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THE ART WORLD

Modern vs.

HE main event of this some-

what lacklustre art season has

been the furor over the proposed
expansion of the Whitney Museum.
Since last May, when the Whitney
went public with plans, by the archi-
tect Michael Graves, to build a new
structure alongside and on top of its
present one, on Madison Avenue at
Seventy-fifth Street, it has been next to
impossible to get through an evening’s
talk without some kind of argument
on the subject. A great deal of discus-
sion has centered on whether or not
the Graves design would destroy Mar-
cel Breuer’s 1966 Whitney building,
which has come to be regarded not
only as a modernist icon but also (to
the great surprise of the Whitney’s
trustees ) as a beloved Manhattan land-
mark. The situation abounds with iro-
nies. Breuer’s dark, granite blockhouse
—a highly aggressive form that stands
out like a mailed fist from the urbane
gentility of Madison Avenue—was
praised by architecture critics but
gready disliked and disparaged by the
public in its early years. Although it
has become a familiar part of the up-
town East Side landscape, the current
surge of affection for it is something
new. The spectacle of architects at-
tacking a prominent member of their

Postmodern

own profession is also novel. The pro-
fession has always been fiercely com-
petitive—the first law of architecture,
it has been said, is “Get the job”—but
the degree of public vituperation in
this case has been extraordinary. By
contrast, Gwathmey Siegel & Associ-
ates’ proposed addition to the Guggen-
heim Museum—an eleven-story tower
faced with pale-green tile—has elic-
ited little comment of any kind from
the profession, even though it seems
evident that the tower would seriously
compromise the integrity of Frank
Lloyd Wright’s only Manhattan build-
ing, the crowning work of his career,
and, by general agreement (something
that could hardly be said for Breuer’s
Whitney), one of the supreme archi-
tectural achievements of the twentieth
century.

There was no immediate outcry
when the Graves drawings and models
were presented last spring. His over-
all plan called for a large, five-story
structure equal in height to Breuer’s
building, extending the museum
southward all the way to Seventy-
fourth Street (the Whitney owns the
row of undistinguished brownstones
that would be demolished to make way
for the expansion); the two buildings
would then serve as the base of a five-

story setback penthouse, which would
rise to a height of a hundred and
eighty-eight feet—the equivalent, in
all, of a seventeen-story residential
building. The Times' architecture
critic, Paul Goldberger, gave the plan
a rave review in his initial article on
the expansion, in May. He called the
Graves design “daring and sensitive,”
and he went on to say that Graves’
style—““a richly colored, ornamented
assemblage of pure geometries and
variations on classical elements such
as colonnades and pergolas”—seemed
“right for the eclectic mix that Madi-
son Avenue is.”” The opposition’s
opening salvo came a month later, at
the annual meeting of the New York
Chapter of the American Institute of
Architects. Abraham W. Geller, a
seventy-three-year-old architect, who
was receiving the chapter’s 1985
Medal of Honor, used the occasion to
attack Graves’ design. He charged
that Breuer’s building was being “lit-
erally crushed. ...subjugated to an
assemblage of many diverse and un-
related blocks.”

Subsequent developments have in-
cluded an anti-Graves article in the
Times by Hamilton Smith, who was
Breuer’s partner on the Whitney com-
mission (“The plan reduces the
Breuer building to one of several com-
ponents of an assemblage wrought by
seemingly piling toy blocks on each
other”); a letter to the president of the
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Wh'_“""—)’ from Constance Breuer, the
architect’s widow, stating that she
would prefer to see the “’ghimey torn
dfl\w] rather than subjected to the in-
dignity of the Graves addition (and
adding that she was sure her late hus-
band would have felt the same way);
and—most distressing t0 Graves—a
petition with more than six hundred
signatures, including those of such
well-known architects as Edward
Larrabee Barnes, I. M. Pei, Romaldo
Giurgola, and John Johansen, stating
that the expansion “would totally de-
stroy the architectural integrity of the
original building.” The Ad Hoc Com-
mittee to Save the Whitney, which
circulated the petition, has been co-
operating with neighborhood groups
such as the 75th Street Block Asso-
ciation and the Friends of the Upper
East Side Historic District. Since the
| Whitney falls within the recently des-
ignated Upper East Side Historic Dis-
trict, its expansion plan must be ap-
proved by the Landmarks Preservation
Commission; it must also pass review
| by the City Planning Commission, the
Board of Estimate, and Community
Board 8. The opposition forces have
been raising funds to fight the plan at
every stage, and they have retained the
services of Berle, Kass & Case, the law
firm that was instrumental in stopping
Westway.

| Some equally prominent architects
' have rallied to Graves’ defense. Philip
| Johnson and Ulrich Franzen spoke
favorably of his design at a curiously
restrained public meeting sponsored by
the New York Chapter of the A.LA.
in July. The architectural historians
Vincent Scully and Martin Filler have
defended it. Paul Goldberger, mean-
while, has had second thoughts. He
now feels that the five-story top section
is “fussy, pretentious and overblown,”
and he has suggested that “‘a smaller,
less ambitious W hitney could be a bet-
ter one."”

Johnson and others tend to regard
the dispute as a generational conl!ict.
pitting modernist diehards against
their postmodernist challengers.
While this is too narrow an interpre-
tation—the neighborhood groups sim-
ply don’t want to see a huge building
go up on the block, and the head of
the Ad Hoc Committee to Save the
Whitney, Murray Levi, is a twenty-
nine-year-old architect just out of
Cooper Union—there is obviously
some truth to it. The emergence dur-
ing the last decade of what has been
called postmodernist architecture, with
its borrowings from historical styles,

its bold use of color and ernamenta-
tion, and its playful (or frivolous, de-
pending on your point of view) mixing
of forms, represents an almost total
break with the austere, “less is more”
aesthetic of Mies van der Rohe, Wal-
ter Gropius, and the other giants of
architectural modernism. (It also rep-
resents an economic threat to architec-
tural firms that have based their prac-
tice on steel-and-glass office towers,
which many clients no longer seem to
want.) Marcel Breuer was one of the
modernist founders; he taught at the
Bauhaus, he was Gropius’s partner af-
ter they both moved to this country, in
the nineteen-thirties, and he was be-
loved by several generations of Ameri-
can architecture students, The pros-
pect of seeing his most important New
York building swallowed up by a
postmodernist extravaganza turned an |
aesthetic issue into an emotional one.

|

Mlcmu.. GRAVES, as it happened,
was an ideal taget for pent-up
modernist wrath. Comparatively
young (fifty-one), he was known
mainly as a teacher (at Princeton) and
a designer of innovative private houses
until, in 1982, he burst upon the
larger architectural scene with rhel
Portland Building, in Oregon, his first
large-scale commission. He has since
become one of the busiest architects in |
the country. His recent work has re-
ceived a great deal of publicity, both
favorable and unfavorable. Pietro Bel-
luschi, the former dean of the School
of Architecture and Planning at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, called his Portland Building an
“oversize, beribboned Christmas pack-
age”’ that belonﬁ ‘;;;erhaps in Atlan-
tic City or in egas, but not in
Portland.” (Belluschi later recanted,
saying he was getting used to the
building and was sorry he had made|
any adverse comment on it.) At the
1983 A.ILA. Convention, in New Or-
leans, where Graves received an award
for the Portland Building, he was con-
fronted by fellow-architects wearing
lapel buttons that showed the Portland
Building with a red slash through
it, and others wearing buttons that
read “We Don’t Dig Graves.” In
spite of these slings and arrows,
raves was unprepared for the attacks
on his Whitney design. The fact that
I. M. Pei and other architects had
signed the petition against him was
particularly galling; a year or so ear-
lier, Graves had refused to speak out
against Pei’s glass-pyramid entrance
to the Louvre, saying, “Architects

' don’t do that sort of thing.” He knows

better now.

