Forster. She was a founding menlber, and the only
woman, of the Sezession Gruppe 1919 of Dresden that also included
Otto Dix, Conrad Fe1ixmuller, and Ludwig Meidncr. 16 Her grand-
father, Bonaventura Genelli (1789-1868), was a Berlin-born neoclassi-
cal painter of narrative picture sets, and her father, Bruno Schmitz
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Fig. 29. Alexander Archipenko, Figure (1921),
bronze, 25% (65,5) h., Private Collection, Lon-
don.

(1858-1916), \\vas a prol11inent Berlin architect, \..ho becaIne falnous as

the creator of several bOlnbastic architectural I110nUInents to Kaiser

Wilhdnl.]7 \'ith this background she could offer Archipenko a solid

position in the social and artistic establislunent of Berlin.
Until her death in 1957 Archipenko continued to be held in thra]] by

his ta]] blond aristocratic Gennan wife.]� Although the heavyset virile

Archipenko was an inveterate W0111anizer and had numerous nlistresses,
by all accounts Angelica was the \\VOIllan he was rea]]y tied to. An over-

po\\vering Brunhilde type, she was ambitious and set great store in being
known as !\\1adanlc Archipenko. She \\vas cold, composed, and sophisti-
cated. He was sentilnental, with peasantJike behavior, thick hands, and

a terrible tenlpcr. She had the airs of a great lady; he was frugal and
could dispense with all luxuries. T'hey fought violently and lived apart
for long periods of tinlC. But to the end Archipenko felt responsible for
her. During the long i]]ness that preceded her death, he financed her

costly treahllent for high blood pressure, and by his own admission, fe]]
in love with her aU over again when she was in a wheelchair. 19

Coinciding \lith his marriage and move to Berlin carne a sudden sty-
listic change in his work. Archipenko abandoned his bold, innovative

experiments of the previous decade and assul11ed a Inannered natural-
istic style (fig. 29). Although not without precedent in his o\\vn work (see
for example, Kneeling Woman, cat. no. 2), the languorously posed sleek

fenlale figures of the next few years correspond to local taste. Illustra-
tions in a Gernlan periodical like Die Kunst in the years 1920 to 1923
show a great number ofvaguely classicizing, naturalistic nudes in grace-
ful poses.

20 Archipenko's style. however, does not seem to have met with
much critical favor. In 1924 Hildebrandt, author of the monograph of

the previous year, notes that it was both easier to understand and easier

to se]] works that maintain a close link with nature, and he faults Archi-

penko for \"bending his great talent under the yoke ofpublic taste which

always favors sweet prettiness and a style of virtuoso naturalisnl:,21
Another author \\vho criticized Archipenko's works was Carl Ein-

stein. In Die Kunst des XX 'ahrhunderts (Berlin, 1926), he devotes a

fu]] four pages to Archipenko, but the tone of his evaluation is negative:

With Archipenko, despite all originality, there is always a reference to a con-

tenlporary nlode!. At first he varies archaic material with surprising skill, and
later he follo\ls close by on the trail of the developments and peripatetics of Pi-
casso. He is ahvays on hand at every innovation, arriving without noticeable
delay; no 1l1atter whether it is archaism or discovery, he sho\ls up precisely sec-

ond. Even in novelty a charnling virtuosity remains. He breaks up form but
maintains the al1uring outlines of academic salon art; he surrounds a bold ven-

ture with a sweet silhouette. 22
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Fig, 30. Alexander and Angelica Archipenko on board the 5.5. Mongolia en route
to New York, October 19 2 '3.

Barely two years after his arrival in Berlin, in January 1923. Archipenko
decided to leave for Anlcrica. Perhaps he felt that his reputation was

waning, but the principal reason. it seelJ1s. was to escape the economic

and social crisis in Europc. He wrote a long letter to Katherine Dreier

announcing his decision and soliciting her support (17 January 1923):

I have decidcd to leave insane Europe. Life here is beeOllling lllore and 'Hare

unbearabk for a man who devotes hirnself to creation. I can no longer work in
this ahnosphcrc. 'J 'he pleasure of work remains. but the goal seems to be farther
and farther away. ()nc does not know in the morning \.hat \\vill happen in the
evening. I havc decided to go to Arlleriea with illY wife, \\Vc creative people feel
that our effort is useless in a place that is destined for catastrophe. It is useless to
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create, to make an effort, if everything will be stamped out and demolished
anyway. Vulgar Illaterialism is a bad environment for us. Europe is inevitably
becoming materialistic if the only goal of each person is to find a piece of bread
and save his life. I think America is also a very Illatcrialistic country, but at least
one's ]ifc is guaranteed and that's a Jot in OUT stupid times. America has become
my \"idee fixe\" and I think only of my departure. I am sure that the time is ap-
proaching when artistic strength will be concentrated in An1erica.

Archipenko asks Dreier to organize an exhibition of salable bronzes and
marbles in April and suggests that the \"larks be auctioned off at the end
to raise lnoney for his trip. He also asks her to help hiln find a space
where he can start a school nlodeled after his popular one in Berlin and
wonders if the necessary capital Blight not be raised through her connec-

tions, with his works serving as collateral. Realizing the difficulty of ob-

taining an entry visa as a Russian, he requests her to send hinl a letter of

invitation, stating that his presence in the United States is essential for
the success ofthe exhibition. He follows up this bold letter with a second

nlore urgent one five days later (23 January 1923), in which he asks that
Dreier have a telegram sent to the American consulate in Berlin re-

questing visas for his wife and himself. He declares that he is liquidating
his affairs, giving up his Paris studio, and closing his school in Berlin: \"I

am selling everything and I anl leaving, it is absolutely decided.\"

Understandably, Dreier did not answer Archipenko's letters ill1medi-

ately. As she explains to hinl a few months later (2 April 192 3), she can-

not take the responsibility of having him come to the United States on

her advice alone. She reports that although the interest in nlodern art is

growing steadily, very little sells, and that it is hard to Inake a living as an

artist in America if one is not \"banal.\" She tells him she cannot plan on

an exhibition before the fall and offers to store his work for hin1- In the

meantime, however, Archipenko sonlehow made all the arrangements
for his departure: he secured visas and the support of the American am-

bassador; plans for the school were underway; and he and his wife had
been offered a house near New York City where they could spend the

sunln1er.

On 6 October the Archipenkos sailed for New York on the 5.5. Mon-

golia. A photograph taken on board shows a \'ell-dressed, prosperous-

looking couple (fig. 30). The thirty-six-year-old Archipenko-debonair
in hveed overcoat and cap, starched collar, and spats-stands next to his

wife, who sports a smart hat and fox boa. Gone is the despair of his Ber-

lin letters-Archipenko looks self-assured and confident of the future.
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III.

Alexander Archipcnko arrived yesterday on the Mongolia. . . .
He is consid-

ered by many persons the greatest living sculptor, and recently closed a school
in Berlin to which students caBle from aJl over the \"'arId. He will give exhibi-
tions in the principal cities of the United States this winter, and is desirous of

found�ng in New York \"the only modern art school in the world,\" because, he

says, he feels Alnerica, which is so fresh and vital and is the only country not

jaded and rent by the \"'ar, is the place to look for the great art of the future.
. . .

The sculptor is abovc mediunl height, robust, gentle, suave, with a strong
Slavic facc and the eager eyes of the artist. When asked how long he was going
to stay he answered, \"Perhaps forever!\" (The World, New York, 17 November

19 2 3)

Two WEEKS AFTER his arrival in Anlerica, Archipenko was off to Wash-

ington to work on portrait busts of Secretary of State Charles Evans

Hughes and Senator Medill McCormick of Illinois (fig. 31). Katherine
Dreier had not wasted any time arranging these sittings, and she even

accon1panied Archipenko and his \\vife to Washington. She was also

busy planning his Societe Anonyme-sponsored exhibition at the Kin-

gore Gal1ery in New York. (!\\th. Kingore, according to Dreier, had an

active clientele and he also had great influence in California.) That

things did not seen1 to be n10ving fast enough for Archipenko, however,
can be deduced froIll Dreier's 29 November letter to him:

I have done so much for you that I feel you should have, or maybe you have, but
do not al\!ays show, the full confidence which I have the right to expect. If it
were not for nlY admiration for your work I would not trouble. I have given al-
most the entire nlonth to arranging an exhibition for you, and if to make it the
most important exhibition of this winter takes a little time, you must have just a

little more patience.

Dreier does seem to have been tireless in her efforts to prolll0te the Ar-

chipenko exhibition and drew on her wide ranging contacts in the n1U-

seunl and society worlds to make the «private view\" of the opening a big
event. Engraved invitations were sent out and she managed to assemble
a reception comn1ittee consisting of four museum directors (from De-
troit, Chicago, Worcester, and Buffalo), society ladies, the critic Henry
McBride, and the famed theater personality Countess tv1atchabelli,
whose planned recitation of a manifesto on nl0dern art was cancelled
because, according to McBride's report in the New York Herald (27 Jan-
uary 1925), Dreier feared it Inight have been too radical.

McBride n1arvels at \"the nlysterious attraction that brought these
people together,\" wonders '\\vhat particular perfun1c or vibration\" radi-
ates froln Archipenko's work «so as to anticipate the norn1al workings of
publicity,\" and COn1Jllents favorably on those works in the exhibition
that bear \"the tang of the n10dern accent.\" He singles out the statuettes
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Fig. 31. Alexander Archipenku. Senator Medill
McCormick (1923), bronze, Private Collection,
Chicago.

that registered \"the absence of a thing rather than the presence of a

thing,\" and was also pleased by the cOlnhination ofcolor and relief in Ar-

chipcnko's sculpto-paintings. 'rhe catalogue. which l\\1cBride called \"a

stylistic thing in itself\" (on the cover two gilded bands carried Archipen-
ko's nal11C in Ronlan and Cyrillic letters), was illustrated and had an in-

troduction by Dr. Christian Brinton. A free-lance critic who specialized
in Russian art, Brinton had organized the large exhibition of Russian

painting and sculpture at the Brooklyn �1useurn the previolls year.
I In

his essay he describes Archipenko as a \"convinccd and convincing pro-
testant\"-a quality \'hich he \\vas said to share with lVlarinetti and Pi-

cass(�and his art, as \"a perfect elnbodinlent of plastic absolutisnl.\"

The revie\\vs of the exhibition \\vere negative for the most part. In The
Art News (26 January 1924) the sculpto-paintings \'ere ternlcd \"\!illful

eccentricities\" and the Inarbles and bronzes said to have \"purposed dis-
tortions.\" Another writer declared that the Inodern movelnent had
found in the work ofArchipenko \"an acadernic fonnula,\" and criticized
it for its ucapahle but bleak austerity unrelieved anywhere by a touch of
instinctive warrnth\" (New York World, 27 January 1924). The critic of
the New York Herald Tribune (27 January 1924) said Archipenko was a

good craftsman. but that as an artist he gave \"a dubious rev�!ard,\" and as-

serted that there was \"no real eloquence in his interminable legs, his
hvisted torsos, and his 'abstract' heads.\" \"They inlpress the beholder,\" he

continued, \"as only poor in proportion, freakish in nleaning and, as re-

gards their polished technique, expressive of nothing so much as \\vasted
skill.\" Ralph Fling, writing for The Christian Science Monitor{28 Janu-
ary 1924), felt that only \"under the snloke-screen of eccentric elonga-
tions,\" could the vie\o'cr discover \"the pulsating rhythnls and harnloni-

ous nlodulations of a true lover of beauty.\" Even the traditionally
rnodeled busts of the \\Vashington politicians olet with disapproval:
sonle thought they were \"conlpelling\" (l\\iew York Evening Post, 26 Jan-
uary 1924), while others said they looked like the work of a promising art

student (New York Tribune, 27 January 1924).
l'he Societe Anonyme exhihition was 111ade up of six scuJpto-

paintings, thirty sculptures (ahnost exclusively marbles and bronzes-

Archipenko had learned fronl his first exhibition in New York that pias-
ters and terracottas didn't sell well), five paintings, two etchings, and

twenty drawings. 1\'o-thirds of the sculptures were recent works in the
naturalistic style Archipenko had begun to practice in Berlin, Five ex-

amples were illustrated in the January issue of Arts that also carried a

short essay by Archipenko titled \"Nature, the Point of Departure.\" Yet,
despite all the publicity, the carefully planned selection of works, and

the gallery owner's nl0neyed California connections, there were no
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sales, Actually, one sale was I1lade; the Societe Anonynle itself bought a

piece listed in the catalogue as Woman. Various Metals, 192 3. Model of
a Decorative Panel for a Metal Room. This purchase was settled against
a bank loan to Archipenko which Dreier had endorsed personally.

\\Voman (cat. no. 33) is the third in the series ofJarge sculpto-paintings
elnploying 11letal (see cat. nos. 31 and 32): the Tel Aviv sculpto-painting
is severe and hieratic; the one fronl Belgrade is a rich Chr0I11atic junlble;
and Dreier's \"nletal lady\" is pretty and pat. It is a skillful but facile reca-

pitulation of features frotn various \lorks of the preceding decade-ser-

pentine silhouette, slashed shoulder zig-zag, wavy lines, pointillist tex-

hue, cone-shaped lower torso, and tapering base, The cubist style has

been digested and sweetened. In fact, the shiny brass and copper lady is

alnlost a pure art deco artifact. Archipenko I11ay have felt that he had ex-

hausted the possibilities of the Inediunl; 1l10re than thirty years \'ould

pass before he 11lade another sculpto-painting.
Archipenko's reactions to thc exhibition can be inferred frolll Dreier's

letter to hinl (10 February 1924):

I am extremely sorry that your disappoinhnent in not selling should have been
so keen.

. . .
I think it was too bad though that your disappointment should

make you appear rude, for the Societe tried in every \-'ay to aid you and we spent
so nluch n10re money on your exhibition than we generally do that we had the
right to expect some appreciation for all we have done. Sincerely hoping that
this unfriendliness which you now have shown to us will blow over and that
with the aid of Dr. Brinton you will still make sonle sales at your studio which
will cause your sun to shine once more.

There is no record of an answer, but Dreier included Archipenko in the

large international exhibition she organized at the Brooklyn tvluseulll in

1926,2 and they renlained on cordial ternlS thereafter.

The hardships ofArchipenko's first few years in the United States are re-

flected in the correspondence he and his wife had with Galka Scheyer. 3

In 1924 in Weinlar, Scheyer had created The Blue Four, an exhibition

group consisting of Feininger, Jawlensky, Kandinsky, and Klce. of With
her 11love to the United States that sanle year, Scheyer becaine their rep-
resentative in this country. After spending sonle n10nths in New York,
she settled pennanentJy in Cal ifornia. 'rhe principal topics of the three-
way correspondence betwecn the Archipenkos and Scheyer (his letters
are in blissfully ungranllnatical French, while the two WOlllen corre-

sponded in Gennan) are nloney and work. The fonner concerned a

loan of $140 frolll Scheyer to the Archipenkos, which \\vas paid back
with difficulh' over a period of three vears in thirtv- to fortv-dollar in-

. �.. rI
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stallments requested from tilne to time by Scheyer to pay the dentist or

to buy a new coat. Archipenko had opened a school in New York in 1924

and Jllust have had sonlC incolne fronl teaching, � but his 'A'orks were evi-

dently not selling. In August 1925 he apologizes to Scheyer for being
unable to send her the fortv dollars she asked for and bitterlv adds that he

, ,

is as always \"very disgusted\" with this country, and that it has been \"the

greatest stupidity\" of his life to have renlaincd in Alnerica (3 I August
19 2 5).

In addition to having helped hinl financially, Scheyer also tried to

pr01110te Archipenko's work in California. In January 1926 Archipenko
turned do\\vn her offer to show his graphics and drawings in an exhibi-
tion in California, writing that, instead, he has made an inlportant en-

gagenlcnt with someone who \\viIJ be handling his work for the next five

years (25 January 1926). The nature and duration of this arrangement
are unknown, but its effects IlnIst have been beneficial because, in the
SUIlllller of the sanle year, Archipenko's spirits were higher; writing from

Woodstock, New York, he now looked upon Europe as
u

a charnling
souvenir.\" Except for planned occasional short visits to Paris, he now de-
cided to remain in the United States (14 July 1926).

In April 1927 Archipenko infornls Scheyer that his traveling show has
been a success in Denver, is presently in Los Angeles, and is scheduled
to go to Oakland and San Diego. He wonders about these cities' \"ca-

pacity for the comprehension of art\" and is once again not reconciled to

living in Anlerica. His letter ends as follows, \"With California I think I
will close the circle of Ill\\' exhibitions in Anlerica and I think I will nlove

to a country that is more friendly to nlodern art\" (21 April 1927). The

following year, however, Archipenko applied for American citizenship.
In her letter to Scheyer of 18 October 1928 AngcIica gives an enthusi-

astic account of the opening of an exhibition at the Anderson Galleries
in New York, where Archipenko unveiled his Archipentura (fig. 34a-b).
Pronouncing it the 1110st beautiful exhibition she has ever seen, she

writes, \"And the Inachine, all covered in silver, \larks wonderfully;
everyone is delighted.\" As there had already been some interesting of-

fers, she expresses the hope that sonle business will result froIl1 Archi-

pentura. As for the sculpture and paintings, Angelica writes, it is impos-
sible to tell if they v�'ill sell.

The Anderson Galleries exhibition in October 1928 was an anlbitious

undertaking by one of the gal1eries that was chiefly responsible for

bringing avant-garde art to Nev�' York in the 1920S.6 The twenty-page
illustrated catalogue produced for the exhibition includes a description
of Archipel1tura, three pages of quotations froln the press, a bibliogra-
phy, and a list of exhibitions, The catalogue lists fifty sculptures (pre-
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Fig. 32. Alexander Archipenko, Portrait of Wi1-
helm Furtwiingler (1927), plaster, c. 36 (91) h.,
location unknown.

dominantly Illarbles and bronzes), eleven ceramics. three sculpto-
paintings, thirty-five paintings, and seventeen dra�,'ings. Of the

sculptures the Inajority was fron1 the 19205. with those fronl the period
19°9-1920 numbering about one dozen.

Alnong the recent works were three portrait busts (ofThorton \\Vilder
and of conductors Willen1 fvlengelberg and Wilhelm Furhvangler)-
dynamic sketches in bronze with expressive, alnlost baroque outlines

(fig. 32). 1'he renlainder of the sculpture, most dating from 1925 and

1926
,

consisted of single and paired figures (for exanlple, fig. 33) with

long legs, high short waists, tapering ankles, and often peculiar bulging
insteps above soles that stick flat to the base. The surfaces are sonletilnes
smooth and shiny-several silvered and gilded bronzes are listed in the

catalogue-and sometinles grainy. In some figures the highly polished
surfaces of the body are offset by the rough texture of a piece of draper)Z
The long, flat heads are frequently bent toward a raised shoulder creat-

ing a diagonal that is repeated by the line of the hips. Knees are often
tightly pressed together. If hands are visible, the fingers are long and
snakelike. In some cases, as in Glorification of Beauty (1925), face,
breasts, hips, and thighs are expressed by concavities, a formal device
that by this time has become a predictable nlannerism. The titles-The
Graceful Movement, Feminine Solitude, Spring Torso, Melancholy,
Onward, and Diana, for example-are fully in keeping with the lan-
guid sentimentality of these figures.

,

�-
\"'I, r..

,'�,It

l

\"

'.�.'�
�I,;

�

�,....,
,

.\\

\"

� 0-
� J

-

----
'\\.

��\"\\ .

\" .. �

'L'

\\.' ,

.
.

',�

\\. \\ \\' , \",

(
, ......, �)

�.

,

'w,

62



(
\"

/'

\"

r '

t
......

'\\,
�

-- ...

-

-..:. .

Fig. 33. Alexander Archipcnko, Diana (19 2 5), bronze, 23 V2
(59-7) h., Courtesy Zabriskie Gallery, New York.

For conservative art critics of the late 1920S these works were Archi-

penko's greatest achievenlent. Stanley Casson, author of XXth Century
Sculptors (1930), regards Archipenko's sculpto-painting as a \"foible\"
that does not succeed, but believes that his figural sculpture cnlbodies
the nl0dern postwar canon of proportions. In Casson's opinion Archi-

penko is one of the founders of \"the nlost universal style of figure repre-
sentation in ultra-rrlodern art that has been seen in Europe for nearly
mlo hundred years.\" For having provided the canons by which the par-
ticular \"fashion of proportions\" of the day was being established, Ar-

chipenko is seen as a leader of the nl0dern style. Casson concludes that

Archipenko is to Illodern sculpture \\vhat Picasso is to nlodern painting. 7
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Fig. 34 a-b. Alexander Archipenko, Archipen-
lura, \"Apparatus for Displaying Changeable Pic-

tures,\" 1927 (destroyed).
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rrhe nlain attraction of the Anderson Galleries exhibition was \"the

nlachine\"-Archipelltura (figs. 3� and 35). The invention had been

patented the previous year. 19�7.
k and is the suhject of the long essay Ar-

chipenko wrote for the catalogue. '( 'he text is subtitled \"A t\\ew Develop-
111ent in Painting:' and the invention is dedicated to \"1� Edison and A.

Einstein.\" In his introductory paragraph Arehipcnko states that his arti-

cle is a \"sinlplc description\" that is \"not intended as a 111anifesto or a

theory,\" but tlte long and grandiloqucnt text that follows belies this dis-
dain1cr.
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Fig. 35. Alexander Archipenko, Diagram,
\"Method of Decorating Changeable Display Ap-
paratus,\" Patent No. 1,626,497, 26 April 1927-

Under the heading \"What is Archipentura,\" there is a numbered list
of pronOUnCell1ents, such as:

Archipentura is neither a theory nor a dogma. It is an emotional creation.
Archipentura is differentiated from ordinary painting in that it is dynamic, and
not static.

Archipentllra is the concrete union of painting \'ith time and space.
Archipentllra is the most perfect form of modern art, for it has solved the prob-
Icm of dynamism . . .

Archipentura is the art of painting on canvas the true action.
. .

of a moment

given by nl0\\'cments.

[ArchipenturaJ is a new means of painting done direct by the artist, in perfect
subordination to his wi]! or hi� creative emotions.

[n the section titled \"History of this Invention,\" Archipenko outlines the

genesis of the idea. He traces it back to Paris in 1912 'A,hen he created
\"the anin1ated painting'f\\1edrano.' \"There followed experiments in Ber-
lin in 1922 \"under the influence of the Einstein theory of relativitv,\" but-

- ,

it was not until 1924, in Ne\' York, \"in the atmosphere of one of the
nlost up-to-date cities of the world,\" that the discovery of \"a new picto-
rial method for the execution of pictures, and a special apparatus for
their denl0nstration\" ,vas made. Five additional sections CLife and

Painting:' \"Interpretation,\" \"Movement:' \"Tinle,\" and \"Space\") ex-

pound at length on the virtues of the new invention, concluding as fol-
lows:

It is not my intention to discover the fourth dimension or to philosophize or to

analyze art and artistic creation. I JIll simply pointing out the ideas connected
with my invention, which, according to the opinion of persons weJl able to

judge of its value, is the fonn of art best corresponding to our epoch. On my in-
vention the theory of Einstein has had the greatest influence, not from the sci-
entific side, but by the ideas given out by Einstein, which are indisputably in
accord \\vith creation in general. . . . Archipentura has no direct relations �'ith
the Einstein theory, but it is capable of expressing things of a higher order,
things which, from certain aspects, undoubtedly are attached to the theories of
Einstein.

Archipenko's repeated references to Einstein reflect the spirit of the
tilTIeS, In 1919 the special theory of relativity (19°5) \\vas validated by a

photograph that showed that light rays were indeed bent by the gravita-
tional 1l1aSS of the sun, and Einstein instantJy became an international

celebrity. I} Fron1 then on through the 1920S there \\verc numerous arti-

cles in Europe and the United States explaining the theory to the lay-
man.)() The linking of Archipenko's work to Einstein's theory is part of

the general popularization of this nlilcstone in Inodern science. In the
introduction to the catalogue of Archipenko's traveling exhibition of

1927, C, J. Bulliet writes that the sculptor's admirers ''\\vould place him
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among the nlythical dozen who grasp the Einstein theory,\" and that he is

\"credited by thenl with applying the Einstein theory to statuary.\" He

quotes Archipenko as follows: \"I know that my knowledge of science

does not suffice to understand the Einstein theory in alJ its aspects, but

its spiritual substance is clear to me\"; and further, \"I have a suspicion
that the theory of relativity was always hidden in art, but Einstein with

his genius has nlade it concrete with words and units\"; and finally, \"My
invention, 'Peinture Changeante: I owe to the theory of relativity.\"I]

U nfortunateJy, ArchiPentura itself has not survived. Archipenko left
it in the basement of his building when he went to California in 1935;
when he returned the janitor of the building had been replaced and the
machine was gone.

12 Surviving photographs, patent documents, and

Archipenko's description give an idea of how the machine worked: 13

The machine has a box-like shape. Two opposite sides of it are three feet by
seven feet. Each of these sides consists of 110 narrow metallic strips, three feet
long and one half inch thick. The strips are installed one on top of another, sim-
ilar to a Venetian blind. These hvo sides become the panels for the display of
paintings. They are about two feet from each other, and 110 pieces of strong
canvas, running horizontally encircle two oppositely fixed strips. Both ends of
the canvases are fastened in the central frame located between two display pan-
els, By mechanically moving the central frame, all 110 canvases simulta-
neously slide over all the metallic strips, making both panels gradually change
their entire surface on which an object is painted. A new portion of specially
painted canvas constantly appears. This produces the effect of true motion. A
patented method of painting is used to obtain motion. An electrical mecha-
nism in the bottom of the apparatus moves the central frame back and forth,
and thousands ofconsecutive painted fragments appear on the surface to form a

total picture. It is not the subject n1atter, but the changes which become the es-

sence and lie at the origin of this invention.