The uproar also came as a nasty
shock to the trustees and staff of the
Whitney Museum. Thomas Arm-
strong, the director, and Flora Miller
Biddle, who was then the president of
the board (she has since relinquished
that post to become chairman), had
felt that in choosing Graves they were
doing just what an earlier Whitney
board had done when it selected
Breuer—entrusting the museum’s fu-
ture to the cutting edge of architec-
tural excellence. In retrospect, some of
the trustees agree that it was a great
mistake to present the Graves design
to the public mainly in the form of
elevation drawings. The public didn’t
understand elevations—didn’t realize
that the building wouldn’t look that
way when seen from the street. The
penthouse floors, with their setbacks,
would barely be visible from street
level, and when the museum was
viewed from the north, down Madi-
son, the original Breuer building
would hardly be obliterated. Graves
fully believes he was being r
to the Breuer building. He kept
Breuer’s flying bridge as the main en-
trance to the museum, and he echoed
the Breuer facade in subtle ways in his
adjoining building. Since the main
purpose of the expansion was to pro-
vide more space for the museum’s per-
manent collection, both Graves and
the Whitney’s building committee had
rejected the idea of housing the addi-
tion in a tower. “We need horizontal
space,” Armstrong explained. “We
don’t want a tower where you go to
the seventeenth floor for Minimal-
ism.” That being the case, the only
alternative was to build alongside and
on top of Breuer. When Graves ac-
cepted the job, he had called it “an
incredible challenge” and “the most
important commission of the decade.”
He had gone to great pains to design a
building that would read as “one mu-
seum” but would also be more hospita-
ble than the Breuer building to what
he called the “smaller scale and more
elaborated facades of the remainder of
Madison Avenue.” (Breuer had told a
Newsweek reporter in 1966 that he
(had not tried to accommodate his
building to its neighbors, ““because the |
neighboring buildings aren’t any

ood.”) It may well be that adding to
reuer’s abstract, sculptural mass and
being respectful to it at the same time
is impossible. But then why weren't
the architects who opposed Graves’

design jumping up and down with
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rage at Gwathmey Siegel’s plan for
the Guggenheim! Was some of their
anger directed at the Whitney itself,
rather than just at Graves!

A painful thought, that. For much
of its history, the Whitney has been
looked upon with great affection—if
not always with great esteem—by the
New York art community and by
the public. Established in 1930 by
Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney, a pro-
fessional sculptor who also happened
to be one of the richest women in
America, it retained for many years
the guiding ideals of the Whitney Stu-
dio Club, which had preceded it; the
Whitney existed primarily to help liv-
ing American artists, and several gen-
erations of American artists looked to
it as their invaluable resource, show-
room, and spiritual home. Its loyalty
to the artists who had grown up with
it eventually became a drawback. The
Whitney was lamentably late in recog-
nizing Jackson Pollock, Willem de
Kooning, and others of the first gener-
ation of American artists to achieve
international renown, and until 1968
oF so it took relatively little notice of
Pop Art, Minimalism, and other con-
remporary developments. Tom Arm-
strong, the abundantly genial but by

no means easygoin% man who took
over as director in 1974, saw his job
primarily in terms of professionalizing
the place. “When I first came here,
some trustees still talked about giving
So-and-So a show because he was get-
ting older, or he needed the attention,
or he had taught so many years at the
Art Students League,” Armstrong
told me some time ago. “It was a
private museum until 1961—no trust-
ees outside the Whitney family and
their advisers. My main point has been
to turn it into an institution whose
primary responsibility is to the public.
That means making critical judgments
and decisions about quality. It means
setting standards. I want this to be the
best place in the world to see what
American artists have done in this
century.”

Some critics (and some artists) be-
lieve that Armstrong’s Whitney has
failed dismally in this endeavor. The
museum’s biennial exhibitions of paint-
ing and sculpture—our closest approx-
imation of a national salon—have
been accused of “trendiness,” and its
curatorial standards, despite some
outstanding exhibitions, are said to be
erratic. Hilton Kramer, formerly the
chief art critic of the Times and since

1982 the editor of T he New Criterion,
has repeatedly attacked Armstrong’s
stewardship, and the diatribe reached
its peak (presumably) in the Septem-
ber, 1983, issue of The New Crite-
rion. The public announcement of
Michael Graves’ design for the
Whitney expansion had finally made
clear, according to Kramer, the “sinis-
ter and menacing character” of that
museum’s over-all policies and pro-
grams. The “moment of truth” had
dawned, “even for those who had tried
so arduously to make allowances for so
many e%regious misadventures in the

2 The Whitney now stood re-
vealed as one of those art institutions
(apparently there are many) which
“constitute a real threat to the life of
art and its place in our society.” Arm-
strong and his staff have learned to
take Kramer’s opinions in stride—the
implication that they spent most of
their time thinking up new ways to
damage American art struck them and
others as laughable. Burt it is clear
that the climate of affection in which
the Whitney once basked has chilled
considerably, and one of Armstrong’s
big problems is that the museum has
not yet gained enough professional re~
spect to give it real power as an institu~
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tion. The Whitney’s board of trustees
wields relatively little clout in New
York’s social or political life. William
S. Woodside, the new president of the
Whitney’s board, may change that; he
is the chairman and chief executive
officer of the American Can Company,
and it is anticipated that he will try
hard to bring more corporate throw
weight into the museum’s future. At
the moment, though, almost anyone
with money and social ambitions
would still rather serve on the board of
the Museumn of Moder: Art or the
Metropolitan Museum— vo institu-
tions that have carried out vast recent
expansions with little public opposi-
tion.
Armstrong and his board feel that
they also erred in not “selling” the
need for their museum’s expansion be-
fore they revealed the architectural
pian. They are trying to do so now, at
every possible opportunity. The pres-
ent space, they point out, allows them
to show only seventy-two works of art
out of a permanent collection of ten
'thousand. There is no auditorium for
lectures or public-education programs,
and no space to show the Whitney’s
collection of more than five thousand
drawings; office and support facilities
are wholly inadequate; the library can
accommodate only four users at a time
(thin ones.. The Graves plan would
add about thirty-five thousand square
feet of exhibition space—more than
doubling the present total. It would
also provide wo-hundred-and-fifty-
seat theatre, .. orientation gallery, an
expanded library and study cener, ad-
ditional office space, a rooftop “astau-
rant, and a host of lesser amenities.
Critics of the expansion have asked
whether the Whitney really needs a!
these things if the price includes doirg
in the Breuer wilding. One Whitney
trustee resign st spring because he
' was opposed to the expansion, and two
others recently t. a Tlimes reportér
that they had do.  about the expan-
oy

sion. e rest the thirty-three-
| member Whitney board is behind the
plan, however, even though several
have asked rather plaintively for verbal
ammunition to use at cocktail and din-
| ner parties, where thev == frequently
asked to explain why want to
|spoiI the Whitney. (A ng's staff
| obliged them with a tw - .ze, single-
spaced summary of useful facts and
arguments.) Twenty-five board mem-
bers have pledged financial support for
the building fund, which has been set
at fifty-two and a half million dollars
—thirty-seven and a half million for

¢pansion itself and fifteen million
iui an endowment to maintain it. Ac-
cording to the museum, about a third
of the mer s been pledged; but |
some tr ibt the firmness of
some pl. and most agree that
public opposition will make it tougher
to raise the full amount.

THE next step is for the Graves
plan to go before the Landmarks
Preservi-"sn Commission. The
Whitn irew its application for
a heary: spring, having decided
that it nee ..a more time to assemble
the required data—and no doubt hop-
ing that - “s might cool a bit. The
museum “rought in reinforce-
ments: .indenbaum, who is
consider: ¢ of the top real-estate
lawyers . .= rity, and the public-
relations cumpany of Howard J. Ru-
benstein Associates. The Landmarks
Commission hearing will probably
take p..  sometime this spring, and it
is pre d that the Graves design
will be presented there in a somewhat
scaled-down form. A major battle is
expected, in any event, -. = -he out-
come is very much in do - As one
experienced urban administrator said
to me, the lost momentum, a deter-
mined and well-organized opposition,
a bad press, and a iighly complex se-
ries of public hearings and official re-
views add up to a real possibility that the
project will be stopped. What then?
Armstrong has indicated that if the
building expansion and the develop-
ment plans that go with it are shelved

he will resign. The Whitney's trustees
would then be obliged to sit down and
rethink a number of issues. This could
turn out to be an interesting process.
There has been very little hard think-
ing lately about the nature and the
purpose of art ~seums. Should they
really try to be .. . ‘hings to all people,
as so many museums feel they must
these days—community centers as well
as research institutions, places of en-
tertainment as il as temples of high
culture! M ey forever grow

wrger and m comprehensive” in
aeir appeal? . .olic education in the

isual arts rea.., part of the museum’s
ub! The Whitney has already ex-
panded its activities by establishing
three branch museums—two in Man-
hattan an one in Stamford, Connecti-
cut—and this week it will open a
fourth branch. in the Equitable Life
Assurance S0 *'s new building, on
Seventh Ave. .. between Fifty-first
and Fifty-second Streets. Could this be
an alternative to enlarging the Breuer

~ace—Whitney branches exfoliating
ss the country, spreading the good
sbout American art! In the
-wen-twenties, a  .mber of educa-

s and museum ple aciressed
.aemselves to such guestions. Frank
Jewert Mather, Jr., the co-founder of
the fine-arts department at Princeton,
argued that American museums were
_rowing too large, and so .. ‘eating
aeir purpose. He urged the Meiropol-
itan and other big museums to decen-
tralize—to establish branch museums
specializing in one or another category
of art objects, which, he said, would
lead to greater interest and pleasure
for the public and more efficient ad-
ministration. John Cotton Dana, the
brilliantly innovative director of the
~Newark Museum, contended that “no
other public institutions give so little
in return for the money spent on them
as museums.” Dana wanted museums
to help viewers respond to aesthetic
pleasure in their everyday life, and he
argued that they were doing nothing
of the kind. This sort of snirited icon-
oclasm is in short suppl®  .ay, when
American civic pride se-. . to requi--
the automatic proliferation of more
and bigger art museums.

The questions will prob not be
asked, though—at least, this
case. My guess is that th  .utney
will agree to some cutbacks and altera-
tions in the Graves design, and that
the expansion will eventually be ap-
proved. Graves is not averse to putting
his building ““on a diet,” as he phrases
it. His original design simply refiects
what Armstrong and the Whitney
trustees asked for in terms of space; if
they opt for less, Graves can oblige
them. At any rate, New York has
always been more hospitable to change
than to architecture. “It’s an old issue,
isn’t it!”” Philip Johnson said the other
day. “We all ruin other people’s build-
ings. I ‘ruined’ the Museum of Mod-
ern Art—not once but twicel—and
now Cesar Pelli has ‘ruined’ my gar-
den there. Breuer tried to ruin Grand
Central Terminal. The fight to stop
him from building that fifty-five-story
tower over Grand Central was really
what put teeth into the Landmarks
Commission.” Johnson himself, who
as early as the nineteen-fifties was tell-
ing Yale students that “you cannot not
know history,” has managed the tran-
sition from modernism to postmodern-
ism with the ease of a master techni-
cian. At the age of seventy-nine, he
knows that in this city it is the archi
tects who last, not the buildings.

—Carviy Towmx
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The Whitney Unveils
Smaller Expansion Plan

ER The revised plan Is essentially the
'!ynoucus C.MeGILL \same form as the first, only smaller,
- e Ists of three parts: a building
The Whitney Museum of American 'to the south of the Breuer building, a
Wlm 10 protests by nei cylindrical’ structure between the
ood and clvic groups over a plan  Breuer bullding and the new bullding
to expand its bullding at Madison and a rectangular structure atop the
Avi and 75th Street, announced a  cylinder and the Breuer and Graves
. revised plan yesterday that calls for  buildings,
reducing the proposed addition by In the new plan, the top structure is
1 ] the one most dramatically reduced in
T The umngmn , an- size. It is Jess than ha
= nounced in May 1985, consisted of a
Jo-story addition to the south of and
over the current Whlu!ey

Tbullding, a

- T ", "

« structure designed the architect eyebrow

P Breuer in 1966, The expansion  spanned nearly its entire length. It

. designed the architect Mi- has also been set back 20 feet on the

* ‘chael Graves, also designed corners of the rear facade, whose

2 revision. previous tall, sheer face was a source
strong protest

local groups,
The therevision, however,
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Whitney Museum
of American Art For Release

Madison Avenue at 75th Street  New York, New York 10021 (212) 570-3633
935

March 10, 1987
REVISED EXPANSION PLANS ANNOUNCED

BY WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART

The Whitney Museum of American Art today made public revised plans for its proposed
expansion by architect Michael Graves. The addition has been reduced by 47 feet in
height and more than 30,000 square feet in gross area--a decrease of 24% from the prior
design.

The ecylindrical hinge between the existing building and the proposed addition has
been scaled down so that it no longer overlaps the existing granite facade. The new
design also eliminates the previously planned 74th Street entrance, adds setbacks on
the east facade, encloses more of the loading dock to shield it from view, and
relocates the restaurant from the top floor.

*The height has been reduced by 47 feet, from 204 feet to 157 feet. The new
structure is approximately the same height as nearby apartment houses.

*The gross area of the addition has been reduced from 128,270 to 97,920 square
feet (a 24% reduction).

#The addition is not only reduced but also set back 20 feet at the seventh floor
on the east facade to allow more light and air into the block.

%A 60% reduction in the area spanning the addition and the Breuer structure is
achieved by the lower height and setbacks on all sides.

While the overall size of the proposed addition has been substantially reduced,
the total amount of exhibition area for works of art has been slightly increased. This
will provide space for approximately 350 masterworks by such renowned American artists

as Alexander Calder, Stuart Davis, Willem de Kooning, Edward Hopper, Jasper Johns,

(more)
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Ellsworth Kelly, Louise Nevelson, Georgia O'Keeffe, Ad Reinhardt, James Rosenquist,

George Segal, David Smith, and Frank Stella, among others. At present the Whitney

Museum can display only 72 works from its unrivaled Permanent Collection.

Mechanical space on the roof of the existing building has been converted to
galleries so that exhibition space will now be vertically contiguous on five floors.

"We are particularly pleased with the new design which both responds to many
community concerns and admirably fulfills the Museum's most pressing need for more
exhibition space to show additional masterpieces from our Permanent Collectionm," said
William S. Woodside, President of the Museum. 'As the leading international museum
devoted to American art, we have a special responsibility to both the public and
scholars to make these works available, as well as to provide space for research and
educational activities. We are delighted that Mr. Graves' sensitive, intelligent, and
creative new design meets these requirements in a structure that complements the
powerful Marcel Breuer building and is appropriate to the neighborhood," he said.