From the language used-\"apparatus for displaying changeable pic-
tures\" and \"method for decorating changeable display apparatus\" (par-
ticularly the words \"displaying\" and \"decorating\")-it is clear that de-
spite the lofty tone of the catalogue essay, Archipenko hoped for a

conlmercial application for his invention. Although it would have been
costly and time-consuming to produce Archipentura in quantity, adver-
tising and window display would have been two possible C0l11Inercial
uses. Despite the \"interesting offers\" Angelica Archipenko mentioned
in her letter to Galka Scheyer, nothing came of ArchiPentura. The fail-
ure of the project into which he had invested years of work and a lot of
money must have been a severe disappointment for Archipenko.

The nlachine did Inakc a final appearance three years later in 193 1 at
an event sponsored by the Societe Anonyme. Art of the Future was the
title of an evening program organized by Katherine Dreier on 23 March
�931 at the New School for Social Research. 14 The printed program lists
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an address by Dreier, two film projections, and demonstrations of Archi-

pentura by \"artist-inventor\" Alexander Archipenko and the Clavilux,
played by another \"artist-inventor,\" Thomas Wilfred. At the bottom of
the progranl, in bold capitals, is the following statement:

Electricity, that great unknown force has become the servant to art. Duchamp's
Abstract Film, Archipenko's unique chaining of the forces ofelectricity to serve

him, all lead to that outstanding achievement of Thomas Wilfred who paints
with light and whose great new invcntion will permit all artists to do likewise.

In general, the reviewer for The New York Times was not overly im-

pressed (29 March 1931). On, the subject of Archipentura he writes:

As for Mr. Archipenko, the machine whose motor he still switches on with sol-
enln affection was exhibited several seasons back at the Anderson galleries,
when to nlost of llS, perhaps it seemed best adapted to advertising (indeed you
may witness its cousins, devoted to sllch uses any night in the streets of New
York). As for the design evolved by that ingenious set of rollers, these are about
as unimaginative as the Wendel will. And Archipenko's theory that art can be
dynamic only when it actually moves is certainly debatable, as a matter offact is

disproved by his own painting and sculpture, which is often inlmensely
charged with movement.

Following his experiment with Archipentura, In 1929 Archipenko
actua]]y made a brief foray into a field of applied art. On the occasion of
his exhibition ofgilded and silvered bronzes in the newly built gallery on

the fifth floor of Saks & Co., he designed six display windows for the
Fifth Avenue side of the department store. As reported then in The Art

News,I5 Archipenko believed that, previously, window display had
taken the form of either pure ornamentation or the imitation of interi-

ors; he described his new concept in more abstract terms as Ha decorative
structure employingrhythnlicarchitectural nlotifs.\" The main feature of

the displays, and the most interesting (as seen in the black and white

photographs that are the only surviving record), was the background
(fig. 36a- b), conlposed of thin metal sheets burnished, probably by ma-

chine, to a regular, yet blurry pattern of light and dark patches. Panels of

varying sizes and shapes were arranged to create different faceted envi-

ronnlents for each window. Some are bilateral compositions with a cen-

tral focal point. In one of these, the burnished sheet metal was bent into

cones-the saIne technique Archipenko had used in his constructions

and sculpto-paintings-to form a stylized curtain effect on each side.

Another window had a dramatic asymmetrical arrangement of sloping
panels. While the compositions themselves do not transcend their art

deco origins, Archipenko's idea of constructing bold large-scale envi-

ronnlents fronl planes of sheet metal prefigures later developments in

modern sculpture� one of his backgrounds (fig. 36a) seems to fore-
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shadow David Smith's late sculpture, Beeea, 1965, not only in the bur-

nished nletal but also in the synunetrical V-shaped configuration of the

parts.
The photographs of the Saks window insta]]ations forcefulJy bring

honle the general problenl of scale in sculpture. Each window con-

tained a Inanncquin displaying an evening gown, several stands for ac-

cessories and shoes, and in saine instances, a figure by Archipenko on a

pedestaL These rare views of sculpture in a contelnporary setting are re-

vealing: when seen in splendid isolation in the museUll1 or reproduced
in books, the issue of relative size never comes to our attention, but in

the surroundings of the store windows the sculptures, averaging twenty
inches in height, are barely distinguishable £roln the paraphernalia
around theln. In any domestic setting, smaH-scale sculpture too easily
becollles decorative ornament. Also. accustonled as we are today to ar-

chitecturally scaled \\vorks, we are nlore likely to see the sheet-ll1etal

backgrounds in the Saks windows as sculpture. Without intending to,

perhaps Archipenko had ll1ade proto-environnlental sculpture.

While he exhibited in locations as varied as Kentucky, Missouri, Iowa,
2nd Nebraska, 16 during the thirties Archipenko lived in Hollywood, and
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Fig. 36 a-b. Alexander Archipenko, Display
window designs, Saks & Co\" September 19 29,

later, Chicago, In a 1929 Ictter to Galka Scheyer he stated that he \\-vas

\"doing pioneer \lork and educating the ignorant\" \\vith his forthcolning
exhibitions in Chicago and California (.1- February 1929). Scheycr had
not been successful in her atteInpts to sell his ceranlics, and Archipenko
had bCCOJlle impatient \\vith the arrangelllents she was trying to Illake
with California art centers. In I\\I-]arch 1929 he handcd ovcr his affairs to

the Braxton ca]]crv in Hollvwood where he had shows that vear and in
� \" ..\"

1931. In 1932 and 1933 Archipenko taught and lectured on the \\vest

coast and in the following years shov.'ed his works in Santa Barbara. San

Francisco. Oakland. and Los Angeles, as \\vell as other cities along the
coast. In 1935 he took up residence in California and opened an art

school, his fourth, at 6907 Franklin Avenue in Hollywood. Angelica
had precedcd Archipenko to California and in 1932 was living in Santa

Barbara in dire financial CirCU1l1stances. Archipenko sent her 1l1oney

occasionally, but she \\vas obliged to take in hvo boarders; in one letter to

hinl (Scptenlber 1932). she describes the hunli]iation of selJing cosnlet-

ics door to door.
In California Archipenko worked Inainly in terra-cotta and with

color. often enlploying thenles and motifs from his earlicr sculptures.
Standing Vertical, 1935 (cat. no. 34), was made in wood. terra-cotta,
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and hydrostone versions. It is an almost symrnetrical tapering vertical
fornl \\vhose not-so-distant relative is Vase Woman II; however, as the

widest point of the figure is at the shoulders and not at the hips, as in the

earlier piece, Standing Vertical appears shrouded rather than nude. At

the center of the uninterrupted smooth form is an undulating flame1ike

core that separates itself frorn the surrounding mass, creating four open

spaces. The core is painted beige and \'here it is attached, it is outlined
in red; at the very top the core beconles a shallow concavity that signifies
the head. Alternating areas painted black and orange situate head and

upper and lo\!er torsos. The inlage of a flickering inner form impris-
oned within a rigid and inlnlobile outer shell carries strong rnystical
overtones, \\vhich are arnplified by a feature not common for this ar-

tist-the front and back of this sculpture are the same.

Head, 1936 (cat. no. 35), is a terra-cotta painted black, white, red,
blue, and yellow. Prirnary colors, which appear in several works of the

1930S, and the rugged simplicity of the rough and grainy surface, may
reflect Archipenko's exposure to Arnerican Indian art of the Northwest.
The massive, earthbound quality of the piece also recalls the early ar-

chaizing Paris works (for example, Mother and Child, 1910-1911 [cat.
no. 3]), and is here felicitously combined with the cubist feature of a

hollo\-' representing its reverse, the volunle of the face. Clearly deline-
ated sections of contrasting color create a pattern of angular facets
throughout the largely undifferentiated mass of the sculpture.

At this time, the fen1ale torso of the Paris years (conlpare Flat Torso) is

reprised in terra-cotta for the west coast. Five feet tall, languorous, and
softer than its Parisian counterpart, it is aptly titled Hollywood Torso,
193 6 (fig. 37). Lying on its side, in n1etalized terra-cotta, it becomes
Floating Torso, 1936. In Seated Figure, 1936, the speckled, polished
terra-cotta torso is set against a grainy backdrop (annchair?) incised with
a pattern.C)therpiecesshowing the female figureseenl to take inspiration
fronl the rnotion pictures: Josephine Bonaparte, 1935, tall and slender,
glides regally in a floor-length pink and blue gown, while Arabian,
193 6

,
in red, white, and blue terra-cotta, is a curvaceous swaying figure

with the black eyes of a vamp peering out from behind a red veil.
In the fall of 1937 Archipenko nloved to Chicago. (He had found it

difficult to work in California, he later told a student, because the land-
scape was too beautiful. )17 In Chicago he opened his fifth art school and
was a faculty Il1ernber of the New Bauhaus that opened in October un-

der the direction of Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy. Archipenko was put in charge
of the nlodeling workshop, where tbe principal rnaterials used were

glass, clay, stone, and plastics. Moholy-Nagy intended the modeling
workshop to collaborate closely with the object design workshop (wood
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Fig. 37. Alexander Archipenko, Hollywood Torso
(J936), bronze, 28 (71) h\" Courtesy Zabriskie
Gallery, New York.

and metal) in the creation of lighting and household objects_ In other

nlodeling work, plastics \\vere to play an ilnportant role. Moholy-Nagy
regarded sculpture as crucial in the education of every designer and ar-

chitect, as it helped to develop an ability to work with the concepts of

space and dimension and to refine tactile sensitivitv. I8
\"

Moholy-Nagy had met Archipenko in Berlin in 1922,19 admired his

work, and published it in Ma, of which he was an editor The German

Bauhaus, whose faculty Moholy-Nagy joined in 1923, included Archi-

penko's work in one of a series of print portfolios published between

19 2 1 and 1924. But Moholy-Nagy's specific reasons for choosing Archi-

penko to head the Chicago. modeling workshop are expressed in his

book, Vision in Motion:

The new sculpturc cmcrging from the industrial tcchnologics started out with
thc \"l\\'ledrano\" by Archipcnko, assembled from glass, wood and metal. Then
canlC the constructivists' assenlblics, studies in balance and motion, construc- .

tions in crystal plate glass, transparent plastics, mctals and vulcanized fibers. 20

He considered the sculptor a usplendid craftsman, with the added

knov.rledge ofa fine industrial mechanic and model maker,\" who has the

capacity \"to handle materials in the lathe, soldering, welding and other
industrial processes.\" Archipenko, Uartist-inventor\" was clearly the man

for the job.
Unfortunately, the Ne\' Bauhaus-and consequently Archipenko's

association with it-was of short duration. In the summer of 1938 the
board of its sponsoring organization, the Association of Arts and Indus-

tries, decided to discontinue the school because ofadministrative and fi-
nancial problenls. The I11enlbers of the faculty, Archipenko included,
signed a letter declaring their loyalty to Moholy-Nagy and their belief in

the school's pronlising future. But it \ras not until early 1939 that

Moholy-Nagy was able to reopen the school and, by this tinle, Archi-

penko was back in New York where he, in turn, had reopened his own

school.
The effect of the brief Bauhaus experience on Archipenko is not im-

mediately visible. The works of 1937 and 1938, exhibited at the Katha-

rine Kuh Gallery in Chicago, continue along the lines established in

California-textured polychronled figures in terra-cotta. Walking
Woman, 1937 (cat. no. 36), is an exanlple of this type of figure and was

used by lVloholy-Nagy in the revised edition of his first book, The New

Vision, to illustrate the second stage of sculpture, the \"modelled (hol-
lowed out) block.\" l\\1oholy-Nagy describes this as \"small and large
mass (vollllne) relationships of salient and sunken, positive and nega-

tive, round and angular, sharp and dull.\" He also credits Archipenko
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with \"tbe first conscious use of concaves in sculpture to replace salien-

cies.\"2\\ In addition to the formal features singled out by Moholy-Nagy,
in \\Valking Woman color and texture are used synlbolically and corre-

spond to three successive layers that compose the figure. The outermost

one, like a covering or shell, is highly textured, \\vith an inlay of lunlpy
pebbles of reddish-bro\\vn clay. Next are areas in a snloothcr (although
grainy) finish \/ith a yello\\vish tinge. The innerrnost layer, the core, is

concave and shiny, polished to a bright speckled rcd-orange color. This

idea of the generalized exterior fornl shielding the delicate inner essence

had appeared earlier with California \\vorks like Standing Vertical and

Head.
It is tenlpting to see Architectural Figure (cat. no. 38), dated 1937 by

Archipenko,22 as the outconlC of his being part of a community of art-

ists under the respected banner of the Bauhaus. Architectural Figure,
stocky, straight-edged, and constructivist in appearance, is an unex-

pected departure froIu the stylish affectation of many of Archipenko's
works of the 193°5. Sonle of its features, like the tilted circular slab of the

shoulders over the cone-shaped upper torso, and the color used to artic-

ulate geonletric conlponents, recall Carrousel Pierrot and Medrano II,
products of another stinlulating environment-Paris around 19 1 3.

Other features, like the centered, architectural stance and the regular
black and white stripes, have no precedents in Archipenko's work. In

fact, dated 1937, Architectural Figure has neither direct parentage nor

any imnlcdiate offspring.
The \lork did not appear in Archipenko's 1944 exhibition at the Nie-

rendorf Gallery in Ne\\v York, a show' intended as a kind of manifesto,
including \\vorks fro In 1909 to 1944. The brochure printed for the occa-

sion illustrated earlv works like Carrousel Pierrot and Medrano I and it
, ,

seenlS inconceivable that Archipenko would have chosen not to exhibit
an advanced polycbromed sculpture that he had in his possession. The
first documented exhibition in \\vhich Architectural Figure \\vas shown
was in 1954, at the Associated AInerican Artists Galleries, where the

piece appeared in terra-cotta. That the piece was not shown until the

1950S and that Katharine Kuh, Archipenko's dealer in Chicago during
the thirties and early forties and organizer of a nunlber of exhibitions of
his work, does not renlenlber ever having seen the piece, 2� strongly sug-

gests a later vintage. Dated 1950, Architectural Figure fits better both in

Archipenko's work and in the general context of Anlerican sculpture,
where, by the late 1940s, the constructivist aesthetic had entered the
mainstrean1. Richard Lippold's wire constructions, for example, show
the influence of the New Bauhaus cnvironnlent of Chicago, where he
had his early training as an artist. 24 In his work, as \lell as that of Sidney
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A..

Gordin (another Bauhaus inspired sculptor) there is the recurring nl0tif
of thin steel rods that create a striped structure in space. Archipenko
used the stripe, but as a decorative surface 1110tif, in polyehronled works
of the early 19505. In Egrptian j\\.Jotit� 1952. and Hindu Princess, 1954,
for exaTnplc, the regular stripe pattern adds a precise and Inachined

quality to these otherwise flowing and organic pieces, 'I 'he rectilinear

building-block COll1pOnents and arched support of Architectural Figure,
ho\.'Cver. set it apart frOIH Archipenko's other sculptures.

Arehipenko spent the war years in New York City and \\Voodstock,
where he had established a Slllnnler school in 1925 and owned a house
and property. He was suffering fronl a bad back and was not very pro-

ductive;2,) he held no exhibitions between 1944 and I94b, The works
he Inade are sIllall. rounded, SIll00th terra-cotta figures like Spanish
Woman, ]942 (cat. no. ,7), This piece, which won a prize in a ceranlic

exhibition at the Syracuse \\IuseUIll of Fine Arts in 1949,2h has a novel
feature-it is not painted but is inlaid \'ith a darker-toned clay. This is a

tricky technique which consists of cutting into the leathery soft nlaterial
and I11aking sure that the second clay inserted into the cutout is of ex-

actly the saIne consistency and water content. (Judging the anlount of
I110isture in a hUllp of clay requires experience and great sensitivity to

,..,

the Inaterial.)\"\"'
In the SUlnnler of 1943, Archipenko spent 111any nl0nths designing a

fuel-efficient stove that could convert to each of five different fuels (ker-
osene, \\vood, coal, gas, and electricity) (fig. 38a-b). Inspired by his fa-

ther, who had nlade a fortune on a sIT10ke-purifying furnace, Archi-

penko tried unsuccessfully to patent and nlarket this invention.
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Fig, 38 a-b. Alexander Archipenko, Stove design, 1943, drawing and model.
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In 1946 Archipenko was invited back to Chicago for a second teach-

ing assignnlent at the Chicago Bauhaus (now naJned the Institute ofDe-

sign). Faced \\vith an cnornlOUS enrollment of one thousand students in

1946
, Moholy-Nagy had gone to Ne\' York in search of creative people

for the faculty. 2:1 He and Archipenko got along well with each other;29
Moholy-Nagy knew how to handle Archipenko, who was susceptible to

flattery. (He once was overhead saying, \".
. .

but Alexander, you are a

genius.\")'o This second stint in Chicago, however, was also short-lived.

Moholy-Nagy died ofleukenlia in Nove1nber 1946 and Archipcnko did

not return after the spring semester of 1947.
' I

Several students from the Institute of Design in Chicago attended Ar-

chipenko's school in Woodstock in the sunlmer of 1946. The sculptor
Roy Gussow, the only nlale in the group (Archipenko once told him he

preferred felnale students because nlen argue too much), had worked

with Archipenko on a comnlission in Chicago and served as his assistant

that sUlnmer. Gussow, his \\vife l'vlary (they met at Archipenko's school
in Woodstock), and the artist Lenore Tawney all ren1e1nber a summer of

hard work and jovial good times. 32 They describe Archipenko as under-

standing, synlpathetic, and a good teacher. Both Tawney and Gussow

indicate, howeve� that the students who profited 1nost from Archipen-
ko's teaching were those who agreed with him; he was not overbearing,
but he encouraged students who showed an inclination to work in his

style. He was emotional, instinctive, and very sensitive to criticism of
his work. He also loved parties, drank vodka like water, and was a great
cook. \"If you don't like garlic,\" he often said, \"you can't understand
nlodern art.\" He enjoyed 1nusic and could improvise at the piano. He

never spoke about contemporary art and had little to do \\vith local
Woodstock artists. He \\vas hard-working, dedicated, and very absorbed
in his work. In retrospect, Tawney renlenlbers feeling that she had to

leave Archipcnko's tutelage in order to find her own way, but years later,
was surprised to realize that her \"woven forn1s:' the tall, vertical weav-

ings she began to 1nake in the 1960s, renlinded her of some ofArchipen-
ko's sculptures. Gussow, noted for his abstract works in polished stain-

less steel, stresses that Archipenko was a careful and precise technician
who was seriously concerned w'ith the processes and the discipline of

sculpture-nlaking. The essential feature of Archipcnko's art, according
to Cussow, was purity of forn1 achieved through gradual refinenlent and
the clin1ination of redundancies.

A direct legacy of the Chicago Bauhaus experience seenlS to have
been Archipenko's work \/ith plastics and light. He began to experiment
with transparency in 1947 after leaving the school, where plastic was an

important Inaterial in the curriculum. Unlike 1Vloholy-Nagy who bent
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and folded Plexiglas sheets heated in the kitchen stove, 33 Archipenko
carved plastic with a lllachine of his own invention. 34 By Illeans ofa sys-
tenl of illuI1lination \\vithin the transparent material, which he devised
by building a light source into the base, he was able, as he described it,
\"to sculpt light.\":;:; In 1955 he wrote in a catalogue: \"This area of expres-
sion has great and varied possibilities. It doesn\"t belong to the art of today
or t0l1l0rrO\\V, but enlbodies tinlcless spiritual truths produced by a new

nlaterial and light.\"�6 Ascension, 1950 (cat. no. 39), is representative of
the predolllinantly lnystical character of Archipenko's works in plastic
(two others are titled Religious Motif, 1948, and Spirit, 1957). Tall,
slender vertical forms with ,open spaces and concavities, they recall
Standing Vertical, 1935, in their general configuration. But transparent
and glowing with their o\'n light, they becoIne disembodied sYInbols,
phantoms froIn some mysterious, otherworldly realm.

Between 1935 and 1944 Archipenko becanle involved in an acrinloni-

ous dispute with Alfred H. Barr of the Museunl of Modern Art in New
York. 37 Published here for the first tinle, the content of the letters they
exchanged focuses on two iInportant issues that have clouded Archipen-
ko's career and reputation: replication and antedating.

It began in Decenlber 1935, when Barr \Tote to Archipenko in Hol-

lywood, inviting hiIl1 to participate in the exhibition Cubism and Ab-

stract Art, scheduled to open in early �1arch 1936. Barr's letter (24 De-
cen1ber 1935) lists by title several early works that he is interested in

showing. Archipenko answers (8 January 1936) that nlost of his early
works are in European collections but adds that \"by some kind ofcoinci-

dence I expect at the beginning of February a collection of some of my

pre-war work, arriving in Los Angeles fronl the Orient.\" He encloses

photographs and lists four pieces in terra-cotta with measurenlents. In

the correspondence that follows Barr settles on five sculptures and ques-
tions Archipenko on the 1909 date of one of theIT1 (Hero); i8 Archipenko
agrees to send the sculptures Barr has requested and in a letter dated 21

January 1936 states, \"About the dates of my works I anl very sure they are

correct.\" SometiIne in late January or early February Archipenko sends
Barr a cable (undated): \"WORKS HAVE ARRIVED NEED TO BE REPAIRED

STOP ON ELEVENTH W ILL SEND THEM TO YOU STOP HERO WAS MADE IN

1910 NOT 1909 STOP SORRY FOR CONFUSION.\" Then, on 17 February
1936, Archipenko writes:

I am sure that by now my work has already arrived in Nev,.' York. From these
works only the \"sculpto-painting\" is the only one existing original example. The
others are the replicas ofthe old statues. All the first original pieces are in private
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collections. Those which I have sent vou are also originals because every onc

was sculpted individually and was not'reproduced from a mold. (italics added)

And he ends the letter with:

I deeply regret that I will not be able to scc this cxhibition. I belicve that through
this show nlany things will be adjusted for myself in point of view of the histori-
cal truth: that I was the originator of certain ideas and researches in modern

sculpture and I am vcry grateful to you that you havc invited mc to this show.

(i tal ics added)

The last nlinute pressures of the exhibition must have been fonnidable
because Archipcnko's inforn1ation about the replicas either did not reg-
ister with Barr, or he chose not to act on it. �10reover, Barr did not react

when he sa\! the terra-cottas then1se1ves, although they must have
looked new. The works were exhibited as planned and the terra-cottas

are listed in the catalogue with their original datcs (191cr-1915), Four

works by Archipcnko-n10re by hinl than by any other sculptor-are il-
lustrated in the catalogue in a double-page spread. In his short essay Barr

sumlnarizes Archipenko's sculptural innovations, He acknowledges
that Archipenko was \"the first to work seriously and consistently at the

problem of Cubist sculpture\" by substituting voids for solids, by intro-

ducing color into sculpture, and by creating mixed-ll1edia construc-

tions. He singles out Boxing as Archipenko's \"most abstract work and his
most powerful\" and comnlents that it has no trace of \"the nlannered

prettiness\" of the later \lork. �9

After the opening of the show on 2 March 1936 there was correspon-
dence between Barr and Archipenko regarding the tour of the exhibition
and a letter from Archipcnko (25 March 1936) asking about the possibil-
ity of a one-man show \"of completely new works\" at the Museum of
Modern Art in early 1937. Barr's reply is negative (6 April 1936); he
states that the exhibition schedule for 1937 is conlplete and does not

leave the nlatter open for further discussion.
Seen in retrospect, \fhen Archipenko received Barr's invitation in

late 1935, he had been in the United States for twelve years. His eady
hopes for quick success in this country had all but vanished. He sup-
ported himself n1ainly by teaching and lecturing and through occa-

sional cOI1ul1issions fron1 Ukrainian organizations for 1110nUI11ents to

national heroes..HJ Now he had the opportunity to participate in a major
historic exhibition in an in1portant Il1useunl, but he lacked the exam-

ples of early \\vork that Barr specifically wanted.