Museum Director Tom Armstrong said, "The staff and Trustees are extremely pleased
with the revised plans. Although we have sacrificed space for some aspects of the
program, we have not lost any exhibition space from the preliminary design and have
maintained sufficient space for education and research programs. Such programs
represent an integral part of the Museum's purpose. Many scholars requesting use of
the Library--the definitive resource on 20th-century American art--are turned away for
lack of space. The study of works on paper is now virtually impossible. We are
perhaps the only major museum with no auditorium on the premises for lectures,
symposia, and performances--essential to fulfilling the institution's public mission.
The expansion will help the Whitney Museum sustain its role as the pre-eminent center

for the enjoyment and study of the visual arts of our country," he said.

(more)
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"The new addition places greater emphasis on its street-level elements and reduces

and simplifies the design of the upper portion of the building," said Michael Graves.

"Its composition relates sympathetically to the existing museum, and the articulation

of the lower facade reflects the scale and coloration of the nearby brownstomes. I
feel very positive about the design of this addition and its relationship to both the
Breuer building and the context of Madison Avenue."

The major components of the expanded museum include 37,700 square feet of
exhibition space for the Permanent Collection, an orientation gallery, a 250-seat
theater to accommodate the Museum's active public education programs, and an expanded
library--the latter two occupying less space than in the previous design. Commercial
space along Madison Avenue, also reduced from the prior design by 4,000 square feet,
maintains the retail character of the district consistent with zoning requirements.
Office space will be slightly reduced, and the restaurant, which will remain in its
present location in the Lower Gallery, will occupy slightly less space than in the
preliminary plans. Twenty-one thousand square feet for art storage for the Permanent
Collection will remain off site.

The expansion will allow the Museum to present the most comprehensive view of
20th-century American art in the world adjacent to the existing temporary exhibition
galleries, thus providing a historical context in which to view the changing
exhibitions. The new galleries will be devoted to a chronological installation of the
development of American art since 1900, as well as surveys of the work of major figures
who are represented in depth in the Permanent Collection.

The Museum is located in the Upper East Side Historic District, and the proposed
expansion will require approval of the Landmarks Preservation Commission. Certain

zoning modifications will also be needed which require Community Board review and City

Planning Commission and Board of Estimate approval.
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Mr. Armstrong expressed his appreciation to members of the Community Board and

neighborhood groups who have been meeting with Museum staff in the course of the

revision process.
It is estimated that the proposed building program, including construction of the
addition and renovation of the present building, will cost approximately $37.5 million.

A summary table depicting the space allocated by various functions is attached.

Press information: (212)570-3633
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WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART

COMPARISON OF SPACE ALLOCATIONS BY FUNCTION (in net square feet)

FUNCTION EXISTING PRIOR DESIGN* NEW_DESIGN*

Permanent Collection Exhibition

Temporary Exhibition

Total Exhibition 23,100 51,820

Film/Video
Works on Paper Study/Storage

Library

Museum Store : 2,465
Restaurant 4,480

Theater and Support Space 9,780

Exhibition preparation 5,580 5,545
Building Operations and Security 9,120 5,650
Office (includes off-site) 13,250 12,880
Loading Dock 990 1,005
Commercial 9,660 5,040

Art Storage (21,000 square feet off-site)

*Includes existing building and proposed addition

March 1987
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ruE NEw YOorK TIMES Arts/Enter

- Guggenheim Museum Proposing

Scaled-Down Design fo

By PAUL GOLDBERGER

Officials of the Guggenheim Mu-
seum, ng that an earlier plan
1o add a cantilevered tower Lo the mu-
seum’s celebrated Frank Lloyd
Wright-des building on Fll’g.h
Avenue won little support while
incurring the resentment of com-
munity groups and preservationists,
presented a new, scaled-down design
yesterday. The new Guggenheim
tower, 10 stories high, would be ane
floor lower than the first plan. In lis
overall design, however, it differs
mare dramatically, and is now a dis-
creet backdrop to the museum rather
than a competing element.

The new proposal, which, like the
previous one, was designed by the ar-
chitectural firm of Gwathmey Siegel
& Associates, represents a major re-
treat for the museum. For not only
would the building be significantly
smaller, it would also contain only
additional exhibltion space and mu-
seum offices. The earlier project
would have had room for the mu-
seum's library, art-conservation de-
partment and art storage, all of which
are now 1o be housed away from the

main premises.

“The first project was very salis-
factory 1o us, but it did inspire expres-
sions of dissatisfaction from certain
parts of the community, and we are

not o such exp
the director of the museum, Thomas
M. Messer, sald at a news conference
held in the museum to announce the
new design. “*We felt we had no choice
but to accept the reduced size of this
new design."

The earlier project, announced in
October 1985, was withdrawn last fall,

The new plan offers a
discreet backdrop to
Wright’s building.

shortly before New York City's Board

of Standards and A Is was 1o vole

on it, when officials of the G -

heim calculated that they did not

have the votes o win a M The
it

to significant works of architecture in
the city, has no jurisdiction here since
the Gnﬁeﬁhﬂlm is neither an individ-
ual landmark — completed in 1859, it
is t0o new to meel the requirement
that landmarks be a minimum of 30

Guggenheim Addition: A New Proposal

r Addition

years old — nor Is it within a historic
district. g E

The new ign was dulpaw by
Charles Gwathmey, ane of the archi-
tects, as following “'a slw of
mediation with Frank Lioyd
Wright building’ rather than one of
making a counterppint.”!

“We abandoned the first scheme
and went to a totally differcnt one
that we believe responded to the con-
cerns of critics and people in the
neighborhood,” Mr. Gwathmey said.

tower, which would about
£ million, would be 133 feel high as
compared with the 182-foot ﬁm of
the earlier design. It would be
sheathed in limestone rather than col-
ored tile, and it would havea simple
rectangular r.;l:‘re rather than the
complex, projecting shape of the first
project. It would be 35 feet wide as
compared with the earfier design,
which at the widest point of its canti-
lever over the Frank Kloyd Wright
building would have width of
nearly 50 feet.
Fucade Would Be Grooved

The building would nol be a stark
W"ummd wjr. Its lmdem _fg be ar-
ticu! th a grid o Brooves
cut into the limestone in the form of a
grid of roughly eighi-foot squares, in-
tended both to enliven the facade and
to allude to a design that Frank Lioyd
Wright Mmumla&: {or this narrow
site just beh Wm m's
main building. The Wright project,
which never went the stage of
initial sketches, would have been a 25-
foot-wide slab containing artisis’ stu-
dios, with a gridded and ma-
sonry facade that, like the Gwzhmay
Siegel design, was intended asn dis-

form a square. These would
natural light for the offices wit

rovide
and
give the tower facade an 10

contain exhibition space o d
larger portion of the museum
manent collection, 97 percen
which, according to m_r i
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Charles Gwathmey, left, and Robert Sicgel, architects, at news conference at the Guggen-
heim Museum. They displayed renderings of new design for a proposed 10-story tower, '

collection that we would consider
m. are now on view,” he

The inside was never the real
tion as mg&reded the earlier project,

asterpleces
sald, “and there is no in the
world that has that quality of work
permanently invisible.”" He later est-
mated that roughly 200 works of
“‘masterpiece" ity could go on
permanent exhibition in- the new

exhibition floors in the new
wing would cunnect at each level with
Mgimrampofumel?mnkl.hyd
Wright which would con-
Linue 1o be used for temporary exhibi-
tions. Some sections of some in
the new wing would be cut out to yield
doub! spaces and balconies,
and there would be a outdoor
sculpture terrace off the floor, on
the roof of the “liitle rotunda,” the
smaller section of the Wright building
on the north end.
Views of Park From the Terrace

From the standpoint of the organi-

the new

improvement

— circulation
the

H sy It engen-
dered was over the effect it would
have on a markedly eccentric, diffi-
cult bullding that is correctly viewed
as one of the great works of architec-
ture of the 20th century. The Guggen-
heim Museum has always been prob-
lematic as a display space, but it is
trium, :;tm IS':L :ork of arﬂmwi
tural imagina 8 a thing in ftsel
it is as , surely, as any work
of art it contains,
There is a point of view that holds
b taociad; and 1t e habd i tibneras
and it is hard o ree
nl:mly with that: this building, fo
s

ture when strength consists of a will-
ma.::.}- t pla hu?awn“: vGug-.ﬂ"
ous al —_—
that W 'mrluny I had designed
| fact t himse|
a nmmﬂ?aﬁuely slmillgﬁm
! present proposal and the fundamen-
tall erential nature of this new
ﬁaﬂugn to Wright's original — there is
a strong case to be made for the yi-
ability of this proposal.
Stanley Kunitz Wins
Bollingen Poetry Prize
Stanley Kunitz has won the Bollin-
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he most purzling thing about the proposal to add
i to the Guggenheim Museum, which was an.
\ nounced last winter and then revealed In its final
i

\ which it has been recelved. it has neither been
celebrated as an architect: u-lu:nphnor;uvﬂaunlth
‘d ofa Tm hi have come
forward to suppart the plan, and the Carnegie Hill Neigh-
bors, a community group in the portion of the Upper East
Side in which the museumn is located,

But the has been pothing compared

southeast, that it wished to make a substantial to
its bullding.

! The Whitney's plan, designed by Michael Graves, has
been the archi world’s fa d sub of

debate,
or gossip, or both, since last May, when it was made pub-
lic with no small amount of fanfars. By midsummer it
seemed as If no one was talking about anything except
whether the Graves design would be the ruination or the
savior of Marcel Breuer's original Whitney bullding.

Yet when the Guggenheim commissioned the firm of

Gwath Siegel & A to add to its building — the

major Frank Lioyd Wright bullding in New York and ane

of thé great works of 20th-century architecture in the

world — there seem to have been whimpers, not shrieks.

Why# The difference between the two reactions is instruc-

}j tive;‘and tells us much not only about the two original

-“] buildings and the institutions they house, but also about
thy te of arch ure at this in our culture.

. . .
‘The similarities between the situations first. In both
cases we arp dealing with modern buildings that in a rela-
tively short time — the Guggenheim opened in 1958, the
Whitney in 1966 — have reached the status of cultural
icons. Both are works of our time, visited every day of the
year by people who can clearly recall the moment they
, These are both, quite justifiably, con-
sidered landmarks, and they are among the relatively few
modern structures in this city that are viewed with re-
&ven love, of the sort more often reserved for build-
ings;of much earller generations.

Another similarity is that both museums, as institu-
tons, perceive their landmark buildings as too small for
present needs. But there, 1 think, the Whitney and the
Guggenheim part company. The Whitney is seeking to
more than double its size, adding all kinds of new facilities
as well as a vast increase in gallery space. The Guggen-
heim wants merely to add modestly o its gallery space
and consolidate its “backstage," or support facilities. Its,
desires, as an institution, are far more restrained. '

The Case for Keeping anht’sVls

op cannat, of course, be sliced off this design
willy-nilly, even if the Whitney's administration were to
conceive of the museum’s future in more modest terms,
for the projected layout of space inside the expanded
building would have to be reorganized. But given the high
quality of Mr. Graves's base section and the intriguing
dialogue it initinzes with the previously silent and brood-
ing Breuer building, and given the fact that hauling in the
sails would not be a bad idea for the over-ambitious Whit-
ney, it would seem as if there must be some way in which

proposal is perfectly ble. There is a\\ a more reasonable program for expansion could be pajred ces that the museum now wishes to add. i b
e B G X L S T i, e e LA e L B
you as ves scheme is not. ere is no . : t for the ¥ Charles G has! P : 3 T oo er 5 0ot Fran g
witffut its respect for the Breuer tas heim’s problem. (ts req more le to  ered forward from a taller rear that would in itsei “““‘Mmsm-mmummh Hwrge,
| tectural language it speaks is.-The Whitney de- mrrwlth.mmmdﬂ!‘lnﬂthoditmm&‘_ ' .be somewhat like Wright's But the for-- ments of genius. In the case of Breuer, we ha i
short, calls for a cubic mass 1o rise beside the genheim needs space to display its  walrd section, which would be covered'in pale green tile,  of strength and pieRTIiy Yot Tar shoct.of seaius
Whitney building by Breuer. (and virtually as t collection (so, to be fair, does would project out so far that it would reach the midpoint . ufre wa‘wﬂmmmm‘mmh
hmn:gtmmmmammmwm gemmv;mnwm&etmmiy iteven in a smaller "ammmwhmmuhnuhImm treated with even more restraint than the Breuer building
would astride both sections, weighing them Graves building). Iand next door to the Gug-  'ygid over the north half of the Guggenheim that is abso- '— and that it i3 possible that even the most conscientious
and, indeed, visually engulfing the original . gent that the can purchase for lutely critical 0 the integrity of this great building. intelligent design does Ihtm anly because
_The, isitseifa ly deft an agile mwmmm.mamum'-m.: & That void, that empty space, is in many ways as im- - for i e
, v 4 Guggenheim, for al} power, is ultimatal
pu:mmwnmwmydiﬁwundhm- W"‘“""*!-M““E#“—‘"‘F‘W‘h"ﬂn-ﬂ "muwmwhhﬁumhum.uhm mmlﬂ_&lhu - , isul srtb
‘. 3 3 i

ol

g 0

on of

]

The architect’s
model of the

proposed addition to.

the Guggenhein.

the Guggehhe'i'rﬁj'

: “ Louis Chackman
ern w!ldms-%wm____w&&@n& ‘ndediocre annex to the building that was erected many
gverblowy. years ago by Tallesin Fellowship, the inheritors of Frank
Wright's architectura] practice, and they point fre-
quently to sketches Wright himsel! left for a tall building
to rise in precisely the site of that annex, serving as a
backdrop for the main museum building,
1f Gwathmey Siegel were proposing a buildi

50 In the work of Frank Lloyd Wright — think, for exam-
ple, of how important the void in the center of the main ro-
tunda Is to the architectural ideas at play here. If that
‘space were to be filled, even in part, it would lose its im-
pact and its meaning. And so, too, with the space outside.
For the main rotunda was not intended to have anything
compete with It — it was meant to stand alane, its great
circular form swirling free in space.

It is a way of making architecture that is, of course,

respect
between buildings, But the strength of rules lies in
part in knowing where they can be broken, and in the
hands of genius such as Wright's, breaking the rules —
and thus giving us this great rotunda standing alone in
space, disconnected from the street or from any other
structure — is exactly how it should be.
° ® L]

I say all of this with the utmost respect for the inter-
nal ents Mr. Gwathmey has designed here:
from the standpoint of interior organization, thers is no
question that the Guggenheim would be a better museum
if this addition were built. Most important, the so-called
“little rotunda," the round section at the northwest corner
of the building that is now used for offices, would be _
opened up to the public as additional gallery space. Fur- >
ther, there is much to be praised for the way in which the
Gwathmey Siegel design serves the urbanistic needs of
East 39th Street, its side elevation working well as a
mediation between the main Gi building and
the townhouse scale of this East Side block.

Moreover, the continual refinement of this scheme in
the months that the architects have been developing it has
improved it noticeubly, and reduced the degres of intru-
sion into what we might call the Guggenheim’s visual

pear to loom over the original building as much as it did in
the version made public a few weeks ago.