Archipenko's decision to send replicas to Barr's exhibition is under-
standable from the point ofview of a sculptor trained in the early twenti-
eth century. He was accuston1ed to the practices of the nineteenth cen-

76



tury with its traditions of multiple casts and sculpture Hfactories\" like
that of Rodin. It appears that he did not see a considerable difference be-
tween bronze casts made over a period of time from an original mold
and an artist's reuse or repetition of an idea years after its original con-

ception. In fact, he inlplies that the latter Inethod is preferable when he
states ( 17 February 1936) that the pieces he sent were \"originals\" be-
cause they were \"sculpted individually and not reproduced from a

mold.\" The originality he refers to is in the process of Inaking the sculp-
ture, not in thc birth of the idea in the artist's nlind. This view differs
frorn the generally shared belief in the importance of the initial creative

spark and in the unique urgency of the act of creation itself. Yet, it is en-

tirely possible for an artist to return to an idea and reuse it repeatedly.
Brancusi is a good cxanlple, and no one has ever found fault with this

practice of his. Quite the contrary, we l11arvel at his patient, dedicated,
alnlost obsessive return to certain forms for repeated revision and refine-

ment, clearly traceable fronl the sequence of dates.
With Archipenko, the case is different; for the pieces he sent to New

York in 1936 he used the ternl \"replica,\" Ineaning \"facsinlile\" or �'dupli-
cate,\" and he did not hesitate to give these California replicas the dates of
the originals. But, in effect, they were not replicas-since the originals
were not available, Archipenko could not copy them exactly. Based on

memory and photographs, the remakes inevitably differ somewhat from
the originals and are more accurately described as \"versions/' a term Ar-

chipenko himsclflater adopted. 41 He spells out his position on this issue

in his book froIn 1960:

SOIllctimes I sculpt a ne�: version of the same statue after a considerable time
has elapsed. Of course, in modelling the same problem the forms are not as

mathematically exact as if they were cast from the same mold. Ho\:ever, in all
versions I prefer to keep the date of the first, since I want to conserve the chro-

nology of the idea. The particular stylistic and creative approach I use equally
in all versions unless changes are purposely made.-+2

Archipenko later remade about thirty early works from photographs and

froIn IneInorv. 'l'hese resulted in bronze editions, manV of which were
, .

begun in the I11id-19 50S. In some cases there is more than one edition of

a work, and s0l11etiInes there are editions of the same sculpture in differ-

ent sizes or in different nlaterials. In every case the works were assigned
the dates of their original creation. 43

The critical issue with Archipenko is dating, both dating later ver-

sions as if they were the originals, as \\vell as antedating other works. 44

The actual controversy \\vith Barr arose in 1943-1944 over this ques-
tion of dating. That the terra-cottas sent by Archipenko to the Museum
of Modern Art in 1936 were only versions of originals was less of a prob-
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lem than dating these works in general. Following a meeting in New

York sonletime in early 1943, Archipenko invites Barr to visit his studio.

In the course of two visits (alluded to in the correspondence) Barr exam-

ines catalogues, photographs, and scrapbooks, and raises certain ques-
tions about dating. After the second visit, Archipenko tries to reach Barr

by phone but only speaks to Barr's wife. On 9 April 194 3 Barr writes Ar-

chipenko that he is distressed by his wife's report of her conversation

with hin1. He says he cannot understand why Archipenko has taken of-

fense and hopes he will be willing to help clarify some problems ofchro-

nology and stylistic develoPlnent. He refers to several works which were

assigned three or four different dates by others and by Archipenko,
where he himself was, at tilnes, uncertain. A long exchange of letters
follows. Archipenko beconles defensive and insists that his historical po-
sition was established long ago and declares his determination to defend

his art against any attempt to hann it. Barr assures Archipenko that there

is no conspiracy to undermine his position and that his motive is to dis-
cover Hthe exact truth.\" He argues that his decision to include six of Ar-

chipenko's works in the 1936 exhibition was proof of his recognition of

Archipenko's inlportance. 45 In one of several long bitter letters (22 De-

cenlber 1943), Archipenko writes, \".
. . if 20 years were not enough for

you and the Museunl of Modern Art to learn the exact truth about my
work then please don't interfere now and keep your hands off my Art.\"

Barr had noted inconsistencies in the dating of Hero and Walking
Woman, among others. For Hero Archipenko had at first supplied the
date 1909 and then changed it to 1910. In reviewing the early publica-
tions Barr found either 1912 or 1913 as the date given for Hero. For

Walking Woman Archipenko gave the date 1912, stating that the dates

1918 and 1919 given in early publications were wrong. Barr tentatively
concluded that Hero should be dated 1912-1913 and Walking Woman,
1918-1919.46 Despite Barr's polite and conciliatory tone, Archipenko's
letters become increasingly shrill and accusatory. He could have

dropped the whole affair but instead seenled to want a scandal. In the
spring of 1944 he brought the Inatter into the public eye by issuing
printed postcards announcing the forthcoI11ing publication (unrealized)
of an illustrated text in six languages titled \"Why I request to renlove nlY
work fronl the M useUlll of Modern Art.\"

If in 1936 Archipenko already suspected that he would never regain
the position he had held in the early 1920S, by 1943/1944, in his nlid-
fifties, he saw no recourse but to insistently nline the past. The late thir-
ties and forties were a low period in Archipenko's life; his offer to show
new work at the Museun1 of Modern Art in 1937 had been firmly de-
c!ined. He seelns to have been overly conscious ofhis historical position
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and� at the same time, naive in his disregard for the value ascribed by art

historians to documents and to stylistic coherence both within an artist's
work and in the broader context of the period in general. Archipenko
failed to see� for exaInple� that his 1912 dating of Walking Woman made
it a disturbing anolnaly, but that correctly dated 1918-1919 it fit com-

fortably between his early open-space figures of 1914-1915 and the late
cubist works of 1920. Pushing the date of Walking Woman forward by
six years (frol11 1912 to 1918) ofcourse detracts from the innovative char-
acter of this particular work, but its 1110st inlportant feature, the large-
scale substitution of voids for so1ids already appears, albeit expressed
more cautiously� in firnlly dated earlier works of 1914 and 1915 (for ex-

anlple, cat. nos. 16 and 19). Insecure and unrecognized in the present,
Archipenko overestin1ated and overplayed the past.

It was also in 1944 that the question of the terra-cottas of 1936 finally
surfaced. In January Archipenko held an exhibition at the Nierendorf

Gallery. Advertised as his fiftieth one-lnan exhibition in the United

States, it appears to ha\\'e been staged by Archipenko to demonstrate the

chronology of his innovations in nlodern sculpture, and featured works
from 1909 to 1944. Included were two of the Cubism and Modern Art

terra-cottas, this time labeled by Archipenko as
U

193 5 replicas.\" After

viewing the exhibition, Barr reproached Archipenko (Jetter dated 17

May 1944) for having sent hinl replicas of early works but later (27 May
1944) offered hinl \"partial apology,\" when, on rereading the 1936 corre-

spondence, he discovered that Archipenko had acknowledged that he
was sending replicas. Although Archipenko had not made clear that

they were recently-nlade replicas, and had earlier even written that he
was expecting a shipnlent of \"pre-\\var work\" from the Orient� his de-

scription of the sculpture as \"the replicas of the old statues\" (italics
added), should have given Barr pause.

Along with the long dispute with Alfred Barr, the appearance of Jac-
ques Lipchitz in Ncw York in 1941 also seems to have upset Archipenko
at this tiine. As a refugce fronl the Nazis, Lipchitz was given a warm

weIcon1e, and the influential Curt Valentin became his dealer. Soon

after his arrival, the Museunl of Modern Artwas instrumental in getting
hin1 an iIl1portant sculpture coo1mission for the Ministry of Education

in Rio de Janeiro. 47 Archipenko's repeated aHusions to I'an accomplice,\"
\"a protege,\" and \"a nlcinbcr of the School of Paris,\" in his letters to Barr,
no doubt refer to Lipchitz. In 1954 Lipchitz was given what the contro-

versy with Barr had completely ruled out for Archipenk<r-a retrospec-
...8tive at the Museul11 of Modern Art.
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The decade of the 1950S and the years preceding Archipenko's death in

1964 were, even by his energetic standards, a period of frenetic activity.
He taught at the University of Missouri, Kansas City (where he was

c0I11lnissioned to nlake two identical statues of Iron Figure, 1951, for the

entrance of the calnpus), the Carmel Institute of Art in California, the

University of Oregon, the University of Washington, Seattle, the Uni-

versity of Delaware, and the University of British Columbia, Vancou-

ver. In fourteen years he had about forty exhibitions throughout the

United States, as well as in Central and South America (Guatemala City
and Sao Paulo, Brazil). He made a quantity of new sculptures in these

years, but he also remade nlany early works for inclusion in several

retrospective-style exhibitions he organized himself. For the first time in

thirty years, Archipenko returned to the scene of his early successes and

held a series of exhibitions in Europe. These activities, including his
work on a large illustrated volunle of his life's work, can only be seen as a

concerted, last-ditch attenlpt to revive his reputation and capitalize on

the ill1proved postwar econorny in this country and in Europe.
The first of the self-promoting exhibitions, held in New York in 1954

at the Associated American Artists Galleries, was so large that it had to

be shown in two installnlents. It included eighty-nine sculptures from
the years 1909 to 1954, plus drawings, paintings, and prints, totaling
163 works. In the preface of the catalogue Archipenko stressed his inno-

vative use of ne\\v nlaterials and the spiritual content of his work: \"The
creative essence of Ol}' philosophy lies in the phenomena of the immate-

rial, spiritual rudiments which evolve into diverse forms to becolne a

symbolic object.\" He also Blade the following conlment with regard to

early works:

Unfortunately many originals cannot be exhibited because they are scattered
throughout the world and the difficulties of bringing them together for exhibi-
tion are insurmountable. A number ofworks are replicas of old originals owned
by foreign muscums and collectors. 4Y

In the checklist roughly one third of the works are marked \"R,\" Ineaning
\"Replica of sculpture in foreign and American collections.\" But this des-

ignation, ostensibly provided for clarification, is used ambiguously. It

appears next to early works that \\vere renlade in the United States from
photographs and fronl Blenlory \\vithout the benefit of the original
(which had reInained in Europe), as well as next to later Anlerican
works of which there are several casts, sonletiInes of different materials
but Inadc frorn an original presulllably still in the artist's possession. In
the latter case, all casts are justifiably given the same date. The problem
with the fonner case, is that, although the \"R\" signifies a replica, the
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date docs not show when that replica \'as lllade. As was his practice, Ar-

chipcnko gave his latcr versions or reIl1akes thc dates of the originals.
In the new work of these years, \\vhich is virtually unknown to date,

Archipenko again explored differcnt nlaterials and color. A curious ex-

anlple of his polychrolned \\-vork of the fifties is Queen, 1954 (cat. no.

40), a 'wood figure enveloped in a flaring, floor-length cloak. The

strictly frontal, ahTIost sYInmetrical form is painted 'white (cow led

head), rcd (chest), and blue (lower hvo-thirds of the figure). Thin white
bands outline the arcas of color and bisect the figure froITI the chest
do\\vn to the tip of thc wedge-shaped base. A blue outline creates a sIllall
featureless face on the surface of the pointed white hood. But nothing
prepares us for the shock of the rear vie\': the austere and dignified
priestess turns out to be a hollow blue shelJ shieJding an attenuated in-

ner core. 'I 'he slender wavy interior is painted a garish yellow' and above
is a large bulbous head of the sanle color. The unsettling incongruity of
thc two views-cool reserve in front, s\\velling viscera in back-has no

precedent or sequel in Archipenko's work and can perhaps be seen as a

belated response to surrealisnl.
Also surrealist in character but nlore typical of the polychromed

works of the 1950S is Figure, 1957 (cat. no. 41), of painted terra-cotta. It

is conlposed of six separate bionlorphically-shaped pieces painted in

contrasting but Illuted colors--dirty white, gold-speckled charcoal, and
reddish and yellowish earth tones. Sonle individual parts interlock and

rest on top of each other to form an armless 11l1l11anoid. Whilc ITIodeled

organic fornls derived from surrealisnl are new to Archipenko, the addi-
tive process of piling up disparate parts can already be seen in the

sculpto-paintings and sculptures of the cubist period (for example,
Seated Woman, 1920 [cat. no. 29]). In Figure, and frequently in his late

work, Archipenko relinquished the contrapposto that formerly per-
vaded his figural iIl1agery in favor of a centered, symmetrical fornl; in-

stead of being beguiling and fenlinine, his figures become generalized
hieratic symbols or totcms. The nl0ve from the fornlalist concerns of
the carly \'orks to what Archipenko referred to as the \"spiritual\" content

of his work is expressed in the follo\'ing stateInent in his 1960 book:

Sculpture must have a significance beyond its form to beconle a symbol and

produce association and relativity fixed by stylistic transformations. l'his subli-
mates sculpture into the metaphysicaJ realm. This is the Tl1ission of art. �1I

Archipenko's European cOlneback began in earnest in 1955 (fig.
39). 51 It is no coincidence that it took the fornl of a touring exhibition of
several Ccrnlan cities (as in 1921) and that the introduction of the cata-

logue was by Erich \liese, author of one of the Cenllan monographs on
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Fig. '39. Archipenko exhibition, Kunstmuseum
Dusseldorf, ]955-1956. \" 1
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Archipenko of the 1920S. Wiese's essay follows the encomiums of the

1920S (including the often repeated equation of Archipenko being to

n10dcrn sculpture what Picasso is to modern painting), and makes only
brief n1ention of the works of the American years. Of the fiftv works

- .

shown, about half were froln the European years. Some of the pieces
from 1910 to 1920 \\vere designated as ureplicas,\" and a group of about
ten were marked uBln. A.\" These were said to be works that had been left
behind in the Berlin studio when Archipenko left for the United States
in 1923. The renlainder consisted of sculpture from the 1930S through
the 1950S, including examples of illuIninated plastic sculpture. Paint-

ings, drawings, and prints \'ere also included.
The cOIllbination was repeated in 1960 in another Gennan traveling

exhibition with Wiese again authoring the catalogue preface. This one

began in Hagen, the site of Archipenko's first mUSeUl11 exhibition in

1912/1913, in the museum nan1cd after his early benefactor, Karl-Ernst
Osthaus. 52 In this catalogue one notes hvo significant changes: the uR\"

designation is dropped and all the prewar works appear in bronze rather
than in terra-cotta or hydrostone, as had been the case for the \"replicas\"
in the exhibition of the 1950S. Bronze, of course, is a nluch nlore costly
111aterial; its appearance n1a)' be explained by the fact that, by this tinle,
Archipenko had sonle regular income frolll sales through his Ne\\v York
dealer, Klaus Peds.

When Perls took 011 Archipenko in 1957 he encouraged him to start

casting properly-nun1bered bronze editions of his sculptures. Peds has
�tated his belief that an artist has the right to do whatever he pleases with

82



his own work and that as long as the artist himself remains involved with
the work, its historical value does not change. Conscquently, \\vhether a

bronze edition derives frorn the original model or a laterversionof it, did
not concern Peds any rnore than it did Archipenko. Rcgarding the dat-

ing, Peds has expressed the opinion that the dealer's only task is to pro-
nl0te and selJ the work, and that dating and everything else concerning
the creation of the work are entirely the responsibility of the artist hilll-
self. 53

rrhe retrieval in 1960 of a snlalJ group ofearly plasters further compli-
cates the issuc of Archipenko's bronze editions. In the sumIllcr of 1960,
while in Paris with his second wife, Frances Gray (Angelica had died in

1957), Archipenko heard that SOIlle of his works had recently been seen

in the south of France. Following up on this lead, he was able to contact

Jean Verdier and his Russian wife, Zeneide Kramaroff(an cx-nlistress of

Archipenko), who had since 1921 stored a number ofearly Archipenko.
sculptures in Cannes. In the correspondence that followed, Verdier
listed the works they had in storage and, at Archipenko's request, made

arrangelnents for their shipment to New York in October 1960. Al-

though no inventory \\vas made of the works sent, and whatever shipping
or customs docunlents that nlay have existed have not survived, the con-

tents of the Cannes shipment-eight plasters-has been firnlly estab-
lished. 54 AIJ eight plasters were subsequently cast in bronze editions
started by Archipenko. Frances Gray recalls that although her husba\\nd

suspected that the Verdiers had kept sonle works behind, he did not

want to press thenl. 55 The sculpto-painting Woman with Fan II (cat. no.

21), for exanlple, and several other sculptures and \\vorks on paper by Ar-

chipenko were subsequently acquired by Joseph H. Hirshhorn directly
from Cannes. They are now in the Hirshhorn Museum in Washington.

In his Peds Ga]]eries debut in 1957, Archipenko sho\\ved recent poly-
chromed sculpture and eight ne\' sculpto-paintings (the first of this me-

dium to be nlade in over thirty years). rrhese incorporatcd nl0ther-of-

pearl, fornlica, and bakelite. For its sheer size, the most anlbitiolls was

Cleopatra, 1957 (cat. no. 42), a seven-foot-Iong horizontal panel. Ini-

tiaJIy titled Repose, it shows an abstracted female whose partial rcflec-

tion is painted on a fralned Hlllirror\" attached to the panel in the center.

(The photograph in the Peds catalogue shows that the \"mirror\" was

originaJly oblong and projected above the fralne of the sculpto-
painting. )

The panel consists of assorted sVo.'elling and swaying anloeba shapes,
some painted, sonle in flat relief. The parts that nlake up the figure are

enclosed within a raised franle and painted reddish-brown, cream, and

yellow. A brown, \\vood-grained area nla)' represent a chaise-longue
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with satiny blue upholstery above. Between the head of the figure and

the \"nlirror\" is a trapezoidal tray to which are attached a real string of

coral beads, a bracelet, and a smallll10und of pink crystals. Despite the

fall1iliar subject nlaiter-WOll1an before nlirror-and the typical nlate-

rials, shapes, and textures of a c0l11nlonplace interior of the 1950S, there

is sonlething nightillarish and menacing in the organic bulge of the

silver-blue upholstery, the gooey swirls of paint in the wood-grain fin-

ish, and the bludgeon-shaped head \"lith its reptilian eye.

Archipenko's work of the fifties, of \Ihich Cleopatra is an exernplar,
has recently awakened new critical interest. For the critics who grew up

during this tinle, these works have caused a sense of nostalgia. The crit-

ics are thrilled to discover that certain hitherto neglected work of the

19505 seems to foreshadow trends in today's art: new art is said to change
the perception of old art, and stylistic silnilarity behveen new and old art

is used as grounds for nlutual validation. 56 (Adherents to this approach
pay little heed to the fact that the ebb-and-flov.' of fashion and art histori-
cal revisionislll is predictable and commercially induced, and that

shared stylistic characteristics do not in thenlselves tell LIS anything
about the respective nlerits of either period style. It might be marc re-

vealing to look at the sociat political, and economic reasons for our pos-
itive responses in the 1980s to the style of the 19 50S,)

The book, Archipenko, Fifty Creative Years, 1908-1958, \"by
Alexander Archipenko and Fifty Art Historians,\" was published in 1960
by Tekhne Publications, a company Archipenko started for this pur-

pose. NttInerous complimentary copies \\vere sent out to ITIUSeUms, li-

braries, and individuals (including President and rv1rs. John F Kennedy
at the White House). The large fornlat hardcover book has 292 illus-
trated works, of which thirty are in color. It is by far the Inost cOlllplete
source of illustrations of Archipenko's sculpture. 57 The text consists of a

series of short essays on aesthetics and pronouncements on the philoso-
phy of art and creativity, as well as discussions on certain aspects of the
work. These are peppered \lith references to the writings of critics and
art historians, which are reprinted in the appendix to document Archi-
penko's assertions. The text provides little factual infonnation, although
the appendix includes a briefbiographical chronology, long lists ofexhi-
bitions, teaching positions, and o\\vners of works, as \\vell as a bibliogra-
phy. The considerable effort of assenlbling all this Inaterial and record-
ing it on his o\\vn ternlS \\vas certainly \\vorthwhile fro In Archipenko's
point of view. Despite the book IS poor graphic design, its dating errors,
and the fact that it is difficult to llse (there is no index of illustrations,
which are not grouped chronologically but by a systenl that is not made
quite clear to the reader), the book is still the Inost cOll1prehensive, read-
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Fig. 40. Alexander Archipenko, Queen of Sheba
(196.), bronze, 65 (165) h., Courtesy Zabriskie
Gallery, New York.
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ily available, and frequently cited reference on the artist

Despite failing health Archipenko continued to \\vork with great vital-

ity to the very end of his life. He prepared the foHo\\ving exhibitions for

1962 and 1963: a large retrospective at the Winnipeg Art Gallery (he
ncvcr had a major nlUSeUITl cxhibition in this country in his lifetinlc); a

selection of dra\"'ings and watercolors at the Kunsthallc Mannheinl;
bronzes at Perls (induding casts of the Cannes plasters); work fronl all

periods at galleries in Dusseldorf and St. Gallen, Switzerland; exhibi-
tions in ROIne and Milan in 1963; and finally, a show at Caleric Stangl,
Munich. Shortly after the opening of this last exhibition, Archipenko
died of heart failure in New York on 26 February 1964.

Bronze was the featured llledium of choice in the exhibitions of the

1960s, both for early and late \\vork. Anl0ng the latter there are sOlne that
show an increase in scale that parallels a general trend in sculpture in the

19505. Arnong the late bronzes, Queen ofSheba, 1961 (fig. 40), is sixty-
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Fig. 41. Alexander Archipenko working on King
Solomon, 1963.
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six inches in height and King Solomon, 1963, Archipenko's last sculp-
ture, was finally to have been sixty feet high. The painted plaster (cat.
no. 43 and fig. 41) is the 1l10del for the colossal black and white marble
which was never executed. 5b Thematically related-the Gld Testanlent

account of the Queen of Sheba's famous visit to Solomon-the two

pieces can be considered cOlnplelllentary, the first consisting of

rounded, enveloping forms (female), the other composed of pointed,
thrusting elements (lllale). They are also exanlples of the h\\!o stylistic ex-

trenles of Archipenko's long career: Queen ofSheba represents the pre-

dominantly organic fornls of the late surrealist-inspired works, while

King Solomon looks back fifty years to Archipenko's sculpture of the
cubist period. The interlocking flat wedges that aggressively invade

space and the sliced and chopped angular fornls of King Solomon were

prefigured in Boxing, 1914 (cat. no. 14), for exanlple. It is poignant and

perhaps a little sad that Archipenko's monunlental last work should so

vividly invoke his period of early creativity. With this last work Archi-

penko had COllle full circle.
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Notes

My sincere thanks to my good fricnd and colleague, Laurence Homolka, for his thor-

ough reading of this manuscript and for his many valuable suggestions. I am grateful as

well to Frances Archipenko Gray who \"\"£1.11, once again, always rcadily available and
prompt in responding to illY numerous requests. Katherinc Kuh, Lenore Tawney, !\\1ary
and Roy Gussow, Rhys Caparn, and Johannes Stcel are due special thanks for kindly
sharing with me recollections of their personal experiences with Archipenko. From the

many others who helped me, I would like to single out Judith Zilczer, historian, Hirsh-
horn Museum and Sculpture Carden, Co1leen Hennessey, archives assistant, Archives
of American Art, and Irina Subotic, curator, Belgrade Muscum. Finally, among the
members of the impeccable and courteous staff at the National Callery of Art, I would
especial1y like to thank Jack Cowart, Dodge 'I'hompson, and Debbie Shepherd for mak-

ing my job as guest curator so pleasant, and Jm Steinberg for her understanding and con-

scientious editing of the text.
The part of this essay dealing \/ith Archipenko's years in France is dcrived from my

Ph.D. dissertation, Archipenko: A Study' of the Early Works, 1908-1920 (Columbia
University, 1975; Garland Publishing, [nc., Ne\! York, 1977). This was a thorough ex-

amination of the sculptures of these years (close to 120 pieces) in the context of the pe-
riod. Information from my comprehensive archive ofearly catalogues and publications,
combined \'ith carcful stylistic analyses, resulted in the redating of a number of early
works. My conclusions, which eliminated somc disturbing inconsistencics of dating,
have happily borne the test of time. While some new material has come to light in the

intervening years, my chronology has not changed and forms thc basis for the dating of
works in this essay and catalogue.

Unless otherwise noted, translations are provided by the author.

Part I

1. Yvon Taillandier, \"Conversation avec Archipenko,\" XX Sieck n. s., XXVc annee,
no. 22 (Christmas 1963)'
2. For a detailed account of Archipenko's contacts \\vith the cubists, see 1\\''lichacJsen
1977, 4 1 -47-
3. Archipenko may have influenced Henri Gaudier-Brzeska, who lived ncarby in

Montparnasse before moving to London in 1911 (Alexander Archipenko, in an inter-

view with Edward F Fry in 1962). Gaudier's J�AateT11ity, for example, exhibited in Lon-
don in 1914, is block-shaped and sho'A's the samc enveloping mothcrly embrace. An-
other \\.I,!ork by Gaudier, Boy and Coney. brings to mind Archipenko's Woman and Cat,
,1.911, in the exceptional fusion of human and animal. See also Horace Brodzky, Henri
Gaudier-Brzeska (1891-1915) (London, 1933); and Ezra Pound, Gaudier-Brzeska, A
Memoir (New York, 1970).
4. Erich Wiese, \"Alexander Archipenko,\" lunge Kunst, Band 40 (Lcipzig, 19 2 3), 4.
5. Albcrt E. Elsen, The Partial Figure in Modern Sculpture (exh. cat., Baltimore Mu-
seum of Artl (Baltimore, 1(69), 20.

6. When the piece ...vas first exhibited in Amsterdam in 1914 (De Onafhankelijken,
Third International Exhibition, May-June), it \\vas listcd as \"1\\1ere dans les rochers\"; the
switch from \"Mother\"-early references often give the title Woman and Child-to
\"Madonna\" is in keeping with the elaborate baroque appearancc of the \,:ork, The title

changc may have occurred when the bronze edition \\vas made from the original plaster
that Archipenko had given to Leger, purchased with his dealer Klaus Peds from Nadia

Leger in 1960, and subscquently donated to the IV1useum of Modern Art, Nc�' York.
7. John Golding, Cubism: A History and an Analysis, 19°7-1914, rev. ed. (;\\Iew York,
1968), 27- 28 .

8. Douglas Cooper, The Cubist Epoch (New Y0rk, 1971), 60-62.
9. Albert E. Elsen, Origins ofl\\.1odern Sculpture: Pioneers and Premises (New York,
1974), 112.

10. Theodor Daubler and Iwan Coil, Archipenko Album (Potsdam, 192d, 15.
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11. George I-Ieard Hamilton, Painting and Sculpture in Europe, 1880- 1 94°, rev. ed.