Bm&mmngsummmmghmjuswywhm

Lsstﬂlamaju’rmcu:siuninmoueofumyutes:mmdings

of the 20th century, It-{s an odd accident that the Guggen-

Mimtsmtprmecudlryo!ﬁcia]lnnﬂmarkd&mdm—

= Itistwmmbeanlnd:tﬂdmﬂew‘{orkmtylmdm:t.

and it does not fall within of the di histori
triets—but it is t fvablex 2 e

considered as anything other mthan.h:ls'—m"" 1 =
an a de landmark.
And as such, it is difficult to see this addition, for all the

g like

- 'that in the Wright sketch, there would be no problem:
‘Wright's plan was for a wafer-thin structure to house art-
ists” studios, and it would have been more a concrete and
curtain than a rea] building. But such a structure is

topo narrow to contain the galleries, conservation areas

respect d inits intentions, as a justifiable one.
s TR el e

Wl are not at the g
that I am uncomfortable about the * ?
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aloof, it s not
chitectural style, would a
in"fu' as good wmlki
even H 3 : =
with the richly detailed streetscape f
mmpmammm'sm 2
T &
e B aie desie o keep
we are'

of architecture that, up to now, it

Mr. Graves's work is highly personal and frankly
" decorative; he has a

hard to imagine a com-
Breuer's building and anything else

Whi

Museum Is one of

tney
of New York, it is also utterly
of any

2z
W

gy E
§




FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY. NOT FOR REPRODUCTION,

Collection: Series.Folder:

Tomkins m .57

The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY

 presence amid a smaller and
Lscape, but it is clearly the
' composition — the starting from

%Iﬁm have bemm

i

¥
4
i

il




FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY, NOT FOR REPRODUCTION.

Collection: Series.Folder:

The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY Tomkins m.57

- RCHITECTURE VIEW
" PAUL GOLDBERGER

12/24 (85

The Prospect
Of Bigger

Towers Cast
A Shadow

t has been a year in architecture filled less with the
pleasure of built buildings than with. the debate over
embered for

city and the M1 & o o

aucﬁmdb?ﬂth? land to the proj ects

g:laatlig. waét?ga?ﬁ: prime esta

{mmmdetermmg which sugg:
fixation on a

{ gigantism that
pect for New York as it . .
gh the midde Z1gantism,.
) that has
Seen an extraordinary vol.
ume of large-scale con.
Struction. But two other
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rojects that were anno

oked reactions that were perhaps even more impas-
loned than the response to these massive ones, even
nough they are, comparatively speaking, quite small:
he proposal by the Whitney Museum to mount -a huge
«ddition by Michael Graves atop and beside its 19-year-
1d building by Marcel Breuer, and the plan by the Gug-
{enheim-Museum to append a structure by Gwathmey
iegel to its great Frank Llovd Wright b a

Right now these additions are both far srtainto

se built, and the controversy that has surrounded them,
wnd particularly the Whitney, is deep and bitter. Each of
hese building projects would permanently. alter one of
Vew York's most celebrated, and in some ways most be-
oved, public buildings. The Whitney project has sharply
livided the architectural profession, many of whose
members admit openly to their dislike of Mr. Graves’s or-
1amental, “‘post-modern" style and feel that any Graves-
lesigned addition would compromise the integrity of the
Breuer building, which has begun to take on the status of a
cind of modemnist icon. / ;

The stylistic argument is an unfortunate one, and not
a little ironic given how gracelessly the Breuer building
relates to the architectural context of which it is a part. It
is a building of clear integrity, but of almost unrelenting
harshness, and it arrogantly sets itself apart from the city
around it. The Graves building actually shows promise of
mediating between the difficult Breuer building and the

cityscape; its problem is that it is disturbingly
large, and it has a top section which is particularly over-
bearing.

The Guggenheim’s plan is more modest, which
might, at first glance, make this project more appealing.
U tely the opposite is true, even the archi-
tects Charles Gwathmey and Robert have been

ipus in their pt to respect the great Frank
Lloyd Wright museum which they are altering. The prob-
lem is that the Wright building truly is a great modernist
icon, far greater than the Breuer building, and it must
really be handled more délicately. A large mass cantilev-
ered into-the void beside Wright’s great central rotunda,
no matter how carefully wrought, disturbs an essential
Continued on Page 34
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"part of Wright's vision. ™"

‘We will not know until 1986 what the
outcome will be on these two fronts —
the Whitney plan must be-considered
by the Landmarks Preservation
Commissién since that museum is
within the Upper East Side Historic
District, while the G i

uggenheim
- project has been delayed for an envi-

ror impact at the
request of the City Planning Commis-
sion. The coming year will also bring
public hearings on the Coliseum
project and on the Trump proposal
for.the rail yards on the Upper West
Side; the first part of the year will
also bring a decision on yet another
major project, the proposal to erect a
huge skyscraper atop or beside the
Staten Island Ferry terminal at the
hern tip of Manhattan

“Here, as at the Coliseum, the city
has decided to turn over some public
property for private development.
While there are somewhat stricter
guidelines in this instance than at the
Cotiseurn, this project would still
‘mean a radical change in the lower
‘Manh skyline, g off light
.and views from the edge of Battery
[Em and putting much of the park
iinto shadow. ! _

; In all thetintetise rush to redevelop
Manhattan island ‘at greater and
greater density, there was one major
praject annnounced this year that is
cause for celebration: the

for a combination office, apartment
_and cinema complex square
block between Eighth and Ninth Ave-
nues and 49th and 50th Streets that
‘was once occupied by Madison

7 Designed by David Childs of Skid-
more, Owings & Merrill and Frank
“Williams for a consortium of develop-
ers, including the Zeckendorf Com-
pany and World-Wide Realty, the
project consists mainly of two ma-
sonry-clad towers, both of which are
somewhat classical in nature. The of-
fice tower, which is the more hand-
sofne, will become the headquarters
of Ogilvy & Mather. In spirit this en-
tire project picks up on the best con-
ventions of architecture and urban

in Manhattan; like Rocke-
feller Center it seems to evolve natu-_
raily from the nature of New York,
and not'to be a wild, science-fiction
fantasy dropped in. from another
planet. *

- H there were any lingering doubts
.about the desirability of Buck Rogers
futurism in mid-Manhattan, the open-
ing of the Marriott Marquis Hotel at
Times Square last: autumn should
surely have put them to rest. The
hotel, designed by John Portman, ad-
vertises itself as having the world's
tallest atrium — 48 stories — but it is

~ ARCHITECTUREVIEW

ger Towers

a cold, grim place, despite the at-
tempts to enliven it with sculpture
and plants. Like so much of Mr. Port-
man's architecture, the hotel is
turned almost completely inward;
the architect seems interested in
urban activity only insofar as it can
be canned and within his
walls. To the rest of New York, this
building turns a harsh concrete wall.
It should not be said, however, that
1985 was nothing but a year in which
more and bigger towers seemed to in-
flict themselves upon us — this was
also the year of Arata Isozaki's spec-
tacular Palladium, the nightclub set
within an old movie theater that is the
first New York design by the man
who is perhaps Japan's most gifted
architect, and it was the year in
which the Museum of Modern Art
brought the significant work of a pair
of too-little-known architects, Ri-
cardo Bofill and Leon Krier, to wide
gublic view through a major exhibi-
on.

Yet the struggle to build more and
bigger towers still seemed to be the
theme of 1985. The efforts of St. Bar-
‘tholomew's Church on Park Avenue
to erect a tall office tower beside its
splendid Bertram Goodhue edifice
continued, in the form of an effort to
convince the Landmarks Commission
to reconsider the agency's original re-
jection of the scheme, this time on the
grounds of economic hardship.