(Baltimore, 198,), 271,
12. Alexandcr Archipenko and Fifty Art Historians, Fifty Creative Years, 1908- 1 958

(Ne\\v York, 1960), 55-58, pIs. 169-18 1.

B. Jacques Lipchitz and H. I I. Amason, J\\1y Life in Sculpture (New York, 1972 ), 37-

14. Herbert Read, Ilenry J\\1oore (Nev,,' York, 1966 ), 90 -9 2 ,

15. One-man exhibition catalogues arc listed alphabetically by city in the Bibliographh
under Archipenko Exhibition Catalogues.
16. At the Armory Show in New York Archipenko exhibited four sculptures, one of
which \\vas Repose, 1912 (cat. no. 5); in Budapest (Ne1l1zetkozi Posztimpreszionista Kial-

litas, 1\\1 iiveszhaz) he showed fivc works.
17. Apollinaire on Art, Essays and Revie1-l/s, 19°2-1911'3, cd. leRoy C. Breunig; trans.

Susan Suleiman (New York, 1972), 356, 503, n. 7- This is the source for the translations

of Apollinaire's reviews quoted in the present essay.
18. Gino Scverini, Tutta la vita di un pittore (tvtilan, 1946), 164.
19. Daubler and Goll 1921, 13. The illustration of Carrousel Pierrot (fig. 6) in this vol-

ume published in 1921 is the only knO\in cady photograph of this sculpture. It docs not

show the large blue sphere that is now attached to the lower side of the cone of the \"upper
torso\" of Pier rot. It appears that this photograph \\vas taken before the sphere \"'as added

by Archipenko and that the piece was not rephotographed afterward. As he had sold it to

r..1agnelli in 1914 (\\,\\'ho took it with him to Florence), Archipenko must have supplied
the publisher with the only photograph he had available. It seems unlikely that the

sphere was added later by someone other than the artist-and there is no record of any
such addition at the Guggenheim Museum (conversation with Vivian Barnett, 7 April
1986}--because Archipenko illustrated n\\'o views of Carrousel Pierrot in his 1960 book,
both of which clearly show the large blue sphcrc (plates 3 and 4.1-
20. Georgc Heard Hamilton and William C. Agee, Raymond Duchamp-Villon,
1876-1918 (Ne\.' York, 1967), 100. Archipenko's interest in Bergson may have dcrived
from his contacts \"lith the Puteaux artists.
21. Archipcnko's influence on the German sculptor Rudolf Belling, whose \\vorks ex-

plore the sallle problem, was recognized (for example, Dreiklang, model 1919, cast

1950, Bayerische Staatsgemaldesammlung, Munich). See Roland Schacht, \"Archi-
penko, Belling und Westheim,\" Der Sturm, Jahrg. 40, Heft 5 (1\\:lay 1923),76-78. Lip-
chitz began to explore the relation of mass and space in 1925 in his series of \"transpar-
ents;\" see Lipchitz and Amason 1972, 85.
22. Beni Ferenczy, [rcis es Kep (Budapest, 1961), 26-35.
23, Archivi del Futurismo, 2 \\lols., cd. r'v1aria Drudi Gambillo and Teresa Fiori (Rome,
1958-1962), 246 (letter from Boccioni to Severini asking for the vcry latest work by Pi-
casso and Braque being shO\\vn at Kahnweiler, dated June-July 1912). Marianne W
lV1artin, in Futurist Art and Thear}', 19°5-1915 (London, 1968), 127, acknowledges the
importance of cubist ideas for Boccioni's sculpture manifesto. See also Franc;oise Ca-
chin, \"Futurism in Paris, 19°9-1913,\" Art in America (l\\1arch-April 1974), 39-44.
24. Severini 1946, 164.
25. In L.;Intransigeant, 21 June 1913 (Apollinairc 1972, 321).
26. See Katherine J. IVlichaelsen, \"Early Mixed-t\\iledia Constructions,\" Arts Maga-
zine (January 1\\'16), 72-76; and I\\1argit RO\.'ell, The Planar Dimension: Europe
19]2- 1 932, [exh. cat., T'he Solomon R. Guggenheim r...luseum] (New York, 1979).
27. Guitar, Paris, early ]912, sheet metal and wirc, Thc �..Iuseull1 of Modern Art, New
York. Braquc's rdid constructions h�n'e not survived.
28. Archipenko 1960, 46; also, Wiese 19 2 3, 5.
29. Prague, Forty-fifth Exhibition of the L\\.lanes Fine Arts Association, Februarv-
March 1914.
30, Archipcnko 1960. caption to pI. 63.
31. Apollinairc 1972, 355. Apollinairc is wrong in speaking of more than one sculpture
in various materials. The other pieces shown (Gondolier, Carrousel Pierrot, and Box-
ing), though painted, were made of plaster only,
32. Vladimir Baranoff-Rm'sine [exh, cat.. tv'1uscc National d'Art Moderne) (Paris,
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1973). One of these constructions was made in the J930S. See also Russian Avant-
Garde, 1Q08-]922[exh. cat., Leonard Hutton Galleries] (New York, 1971), nos. 4-7-
33. One source, Ruth Olson and Abraham Chanin, Cabo-Pevsner (Ne\.' York, 1948),
15- 19,24, and 51-53, statcs that Cabo met Archipenko in Paris. A very recent one, Ste-
ven Nash and Jorn Mcrkert, Naum Cabo-Sixty Years or Constructivism [exh. cat.,
Dallas Museum of Art] (Gerstel Verlag, Munich, 1985), 13, reports that Gabo dcnied
ever having met Archipcnko but acknml,'ledged having secn Archipenko's \"vork at the
Salon des Indcpcndants.
34. Archipenko 1960, caption to pI. 193,
35. Maurice Raynal, A. ArchiPenko (Rome, 192,), 9.
36, Archipcnko 1960, caption to pI. 182, givcs 1913 as the date for Head. This is incor-
rect; according to Mrs. Frances Archipenko Gray the picce was made c. 1957.
37. Cynthia Jaffee McCabe, The Golden Door, Artist-Immigrants of America,
1876-]976 [exh. cat., Hirshhorn Muscum and Sculpture Garden] (Washington, 1976),
188.
38. 1£ Petit Messager des Arts et des Industries d'Art, 1 March 1915 (Apollinaire 1972,
440 ). Archipenko was not married until 1921. Apollinaire must be referring to a mistress
(possibly Zencide [ZenaJ Kra1llaraoff, later Verdier).
39. Archipenko 1960, 40-41.
40. As in A. M. Hammacher, Jacques Lipchitz, His Sculpture (New York, 1960), 30;
and in Douglas Cooper, The Cubist Epoch (New York, 1(71), 242.
41. Alexander Archipenko (Elfte Retrospektive Ausstellung). Lyonel Feininger lcxh.
cat., Kunstsalon Ludwig SchamesJ (Frankfurt, 1922), no pagination.
42. Archipenko 1960.40-41,43.
43_ ApoUinaire makes numerous references to De Chirico in his Salon revic\'s in these
years (see Apollinaire 1972),
44. Hannah Hach's Cut with a Kitchen Knife, 1919 (Nationalgalerie, Staatliche Mu-
seen Berlin) is an carly example,
45. Hans Hildebrandt, Alexander Archipenko (Berlin, 1923), 15.
46. Letter to rvlarcel Duchamp, 16 January 1921, The Societe Anonyme Collection,
Collection of American Literature, Beinccke Rare Book and �lanuscript Library, Yale
University.
47. For a detailed discussion of the collectors Falk and Goeritz, see Nchama Guralnik's
essay in this catalogue.
48. Irina Subotic, \"Une Nouvelle Acquisition du tvlusce National de Belgrade: Deux
Femmes d'Alexandrc Arehipenko. Archipenko cn Yougoslavie,\" Recueil du !vlusee Na-
tional, XI-2 Histoire de I'Art, l\\1usee National (Belgrade, 1982), 2 p.
49. Rowell 1979. 59; and Joan Marter, in Archipenko: Drawings, Reliefs and Construc-
tions [exh. cat., Edith C. Blum Institute, Bard CollegeJ (Annandak-on-Hudson, NY,
19 8 5), 17.
50. See, for example, Rodin's usc of the \"rtse as an analogy for the female figure in sev-

eral dra\'ings (Albert E. Elsen and J. Kirk Varnedoc, The Drawings of Rodin [New
York, 1972]. 126-127, figs. 80 and 96).
51. Archipcnko, in a letter to (\\.,1arcel Duchamp, 7 November 1920, The Societe Ano-

nyme Collection.
52. Archipenko, in an intcrvie\' with Edward r. Fry in 1962.
53. Yellow Bird was shown in the Salon des Independants, Paris 1920 (see Sidney Geist,
Brancw'i, The Sculpture and Drawings [Nev.' York, 1975], 183, no. 124).

Part II

1. Galcric d'Art des Editions Georges Crcs & Cie., Paris, 27 May-q June 1919.
2. This information comes from a mimeographed sheet setting forth the aims and by-
laws of the association, \",,'hich Archipcnko sent to Katherine S. Dreier in his letter of 25
May 1920 (The Societe Anonyme Collection).
3. See Bibliography, Archipenko Exhibition Catalogues.
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4. Correspondencc and materials relating to Archipenko's activitics with the Societe

Anonyme are from The Societe Anonyme Collection.
5. See note 6 belm\\'.
6. The four dra\!ings are: Composition, 1920, gouache, \'atcrcolor, and pencil on pa-

per, 12/16 X 9/16 in., Hirshhorn �111seum and Seulpture Garden, Smithsonian Insti-
tution, Washington; Seated Woman, 1920, gouaehe on paper, 12!f16 x 91/2, Collection
of the Tel Aviv Museum, Gift of the Goeritz Family, London; Figure Seated at a Table,
c. 1920, gouache, 11 \"/'is X 8%, Thc SoeiCtc Anonyme and thc Drcier Bcqucst at Yale
University (bought by Katherine S. Dreier, probably for $100); and Seated Woman,
1920, watercolor, 11% X 8V2, Collection Mr. Gerhard yon Hcssart, New York.
7. Probably Figure (Sketch for a Construction), c. 1918-1919, gouache on cream-

colored wove papcr, 11 x 81Jz, The Societe Anonyme and the Dreicr Bequest at Yale Uni-

versity.
8. Iwan Goll, \"Archipenko,\" Horizont, no. 26 (Vienna, 192 I), no pagination; and lwan
Coli, \"Archipcnko,\" Ma-Aktivista Foly6irat VI, no. 6 (Vienna, 25 April 1921), 71-78.
9. Letter to Ivan Hevesy, 26 May 1921, Berlin, Charlottenburg (in Krisztina Passllth,
Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy [New York, 1985], 389).
10. Raynal 1923, 12.

11. Subotit, 1982, 233; and Irina Subotit, \"Die Zcitschrift 'Zcnit' und die F.rschei-

nung des Konstruktivismus,\" in fugoslavischer Konstruktivismus, 1921-1981 (Ratingen,
1983), 12-20.

12. Daubler and Goll 1921, 13.
13. Daubler and G01l1921, 10; also Fannina W Halle, \"Kandinsky, Archipenko, Cha-
gall,\" Die Bildende Kiinste, vol. 11/12 (1921), 182.
14. Schaeht, translation from Archipenko 1960, 72, no. 7.
15. The Letters and Diaries or Oskar Schlemmer, seI. and cd. Tut Schlemmer, trans.
Krishna Winston (Middletown, Conn., 1972), 27, 69, 166. My thanks to the late I\\1r.
Andreas Weininger for bringing to my attention Schlemmcr's interest in Arehipenko.
16. Dresdener Sezession 1919-1923 [exh. cat., Galleria del Levante] (Munich, 1977),
texts by Fritz Loff]cr and Joachim Heusinger v. Waldegg. See also Stephanie Barron,
German Expressionist Sculpture [exh. cat., Los Angeles County Museum of Art] (Chi-
eago, 1984).
17. My thanks to Laurence Homolka for the information on Bruno Schnitz.
18. Conversation with Katharinc Kuh, 26 November and 9 December 1985. Kllh was

Archipenko's dealer in Chicago in the 1930S and early 194os; her recollections vividly
brought to life both Archipenko and his \\\"ife.
19. Conversation with Lenore 'Hw.'ney, New York, 10 January 1986. Tawney was Ar-
chipenko's student at the Institute of Design in 1946 and in Woodstock in the summer of
that same year. She and another srudent, Roy GussO\! (conversation, New York, 7 Feb-
ruary 1986) confirmed the aristocrat/peasant contrast between husband and \'ife, Taw-
ney also recalled that Angelica often teased her husband for being terrified of horses.
20. Examples are works by Bernhard Hoctge£; Fritz Klimsch, Ernst Wenck, Theodor
Gcorgii, Fritz Bchn, and others.
21. Hans Hildebrandt, Die Kunst des XIX und XX fahrhunderts (Potsdam, 19 24),
44 1 -44 2 .

22. Carl Einstein, Die Kunst des XX fahrhunderts (Berlin, 1926), 170 - 1 74.

Part III

1. Exhibition of Russian Painting and Sculpture, Brooklyn !'v1useum, 23 JanuarY-4
M�Hch 1923. The six pieccs by Archipcnko in this exhibition \'erc the sClllpto-paintings
that rcmained in the United States after his Societe Anonyme exhibition in 19 2 1.

2, International Exhibition of!'vlodem Art, Brookl�'n t\\ll1seurn, November-December
1926,
3. Galka Scheyer Papers, Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Wash-
ington.
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4. The Blue Four, Feininger, Jawlensky, Kandinsky, Paul Klee lexh. cat., Leonard Hut-
ton Calleries] (New York, 1984); foreword by Peg Wciss, 7-12.
5. Beginning in 1926 Archipcnko had printed stationery that read: \"Ecolc Beaux
Arts/A. Archipenko/44 West 57 Street/Sculpturc/Painting/Dra\\ving/and Institute for
Studies in Theory of Art.\" A new' letterhead in 1927 added to the subjccts taught at thc
school \"Ceramic, mosaic and \'ork in marblc and wood.\" The sculptress Rhys Caparn
studied with Archipcnko from 1931 to 1933. Caparn spoke warmly of Archipenko as a

marvelous teacher who gavc of himself and was like a father to his studcnts (in convcrsa-

tion with author, 20 January 1986).
6. The Societe Anonyme and the Dreier Bequest at Yale University. A Catalogue Rai-

sonne, ed. Robert L. Hcrbert, Eleanor S, Aptcr, and Elise K. Kenney (Ne�.' Haven and
London), 1984. A selcction of one hundred works from the Societe Anonyme-organized
International Exhibition ofModern Art at the Brooklyn Museum in 1926 was shown at
the Anderson Gallerics in January 1927 bcfore traveling to Buffalo and Toronto.
7. Stanley Casson, XXth Century Sculptors (London, 1930), 61-69.
8. Patent # 1,626,496 for \"Apparatus for Displaying Changeable Pictures,\" and
# 1,626,497 for \"Method for Decorating Changeable Display Apparatus,\" dated Wash-
ington, 26 April 1927, See Archipenko 1960, pis. 290-292,
9. Linda Dalrymple Henderson, The Fourth Dimension and Non-Euclidian Geometry
in Modern Art (Princeton, 1983), 358.
10. Henderson 198 3, 359.
] 1. Coining trade names, establishing theorics, and issuing manifestos aboutthe incor-

poration of thc machine into art are also symptomatic of the period. A little-known ex-

ample that has interesting parallels \\vith Archipenko's invention is Henryk Bcrlewi's
Mechano-Fakhu3 manifesto published in Der Sturm in 1924. In thc manifcsto Berlewi
proposed to free modcrn painting from subjectivity and illusion by mechanical schema-
tization of technique and texture. Like Archipenko, Berlewi insists that automation
would not affect the creative process itself, but that instead, mechanization of the pro-
ccss of painting would provide greater freedom and increase the possibilities of inven-
tion. Berlewi knew Archipenko's work and mentions his sculpto-painting in the mani-
festo. The tvlO men may even have met, either in Paris in 19111 ]912, or a decade later in

Berlin where both were in the circle of Der Sturm. Bcrlewi also adapted his Mechano-
Faktura theory to commercial use when, upon rcturning to Poland, he established an

advertising firm which he named Mechano-Reklama. See Henryk Berlewi
(1894-1967) [exh. cat. with translation of Mechano-Faktura manifesto] (La Boetie,
Inc., New York, 1978).
12. As reported by Mrs. Frances Archipenko GraYt 14 Novcmber 1985. The U.S. Pat-
ent Office at one time required the deposit of prototype-models, but this practice was

discontinued several years before Archipenko's patents \"'ere issued,
] 3. Archipenko 1960, 65-66.
14. Societe Anonyme 1984, 15.
] 5. \"Archipenko to Show at Saks,\" The Art News 27 (14 Septcmber 1929), 10.

]6. Archipcnko 1<;>60, list of exhibitions, 91-94.
17. As reported by the sculptor Roy Gussow', a student of Archipenko'st on 7 February
19 86

.

18. Hans M. Wingler, The Bauhaus, Weimar, Dessau, Berlin, Chicago (Cambridge,
Mass. and London, 1978), 19 2 - 1 98

, 577, 5 8 1.

19. Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, The New Vision and Abstract ofan Artist (New York, 1946),
74.
20. Laszlo Moholy-Nagy, Vision in Motion (Chicago, 1946), 235.
21. Moholy-Nagy 1946

, 43-
22. Archipenko 1960, pI. 1.

23. In convcrsation with author, 26 Novembcr ]985.
24. Wayne Andersen, American Sculpture in Process: 193 01 H}7D (Boston, 1975), 80.

25. As rcported by Mrs. Frances Archipcnko Gray, 14 November 1985.
26. \"Thirteenth National Ceramic Exhibition.\" American Artist (January 1949),
46-47-
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27. As reportcd by Roy Gussow, 7 February 1986.
28. Sibyl Moholy-Nagy� Moholy-Nagy, Experiment in 'fatality (New York, 1950),
2 34 - 2 3 5.
29. According to Katharine Kuh. in conversation ,\"\",'ith author, 26 November 1985.
30. As reported by Roy Cussow, 7 February 1986.
31. Archipenko had a disi:lgrecment with Scrge Chermaycff, Moholy-Nagy's successor

as director of the Institutc of Design .
In a letter ho January 1947, Alexander Archipenko

Papers, Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington) informing
Archipcnko of his teaching assignment for thc spring term, Chcnnaycff requests him
not to introduce color to his first semester sculpture students because they \"arc not

equipped to work intelligently \lith color.\" Archipenko was outraged at this interference
in his teaching method and, violating his contract as a full-time faculty membcr at the
Institute, placed an ad in the 16 February ]947 issue of Herald-American announcing
the opening of his own private art school. Although the matter was temporarily patched
up, Arehipenko did not return to the Institute after thc cnd of thc semester.

32. Conversations with Lenore Tawney (10 January 1986) and Mr. and Mrs. Roy Gus-
sow (7 February 1986).
33. Sibyl rv10holy-Nagy 1950, 191.
34. Frances Archipcnko Gray, in conversation with author, 8 Septembcr 1985.
35. Yvon laillandier 1963, no pagination.
36. Alexander ArchiPenko: Plastik, l'v1a

,
lerei Zeichnungen, Oruckgraphik (Dlisscldorf,

1955- 1 956).
37. The Museum of Modern Art Archives: Alfrcd Barr Papers, Archives of American
Art, Washington.
38. Thc sculptures chosen by Barr were Hero, Walking Woman (fig. 5), Boxing (cat.
no. 14), Geometric Statuette (cat no. 16), and Bather (sculpto-painting) (fig. 19).
39. Alfred H. Barr, Jr., Cubism and Abstract Art (New York, l<n6), 10,-104, 204, figs.
92 -95.
40. A portrait of the poct 'Iaras Shewchenko, 1933, was made in several casts for various
locations, including a Ukrainian garden in Cleveland for which Archipenko also cre-

ated statues of Vladimir the Grcat and Ivan Franko. Another monument to poet Shash-
kewitch was made for Philadelphia.
41. The terra-cotta vcrsion of Boxing (1935), for example, is 7% inches larger than the
plaster exhibited at the 1914 Salon (cat. no. 14) and a second plaster cast from the same

mold which Archipenko retrieved in 1960 and cast in bronze (the Museum ofl\\1odern
Art). The terra-cotta version, which bears an incised inscription (\"L-\\ BOXE/C'est
la musique/monumentalldes volumes d'espace/et de Ia matiere!Archipenko!Paris
19 1 3\"), was purchased from the artist C,l941 by the Peggy Guggenheim Collection, Ve-
nice (sec Angelica Zander Rudenstine, Peggy Guggenheim Collection, Venice [New
York, 19 8 5], 54-58).
42. Archipenko 1960, caption to pI. 141.
43. In April 1974 the College Art Association of Amcrica's Board of Dircctors issued \"A
Statement on Standards for Sculptural Reproduction and Preventh-c 1\\1easures to Com-
bat Uncthical Casting in Bronze,\" Since thc appearance of this \\videly-discussed docu-
ment, there has bccn a gradual move toward clear disclosurc of casting dates, indications
as to whether a cast is lifetime or posthumous, and whether thc modclused for casting
was the original or a later version. But rcgrettably, in thc case of Archipenko, his own

practice of assigning the datc of the original idea to subsequent versions is still too frc-
quently used,
44. Uncertainty about the dates of some of Archipenko's early \forks has led some au-
thors to the unreasonable extreme of questioning the dJtcs of all the early pieces (A. M.
Hammachcr, facques Lipchitz, trans. James Brockway INew York. 19751. 27, 56). Lip-
chitz, with \-'hol11 Archipcnko sharcd a bitter rival[\\.' in thc late ycars wrote: \"As to Ar-

. .'

chipenko, one has to be careful about the dating ufhis carly Cubist pieces. I'd like to see
them reproduccd in somc magazines bcfore the war to bc certain that they were actually
made thcn\" (Lipchitz and Amason 1972, 16).
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45. The sixth work by Archipenko, on loan from the Weyhe Gallery, was a bronze cast
of Woman Combing Her Hair, 1915 (fig. 4). This was probably the same cast that was

subscquently purchased by the l\\.1useum of Modern Art from the Weyhe Gallery.
46. My dating of these works concurs \\,,'ith Barr's (sec ArclziPenko: A Study of the Early
Work, 1908-1920 I New York, 19771. 78-81, 92-93; and \"The Chronology of Archipen-
ko's Paris Years,\" Arts Magazine [November 1976/, 91-93).
47, Lipchitz and Amason 1972, 164.
48, In 1970 the Museum of Modcrn Art held a small exhibition of Archipenko's works
titled Archipenko: The Parisian Years.
49. Archipenko, 1 10th Exhibition, Fifty Years Production [cxh. cat., Associated Amcri-
can Artists Galleriesl (New York, 1(54).
50. Archipenko 1960

, ,5.
51. l1avcling exhibition, Germany, 1955-1956.
52. Alexander Archipenko; Plastiken, 1909-19,9, Hagen (Karl-Ernst Osthaus Mu-
seum) and Munster (Frcie KtinstlcrgemeinschJft Schanze, Munster Hauptbahnhof),
1960 .

53. In conversation with author, 25 September 1985 and, January 1986.
54. In a letter dated 29 July 1960, Verdier lists the following pieces, which wcre subse-

quently shipped to New York; Adam and Eve, 1909; Mother and Child, 1910-1911;
Woman with Cat,1911; Repose, 1912; Boxing, 1914; and Danse Rouge (renamed Blue
Dancer), 1913-1918. Although Verdier also mentioned a sculpto-painting Woman with
Fan, 1915, and \"scveral small statucttcs,\" these were not included in the shipment.
Frances Gray recalls, hO\'ever, that two additional works, Seated Woman, 1912, and
Small Reclining Figure, 1913, were included.
55. In conversation \\�....ith author, 8 September 1985-
56. Robert Rosenblum has written: ..,

. . as is often the case in thc story ofdrastic shifts of
taste, it is the younger artist who leads thc way_ The free-floating fantasies of Clemente,
for example, make us see thc late work of Chagall with ne\!er, more sympathetic eyes;
the see-through superpositions of realist drawings on abstract grounds in the work of
Polke or Salle give the late Picabia a new lease on life; . . .

and so it goes with Archipen-
ko's Cleopatra too. . , , [it] has bcen resurrected in the work of such younger painters as

Jcdd GaTct, who populates his Nc\\v Surrealist spaces with a progeny of slickly contoured
featureless humanoids that might have stemmcd from Cleopatra's own loins.\" See
\"Notes on Archipcnko's Cleopatra,\" in Archipenko: Drawings, Reliefs and Construc-
tions lexh. cat., Edith C. Blum Art Institute, Bard College Center] (Annandale-on-
Hudson, N.Y, 1985), 9-10. In a recent article in The New Criterion, Jed Pcrl summa-

rizes the phenomenon: \"Fifti�s nostalgia is almost the lingua franca of the

contemporary art scene\" (January 1986, 22). Archipenko's works ofthe 1950S havc been
featured in exhibitions at Zabriskic Gallcry in 1976 and 1979 (see Bibliography, Archi-

penko Exhibition Catalogues).
57. Sculptures which were not available at thc time of publication or \\.\\,hich have reap-
peared since Archipenko's dcath in 1964 are, of course, missing, but they are relatively
few in number (see Micl1Jclscn 1977, 20, n. ,).
58. King Solomon cxists also in two bronze versions measuring 53 and 26V2 inches.
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OPPOSITE PAGE

Above: Fig. 1. Dizengoff House, Tel Aviv,
c. 1910. home of Meir Dizengoff (first mayor of
Tel Aviv), latcr the Tel Aviv Museum (193 2 ).