But as St. Bartholomew's was
pressing its attempt to add another
tower to the overcrowded skyline, an-

B . on what
was y the most pleas| -
mer of hope an lilzs"lrK,‘.hlt&it‘.t‘ll.ra.lll“8 yim[l’mt
in the past year. It was the announce-
ment by the Universalist Church at
76th Street and Central Park West
that it would reject all offers from
real-estate developers to add an
apartment tower to its p and
would instead seek funds wtmm neigh-
bors and preservation advocates to
restore the fine English Gothic

“There could niot be a more positive
sign for the future of New York than
the decision by those in charge of this
church — a congregation much less

mew'’s— to save and restore its build-
ing for the benefit of its community,
rather than tear it down or compro-
mise its integrity by adding a tall
apartment tower to it. The Universal-
ist Church has positioned itself as the
answer to St. Bartholomew's, as the
institution willing to stake a claim for
the belief that we do not make a bet-
ter city by seeing every landmark
merely as-a piece of developable real
estate, that we do not improve the
quality of life by giving in to the pres-
sures for gigantism on every front. W

DO NOT FORGET Th; NEEDIEST
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Kent Barwick - Municipal “rt Society 01 25 3‘“'

r -
Says main active opposition is led by the continuers of Breuer's férm, Gatje
Papachristou Smith. Talk to Robert Gatje: gp 7~ 137>

Municipal Art Sociery has taken no position so far. They were getting ready
to do so last fall, when the Whitney withdrew its application to t}:ne Landmarks
Commission, indicating that there might be some changed in the design. AIA
New Yorl chapter hasn't taken position either, probably for same reason.

Barwick has heard story about Breuer, when he was trying t® get clearanc? from
AIA to build the tower on top of Grand Central. Someone there said to him,
"How would you feel someday if somebody suggested building a tower on top
of the Whitney Museum?? Breuer said, "That would never happen.'

Tremendous loyalty to Breuer, in his day and since, among architect.g. MMg
the dispute over Grand Cehtral, most architects refused to side against him,
even if they opposed the idea themselves.

r € |
e =
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¥ictor Ganz - lunch 1/9/86

Richard Kahan has volunteered his help to the Whitney, and been put on the
bldg committee, He's already had some good ideas, such as -- on hearing that
they'd retained the top lawyer im for NY real estate, and the top PR man for
ditto, Kahan said they were indeed tops, could get Koch or Cuomo on the 'phone
any time, but maybe what the Whitney needed right now were some biggies in

NY cultural affairs, such as Paley or Blanchette Rockefeller, to put in a good
word, No real PR campaign in progress yet, but Victor is trying to get some-
thing going along those lines. Feels they've been much too passive.

The board is not badly split, or anything like that. There's a conservative wing,
composed of Lipman, Solinger, and Leonard Lauder, who are not sof sure the museum
should expand at all, but the middle majority is not questioning that decision.
They just want #ome guidance for use when they're attacked at dinner parties.
There was never any opposition to the basic concept of the Graves design. A

lot of minor aspects were debated in the building committee, such as entrances
and exits, but everyone approved the overall concept, and nobody now is
suggesting that they rethink it.

Michael Graves himself is very depressed. The vitriolic attacks by members of
his own profession stunned him (although he is well known for speaking unkindly
of other architects). It would be a terrible blow to him professionally if

the building di&d not get built.

Look up material in Whitney files about Breuer bldg - what was said about it.
The word "contextual,W now so in vogue among architects, could never have been
applied t® that design.

The Whitney really does need the space., Mainly to show permanent collection -
it should ahd must become a place where a visitor can spend twp hours and get

a true picture of American art in this century. But other needs almost as
pressing as that. N& place to look at the thousands of drawings. No auditorium,

etec.

Irony of Pei's position., His own highly controversial addition to the Louvre.
4 The fact that he is the architect of a 28-story building going up at corner
« of Madison and 80th. And Goldberger's saying that when Pei designed the last
expandion of the Cleveland Museum, he completely obliterated the previous
expansion -- which was by Breuer,

Whitney is delaying its application to the Landmarks Commission. Doesn't want
a decision made while the controversy is so hot, fearing the Commission might
make a decision it then would be stuck with. Application is made at least a
month in advance, and they're not making it for a while. The other hearings

will fallow that one.

The money is not in hand, nad matter what Tom says. Victor doubts whether the
solid pledges by board members would add up to more than $8 million (out of
$52 million required). Lots of soft pledges, but will they come through? Tom
has his reasons for wanting to suggest money is no problem,

Guggenheim addition not so cpmtroversial, because there already is a tower next
to it., Not so with Whitney. (But what about Carlyle, only a couple of blocks north?)

the new pres. of the board, is head of Continental Can, has been on

Woodside
g Feeling was obviously that they needled someone like

board for a number of years.

1 - e R, N
g 1 A
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him to go after the really big bucks -- and ‘lora had had enough anyway. The
board has been spoiled for years, never being asked to give really big sums
because the family supported the mmseum. There is virtually no endowment now.
Al Taubman has clearly lost interest -- he's after more glitter, would leave

| Bn a minite if he could get on board of Met (museum or opera).

Victor agreed to come on the board when it was made clear to him jthat the
museun under Tom was going to become big time, go all out fmx to be the
l] numbefm one place in the world for American art of this century. He'd always

| felt it was a boring place, which had missed out on the really important
American art from 1945-1970,

Now, of course, it remains to be seen whether the place can make it into the
big time. With all the controversy surrounding the new building, it will be
even harder to raise the dough., Corporations will be very hesitaht to get
involved. And the Whitney baard just doesn't have the social clout of the
Met or the MOMA.

5% Q.,,:,,T Ve p— o
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-Whitney Museum
of American Art For Release

Madison Avenue at 75th Street  New York, New York 10021 (212) 570-3633

WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART, A BRIEF HISTORY

FOUNDING

The Whitney Museum of American Art evolved out of Gertrude Vanderbilt
Whitney's activities on behalf of American artists. A sculptor herself,
Mrs. Whitney recognized the obstacles facing American artists at the
turn of the century, when it was almost impossible for artists concerned
with new ideas to exhibit or sell their work. The leading patron of
American art from 1907 until her death in 1942, she supported these
artists by purchasing and showing their work.

In 1914 Mrs. Whitney established the Whitney Studio in Greenwich
Village where she organized regqular exhibitions by living American
artists who had been spurned by the traditional academies. By 1929
she had assembled a collection of more than 500 works, which she offered
with an endowment to The Metropolitan Museum of Art. When the offer was
immediately refused, she decided to set up her own museum, one with a new
and radically different mandate--one devoted exclusively to the art of
this country--and the Whitney Museum of American was founded in 1930.

SPACE

The Whitney Museum of American Art opened in 1931 at 10 West 8th Street
in three brownstones remodeled by the architectural firm Noel & Miller.
Eight years later four new galleries were added, almost doubling the
exhibition space. In 1949 land for a larger Museum was acquired on
West 54th Street, donated by the trustees of The Museum of Modern Art,
and the new Whitney Museum, designed by August L. Noel, opened in 1954.
Again outgrowing its space, the present site on Madison Avenue at 75th
Street was acquired in 1963. This building, designed by Marcel Breuer
and Hamilton Smith, with Michael Irving as consulting architect, opened
in 1966. In 1981 Michael Graves was selected to design an addition
proposed for land acquired to the south of the present building.