Below: Fig. 2. Dizengoff House, Rothschild
Boulevard, Tel Aviv, 1926.

NEHAMA GURALNIK

The Erich Goeritz Collection of
Works by Alexander Archipenko
at the Tel Aviv Museum

History of a Collection: The Collectors S. G. Falk and
Erich Goeritz

Tlm ERICH GOERITZ COLLECTION of works by Alexander Archipenko at

the Tel Aviv Museunl, conlprising thirty sculptures, sculpto-paintings,
paintings, and works on paper, is the largest extant collection of the art-

ist's early works. Twenty-three pieces are part of the pern1anent collec-
tion and seven are on extended loan fronl C1 private collector in London.
With the exception of Sketch fOT Ceiling of 1913, which was acquired in

1983, all of these early Archipenko \'orks forn1ed part of the collection
sent by the German Jewish collector, Erich Goeritz, to Tel Aviv from
Berlin in 1933 at the tinle of Hitler's ascent to power to ensure their
survival.

When Archipenko left Europe for the United States in 1923, he left

behind J110St of his early works from his French (1908-1921) and Ger-

man (1921-1923) periods. A nun1ber of his works had already been de-

stroyed in France and Gern1any during World War I. I Archipenko be-
lieved that several of the early plasters left in Cannes after the war were

lost, until they were rediscovered in 1960. Other works \\vere in collec-
tions in Gernlany where, during the 1920S, he had won greater acclain1

than anywhere else. With the rise of the Fascists in Germany, Archi-

penko's work appeared on the lists of art declared \"degenerate\" by the
Nazis and was subject to the widespread confiscations in which nlany

art works were seized and destroyed.
While in Anlerica, Archipenko could not be certain as to how much

of his work had survived abroad. Only in 1947 did he learn that a collec-

tion of more than thirty ofhis early works was safe in Tel Aviv. 2 And only
in 1960 were SOIlle of the plasters rediscovered in Cannes. This may, in

part, have accounted for the need he felt to recreate SOIlle of his early
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Fig. 3. The Tel Aviv Museum. Dizen-
goff House, rebuilt in 1935, 14 May
1948 (Declaration of Independence).

works, producing duplicates and new versions of a number of them in

various Inedia, relying on photographs or upon his Illenlory alone.

The fact that Archipenko created nlore than one version of the same

work at long intervals nlade it difficult in later years to identify the origi-
nal early works and deternline their dates. Despite the fact that the new

versions were 111adc much later, Archipenko dated them according to

the year of their original creation, the principle guiding him being a de-

sire to mark the date on which the idea was conceived:

SOIllctimcs I sculpt a new version of the sanlC statue after considerable time has

elapsed. Of course, in Il10deling the sanlC problem the forms are not as mathe-

matically exact as if they were cast from the same 111old. However, on all ver-

sions I prefer to keep the date of the first, since [ want to conserve the chronol-

ogy of the idea. The particular stylistic and creative approach I use equally in all
versions unless changes are purposely made. 3

Only a few of the extant bronzes can be identified with certainty as

having been cast in Europe from the original early plasters. All in all,
the number of original early carved or modeled sculptures and sculpto-
paintings that have survived is smal1. Identifying Archipenko's early
works and dating them precisely on the basis of bibliographical sources

is also unusually difficult because of the artist's repetition and inter-

changing of titles, as weU as inconsistencies in his datings. The works in

the Tel Aviv Museum, however, are indisputably documented in the

early literature, and their provenance can be reliably reconstructed.
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Fig. 4. Installation at the Tel Aviv �1usel1m
(Dizengoff House). c. 1940, with view of
Archipenko's Bather, 1912, from the Erich
Goeritz Collection.
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The Archipenko Collection has been at the Tel Aviv I\\1useunl since
its earliest days (the Illuseum \las founded in 1932, one year before the
coUection \\vas received). Togethcr \\vith the n1uscunl and the city of Tel
Aviv itself, the collection weathered World War II, the War of Indepen-
dencc, the Declaration of the State of Israel (held in 1948 at the 'rei Aviv

MUSeUI11, Dizengoff House), and the Inany Viars that followed. rrhe

young 111nSeUrn (figs. 1-3) that \\vas founded years before the bustling
city would grow to surround it, and even before the State of Israel was

established, could not always I11aintain the most up-to-date professional
standards. Thus, for exanlple, the hunlidity and change in weather con-

ditions left their Inark on the \\vorks, which subsequently rcquired resto-

ration. Sirnilarly, httle information concerning the docunlentation and

provenance of the collection was recorded or preserved during this early
period.

Archipenko's works were exhibited intermittently over the years \\vith

the permanent collection of the rnUSeUITI (figs. 4-5) and periodically in

teIl1pOrary exhibitions. An exchange of letters between Archipenko and

the TllUSeUlll was initiated by the artist in 1947- On 1 July of this year

Ilainl Gan1ZU assuilled his post as nluseUIll director, and on the follow-

ing day he wrote to the artist, proposing an exhibition of his works. Ar-

chipenko enthusiastically agreed and suggested that it focus on both his
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Fig. 5, Installation at the Tel AVIV Museum

(Oizcngoff House), c. 1940, w'ith view of
Archipenko's Figure, 1921, from the Erich
Coeritz Collection.
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early and later \\vorks. In his reply to Ganlzu, he wrote that he had al-

ready had scvent}'-six onc-nlan sho\'s in various countries, and that he

\\vould bc delighted to hold an exhibition in Israel, \".
. , particularly

since your people appreciate and o\/n [ny \\vork [nore than any others.,,-t
He added, H�vly sentiments and gratitude induce nle to present your 111U-

SCUlll and your people with a gift, if the exhibition becoIlles possible.
Eight years ago I created a statue of i\\'1oses (seven feet high). At the 1110-

ment it is in tcnlporary nlatcrial. It 111Ust be executed in wood. \\vhich
\"lill take at least a year:' He also offered to send a series of bronze, terra-

cotta, and plastic sculpture to the exhibition. 'rhe exhibition, however.
did not take place.

Restoration of the Goeritz Collection to its original state of preserva-
tion began in 1974- \\Vhen l\\1arc Scheps becanle 111USCUIll director in

1976, he invited Donald Karshan to research and dOCU111cnt the Archi-

penko ColJection. Karshan carried out the first conlprehensive study
since 1933 in an attenlpt to date the works in the collection, place thenl

stylistically within the context of the artist's oeuvre, supply bibliograph-
ical dOClunentation. and reconstruct their provenance. Four years later,
in 1980, a pcrnlanent exhibition. Arclzipenko, The Earl)' \forks:

1910- J921, was J110untcd by the 'leI Aviv ]\\:luseunl (figs. 6-8). As a re-

sult of this exhibition and the aCC(Hllpanying catalogue, the Archipenko
Collection, hitherto unknown outside Israel, becanlc \".iddy kno\\vn in-

ternationally for the first tilHC.

The correspondence behvcen the nl11seunl and the Goeritz faillily,
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Fig. 6. The present Tel Aviv Museum, inaugurated 19 April 1971.
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Fig. 7- Installation of the Erich Goeritz
Collection at the Tel Aviv T'vlusculll, 1981.

preserved in the IllUSeUlll archives, as well as biographical information

supplied by various nlclnbers of the farnily, aided in detennining the

provenance of the col]ection fronl the late 19205, \\vhen it \"las acquired
bv Erich Goeritz in Berlin.:; Vcrv little, however. was known about the

_ J

coJIection prior to this tinlC.

Only recently has it been established that the Archipenko Collection
and several other works from the Goeritz Collection \\vere forllledy
owned by the collector Falk, originally of i\\ilannhein1, hitherto known

prinlarily as a Lehll'tbruck collector.
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Above: Fig. 8. Installation of the Erich
Goeritz Collection at the Tel Aviv

Museum, 1981. +

Below: Fig. 9. Alexander Archipenko,
Standing Woman/Mrs. Falk, 1920, wax,
The Tel A\"i\" �1useum, The Erich Goeritz
Collection.
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Several of the works in the collection were mentioned in early litera-

ture as belonging to \"G. Falk of Geneva.\" The collection included two

portrait sculptures by Archipenko-Double Portrait/Mr. and Mrs.

Falk (cat. no. 30), in painted plaster, and Standing Woman/Mrs. Falk

(fig. 9). in wax. In addition to the \\vorks by Archipenko, the Goeritz
Collection donated to the Tel Aviv Museum included a number of

pieces by Wilhel111 Lehnlbruck, alnong them Portrait ofMr. F (fig. 10)
and Portrait Statuette ofMrs. Falk (Woman in Kimono) (fig. 11), \i'hich
are no\\v kno\\vn to be portraits of l\\tl[ Sally Falk of Mannheinl and his

wife, 1\\;1rs. Adele Fall. In consultations with the Lehmbruck l\\tl useum

in Duisburg and with several art historians, 6 it was suggested that

George Falk of Geneva might have been a brother of the better-known
collector, SalJy Falk ofl\\tlannheim-Wilhelm Lehnlbruck's patron and
friend-who donated a large nU111ber ofworks to the Kunsthalle Mann-
heinl collection.

T'he nlost recent and comprehensive study of Sally Falk was carried
out by Suzanne Schiller of Heidelberg University, -; who made use of ar-

chives in rv1annheinl as well as early bibliographical nlaterial. Schiller's
research revealed that SalJy Falk did not have a brother. 8 Due to unfor-
tunate circumstances, he was forced to leave l\\1annheinl and Inust have
started a new career in Geneva under a different nan1c-George. Thus,
Lehn1bruck's Genllan patron later bccanle the S\\viss cancctor ofArchi-

penko's \\vork.
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Left: Fig. 10. Wilhelm Lehmbruck. Portrait of
Mr. E, 1915-1916, bronze. The leI Aviv
Museum, The Erich Coeritz Collection.

Right: Fig. 11. \\Vilhelm Lehmbruck, Portrait
Statuette of Mrs, FQlk (Woman in Kimono),
1915-1916, bronze, The Tel Aviv Museum, The
Erich Goeritz Collection,

�

'\\
.

..

The Cernlan era in the historv of the Falk Collection is Inore thor-
..

oughly docllnlented today than is its Swiss period. In Gernlany, how-

ever, Falk's activities as a co]]ector and his generous donations to the

KunsthaIJe were belatedly recognized, perhaps for the san1e reasons that

c0l11pelJed hinl to leave the city.
Sally Falk, the son ofFclix and Ida Falk, was born in Heilbronn, Ger-

nlany, in 1888. In 1899 his father set up a cotton processing plant in

Ncckarau, thus contributing to the rnassive economic surge that marked
lVlannheinl's deve10Plnent as an industrial city at the turn of the cen-

tury. Felix Falk died in 1914, follo\\ved two years later by his wife, so that

in 1916 SaIly F'alk becanle the sole heir to the Felix Falk Company. To-

gether with his French \\vife, Adele (nee Demolis), he settled in one of
the Blore exclusive sections of Mannheim-at fv10IJstrasse 18, near the

KUllsthalle lVlannheiIn. <) World War I undoubtedly played a role in pro-

�

-...
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Illoting the young industrialist's business interests. Falk served as a sup-

plier for the GCrInan anny conlnland, buying up ra\\v lnaterials, particu-
larly \\vool, and supplying Inaterial for unifofIns. ](I

The painter George Grosz, \/ho nlct Falk in 1917 through a 1l111tual

friend-Gernlan poet Theodore Dallblcr, a pioneer ofexpressionism in

litcrature-renleI11bers the young Falk, \\vho becanlc his patron, II
as a

decisive and dynalnic person, intolerant of opposition. Grosz described

hiln as an \"oricntal type\" \\vho loved art and the COITlpany of artists. At

the sanle tilne, he \\-vas on friendly tenns with generals and arIny offi-

cers, contacts that \\vere surely helpful to hinl in furthering his business

interests. He invested the 11loncy he earned froln his dealings w'ith the

ann)' in a large and valuable art collection. 12 It was Falk's desire to llse

his Il10ney to acquire \"things of the spirit:' unlike the \"riffraff, glutted
with profits, \/ho only understand ho\/ to amass IT1ulti-figure sums:' as

he \\vrote to Gustav F Hartlaub, the governnlent appointee in charge of

the Kunsthallc f'vlannhein1 at the tin1e. 13

Within the span ofonly two years, between 1915 and 1917� Falk man-

aged to put together a collection that included works by inlpressionists
(Renoir, Degas), post-ilnpressionists (van Gogh, Cezanne, Gauguin,
Signac) and other French artists (Rousseau, Redon, Picasso, Chagall,
Derain), as well as expressionists (Iv'lunch, Iv'larc, Feininger, Kandinsky,
Kokoschka). rib these he added a large nunlber of \"'orks by the sculptor
Wilhelrn Lehlnbruck, and paintings by George Grosz.

In an article on the Falk Collection published in the Kunstblatt in

1918, Paul Westhein1 lauds it for its orientation toward conteIl1pOrary
art, an exanlple of a new generation of collectors. The collection is de-
scribed as \"a gallery pointing clearly and convincingly to the liveliest ar-

tistic activity of its tinles.\"H It is not depicted as a collection prcsunling to

reflect any particular artistic development in a consistent nlanner, or as

one guided by considerations ofany artistic policy. Falk's approach to art

and to his collection is portrayed as intinlate, based on personal involve-

I11ent, and highlighting the creative experience. He is described as being
interested in a particular itenl, rather than the total output of the artist.
attempting to acquire the best works of the artist he collected. Thus, for

exall1ple, as Wcsthcin1 nlentions, Falk did not seck out just any van

Gogh, but specifically LArlesienne. He tenaciously sought to acquire
works exenlplifying the essence of the artist's \\vork. \\Vesthcinl clainls
that the collection evolved by virtue of an artistic instinct, accon1panied
by adIl1irable self-confidence. In aInassing his collection, Falk disre-

garded the advice of art .scholars. \\vhether it caIne fronl his friend Daub-
ler, fronl WestheiIl1, orfrOln Hartlaub. ls His choice \\vas intuitive. based
on the in1nlediate ilnpressiol1 of a \'ork rather than on any inforrned or

102



Fig. 12. lVlrs. Falk (standing), lV1rs, Lehmbruck
(seated), and the three Lchmbruck children
(from left to right: Gustav, Gido, and I\\hnfred),
1917, Arosa.

rational approach.
At the Kunsthalle Mannheiol, Falk was greatly appreciated as a col-

lector. In a letter to Weichert, the director of the Kunsthalle (then in the

arnlY in l'he Hague), Hartlaub wrote in reference to the exhibition
From Private Collections in Mannheim: \"Even if it does not encourage

colJecting in grand style, the way Mr. Falk does, it docs prOIT10te. at the

very least, the purchase of art without prejudice and with good taste.\"16
Falk was friendly with WiJhchn Lehmbruck and his famil}; and

served as patron to the sculptor. He first 1l1et Lehnlbruck in 1915.17 Falk

provided the sculptor w'ith a 1110nthly allowance and, in return, selected
several of his works for his coUection every year.

I� Manfred Lchnlbruek.
the artist's son, v�viclly recalJs the friendship that existed between his par-
ents and the Falks, 19 the generous invitations proffered by the industrial-

ist, and the extraordinary chic of Adele Falk (fig. 12),20 This childhood

inlpression is confinned by George Grosz' comparison of Mrs. Falk to a

\"rare bird of paradise.Hzl
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Left: Fig. 13. Wilhelm Lehmbruck, Seated
Youth (The Friend), 1917, composite tinted
plaster, National Callery of Art, Washington,
Andrew W Mellon Fund.

Right: Fig. 14. Wilhelm Lchmbruck, Kneeling
Woman, 1911, cast stOllC, The �1usellm of
Modern Art, Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Fund,

1:,

�

�

'\",\"

--

�,
..

Wilhelm Lehmbruck produced several portraits of Sally and Adele

Falk; at least two portraits in sculpture of Sally Falk and four of his wife.
as well as numerous drawings and prints of them both, can be found in

the LehInbrnck Museum and other collections. 22 Portrait of Mr. F,
1915-1916, in bronze, and a terra-cotta statuette, called Portrait Statu-

ette afMrs. Falk (Woman in Kimono), 1915-1916, werc in Falk's pos-
session and becanle part of the Coeritz Collection donated to the Tel
Aviv MuseuIll. 23 LeluTlbruck scholar Dietrich Schubert considers the
Falk sculptures among the Illa;or works of their kind in the artist's oeu-

vrc. They \"conlpress the form and seek to express the internal:'H
In the winter of 1916, the KunsthaHe Mannheim nlounted a large ex-

hibition ofWilhelm Lehnlbruck's work. Sally Falk took an active part in

the preparations for the exhibition and anonYIll0usly lent thirty-three
pieces to it. It was then that his contacts \\vith Hartlaub and the KUl1st-
halle were cstablished; this relationship becanlc increasingly dose. It

was agreed that Falk would assist the Kunsthalle in cxpanding its collec-
tion ofcontenlporary sculpture through the acquisition of German and
international pieces, with the elnphasis on Cennan sculpture. Falk be-

,gan by acquiring six of Lehnlbruck's works, Seated Youth (The Friend),

104



1917 (National Gallery of Art, Washington, fig. 13),25 and Kneeling
Woman, ]911 (Museun1 of Modern Art, New York, figs. 14-15),26
anlong thclll. 27 He later added three works by Edwin Scharff, Georg
Kolbe, and Ernesto di Fiori. 2H

The Falk donation f()f1ued the nucleus of the KunsthaIJe Mann-

heinl's IDodern sculpture colJection, which was one of the nlajor and
1110St cOll1prehcnsive co]]ections of early hventieth-century GenTIan

sculpture. In early 1917, an agrecIT1ent was signed between the industri-
alist Sally Falk and the city of Mannheinl, according to which the nine

sculptures 111entioned above would be on loan to the Kunsthalle and
would becoIT1c a gift no later. than 21 January 1921. In 1921, the clause

providing for the gift caIne into effect, and the sculpture becanle the

property of the city of 1\\;lannhein1. 29

Sally Falk's success as a businessnlan was short-lived. Faced with fi-

nancial difficulties, his company was liquidated in July 1917. At the be-

ginning of 1918, he was forced to sell a large part of his art collection in

order to pay his debts. An10ng the fifty paintings, over one hundred and

fifty graphics and watercolors, and fifteen pieces of sculpture sold, were

valuable paintings by van Gogh, Cezanne, EI Greco, and Picasso. Al-

though the Kunsthalle Mannheinl expressed an interest in acquiring

'..
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Fig. 15. A room in the II Degenerate Art\"
exhibition, Munich, 1937, \\,...ith Wilhelm
Lchmbruck's Kneeling Woman

-
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these itenls, �o Falk turned the nlattcr over to Paul Cassircr, a Berlin art

dealer. The packing list of the shipInent sent to Cassirer, today in the

Kunsthalle archives, along with the reproductions in the Kunstblatt,
nlake it possible to reconstruct that part of the collection which was

transferred to hinl. It included, among other pieces, two works by
Archipenko as \\�/ell as oil paintings by Grosz, Chagall, Kandinsky, Klee,
Boccioni, and Leger. In reference to this sale, Falk wrote to Hartlaub,
\".

. . we nlay be able to save several works of art. . . . They �rill serve as
J .

the basis for Iny new collection toward which I plan to work after I have
recovered.'\" I This was a declaration of intention on the part of Falk and

one which he seems to have successfully acted on within a relatively
short tinlC in Geneva.

While seeking a solution to his financial probleIns, Falk was making
preparations to leave Gernlany for Switzerland. Most likely in order to

evade the tax authorities, to whonl he owed 172, 000 Gernlan Inarks 32 (3
debt he never paid), and probably out of fear of nl0bilization into the

army, Falk entered a sanatoriUI1l for lung diseases, in Arosa. 33 In Febru-

ary 1919, the CUst0I11S and duties office of the state of Baden seized the

property of Sally Falk. H The agreenlent he had signed \\vith the city of
�1annheinl in 1917 protected his donation fronl confiscation by the tax

authorities even though in 1919 it was still only a promised gift. Before
the attachnlent order was issued, however, Falk had 111anaged to transfer
the renlainder of his private collection to the o\\vnership of a Swiss busi-
ness contact, Rudolf Pfrunder. Pfrunder, described by Anita Lehnl-
bruck, the artist's widow, as a man who knew nothing about art, 35 sold
the entire collection en masse to the Berlin art dealer J. Ber Neunlann
for the sunl of 60, 000 Gernlan marks. 36 The packing list ofthe shipnlent
to Pfrunder, prepared by the KunsthaIle, where the collection was teI1l-

porarily stored, completes the reconstruction of the entire Falk Collec-
tion in its Gernlan period. The list includes one dra\\ving by Archi-
penko. Several sculptures \\vere not offered for sale by Pfrunder,
apparcntly at Falk's request, perhaps because of their personal value.
Anl0ng these \\vere Lehn1brl1ck's Portrait of NITs. Falk, in Illarble. POT-

traitofMr. F, in bronze, and PortraitStatuetteofl\\1rs. Falk (Woman
in Kimono), a terra-cotta statuette. 37 These seein to have been sent to

Falk. The last hvo are today in the 'leI Aviv �luseum collection.
In 1919. Sally Falk settled in Geneva and set IIp a ne\\v textile firnl,

S. G. Falk. �8 l'vlanfred Lehlnbrl1ck related that after the death of his fa-
ther in 19 1 9, the warIn relations bern,'ccn his Illother and the Falks ab-
ruptly ended. :;q It \\vas his belief that Falk refrained frol11 conducting any
correspondence with Gernlany so as not to reveal his whereabouts.-to

Aside froD1 the works today in the Tel Aviv MuseuI1l collection, we
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have no infonnation about art collections that n1ay have been acquired
by Falk during his S\\viss period. It nlay be assunlcd that Falk acquired
Inost of the Archipcnko works while in Geneva, although it is possible
that 50111C were forwarded fron1 Cernlanv. It would Seell1 that, as a result
of the debts he left behind in Gerlnany, Falk was forced to begin a new

career both as a businessnlan and as a collector in Geneva under a new

nanle-George Falk. The dynan1isrn and unerring instincts that had
served hin1 so we]] in an1assing his collections in Mannheirn once again
proved thenlsclves in Geneva. 'l'luls, in the 1920S, he became the 111ajor
collector of the works of Alexander Archipenko.

Archipenko was working i.n France between 1908 and 1921, yet his

work was not enthusiastica]]y received by French collectors. In his Eu-

ropean years (until 1923), Archipenko's work was in dernand Inostly by
Gennan collectors. Although he participated in ill1portant group exhi-

bitions in France, the appreciation he earned there canlC aln10st exclu-

sivcly froITl several of his fellow artists and a 5n1all circle of writers and
art critics, alnong then1 Blaise Cendrars, Maurice Raynal, and Iwan

Goll. Most of the work he n1anaged to sell at this time was bought by art-

ists and writers who he was acquainted with or was on close ternlS with,
including Guillaunle Apollinaire, Marie Laurencin, Fernand Leger,
and Alberto Magne1li.

Archipenko's first patron in Gern1any was Karl-Ernst Osthaus.
()sthaus held Archipenko's first large show (together with 1£ Faucon-

nier) in the Folk\\vang MUSeUI11 in Hagen in 1912/1913, at which time

he also purchased m'o of his sculptures. The artist's second patron was

Hef\\varth Walden, who Il10unted the second major Archipenko exhibi-

tion, Alexandre ArchiPenko, Siebzehnte Ausstellung, in Ocr Sturm

Gallery, Berlin in Septelnber 1913. He purchased four of the artist's

sculptures and several drawings. 41 In this and another exhibition held in

Ocr Sturin Callery in 1921, Walden exhibited the plaster relief, Sketch

for Ceiling, 1913 (cat. no. 12). Eva Spector, of lei Aviv, who was the gal-
lery's secretary frOIl1 1922 to 1929, bought the relief in 1925.42 She later
sold it to SaIn and Ayala Zacks, and in 1983 it was presented as a gift to

the Tel Aviv t\\,1uSeUI11 by �1rs. Zacks-Abran1ov and was thus added to

the co]]ection.
Falk's interest in sculpture pronlpted hin1, while still in Mannheirn,

to acquire works by Alexander Archipenko. It appears to have been

Lehmbruck, who becan1e friendly with Archipenko in Paris in 1910,

who later introduced him to Falk..n If so, initial contact between the two

I11ust have taken place between 1915 and 1919, the year Lehmbruck
died. Falk's collection in Mannheinl included two of Archipenko's
sculptural works and at least one drawing. '+4
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It was only after 1920, in Geneva, that the few random acquisitions
became the basis for a full-scale collection. EventuaBy, over the course

of a few years, Falk would become the owner of scores of Archipenko's
early works,45 most of theIT1 of exceptional quality.

From Novenlber to December 1919, Archipenko held a One-I11an

show in the Librairie Kundig in Geneva; the exhibition later traveled to

the Zurich Kunsthaus. We can reasonably assume that Falk saw the ex-

hibition and nlay have already owned at least four of the works in it,
since they are listed in the catalogue as belonging to a private Swiss col-

lection. 46 On this occasion, it is likely that Falk met with Archipenko,
who was in Switzerland for the exhibition. Archipenko returned to Ge-

neva in late 1920, when he participated in the ttInternational Exhibition
of Modern Art,\" held at the Batiment electoral. 47 From Geneva, he

wrote to Marcel DuchaIT1p in New York regarding his exhibition

planned by the Societe Anonyme for 1921. In this letter, dated 16 Janu-
ary 1921, Archipenko informed Duchanlp that he had sold the large
sculpto-painting he sent Duchamp for reproduction-Woman-and
several other works. 48 (Woman, cat. no. 31, appeared on the back cover

of the catalogue of the Archipenko exhibition organized by the Societe

Anonyme in New York in 1921.) In addition to the pieces he bought at

the Librairie Kundig, Falk apparently purchased about seven other
works at the second exhibition in Geneva. 49

On one of these visits to Geneva, Archipenko created the painted
plaster sculpture, Double Portrait/MT. and Mrs. Falk, as well as the
Portrait of Mrs. Falk in wax, which bears the dedication from Archi-

penko Hto Mme. Falk, 1920, Geneva.\" It is reasonable to assume that, at

this time, the Falks already owned a large collection of Archipenko's
work (it seems, even then, that they owned more than any other collec-

tor), which would explain the artist's gratitude and his dedication of the

portrait to Mrs. Falk. From the catalogues of other earIy exhibitions, it

is evident that Falk also acquired other works in the early 1920S.50
During the second halfof the 19205, Falk was again plagued by finan-

cial difficulties, and he was compelled to sell or transfer part of his col-
lection to his creditors, the works of Archipenko, a construction by
Henri Laurens, and several Lehmbruck sculptures among them. Ap-
parently at this time, he was forced to leave Switzerland and nlove to

France. His finances did not improve, and he had no choice but to peri-
odically sell the works of art he still possessed. Thus, in 1960 Falk sold
three watercolors by George Grosz to the Kunsthalle Mannheim. 5l

[t was probably due to the French citizenship of his Marseilles-born
wife that SaHy Falk, the native Gernlan, was allowed to spend the years

during World War II in France. Schiller notes that it was only there, as
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clarified by the Mannheim city archives, that Falk was safe froln the Ge-

stapo. 52 For a while after the war he lived in Monte Carlo, and later, in

San Remo. The state of his health, as well as his finances, was very poor.
The city of Mannheim, later recognized his important contribution to

the Kunsthalle collections in 1917 and awarded hinl an honorarium
which was paid to him beginning 1 April 1961. 53 Sally Falk died in San

RcnlO in 1962. His widow, Adele, returned to Marseilles, where she
continued to receive the monthly paynlents from Germany until her
death in 1972.54 The Falks were childless.

IfSally Falk displayed daring and intuition in the choice ofartists rep-
resented in his collection, and sensitivity and unerring instinct in se-

lecting their works, it was the generosity, caution, intelligence, and his-

torical foresight ofErich Goeritz, along with his deep interest in both art

and Zionism, that enabled this important and rare collection to survive.

We do not know today whether there was any direct contact between.
Goeritz and Falk through their business association; however, in the late

1920S, Goeritz came to own a collection of more than thirty art works

(most of them by Archipenko) which had once belonged to Falk. An-

drew Goeritz recalls his mother telling him that his father received the
collection by way of payment of a debt, but he is very doubtful as to

whether it came directly from Falk himself. 55

In 1933, with the rise of Hitler to power in Germany, Goeritz sent a

large portion of his collection to Tel Aviv, both in order to save it from
the danger that threatened it in Europe and to come to the aid of the

young museum, founded only one year earlier. Goeritz was therefore
one of the first collectors to respond to the appeal of Karl Schwarz, the
first director of the Tel Aviv Museum, who called on collectors in Eu-

rope to contribute to the developnlent of the new museum. In this man-

ner, the collection was saved and did not share the fate of many other
collections of modern art, which remained in Germany only to be de-

stroyed, confiscated, or lost.
Erich Goeritz, 56

a contenlporary of Sally Falk, was born in Chemnitz
in Saxony, Gennany in 1889, and was the eldest son of the textile manu-

facturer, Sigmund Goeritz. As a youth he displayed a general interest in

art-drawing, painting, music, and literature. At an early age he was al-

ready involved in Zionist activities in Chemnitz. Mter a period of ap-

prenticeship in Breslau, he joined his father's textiJe firm and later be-

came its manager. During World War I, the Goeritz textile factory
supplied undergannents to the German army. The firm continued to

prosper after the war and becanle one of the leaders of the German tex-

tile industry. In 1918, Erich Goeritz married Senta Sternberger, and

that same year, their first child, Thomas, was born. Their second son,
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Andrew, was born hvo years later. In 1920, the family nloved fronl Mu-

nich to Berlin. Their home in Berlin soon becanle a nleeting place for

artists, collectors, and art lovers. Several of the artists in their circ1e por-

traved Senta and Erich C;oeritz. Lovis Corinth produced a number of
'\"

paintings, drawings, and etchings of Goeritz with his wife (fig. 16) and

\!ith his friend, the collector David Leder. The sculptor Edwin Scharff

also produced a portrait of the couple. Max Liebermann painted Scnta

Goeritz several tiInes. The Tel Aviv MuseuIll collection includes Por-

trait ofErich Goeritz in bronze by Edwin Scharff, hvo portraits in oil of

Mrs. Goeritz (1928 and 1931) by Max Liebennann, a charcoal drawing
of Erich Goeritz by Lavis Corinth, and two color lithographs, one of

Erich Gocrtiz and the other of his wife, also by Lovis Corinth. The

Goeritz textile IniJI in Chell1nitz is the subject of a large oil painting in

the nluseUlll coJIection, produced in 1927 by Jakob Steinhardt.

Influenced by his friend Max Liebennann, Goeritz bought several

inlpressionist paintings; in 1924 he purchased Manet's Bar at the Folies-

Bergere (which was later sold to Sanluel Courtauld and donated to the

Courtauld Institute Galleries in London). Goeritz' collection also in-

cluded works by Degas, Toulouse-Lautrec, rv10net, Pissarro, and

Cezanne. Anl0ng the GenTIan artists in his collection were Ernst Bar-

lach, Lovis Corinth, Georg Ehrlich, Konrad Felixnl Uller, Erich

Heckel, ()skar Kokoschka, Wilhehn Lehmbruck, Max Liebern1ann,
Ludwig l\\1eidner, Edwin Scharff, Karl Schlnidt-Rottluff, and Jakob
Steinhardt. To these he added, in the late 19205, about thirty works by
Archipenko that had once belonged to Falk.

In 1933 Goeritz, detcTIl1ined to leave Germany, first sent his wife and
sons to France, preparing to join thenl later. He shipped nlost of his art

collection (except for about a dozen pieces) to thc 'leI Aviv l\\luseun1 in

response to the appeal of Karl Schwarz, who, prior to his arrival in Tel
Aviv in 1933. was director of the Jewish MUSeUl11 in Berlin and was ac-

quainted with Goeritz and his collection. In August 1933, Goeritz
wrote to Schwarz: \"I have become sonlewhat skeptical, whether it is not

already too late.\"s7 But the works of art were sent off in Septelnber. and
on 16 Noven1ber 1933, Scl1\\varz infonned Goeritz in Berlin that they
had been enthusiastically received in Tel Aviv. He also nlentioned a

cable signed by the 111ayor of Tel Aviv, lvIeir Dizengoff, ackno\\vledging
receipt of the collection. Coeritz left Gernlany in 1934. leaving behind

property that was subsequcntly confiscated by the Nazis. He transferred
his business interests to LUXclllbollrg and France, and then to England,
where he settled \"\",'ith his faIl1ily in London in 1939. With the help of his
t\\vo sons, he reestablished his textile firnl in England.
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Fig. 16. Lovis Corinth, Portrait of Mr. and Mrs. Erich Goeritz. 1922, oil on

canvas, Insel Hornbroich Collection.

The Coeritz Collection, originaJIy on loan to the museunl for two

years, renlained in leI Aviv for nlore than twenty years. In 1955 Coeritz

was to visit l.cl Aviv to discuss the future of his collection, 5H but he died

shortly after infornling the I11USeUm of his proposed visit. Fol1owing his
death in April 1955, his fanlily donated a large part of the collection to

the nluseunl in his menlory-sonlc five hundred itenlS including
sculpture and paintings by Archipenko, Degas, Lehnlbruck, Barlach,
Laurens, Liebennann, Kokoschka, and Steinhardt, and prints by sev-

eral Gernlan expressionists, anl0ng thenl Schnlidt-Rottluff, Ludwig
Meidner, Erich Heckel, and Lavis Corinth.
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The Sculpture and Sculpto-Paintings ofAlexander ArchiPenko
from the Tel Aviv Museum Collection

ARCHIPENKO'S WORKS IN THE Goeritz Collection are unique not only for

their quality, rarity, and concentration in one location, but also because

they systeInatically denlonstrate the developnlcnt of Archipenko's early
work in France between 1910 and 1921. The collection also illustrates

the diverse nlcdia in which Archipenko worked in Europe, ranging
froin sculpture in plaster, terra-cotta, and bronze to sculpto-paintings
and polychromed Illodeled sculpture, as well as preparatory drawings
and oil paintings. The works chosen for the present exhibition can be

considered nlilestones in the development ofArchipenko's style and his

unique contribution to nlodern sculpture.
The subject of all of the works in the collection is the human form,

particularly the female figure. Despite the extreme abstraction toward

which Archipenko gradually moved, he consistently preserved the char-

acteristic features of the hunlan image, albeit in the most symbolic
manner.

The earliest work by Alexander Archipenko in the Tel Aviv Museum

collection is Kneeling Woman, 1910 (cat. no. 2). Made of bronze,
Kneeling Woman is refined in its elegant, elongated form; it is freed
frOln the block. The de]icate curves of the female figure are a departure
from the compact blocklike archaic fornls typical of Archipenko's early
carved figures (such as Sorrow, 1909, cat. no. I, and Mother and Child,
191cr-191 J, cat. no. 3). However, the sculpture sti]] contains one ele-
Inent renliniscent of the early group: the treatment of the head, tightly
encircled by the anTI framing it. Werner Hofnlann wrote of the evolu-
tion of this motif and of its historical sources:

. . . AnatOIl1ically viewed, the human skull diminishes and weakens the com-

pact hulk of the torso; it is an appendage, which seen1S, like the arms and legs,
to he striving to get away from the core of the body, and in which the universal is
transformcd into the particular-a physiognoIl1Y. From the beginning, the
Cubists \"-'ere concerned with finding a COIllInOn denominator for all the limbs.
In attempting to reunite the head with the torso, they went back to an ancient
motif n10st strikingly represented by the D}-'ing Niobe in the Terme �1usel1m,
Rome: the arnl, with the elbow crooked sharply above the head, not only en-

closes the head but, beyond this, shapes the body into a wedge. Michelangelo
took up thc motif in The Dying Slave, in the Louvre. A work formerly ascribed

,

to hinl, thc so-caned Ecorche, transmitted this motif to Cezanne and perhaps
also to Gauguin. Soon thercafter it appeared in early Cubism in the works of
Picasso, Archipenko and Caudier-Brzeska. �I}

The pose of Kneeling Woman, with its arm folded like a wedge
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Fig. 17. Greek, Dying Niobid, c. 450-440 B.c.,
Museo Nazionale Romano, Rome.

around the head, as weB as the stance of the legs-each arc at a right
angle, at varying heights, in a posture sOIllewhere between kneeling and

rising-clearJy brings to nlind the classic Dying Niobid (fig. 17). Yet,
while the classical sculpture expresses Ill0Vement and emotion (the dy-
ing Niobid struggles to rel1l0Ve the arrow from her back and shows pa-
thos on her face), Archipenko's treahncnt of the hUIllan body stresses the
fonnal design, clarity of the co IIIposition, and 111ass-space relationships.
The upper part of the figure, the raised arm and the head, are serenely
static, while a certain potential III ovenlent is apparent in the sonlewhat

exaggerated, hipshot position and the inlplied rising motion of the legs
and feet.

Although the feInale nude is a COIllIllon thenle in neoclassical and

impressionist sculpture, Archipenko has departed from the acadeITIic or

inlpressionist treatment of the subject. 'rhe figurative element stiB pre-
dOIninates and the human body is still whole, but the forms are clearly
stylized and the composition geonletric, constructed of a series of trian-

gles balancing each other. The anatol1lical details are similarly geo-
1l1etric-conical breasts, triangular stomach, and schematically
squared offhands and feet. The masses are simplified and reduced to the
essentials.

This bronze version of Kneeling Woman is the only cast of the work
known today. Katherine Michaelsen notes that, according to the cata-

logues ofArchipenko's early exhibitions, with only one exception (Vin-
tagers, 1909), the artist never showed any bronze sculpture before 1920,

having worked Illainly in plaster and terra-cotta, and occasionally in ce-

ment, 1l1arble, or wood. It seenlS that it was not until 1920 that Archi-

penko cast a nunlber of his works in bronze (several bronzes appeared
that year for the first tilne in the Venice Biennale), It was probably due to

economic considerations that he did not cast his sculptures in bronze
before this hIne. 60 T'hus, Kneeling Woman could have been cast in

bronze only in 1920, ten years after it had first been created. The work
exhibited in the 1919-1920 show in Geneva and Zurich is de-

scribed as a plaster in the catalogue, whereas in the catalogues of the Oer

Sturnl exhibition of 1921 and an exhibition in Frankfurt in 1922, it is

listed as a bronze.

'rhe \"partial figure\" in ITIoclern sculpture was treated in depth in the

writings ofAlbert Elsen. 61 Along with Brancusi, Archipenko was one of

the first hventieth-century sculptors to create figures originally con-

ceived of as \"partial;' rather than as ones whose linlbs or head were

elinlinated in a process of editing the work, as Rodin was wont to do.

\"For Archipenko, the Inissing liITIb won hilll a new continuity of ara-
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Fig, 18, Alexander Archipenko, The Dance,
c, 1912, oil on cardboard, The Tel Aviv

Museum, Gift of the Goeritz Famil}� London.

,elL
,

\"

besque and elegance and a space consciousness on the part of the vie\\ver,
who instinctively looked for the entire figure.,,62

Archipenko's conception of the partial figure is evident in his oil

painting The Dance, 1912-1913 (fig. 18), in the Tel Aviv Museum. This

painting is clearly a study for sculpture and is related to a series of sculp-
tures on the same subject, most specifically Red Dance, 1912-1913 (il-
lustrated p. 22, fig. 2). Fronl this preparatory painting it is clear that

even in the initial stage, the artist conceived of the subject as a partial
figu reo

The earliest exalnple of a partial figure in the Tel Aviv Museum col-
lection is Bather (Seated Woman), 1912 (cat. no. 4), The arms of this

terra-cotta fen1ale figure-here in a stance son1e\\vhere between sitting
and kneeling-are Inissing above the elbow, and the legs are cut off at

the ankle. Clearly, Bather was originally conceived as a partial figure;
the broad thighs and high \\vaist create a heavy triangular ITIaSS that is

highly expressive precisely because of the lack of hands and feet, which,
if included, would have detracted fron1 the central nlass. Serving no

function in the nl0vcn1cnt depicted. they are thus unnecessary. The

partial left anTI, longer than the right, throws the weight of the figure to
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Fig. 19. Pau] Cezanne, Bathers, c. 1890, oil on

canvas, l\\1usee d'Orsav, Paris.
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the left and forward, thus clllphasizing the leftward and do\\vllward di-
rection of the [notion and force.

Bather not only illustrates Archipenko's usc of the partial figure but
also displays his novel and interesting approach to the base. No longer is

the base nlerely a neutral square, external to the sculpture; rather, it is an

integral part of the \\-\\lork. The fenlale figure appears to be sliding off the
base. She is seated or kneeling upon it in a contrapposto stance with her

legs extended downward and outward. The figure interacts with the
base: the legs are pressed together, gripping the base, \\vhile the upper

part of the body-the torso. shoulders. and head-t\\vist sharply in the

opposite direction. The basc becooles a springboard for a spiral move-

1l1ent of thc entire body, which seems to be surging up\\vard,6'
As the prototype for the figure and cOlnposition of Bather, Archi-

penko I11ay have used one of the figures in Cezanne's painting, The

Bathers, c, 1890 (fig. 19), now in the Louvre, which he could have seen

in Alnbroise \\Io]]ard's gaI1ery in Paris. 64

The 1l1aSS of Bather is defined by its spatial qualities. The geonletric
head-an abstract sphere-represents a 1l10re advanced, abstract stage
in the simplification of fornl than is found in Kneeling WOlnan, 1910.

1'he features are implied by hvo recessed arcs, hinting at eyebrows and
nose. ()nc's attention is caught by the reduced proportions of the round

head in relation to the rest of the bod)� and by the repetition of the EOTln
in the rounded right knee. 65

In addition to the early terra-cotta version of Bather in leI Aviv, there
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Fig. 20. Greek, Sleeping
Ariadne, second century
B.C., Musee du Louvre,
Paris.
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is also an early plaster cast in the Karl-Ernst Osthaus Museum in Ha-

gen, Gernlany. It was included in Archipenko's exhibition held in the

Folkwang Museum in Hagen, as early as 1912/1913.

The third sculpture aIllong the early works in the collection is the

plaster Repose, 1912 (cat. no. 5). a compact female figure reclining in an

odalisque position. The arm encircling the head, forming a \\vedge, and
the reclining position of the body Il1ay have been inspired by a Hellenis-
tic mode], as it appears in the Barberini Faun (Glyptothek, Munich) or

SleePing Ariadne (Musee du Louvre, Paris, fig. 20).66
Roland Schacht was the first art historian to suggest a connection be-

tween Repose and Michelangelo's reclining figure of Dawn on the tomb
of Lorenzo de' Medici. 67 Although the arms are in different positions,
several elements are quite similar: the poses of the feIlIale figures reclin-

ing on their backs in precarious equilibrium; the twist of the shoulders;
and the muscular midsections of the body. 68

The composition of Repose is more compact than that of Kneeling
Woman or Bather, but in contrast to Archipenko's earlier works-which
are archaic, blocklike, and closed-its contours are rounded, flowing,
and refined, and the body as a whole languidly unfolds and opens out-

ward. Repose is a frontal sculpture. yet the back is nl01ded and even con-

tains a linear incision depicting, in fragmented and elusive line, a love-

making couple. 69

The interrelationship between this sculpture and its base is ofparticu-
lar interest. The figure seems to be sinking into the \"soft,\" alnl0st sen-

sual support-background which constitutes both its base and an integral
part of the sculpture itself Its undulating forms merge with the base in
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which the saBle soft contours are repeated. As with the figure, the base
-and the figure's integration with it-may have been inspired by a Hel-
lenistic model, such as that in Sleeping Ariadne. This interrelationship
marks an evolution toward \"the passing of the pedestal: bringing sculp-
ture down to earth,\" as Albert Elsen defines it. 7o

A second plaster cast of Repose was apparently made from the same

mold as this cast. The work also exists in terra-cotta (dated 1911 by the

artist) in Frances Archipenko Gray's collection. A marble version, origi-
na]]y in the Folkwang Museunl in Hagen (the collection was later
moved to Essen), was confiscated by the Nazis, and its present location
is unknown. These various .versions were shown alternately in early ex-

hibitions. The plaster version in the Tel Aviv Museum was tinted light
pink by the artist in order to make it appear more like terra-cotta. Don-

ald Karshan suggests that it may have been this copy that the artist sent to

the historic Armory Show in New York in 1913, as it is known that the

sculpture exhibited there appeared to be a light-colored terra-cotta. (Ac-
cording to insta]]ation photographs of the Armory Show, Repose stood

on a table beside Brancusi's Madame Pogany and Archipenko's statuette

Negress.) 71

The three early works we have considered thus far display Archipenko's
simplification of form but do not yet reflect the influence of cubism. In

the next group of modeled sculptures, this influence is already discerni-
ble in the simultaneous points of view, the faceting of the surfaces, the
substitution ofvoid for mass through the interchange ofconvex and con-

cave fornls, and the opening up of the monolithic block.
The relief Sketch for Ceiling is the earliest work in this cubist-inspired

group in the collection. It is a high relief in plaster with a dense and

complex composition in which four female nudes are intertwined on

several spatial planes. The figure in the foremost plane bisects the

square composition diagonally from corner to corner. The other three

figures, beneath or behind hel; appear interwoven at right angles to each

other on nonparallel planes. They seem to be floating, perhaps falling.
The anatomical structure is reduced to rounded geometric forms-
cones and cylinders-lacking any detail� while the background is con-

structed of sharp crystalline forms with triangular facets. The artist's use

of solid geolnetric shapes in high relief in white plaster creates dramatic
effects of light and shadow, which become a predominant element.
None of the figures in the conlposition is complete; their lilnbs or heads

are alternately cut off or missing in a range of variations. Where the
neck and head are not cut off, as is the case with two of the figures, a sin-
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glc el1iptical unit is fanned without the slightest hint of features, not

even shadows. In the headless figures, the partial arn1 approxirnates the

shape of the head, fanning s0l11ething that IT1ight be a bent head, shoul-

der, or breast. The 0l11ission of some of the cxtrell1ities adds to the har-

nlony of the cornposition, enhancing its cohesiveness by the anlbiguity
and interpenetration of its separate components. The figures are inter-

h¥ined in a very powerful and dynanlic coo1position-almost futurist in

its sinlultaneity-in which the separation behveen one figure and the

next or between a figure and the background is not always clear.

This interpenetration of forms, in which solid and void are equiva-
lent, is one aspect often found in cubist sculpture. Another feature com-

1110n in cubist sculpture and painting is the sinlultaneous depiction of

the object fronl various vantage points. Thus, for instance, the central

diagonal figure is presented here from three or four different angles: the

upper part of the body is seen frorn the front, in a three-quarter view,
with one breast pointing upward, while the legs are presented from be-

hind, showing the folds at the back of the knees and the rear nluscles of

the leg; the foot is seen fronl below as a concave arch, and the ankle is

seen in profile.
Sketch for Ceiling is the only extant example of an architectural proj-

ect in which Archipenko was involved. 72 The 111otivation to create an ar-

chitectural relief may have COITIe from Archipenko's association \\I.,'ith

the Puteaux group, with whonl he nlet on Sundays in Puteaux as early
as 1911.

73 The concepts of the unity of the arts and the relationship be-
tween art and real life were important to these artists, who displayed an

interest in architectural design and decoration. 74 Duchamp-Villon cre-

ated a series of architectural reliefs between 1911 and 1913, the most fa-

Ill0US of which is The Lovers, 1913 (fig. 21), It is a low relief nlade with a

cubist vocabulary of fornls, including fragmentation and faceting. In

1912 he designed the fa<;ade for a private home which canlC to be known

as the Maison Cubiste, and he exhibited the model for it in the Salon
d'Autonlne of 1912. Several of the 111cnlbers of the Puteaux group, led

by Andre Mare, designed and exhibited the interior of the house. 75

Duchamp-Villon's relief The Lovers was shown in the Salon d'Alltonlne
in Paris in 1913, the year it was produced. Both reliefs-The Lovers and
Sketch fOT Ceiling-share several features in addition to the date of their

creation, including disnlenlbered figures, geon1etric representation of
anato1nical features which arc reduced and abstracted, and a composi-
tion based on internal rT10Venlcnt and space-nlass relationships. Archi-

penko's conlpositioll, howev'er, is Inore complex, tight, and dynamic
than is Dllchanlp-Villon's and consists of several spatial planes.

Sketch for Ceiling was exhibited in Archipcnko's one-1nan show at
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Fig. 21. Raymond Duchamp-Villon, The
Lovers, 1913, plaster. Musee National d'Art
Moderne, Paris.
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Dcr Sturm Gallery in Berlin, in September 1913 (no. 21 in the cata-

logue). A price list in the catalogue notes: in plaster-M 500, in bronze
-M 650, and in marble-M 650.76 This information leads one to be-
lieve that there was 1110re than one version of the work. Mrs, Eva Spec-
tor reinembers seeing several versions in the gallery. 77

Sketch for Ceiling is the earliest relief created by Archipenko. Shortly
after he had completed it, the artist began to work intensively on reliefs,
in a series of works he called sculpto-paintings, nlost of which he pro-
duced by the technique of assemblage but others in painted plaster or

papier-nlache.

Leaning Woman (Penche) (cat. no. 13), a chromium-plated bronze

sculpture, also belongs to the cubist-inspired Inode]ed sculpture group.
In the past it \\vas dated 1911 in the Tel Aviv Museum; this is in agree-
ment with Archipenko's own dating in his book, Fifty Creative Years. 78

Due to new considerations, however, the date has been revised to

1913-1914. This revision was based on the dating of the piece in the cat-

alogue of the Oer Sturm exhibition in Berlin in 1921, as wen as on stylis-
tic considerations. 79

rrhis sculpture represents a female figure reduced to an arched series

of conical and tubular fOflns. The figure, firnlly anchored to its base,
leans dynanlically out into space. The head is oval and lacks specific fea-

tures; the body is tubular and annless. The surface is streanllined, pol-
ished to a bright, Sinoath finish. The anatomical details and felnale
characteristics are reduced in order to highlight the leaning movenlent,
introduced here as the most pronlinent feature of the conlposition for
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Fig. 2,2\" Alexander Archipenko, Salome, 1910,
cement, 10c:Jtion unknown (from Alexander
Archipenko, Fifty Creative Years).

--

the first tilne in Archipenko's work.

This sculpture represents an interesting phase in the artist's experi-
nlentation with space-mass relationships. By bending its slim schematic
silhouette into a quarter-circle, I1larking and outlining space, Archi-

penko conceived his figure as a frame for space. Thus, the space itself
becolnes a positive value. (At a later stage, Archipenko would do pre-

cisely the opposite: parts of the human body would be outlined from
without by nlass and thell1selves beconle a void, such as in Statuette,
1915 [cat. no. 19].)

The are, precariously rising over and beyond the base, creates tension

and a certain degree of unease in the nlind of the viewer because the
center of gravity of the sculpture appears to be ren10te fron1 the base. In

fact, the base is wider at the bottom and a triangular bracket provides an

additional support, thus stabilizing the sculpture.
T'he arched silhouette of Leaning Woman appeared earlier in sculp-

tures by Archipcnko that have not survived-Salome, 1910 (fig. 22),
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and Red Dance. Here, however, the leaning movenlent is bolder, the
contours are nlore abstract and reduced, and the arms arc totally omit-

ted. The three works reveal a gradual progression frool a relatively natu-

ralistic representation in Salome, in which the anatomical details are

still apparent (though the linlbs are truncated), through Red Dance, in

which the anato111ical structure is stretched, elongated, reduced, and
n10rc geoIl1etric, to the extrelnely geometric and abstract Leaning
Woman.

The chromiunl-plated bronze version in the Tel Aviv Museum is one

of two bronze versions of the sculpture that are documented in the early
literature. In addition, a gilt plaster version is known to have existed but
is now lost.

Statue on Triangular Base (Statuette), 1914 (cat. no. 15), can be con-

sidered a rare, single copy; there is no record of another early version of
this work. It is an important exalnple of the cubist syntax Archipenko
employed during this period. The figure stands on a pyramidal base
echoed in the form comprising the head, neck, and shoulder unit,
which is shaped like a funnel or cone pointed sharply at the top. A

wedge-shaped section has been cut froln this cone to indicate the separa-
tion of head from shoulder. A half-sphere, representing a single breast, is

attached on the left to the cone representing the head-neck-shoulder
unit. This spherical form, shown son1ewhat flatter, recurs in the con1-

position as the left knee. The figure is constructed of flat, geometric and

sharply-edged facets and of overlapping convex and concave surfaces, as

in a low relief.
The surface of the sculpture is worked in a relieflike manner. Thus,

for exarnple, the single arm appears as a flat, square projection with

three lines incised in the hand to indicate fingers, while the kneecap re-

sembles a flat disk superinlposed onto the leg. Archipenko was already
working in the construction technique he used for his sculpto-paintings
when he created this work. Although Statue on Triangular Base was

modeled in plaster, it gives the inlpression of having been assembled
froln separate parts pasted together, as in the sculpto-paintings.

Due to the surface projections and shallow depressions, the effect of

light and shadow is a vital element in the perception of this work. In this

emphasis on optical, rather than tactile qualities there is a similarity to

the sculpto-paintings of this period, which we shall consider below.

Although the figure is fragnlented and faceted, it remains faithful to

the natural anatomical divisions, rhythms, and proportions of the body.
The contrapposto stance of the figure adds delicacy, balance, and ele-

gance to the composition.
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The sculpture itself is freestanding and in-tbe-round, an effect em-

phasized by the triangular base on which the figure appears to pivot on

its axis. Rather than serving as a neutral element, distinct fronl the fig-
ure, the triangular base of the sculpture seenlS to continue the rhythm of

the body; the sculpture appears to be growing out of its base.

Statuette, 1915 (cat. no. 19), in terra-cotta, is the earliest example of a

polychroIlled sculpture in the Goeritz Collection. It was preceded by
Carrousel Pierrot, 1913 (polychronled plaster, illustrated p. 26, fig. 6).
As with other exalllples fronl this period, the artist was not content with

the natural color of the material and painted it various shades in an at-

tempt to enhance the quality and cohesiveness of the sculpture. Thus,
for exanlple, Archipenko made the head appear smaller and denser by
painting its upper portion and part of the sides of the franle surrounding
it in a darker tone. Later, he would continue painting his sculptures in

polychrome for purposes of design, as well as for illusionistic ends.
The Inost significant innovation in Statuette, however, as compared

to the preceding works in the collection, is the substitution of void for

mass. Archipenko removed nlaterial fronl the mass, going so far as to

create a hole-an elliptical void surrounded by Inass-which represents
a positive form. In this manner, the void becomes synonymous with

mass. Archipenko wrote:

Traditionally there was a belief that sculpture begins where material touches
space. Thus space was understood as a kind of frame around the mass. . , .

Ignoring this tradition, I experimented, using the reverse idea and concluded
that sculpture may begin where space is encircled by the material.

. . .

t;(J

The artist employed interchanging convex and concave surfaces, using
negative space in place of mass. The woman's chest is scooped out in a

rounded recess in which, by contrast, the convex single breast stands
out. In addition, one leg is represented by a nlassive cylinder jutting out

froln the torso, while the other is represented by a depression. Thus, one

form beconles the negative of the other.
Between 1914 and 1917, Archipenko conducted highly original ex-

perinlents investigating the various possibilities and the visual ambigu-
ity of pairing and interchanging convex and concave surfaces. With
Statuette the artist made use of a concave form yet hints, by virtue of its
anatomical position, at a convex surface. It is precisely the form that is

nlissing that strengthens our awareness of the characteristic convexities
of the fell1ale anatomy.

The fell1ale figure, Archipenko's favorite theme, is the subject of all
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the works discussed so far. Walking Soldier, 1917 (cat. no. 27)1 is the only
nla]e figure in the Coeritz Collection. It was preceded by two earlier
111ale figures, Carrousel Pierrot, 1913, and Gondolier, 1914 (illustrated
p. 27, fig. 8), both of which show certain similarities with Walking Sol-
dier in their sculptural conception. 81 A1J three are made ofpainted plas-
ter and appear solid and mOnUll1ental. In contrast to the convex and
concave elenlcnts representing the sensual curves of the female body,
the fonns that predominate in the nlale figures are ITIOre rigid, nlechani-
ca], conical, and tubular. In Walking Soldier the mechanical forms are

acconlpanied by an ilnplied spiral, springlike motion, in contrast to the

organic rhytlun of the human, body. The striding soldier is clothed in a

Illilitary tunic, the tubular diagonal struts serving as his legs. The angle
of the forward extended leg is continued in a narrow depression leading
froIll the knee to the shoulder. As in Gondolier, where the oar and the leg
are represented by a single unit, in Walking Soldier the legs are tubes
which Inay also sY111bolize-in a nlanner less obvious than in Gondo-

lier-weaponry or ammunition. The sense of a forward-flowing motion

is heightened by the diagonal axis of the composition.
Archipenko's interpretation of the nlale figure is abstract and consti-

tutes a departure froln actual anatomy and the conventions of its repre-
sentation. Walking Soldier is highly imaginative and charged with

meaning beyond the fornlal aspect.
Produced during the war, Walking Soldier is Archipenko's only com-

nlent on this subject (the artist himselfwas reolote from the events of the

war, living between 1914 and 1918 in Nice). Michaelsen perceives the

central elenlent of the soldier's body as reininiscent of a rifle and inter-

prets it as a visual metaphor for the soldier's dependence on his

weapon.
82 Yet, despite its sYlnbolisffi, formal considerations and space-

n1aSS relationships ren1ain the central elenlents in this work.

Walking Soldier in the Tel Aviv Museum is the only early version of
this sculpture (painted plaster, 40 centimeters high). Later, while in

Anlerica, Archipenko cast a bronze edition, increasing its height to 1.17
nleters. The plaster versioI1

1 despite its smaller size, still appears monu-

Inen ta I.

The polychromed plaster sculpture Double Portrait! Mr. and Mrs.

Falk, 1920 (cat. no. 30), presents the Falks in profile, with Mrs. Falk in

the foreground and her husband above and behind her. Sally (George)
Falk, then thirty-two years old, and his wife Adele are represented in an

inlnlediate way and in a manner closely resenlbling them in actuality. S3

George Grosz described Falk as a decisive and dynamic person who was

don1ineering in his relations with his \\�/ife. 84 It is indeed as such that he
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appears in the portrait. In front of the Falks is a still life on a triangular
tabletop; to the rear is a three-din1ensional, sharply-angled architectural

background which also functions as a frame for the figures. Although
this is a modeled sculpture, most of the details are conveyed through the

illusory medium of painting. The double portrait is a freestanding
sculpture, but, because the back is unworked, it is best viewed from
three sides only.

Two years later, Archipenko used the same medium-polychromed
plaster-to create the portrait of his wife, Angelica (Portrait of Artist's

Wife, 19 22
,

illustrated p. 54) fig. 28). Again, he included in the compo-
sition a still life on a triangular tabletop in front of the figure and a simi-

lar architectural background behind it.
As noted before, the Tel Aviv Museum Collection also includes a wax

statue representing the full figure of Mrs. Falk (fig. 9). It was dedicated

by the artist to Mrs. Falk in Geneva in 1920, the same year in which it

was created, during one ofhis visits to the city. 85 Apparently, at this time,
the Falk Collection already contained a large number of the artist's

works, and personal ties between the artist and the collector prevailed.
The sculptor Wilhelm Lehn1bruck produced a large number of por-

traits of Sally and Adele Falk in a more realistic style than that of the two

Archipenko portraits. Gfthe two versions by Archipenko, the wax figure
appears more realistic, although one arm is missing and the other, ex-

cept for the hand, is represented by a concave form. The fact that Falk
accepted these innovative and daring portraits is an indication of his
open-n1indedness as a patron. 86

Seated Woman (Geometric Figure Seated), 1920 (cat. no. 29), is the
last major modeled work produced in France by Archipenko before he
moved to Berlin in 1921 (along with Standing Woman of the same year,
whose present location is unknown). This work, which is modeled in

plaster and painted in Il10nochroIl1e, represents the final, summarizing
stage in a series of freestanding female figures Archipenko created under
the influence of cubism and contains most of the characteristic features
of his style in his late French period.

Although the figure in Seated Woman is still recognizable as a

WOlnan, in his interpretation of the female forn1 Archipenko allowed
himself free rein. Among the geon1etric forms in the composition, one

can identify the head, the curves of the hips, a leg, a breast, and perhaps
the arms, each part appearing in the vicinity of its true anatomicalloca-
tion. Nevertheless, the organic nature of the hun1an form, its natural
proportions, and inherent beauty, are no longer apparent. Seated
Woman is a juxtaposition of tubular and Inechanical masses-
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convex and concave forms-and voids. Michaelsen notes that the me-

chanical quality of the figure is in accord with the spirit of its time and
should particularly be seen in connection with Leger's postwar work,
where the rounded volumes, recalling machine parts, are modeled in

an illusionistic imitation of steeL 87

Virtually each of the parts of the body appears more than once in the

conlposition, first as Inass, then as void. The head, for example, appears
as both a massive rounded crown and as a rectangular hole. The body is

shaped like a cello in both solid and void.
\"-rhis sculpture is a conglomeration of the cubist-inspired forms Ar-

chipenko employed and developed beginning in 1913: wen-defined,
sharp angles and geometric surfaces; convex and concave forms inter-

changed, with the depressions more pronounced than before; and voids
used as substitutes for mass in the composition. A dynamic equilibrium
is achieved here in a complex architectonic structure in which the mod-
eled mass appears constructed, as in assemblage. The work is freestand-

ing and should be viewed from all sides, with each vantage point af-

fording unexpected surprises.
Seated Woman clearly reflects the metaphysical quality Archipenko

sought to express in his work; through the duality between mass and

void, he succeeded in presenting that which physically exists as that
which does not, and to give real form to that which seems not to exist-

the void-in a manner which makes it equal in value to the mass.
88

Archipenko painted the plaster dark red in order to highlight its

sculpted quality. While he nlay also have chosen painted plaster because
of economic considerations (as had been the case in the earlier period,
when the price of the materials was an important consideration), with

Seated Woman the color is more likely related to that of the poly-
chronled sculpture in which the choice was purely aesthetic.

The final group of works to be considered, consisting of five sculpto-
paintings, is characterized by the incorporation of painting and sculp-
ture and the juxtaposition of concrete three-dimensional objects-in-
cluding actual light and shadow-with the illusionistic painted image.
These works were produced by the process ofasselnblage as part ofa bold

new conception of the sculpted mass, which involved its representation
by more schematic means.

Woman with Fan, 1914 (cat. no. 17), is the earliest of Archipenko's
surviving sculpto-paintings. 89 Affixed to its rear supporting panel, cov-

ered with burlap and oilcloth, are planks of wood, wooden poles and

cones, bent sheet metal and ready-made objects-a metal funnel and a
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Fig. 23. Alexander Archipcnko. Portrait-Head.
19 1 4, painted wood, metal, and glass. destroyed
World War II (from AlexQnder Archipenko, Fifty
Creative Years).

....

\ I
I

(-
J
I \\f

j/ \\

.

glass bottle-all painted in a range of bold colors.
Several of the ideas and inventive dc\\'ices el11ployed in this sculpto-

painting also appear in Archipenko's early constructions: Portrait-

Head, 1914 (fig. 23), and �'1edrano I and II. The neck. represented by a

glass bottle painted on the inside and affixed to the torso at a right angle,
as well as the painted wooden cones representing locks of hair, are very
silnilar to those which appear in Portrait-Head, 1()14. 'fhe shoulder. de-

picted schenlatically by nleans of a wooden plank. the cone-shaped
breast, the convex conical torso, and the linear trcahnent of the fingers
arc all sinlilar to their counterparts in l\\Jedral1o I (Juggler). 191 �-1914

(illustr::Jted p. 33, fig. 12). and l\\Jedral1o II (Dancer), 1914 (illustrated
p. 26, fig. 7); the decorativc lacelike nlotif representing J collar is also
renlinisccnt of the one llsed on the edge of the skirt in 1\\1edra 110 II. The

stylistic sinlilarities behveen \\Vol11an \\.�/ith Fan and the three construc-
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tions with \\vhich it has been compared here indicate that Woman with
Fan nlay have gradually developed frOin these constructions (being one

of the earliest of the sculpto-paintings). In his book, Archipenko himself
included Woman with Fan among his constructions, defining it as a

\"construction-high reIief.\"90 Nevertheless, unlike Medrano II, which
stands on a base joined at a right angle to the rear support, serving as a

sort of niche enclosing the sculpture from the back, Woman with Fan
has a framed, flat rear panel that supports and holds the composition,
lending it the appearance of a \"picture.\" It would thus seem more appro-

priate to define Woman with Fan as a sculpto-painting that may have

developed from the constructions.
In Woman with Fan, painted illusionist details are added to the ac-

tual three-dinlensional forms. An illusion of depth and the background
perspective are achieved by the use ofdiagonal lines, shadows, and areas

of various hues. The folds of the fan are illusionistically painted onto the.
bent sheet metal by means of shading. Archipenko's reference to picto-
rial conventions is reflected in this work not only in the combination of

painting and sculpture, but also in the use of a canvas ground as the set-

ting for his experiments. 91 It is interesting to compare the way the same

subject is handled a year later in the sculpto-painting Woman with Fan

II, 1915 (cat. no. 21). The compositional elements have become more

compact and are situated closer to the background and there are more

painted illusionist details: painted cylindrical forms appear beside an ac-

tual cylinder, and a breast, which looks three-dimensional, is painted
beside a real cone representing the second breast.

Although the subject of Woman with Fan is a single figure, the use of

assenlblage to join its sep3rate components gives the different spaces of
the work a degree of independence. This is in contrast to Archipenko's
treatment of space and conlposition in his modeled sculptures from the
same year.

There is a greater sense of geometry in this sculpto-painting than in

the IT10deled works. This difference in style is a result of the technique
and the use of nonplastic materials, as Archipenko himself explained:

In this statue which I titled \"Woman with Fan,\" and which dates 1914, I used a

bottle to make the neck and sheet metal which I curved into a cone, to create

the torso. The cone and the cylinder are the only shapes one can get from sheet
metal through a simple intervention, without having to hammer the iron. To
these shapes, in n1Y statue, I added planks ofwood. The final result is an ensem-

ble of geometrica] shapes, the geometry of which is a consequence of the mate-
. I d 92

rIa s use ,

Woman with Fan is depicted as a single, frontal, stylized figure, com-

posed of physically separate schematized parts that are visually related in
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Left: Fig. 24. Alexander Archipenko, Woman
with Fan, 1914, before restoration.

Right: Fig. 25. Woman with Fan, after first
stage of restoration, 1981. (Illustrated in co]or,
page 1 5 . )

'r

{,

�
-

I

'f

-

. .J

\\

\\

-

�

a hieratic cOlllposition; it is painted in rich, warnl, bold and glowing
colors. These characteristics, as well as the inclusion of nletal accesso-

ries in the painted surface, and the combination ofpaint and wood, sug-

gest a possible source of inspiration in addition to cubisnl-the Russian

icon. 93

Sometime in the past, Woman with Fan suffered frol11 danlages. Un-

fortunately, the history of its condition, prior to its arrival in Tel Aviv,
and during the early years of the nlllseunl, has not been recorded. l'he

convex, cone-shaped breast and the lacelike collar have been lost.
Where the convex cone had once been. a concave Inetal funnel re-

mained (which originally served as the base for the breast), and nails
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were left where the collar had been joined. It would seem that perhaps
in an atten1pt to repair early danlage 7

the fan was moved some six centi-

nleters to the left, together with the hand holding it (fig. 24).94 In recent

years, the work was conlpared with early photographs (among them one

which appears in Archipenko's book, Fifty Creative Years),95 and it be-

came apparcnt that restoration and reconstruction work was needed.
The Tel Aviv Museunl carried out this restoration and rcconstruction

in two stages. In the first stage, undertaken in 1981, the fan was returned
to its original position and the hand readjusted accordingly (fig. 25).
Yet, at that tinle, it was still �ot clear whether the other discrepancies re-

sulted from danlage to the work or whether the artist himself was in-

volved with these alterations.
The second stage in the restoration, during which the breast and col-

lar were reconstructed, was undertaken in 1986 when another early
photograph was discovered. This canle fronl the catalogue for the
Grosse Berliner Kunstausstellung of 1926, where the sculpto-painting
had been exhibited (cat. no. 10, pI. 2). In the 1926 reproduction, the
breast and collar were still in their original position, although the fan
had already been shifted. Since by this tinle Archipenko was in the
United States (where he moved in 1923), it becanle clear that he was not

responsible for changes in Woman with Fan, which took place only
after 1926. Thus, these changes must have resulted from damage to the
work and were not the artist's own nlodifications.

The sculpto-painting Woman at Her Toilet (Woman before Mirror),
1916 (cat. no. 24), depicts a woman seated in an arn1chair before, or be-

side what Blight be a mirror, window, or doorway painted in linear per-

spective. The subject is represented by both painted and real forms: the

legs are COITlposed of painted metal, while the abdomen is painted so as

to give the appearance of metal; the back of the armchair is similarly
shown as a sinuous black line, and the arn1rests are represented by mas-

sive cylinders of real wood; half of the woman's face is flat-painted-
the other half three-dilnensional; one of the arms is painted with illu-

sionistic depth, yet the other is sculpted; and two strips of wood form a

real fraIne for an illusionary painted corridor of space representing the

nlirror or window.

Archipenko also called Woman at Her Toilet, \"Woman Powdering
Her Face \"96 and in the earlv literature it is referred to as tlWonlan before

, .

a Mirror.,,97 During the restoration work undertaken to rcnlove rust

stains frool the sheet-nletal panel on \\vhich the diagonal perspective
lines arc painted, the panel was detached, revealing a preparatory draw-

ing of the wOll1an's face (fig. 26). From this drawing it would appear that
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Fig. 26. Alexander Archipenko, \-'oman at Her
Toilet (Woman before Mirror), 1916, painted
wood and painted sheet metal on oil on

cardboard (during restoration, 1979), The Tel
Aviv Museum, The Erich Goeritz Collection

the artist originally planned to include the woman's reflection in the

rnirror as he had done in at least three other works: Before the Mirror (In
the Boudoir), 1915 (cat. no. 20); Woman before a lvlirror, 1915; and

Woman before Folding fvlirror, 1916. Whether real or painted, the rnir-

ror in the con1position enabled Archipenko to play \\�/ith illusion and re-

ality and with optical tricks. Apparcntl}� however, at a certain point in

his \lork on Woman at lier Toilet, the artist becan1c dissatisfied \\vith the
sketch of the wornan's reflection in the Illirror, or decided to replace it
with a shiny n1etal surface, and so covered the n1irror with sheet nletal.
Later, he painted the geometric areas of color conveying linear perspec-
tive on the nletal, thus converting it into a doonvay or \/indow of the

type often used by Italian Renaissance artists in pJinting interiors. Ar-

chipenko IHade use of this nlotif again J year later with the next sculpto-
painting to be discussed, Woman in Room, 1917

In Woman in Room, lq17 (cat. no. 26), Archipenko conlbined paint-
ing, asscn1blage, pen and ink dri:1\\ving, and collage. Its central Ill0tif,
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constructed in wood and painted illusionistically, is a WOfilan standing
on a table or a pedestal. Adjacent to her on the table/pedestal, in re-

duced scale, is a still life-a vase on a table--drawn in pen and ink on

paper, \\vhich is cut and pasted on the linen-covered wooden support.
The contours of the small vase echo the curves of the female figure.
This repetition of forms is a central elen1ent in the composition. It is in-

teresting to note that a sin1ilar analogy behveen the female figure and a

vase recurs in a series ofworks Archipenko created, culnlinating in Vase
Woman I and 11, both of 1919.

The female image, the s�bject of Woman in Room, could also be in-

terpreted as a statue standing on a pedestal. This adds to the nletaphysi-
cal ambiguity behvecll painted and real fornl inherent in the mediunl of

sculpto-paintillg. Actual three-dimensional objects-four pieces of
wood representing the head, body, window, and table ledge-are juxta-
posed with the painted conical shape representing the shoulders and

torso, which fronl a distance appears more real than the actual projec-
tions. l'he head is also painted illusionistically on a flat piece ofwood. 98

The cOInposition is constructed of overlapping flat planes, both painted
and real, placed parallel to the support.

Archipenko used the technique of collage as early as 1913 in prepara-

tory studies that were related to his sculpture (Figure, 1913, cat. no. 9,

Figure in Movement, 1913, cat. no. 8). The joining of diverse materials

in the sculpto-painting was itself borrowed from the cubist collage. Yet,
unlike the cubist collage, \\A'hich often Blade use of found materials or

chance discoveries, such as newspaper cutouts, wallpaper, or commer-

cial labels, the collage in Archipenko's early studies, as well as in

Woman in Room, consists ofdrawings on paper. The paper was cut with

the same precision he had used to saw the wooden panels or cut the sheet
metal for the sculpto-paintings.

The wooden support of Woman in Room is covered with linen coated

with a very snl00th, thick layer of gesso. The preparation of the support
recalls the traditional technique by which the support for icons was pro-
duced. The SI1100th, shiny, enanleHikc effect that results, along with the

bright and contrasting colors and the geometric and stylized composi-
tion in this work, I11ay reflect the influence of Russian icons.

The fourth sculpto-painting in the Goeritz Collection, Kneeling
Woman, 1916-1917 (cat. no. 25), illustrates the next stage of Archipen-
ko's developnlent in this unique nledium. One ofthe innovations in this

work is the extension of tbe three-dimensional figure beyond the sup-

port and the fraI1le, at the top. The projection of the head and the ellip-
tical panel behind it are also ren1iniscent of Russian icons in which,
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Fig. 27- Alexander Archipenko, Head and Still
Life, 1916, painted ....Iood, metal, and canvas,
location unknown (from Alexander Archipenko,
Fifty Creative Years).

OPPOSITE PACE

Fig. 28. Alexander Archipenko, Standing
Figure, 1917, painted wood and painted sheet
metal, location unknown (from Alexander
Archipenko, Fifty Creative Years).
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more than once, the Madonna's head and halo extend beyond the pe-

rimeters of the franle. Other elel11ents of the COIllposition project for-

ward fronl the background.
In cOlnparison with the three previously discussed sculpto-paintings,

in \"chich illusionist effects playa Illajor role in depicting the subject and

background, adding to the c0l11plcxity of the conlposition. the cOlnposi-
tion of Kneeling Woman is Blore abstract. The painted effects, sche-

matic and mostly nonillusionistic, playa Ininor role in the conlposition,
The background is relatively flat. \\vith no perspective, In Kneeling
Woman it is the sculpted relief and play of actual light and shadow that

are ofprinlary interest. The relief is ofone material only-\\vood-and is

constructed of superirnposed, flat geornetric layers.
The fell1ale figure-the subject of this piece-has been broken up

into its COll1pOnent parts, which are rearranged as in synthetic cubisnl.

They are painted schenlatically or represented by actual three-
dinlcnsional geolnetric wooden pieces: a sphere or selni-sphere (the
breasts); a round disk (the heel); a wooden ring cut in half (the head); a

rectangular wooden panel (the torso); and a half-cylinder (the arnl). Due

to the building up of layers. the view froll1 the side is particularly inter-

esting and is important; Archipcnko included in his conlposition the

profile of the figure which can only be perceived froIll the side.
The colors lIsed in Kneeling Woman are totaHy unlike those in the

three previous sculpto-paintings. Whereas the fonner were bright and
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lllulticolored, in this work the dominant colors are subdued, earth tones

with the addition of white and green.
'rhe conlposition. which is nlorc in the spirit ofsynthetic cubism. the

simple, clearly defined gconletric fonns, the fIat background, the sub-
stitution of sche111atic lines for painted illusionist elements, the overlap-
ping planes, and the radical change in the color scale indicate that

Kneeling Woman was executed at a later stage in Archipenko's develop-
111ent and not in 1914, a date fOflnerly ascribed to it in the 1981 cata-

logue. 99 Stylistically, Kneeling Woman resembles two other sculpto-
paintings by Archipenk�Head and Still Life, 1916 (fig. 27), and

Standing Figure. 1917 (fig.\" 28). Although one painted illusionistic eJe-
Inent-a carved table leg-does appear in Head and Still Life, the rest

of the cOITlposition is abstract and geolnetric and is constructed of over-

lapping flat surfaces. T'he head and the surface behind it extend beyond
the perimeters of the supporting panel, and the head is represented by a

wooden ring sinlilar to the one in KneeLing Woman. Standing Figure
does not contain any painted illusionistic elements whatsoever. The

composition is geolTletric. abstract, and constructivist. The head is

again represented by a wooden ring, and locks of hair are schematically
shown as sinuous lines; both elenlents are like those in Kneeling
Woman.

Like IllOSt of Archipenko's sculpto-paintings, Kneeling Woman was

executed in Nice, as indicated by the artist's signature: \"Archipenko I

Nice.\" The only early bibliographical source for the date of this work is

Maurice Raynal (1923) who dates it 1917.100 On the basis of Raynal's dat-

ing and the above stylistic cOlnparisons, we nlay conclude that the work
was produced in Nice in 1916/1917, rather than in 1914.

In early 1920, Archipenko created his two largest sculpto-paintings:
Woman, produced in Paris (Tel Aviv Museunl, cat. no. 31), and Two

Women, produced in Zurich (National Museunl, Belgrade, cat. no.

32). tol Woman, a sheet-n1etal construction on a panel covered with bur-

lap. is the taller of the hvo (1. 87 1l1eters high). It is a Inonumental piece,
the culnlination of a series of works on the theme of the female figure.
Archipenko showed it in the last exhibition of the Section d'C)r group,
held in Galerie La Boetie in Paris in March 1920. It was displayed on the

balcony of the gallery, not far fronl Leger's La Ville, 1919.102 The pro-
found impression it 111adt:: there is apparent froIII the description of the
critic Iwan Goll:

This figure in bright nletal stood in the center of the hall one afternoon while a

concert was going on, high above the wave ofbJack tuxedos, white faces, and
brown violins, and on its facets and curves it brought to life, a thousand times
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Fig, 29. Alexander Archipenko, Woman, 19 19,

painted wood, sheet metal, and metal tubing on

oil on burlap, The Tel Aviv Museum, The Erich
Goeritz Collection.
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over, every movement of the o1usicians and the audience, attracting n10re at-

tention than even the conductor hin1self. Like a huge diamond this central
work reflected each external sparkle in all the variations of the rainbow colors.
It seenled as if sonle internal window was opening out to the world here. anow-
. f k I . . 103
mg events 0 un 'nO\ln 10TlZOnS to enter In.

In the same year (1920), Woman was shown in Archipenko's exhibi-

tion held in the Russian pavilion at the Venice Biennale. Although it

was sold to Falk in Geneva at the end of that year, Archipenko sent a

photograph of the work to Marcel Duchanlp to be included in the cata-

logue of the Archipenko exhibition organized by the Societe Anonyme
in New York in 1921. A reproduction of the work appeared on the back

cover of the catalogue, HH indicating that Archipenko considered it of

particular iIllportance.
Woman, 1919 (fig. 29), also at the Tel Aviv Museunl, is apparently the

snlaJIest of the sculpto-paintings created by Archipenko. Donald Kar-

.;han considers it a study for the larger Woman, of 1920. He sees a simi-
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larity between the two sculpto-paintings in their central axis and the

frontality of the composition, and in the extremities-head and feet-

extending beyond the picture fraIne. The two works also have the same

relatively silnple neutral background, oil paint on burlap. In the larger
work of 1920, Archipenko elongated the proportions of the female

image and sinlplified and reduced the cOlllposition. The coiled 1l1etal
tube in the snlaller work was elilninated so as not to interrupt the flow of
the basic form. Whereas in the snlaller work the inlage consists ofpieces
ofwood, sheet Illetal, and nlctal tubes, here it has been transfornled into

polished Inetal set against a silnpler and even l110re neutral back-

ground. 105

The use of polished 1l1etal, reflective of its surroundings, carried Ar-

chipenko's spatial conception a step further, leading to a denlaterializa-
tion of 1l1atter. As early as 1914, Archipenko had used highly polished
surfaces for their reflective quality (Portrait-Head), but it was not until
after the war that he llsed it again to enhance the optical effect of inter-

changing convex and concave fornls under certain lighting condi-

tions,106 as he did with Woman.

Of the sculpto-paintings chosen for the current exhibition, three are

characterized by a conlplex conlposition combining painted illusionis-
tic eleolents with concrete three-dinlensional forms and by the use of
bold colors. The other two, representing a later approach, are marked by
a relative sinlplicity, clarity of cOInposition and background, a more

schematic presentation of the subject, and subdued colors, with a

greater emphasis on three-dimensional sculptural aspects rather than on

illusionist painting.

The discussion of Archipenko's works in the Goeritz Collection has
demonstrated that even before the influence of cubisnl became appar-
ent in Archipenko's work, there existed a certain degree of anatomical
reduction and a geonletric element in his conlpositions, even when the

stance and proportions ofthe figure reca]}ed classical models. Already at

an early stage in his work the disnlembered \"partial figure\" became part
of the process of forlllal reduction, hand-in-hand with a new perception
of space-mass relationships. At the same time� the modeled sculpture
reflected a new interrelationship between the figure and its base.

The influence of cubisn1, first seen in the collection in a work from

1913, was initially expressed in the simultaneous viewing of the object
fro111 a nUlnber of vantage points and in the fragmentation of the

sculpted surfaces into facets. Later, it was found in the optical effects
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possible with a reversal between convex and concave forols and in the

substitution of void for mass.

Along with these innovations, still executed in conventional tech-

niques and materials, Archipenko was cxpcrirnenting with poly-
chromcd sculpture, the technique of assemblage, and the incorporation
of nontraditional rnaterials. In the sculpto-paintings, he cOlnbined sllch
n1aterials as wood, sheet tHetal, glass, ready-n1ade objects, oilcloth, and

burlap, as well as reflective polished rnetal.
The collection clearly reflects the diversity of Archipenko's oeuvre as

well as the iOlagination, boldness, and quest for fornlal innovations that
characterized his artistic devel0plnent in Europe.

TRANSLATED BY SARA KITAI
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Notes

In the course of my research on the history of the Gocritz Collection atthc �rcl Aviv Mu-
seum, I obtained much new and valuable information, both in conversation and in the
form of documentary material from scholars, colleagues, and members of the Goeritz
family. I wish to take this upportunity to exprcss my gratitudc to all of thcm.

Valuable information concerning the collector S. G. Falk \\\"as generously shared by
Susanne Schiller of Hcidelberg University. The resources and efficient staffs of the fol-
lowing archives provided me with rcsearch materials: The Kunsthalle Mannheim Ar-
chives, with the assistance of Manfred Fath and Roland Darn; the Archives ofAmerican
Art in New York; and Tami Freiman at the 'lei Aviv Museum Archives. Several people
were generuus with thcir time, granting me interviews or corresponding \"'ith mc. In this
regard, I would likc to mention Andrcw Goeritz and Rachel Gacritz Pollack, j\\,.1anfred
Lehmbruck, and Eva Spector

I am indebted to Donald Karshan, Katherine r.,,'lichaelscn; and Margit Rowcll for the
scholarly advice and useful information they provided me in the course of researching
Archipenko's works in the Tel Aviv Museum collection.

1. During the war, a number of Archipenko's sculptures were stored in a shed in Paris,
while the artist himself \\�laS living in Nice. These \"vorks were damaged as a result of se-

vere water leakage. Other works werc destroyed by air raids during World War I in Paris
as well as in Hagen, Germany, when the local museum was demolished.
2. Letter from Archipenko to Karl Schwarz, 9 May 1947, in the Tel Aviv Muscum Ar-
chives. During thc 1940s, after the war, Archipenko started writing his book (published
only in 1960), He was looking, at that time; for his early works, which had been left in

Europe. It was I'v1rs. Irmi Selver, thc sister-in-law of Mr. Goeritz, who informed Archi-
penko of the Goeritz Collection at the Tel Aviv Museum.
3. Alexander Archipenko and Fifty Art Historians, Archipenko, Fifty Creative Years,
1908-1958 (New York, 1960), caption to pI. 141.
4. Letter from Archipenko to Haim Gamzu, 27 July 1947, in the Tel Aviv Museum
Archivcs.
5. This research was done by Edna Moshenson, curator ofprints and drawings, the Tel
Aviv �1useum.
6. Katherine J. Michaelsen, Archipenko, A Study of the Early Works 1908-1920 (New
York, 1977), 13 5. Michaelsen writes: \"the brother of George Falk, Sally Falk, was also
an important collector and patron of Wilhelm Lehmbruck. There are portraits ofMr. &
Mrs. Sally Falk by the German sculptor.\" This information is based on a letter from
Reinhold Heller to Katherine J. Michaelscn, dated 5 May 1974, in which Heller in-
formed Michaelsen that \". . .

Herr Sally Falk was Lehmbruck's patron. . .
his collec-

tion, sold follO\'ing his bankruptcy in 1919, contained no Archipcnko sculpture. The
George (Georg?) Falk who did collect Archipcnko's work was Sally Falk's brother. . . .\"
This information, in turn, was acquired by checking with the Lehmbrucks and the
Kunsthalle Mannheim. In a letter from Kunstarchi\\l Arntz (Wilhelm F. Arntz) to An-
drew Gocritz (undated, in reply to a letter from Goeritz to Arntz, dated 21 August 1980)
the two brothers are mentiuned agel in. Arntz \"\"Tote: \"I knew the collector Falk from
Mannheim, \/ho may be the brother of George Falk from Geneva, very superficially
during my years in Frankfurt (prior to 1933), The sculptor Wilhelm Lehmbruck made
several portraits of him and his wife.

. . .\"
7. Susanne Schillcr, Sally Falks Stiftung von Plastiken an die Mannheimer Kunsthalle
(Heidelberg, 198,).
8. According to a document issued by the Stadtisches Archiv, Mannheim, on 24 April
1961, Sally Falk was born in Heilbronn on 22 t\\.farch 1888, the only son of Felix Falk,
born in Braunsbach, 14 March 1857- This document is in the Kunsthalle Mannhcim
Archives, Sally Falk File (hereafter referred to as <OK. M. A., S. F F\").
9. Stadtisches Archiv, l\\lannheim.
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10. Stadtisches Archiv, Mannheim, and also Lothar Fischer, George Grosz (Hamburg,
1976),43; George Grosz, Ein Kleines /a und ein Grosses Nein (Hamburg, 1955), ]07.
II. Falk was a patron of George Grosz. As Grosz related in his memoirs, at a certain

point Falk offered him a monthly allowance (Grosz 1955, 107), but the arrangement
never matcrialized and Falk's patronage did not last more than a year (compare Fischer

1976
, 43).

12. Grosz 1955, 107-108, 186-187.
13. Letter from Falk to Hartlaub, 20 February 1918 (K.M.A., S.FF).
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Fig. 30. Alexander Archipenko. Woman
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(Discussed in note 79.)
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1

Sorrow (1Jistesse)
( 19°9)
painted wood

9 V2 (24) h.

Provenanee

From the arfist
Madame Jean G. \\ferdier. Cannes,
France, 1921-1966

Joseph H. Hirshhorn, New York,
1966- 1 972

J I,
I

I

.
\"

\"

l

.r

Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture
Garden, Slnithsonian Institution,
Washington

I

(� .�

.........-
-..
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2

Kneeling \\Voman

(19 10 )
bronze

13If-t (30) h.

Provena nee

Ffon1 the artist

Probably S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv 1\\-1useurn frolll
Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956

Private Collection, London
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3

Mother and Child

( I<�nO-1911)
111arble

13'/2 (34-7) h.

signed: ArchiPenko

Provenance

Galerie Flechtheinl (?), Bcrlin

Grandfather of present owner, Berlin,
19 20S

.. ,

Private CoHection
\"
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4

Bather (Scated 'Voman)
19 12

terra-cotta

17 Y1 (-t4) h.

signed: Archipel1ko 1912

Provenance

Fronl the artist

Probably S.G. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv l\\11ISeUJTI fTorn

Erich C;oeritz, 1933-1956

The 'leI Aviv l\"VlUSClIlll, C;ift of the
Goeritz Falnily, London, 1956
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5

Repose
19 12

plaster tinted pink
14 1/8 x SYs (36 x 39)
signed: ArchiPenko 1912

Provenance

From the artist

Probably S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Coeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv MUSeUITI froln
Erich Coeritz, 1933-1956

The Tel Aviv Museunl, Gift of the
Coeritz Family, London, 1956
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6

Porteuse (Bearer)
(19 12 )
stone

17 Yz (45) h.

signed: Archipenko

Provenance

Galerie Maeght, Paris, c, 1954

Private Collection, Belgiul11
Peds Galleries, Ne\\v York, 1984

Donald Karshan Collection, Florida
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7

Madonna of the Rocks

19 12

plaster painted red
21 (53.2) h.

signed: ArchiPenko/1912

Provenance

Fronl the artist

Fernand Leger
Alexander Archipenko and Klaus Peds

(fronl Nadia Leger)

The Museunl of Modern Art, New York,
Gift of Frances Archipenko Gray and

Peds Galleries, 1969

NGA only
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8

Figure in Movement

19] 3
cut and pasted papers, crayon, and pencil
18'14 x 12'1� (47-6 x 31.4)
signed: ArchipenkolParis 19 13

T'he Museum of Modern Art, Ne\! York,
Gift of Peds Galleries, Ne\\v York

NGA only
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9

Figure
( 19 1 3)
collage, pencil, and pastel
18314 x 121/4 (47.7 X 31. 3)

Provenance

Calerie Jean Chauvelin, Paris

Peds Galleries, New York, 1974

Donald Karshan Collection, Florida
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10

Collage: Two Figures
19 1 3

gouache and pasted paper
1831-+ x 12 X,; (475 x 31. 5)
signed: A. ArchiPenkolParis 1913

Provenance

NeB \'alden, 1958

l\\11oderna Museet
7

Stockholnl
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II

Composition (Composition: Two

Figures)
19 1 3

collage, pen and ink
18Y4 x 121f4 (47.7 x 31. 3)
signed: ArchiPenko/I913

The Museum of Modern Art, New York,
Extended loan fronl Frances Archipenko
Gray

NGA only
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12

Sketch for Ceiling
19 1 3

plaster
191V16 x 12Y8 X 5YI6 (50 x 55 x 13.5)
signed, lower right: Archipenko Paris

19 1 3

Provenance

Galerie Ocr Sturnl, Berlin

Eva Specto� Berlin, 1925-1929. TeJ Aviv

fronl 1929

San1 and Ayala Zacks, 1oronto

The Tel Aviv Museum, Gift of Mrs.

Ayala Zacks-Abramov, 1983

TAM only
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13

Leaning Woman (Penche)
(19 1 3- 19 14)
polished bronze
II 1/2 (29) h.

Provenance

From the artist

Probably S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the leI Aviv Museum fronl
Erich Coeritz, 1933-1956

The Te] Aviv Museunl, Gift of the

Coeritz Fanlily, London, 1956

(,
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14

Boxing (Boxers, Struggle)
191..1-

plaster painted black

233;'4 (60. .,) h.

signed: A. Arclzipenko/Paris 1914

Provenance

Fronl the artist

Alberto lVlagnclli, Florence. 1914-1955

The SoloITIon R. Cuggenhein1
Museunl. New York

NGA only
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15

Statue on Triangular Base

(Statuette)
19 1 4

plaster
31V�(79.5)h.
signed: Archipenko 191-+

Pro �)eTZal1Ce

FrotH the artist

S.C. FaJk, C:cllcva

Erich Cocritz, Bedin, untiJ 1933

()n loan to the Tel A\\'iv l\\-Iuseuill frorn

Erich Goeritz. 1<)� 3-1956 './

The 'lCl Aviv �'I11sellTn. Gift of the

Coeritz FanliJy, London, 1956
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16

Geometric Statuette

19 1 4

plaster
201/2 (52.5) h.

signed: Archipenko 1914

Provena nee

From the artist

Probably S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Coeritz, Berlin

On loan to the Tel Aviv Museunl fronl
Erich Coeritz

Erich Coeritz, London

On loan from Eric and Saloille
Estorick

160



17

Woman with Fan

19 14

painted wood, painted sheet llletal,
glass bottle, and nlctal funnel; support:
oil on burlap, and oil on oildoth,
ITIounted on wood panels
421j� x 2-J. V-f X 5 (108 X 61. 5 x 13.5)
signed, lower right: A. Archipcllkol 19]4

ProvenQTlce

Froln the artist

S.G. Falk Collection, Geneva

Erich Gocritz, Berlin, until 193 '3

On loan to the 'Ie] Aviv Museunl froIll
Erich Coeritz, 1933-1956

The Tel Aviv Museum, Gift of the
Gocritz Fan1ily, London, 1956
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18

Flat Torso

(19 1 5)
marble on alabaster base
18Y4 (47.6) h.

signed: Archipenko

Provenance

c. S. L. Trask, London, 1926-1957
Sotheby and Co., London, 1957

Marlborough Fine Art, Ltd., 1958
Galerie des Arts Anciens et Modernes,
Schaan, Liechtenstein

Joseph H. Hirshhorn, New York,
195 8- 1966

Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture
Garden, Stnithsonian Institution,
Washington

NGA only (illustrated)

Flat Torso

(19 14)
plaster
15 YB (39) h. without base

signed: Archipenko

Provenance

From the artist

Probably S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv MuseUlll from
Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956
Thomas Goeritz, London

Private Collection TAM only
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Statuette

(19 1 5)
painted terra-cotta

11314 (30) h.

signed: Archipenko

Provenanee

From the artist

Probably S.G. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the TeJ Aviv l\\1uscum from
Erich Coeritz, 1933-1956

Private Collection, London
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20

Before the Mirror

(In the Boudoir)
(19 1 5)
oil and pencil on wood, paper, and
111etal (with photograph of the artist)
18 x 12 (45.7 x 3°.5)
signed: A. Arehipenko

Provena nee

Probably frorn the artist, c. 1924

Dr. Christian Brinton, Philadelphia

Philadelphia Museunl of Art, Given by
Christian Brinton
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21

Woman with Fan II

19 1 5

painted wood relief
.8Y8 x 14Y4 X 1 (46 x 37.5 x 2.4)
signed: Archipenko/1915 Nice � ..-....

Provenance

FrOll1 the artist

tv1adante Jean G. Verdier, Cannes,
France, 1921-1964

Joseph H. Hirshhorn, New York,
1964- 1966

Hirshhorn MUSeUI11 and Sculpture
Carden, Sll1ithsonian Institution,
Washington
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22

In the Cafe

(Woman with Cup)
(19 1 5 )
painted wood and painted canvas

ITlounted on wood

24Y2 x 17 X 31/2 (62.3 X 43.2 x 8.8)
signed: A. ArehipenkolNiee \\
Provena nee

Fralll the artist

Madmne Jean G. \\'erdier, Cannes,
France, 1921- H)64

Joseph H. Hirshhorn, New York,
1964- 1966

,1

\\

'\\

Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture
Garden, Srnithsonian Institution,
Washington
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23

Bather

19 1 5

painted plaster on papier-mache and
wire support
18 (45.7) h.

signed: Archipenko/1915 Nice

Provenance

Leonard Hutton C;aHery, New York,
1973

Donald Karshan Collection, Florida
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24

Woman at Her Toilet

(Woman before Mirror)
19 16

painted wood, painted sheet rnetal;
support: oil on cardboard

337,/8 x 25YH X 2 (86 x 64- 5 x 5)
signed, lower left: ArchipenkolParis

19 16

Provenance

FroIII the artist

S.C. Falk, Geneva

Erich Coeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv MUSeUl11 from
Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956

The Tel Aviv Museul11, Gift of the

C;ocritz Family, London, 1956
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25

Kneeling Woman

( 19 16- 19 1 7 )
painted wood� support: oil on burlap
nlountcd on wood

35 x 18V2 X 5 1/2 (89 x 47 x 14)
signed, lower left: Archipenko/Nice

Provenance

Fronl the artist

Probably s.c. Falk, Geneva

Erich Gocritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv Museum from
Erich Gocritz, 1933-1956

The Tel Aviv Museum, C;ift of the
Cocritz Fanlily, London, 1956
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26

WOD1an in RooD1

19 1 7

painted \/ood, ink drawing on paper

(co]]age); support: oil on \\vood panels
covered with gessocd oilcloth

17511) x 11 x 1 (45.5 x 28.3 x 2.5)
signed, lo\\ver right: A. Archipenko/1917

ProvenQ nee

FrOIll the artist

Probably S.G. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Bcrlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv l\\.1useuIll froln
Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956

Private Collection, London
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27

\\Valking Soldier

19 1 7

painted plaster
1 5314 Lt-O) h

+

signed ill black paint: ArchiPenko/1917

Provenance

FrOIl1 thc artist

s. C. Falk, Gencva

Erich C;ocritz, Berlin, until 19'3 '3

()n loan to thc 'fc) Aviv 1\\'1 useUIl1 froIll
Erich C;ocritz, 1933-1956

The 1eI Aviv Iv1uscunl, C;ift of the
Gocritz Fanli)y, London, 1956
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28

Vase \\Voman II

19 1 9

bronze
22Y;� (575) h.

signed: Archipenkol19

Provenance

FrOIn the artist

Katherine S. l)reier

The SololT1on R. Guggenheiol
tvluscunl, Nc\.' York, Gift, Katherine
S. Dreier Estate, 1953

l\\rCA only (illustrated)

Vase Woman II

19 1 9
bronze
22518 (57) h.

signed: ArchiPenkol19

Provenance

FroIn the artist

Probably S.G. Falk, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the Tel Aviv MuseuIll frorn

Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956

1'he leI Aviv Musellln, C;ift of the

Goeritz Fanlily� London, 1956

TAM only
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29

Seated \\Von1an

(Geometric Figure Seatcd)
(1920 )
painted plaster
22VZ (57) h.

signed in black paint: ArchiPenko

Provenance

FrOIll the artist

S,(�. Falk, Geneva

Erich Gocritz, Berlin, until 19\"

On loan to the Tel Aviv tvluseUlll fronl
Erich Gocritz, 19, ,-1956

The rrel Aviv �111seurTl, Gift of the
Gocritz Fanlily, London, 1956
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30

Double Portrait

(1\\1r. and 1\\1rs. Falk)
(1920)
polychroll1ed painted plaster
29 1f2 (75)h,
signed: Archipenko

Provenance

FrOlll the artist

S,G. Falk Collection, Geneva

Erich Goeritz, Berlin, until 1933

()n loan to the leI Aviv MUSCUlll frolll
Erich Goeritz, 1933-1956

The leI Aviv f\\1useulll, Gift of the
Goeritz Farrlily, London, 1956
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31

Woman

(1920)
sheet 1l1etal; support: oil 011 burlap 011

wood panel
73 1/2 x 32 Y4 X 51ft) (187 x 82 x 13)
signed, lower right: ArchiPenkolParis

Provenance

Fronl the artist

s.c. Falk, Geneva

Erich C;oeritz, Berlin, until 1933

On loan to the leI Aviv Muscunl frOTI1
Erich Coeritz, 1933-1956

The Tel Aviv MUSeUI11, Gift of the
Coeritz Family, London, 1956
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32

Two Women

1920

painted wood and sheet Il1etal

69 314 x 38lj� (177 x 97)
signed: A Archipenko/Zurich, 1. 1920

,Provenance

Ljubomir Micic, Co 1926-1971
Micic Estate, 1980

National Museum, Belgrade
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33

Woman (Metal Lady)
19 2 3

painted brass, copper, and \\vhitc I11ctal

alloy over \"rood core

54 x 20 Y-f (137 x 52.7)
with integral franlc
dated: 1923; on plaque attached to

bottonl edge of franle:
A. Archipenko

Provenance

Fronl the artist

Katherine S. l)reier, 1924-1948

Yale University Art Gallery, Gift of
Katherine S. Dreier to the Co]]ection
Societe Anonyme
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34

Standing Vertical

(1935)
painted wood

43 Vf ( 109,8) h, with base

Frances Archipenko Gray

..
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35

Head

(1936)
painted terra-cotta

17 (43) h.

signed: Archipenko

Frances Archipenko Gray

-;J-
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36

Walking Woman

(1937)
painted terra -cotta

25 V2 (65) h.

signed: ArchiPenko

Provenance

Cranbrook Academy of Art, BloolnfieJd
Hills, Michigan
Parke Bernet Galleries, Inc., 1972

Courtesy of Peds Galleries, New York
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37

Spanish Woman (Espagnol)
( 1942)
inlaid terra-cotta

141/2 (36,8) h.

signed: ArchiPenko

Frances Archipcnko Gray

. ,
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38

Architectural Figure
(c. 1950; formerly dated 1937)
painted wood

36Vz (92-7) h. with base

signed: ArchiPenko

Frances Archipenko Gray
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39

Ascension

(1950 )
carved p]astic with illunlination

3 8 (96.5) h. without base

Frances Archipenko Gray

,
,
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40

Queen
(1954)
painted wood

36V2 (92.7) h. with base

signed: Archipenko

Frances Archipenko Gray

tJ
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41

Figure (Fragnlentary Figure)
(1957)
painted terra-cotta

19Yz (49.5) h. with base

Frances Archipenko Gray
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42

Cleopatra (Repose)
1957

painted wood and bakelite, found

objects
3 8 x 84 (96.5 x 21 3)
signed: Archipenko 57

Frances Archipenko Gray
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43

King Solomon

1963

painted hydrocal
28 (71) h. with base

signed: ArchiPenko 63

Frances Archipenko Gray
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