The first branch of the Whitney Museum opened at 55 Water Street
in 1973. The only cultural facility of its kind to serve the Lower
Manhattan community, the Downtown Branch has since moved, and will open
in a permanent new home at 2 Federal Reserve Plaza, 33 Maiden Lane, in
1986, with funding from Park Tower Realty Corp. 1In 1981 the Whitney
Museum of American Art, Fairfield County, opened in the new headquarters
building of Champion International Corporation in Stamford, Connecticut.
The third branch operation of the Museum opened in 1983 in the headquarters
of Philip Morris Incorporated on Park Avenue and 42nd Street. A fourth
branch will open in the fall of 1985 in the headquarters of the Equitable
Life Assurance Society of the United States on Seventh Avenue between 51st

and 52nd Streets.
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PERMANENT COLLECTION

Mrs. Whitney's collection, totaling some 600 works when the Museum
opened in 1931, served as the nucleus of the founding collection. It
included paintings by Thomas Hart Benton, George Bellows, Stuart Davis,
ngard Hopper, Maurice Prendergast, and John Sloan. Mrs. Whitney con-
tinued to augment the collection, but itwas not until 1948 that the
Museum began to accept gifts for the first time.

In 1970 the Museum received the entire artistic estate of Edward
Hopper. Bequeathed by his widow, it is the largest gift in the history
of the Museum, consisting of about 2,000 oils, watercolors, drawings,
and prints and dating from Hopper's student days to his later years.
The Lawrence H. Bloedel Bequest, including works by Milton Avery, Charles
Demuth, Georgia O'Keeffe, Larry Rivers, and Charles Sheeler, was received
in 1976. A gift of Morgan Russell's works and papers, including paintings,
drawings, notebooks, and correspondence, was presented to the Museum in
1979 by Mr. and Mrs. Henry M. Reed. Reginald Marsh's widow bequeathed
more than 850 paintings, oil studies, drawings, and sketches the same year,
making the Museum the owner of the most significant collection of work by
Marsh. As part of the Museum's 50th Anniversary Celebration in 1980
approximately 90 important works specially sought by the staff were donated
to commemorate the occasion. Among them are works by Calder, Gorky, Hartley,
Hopper, Lachaise, Nevelson, O'Keeffe, Prendergast, Rauschenberg, Reinhardt,
and Sloan. Also in 1980 the much-celebrated Three Flags by Jasper Johns was
acquired. Alexander Calder's Circus, which had been placed on deposit at
the Museum by the artist in 1970, was purchased for the collection from the
artist's estate in 1982 for $1.25 million following an intensive fund-raising
campaign that was successfully completed in just two weeks through a generous
gift of one-half of the total amount from the Robert Wood Johnson Jr. Chari-
table Trust.

Although the Permanent Collection was constantly growing, it was not until
1978 that a policy decision was made to have part of the collection on public
view at all times. 1In 1981, for the first time in the Museum's history, a per-
manent installation of selacted works from the collection was opened, supported
Jov grants from the Alcoa Foundation and the National Endowment for the Arts.
' A Drawing Committee, chaired by Trustees, was formed in 1976 to advise
and support the Museum on its acquisitions and exhibitions of drawings, and
in 1982 a Print Committee was formed to assist with acquisitions that would
complement works already ir. the Permanent Collection.

From the approximately 600 works comprising the Permanent Collection
at the opening of the Museum in 1931, the holdings of the Museum grew to
about 1,300 by 1954 when the second Museum building opened. In 1966, with
the opening of the present building, the collection numbered approximately
2,000. Today it has increased to more than 10,000.

EXHiBITIONS

As the most important international institution devoted to the art of our
country, the Whitney Museum of American Art presents the full range of
American art, from Colonial times to the present, with its focus on the
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Ech century and especially work by living artists. Exhibitions range from
historical surveys and in-depth retrospectives of major 20th-century artists
to group shows introducing young or relatively unknown artists to a larger
public. The popular Biennial Exhibition, an invitational survey of work
?roduced in America in the previous two years, was introduced by Mrs. Whitney
in 1932 and is the only continuous series of exhibitions in the country to
offer such a broad, in-depth view of recent developments in American art.

Although the Whitney Museum originally did not present one-person ex-
hibitions of work by living artists, that policy was abandoned in 1948, and
shortly thereafter such artists as Yasuo Kuniyoshi, Max Weber, and Edward
Hopper were honored with retrospectives.

The New American Filmmmakers Series was begun in 1970 to support the
work of independent, non-commercial American filmmakers, and the following
year the first major exhibition of videotapes at a New York museum was
presented. Now showing video and installations employing both media, the
Film and Video Department has played a major role in the emergence of these
media as contemporary art forms.

Exhibitions now average 15 annually as opposed to 10 a year on 54th
Street and 6 on West 8th street. Today the Museum also presents an average
of 10 film and video programs yearly, as well as an additional 20 exhibitions
at the branch museums, and circulates internationally another 10 exhibitions

every year.
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The Education Department was established in 1966 to explore new approaches
to the concept of Museum education and programs in studio art and art
history. The following year the Independent Study Program was begun. The
Independent Study Program is an off-campus program that gives advanced
students the opportunity to study in New York with artists, critics,
dealers, and the Museum staff and to organize exhibitions. Funds from
the Helena Rubinstein Foundation, first received in 1968, continue to
support the art history/museum studies aspect of this program. Major sup-
port for the studio program has recently been received from the Bohen
Foundation.

Seminars with Artists was begun in 1976. This ongoing series of ten
seminars per semester gives students of art and art history a rare chance
to meet informally with well-known artists and critics.

Artreach began in 1977 to introduce New York City elementary school
children to American art through a visiting lecture program with funding
from Mrs. Laurance S. Rockefeller. The program was expanded to junior
and senior high school students in 1983 with additional grants from the
National Endowment for the Arts and the Billy Rose Foundation, and it now
reaches more than 10,000 pupils in 150 schools in all the boroughs.

The Whitney Symposium on American Art was initiated in 1978 to in-
troduce original research by graduate students and scholars beginning their
careers in American art and is now made possible by funds from Joel and
Anne Ehrenkranz.

Also in 1978, a grant from the Helena Rubinstein Foundation began to
provide for free admission for college students. The following year
Manufacturers Hanover Trust began funding free admission for children under
12 and daily showings of the Calder Circus film in the lobby of the Museum.

(more)
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A docent program was organized in 1982 with a group of organized
volunteers to give tours of the Permanent Collection installation and
temporary exhibitions.

The Whitney Museum of American Art Distinguished Lectures on American
Art and Culture were initiated in 1982. The lectures on 20th-century
American art and its relationship to social, political, and cultural
history of the period are supported by a grant from the Anne Burnett and
Charles Tandy Foundation, Fort Worth.

Free weekend gallery talks were bequn in 1983 and are now funded by
The Joe and Emily Lowe Foundation.

A grant from the Samuel and May Rudin Foundation, Inc., received in
1983, which enables New York City public school groups to visit the Museum
with docents during non-public hours, was organized in cooperation with
the New York City Board of Education Cultural Arts Unit.

The latter organization also assisted the Museum with a program of
Teachers Workshops in 1984. Sponsored by the Penzance Foundation, these
are designed to familiarize teachers with 20th-century Bmerican art and
to encourage them to introduce American art into the curriculum and to
bring students to the Museum.

CONSTITUENCY

Originally a family institution, with an audience primarily from the
art community, the Whitney Museum now enjoys an international reputation.

The first membership body, the Friends of the Whitney, was established
in 1956. It was comprised of 19 collectors and art patrons devoted to
furthering contemporary American art; today it totals some 1,000 individuals.
In 1978 a new, broadly based membership program was instituted. Offering a
number of categories of membership, there are now approximately 4,000 indi-
vidual and corporate members.

The Board of Trustees, once composed entirely of Whitney family members,
was expanded in 1961 by the election of Trustees from outside the family.

The National Committee, established in 1980, consists of 46 patrons and
collectors of American art from various parts of the country, who help to
bring the achievements of 20th-century American artists to national attention
by sponsoring exhibitions and related programs that many institutions in the
United States otherwise might not be able to afford.

Annual attendance on West 8th Street averaged about 70,000. That figure
grew to 260,000 when the Museum was located on West 54th Street. Today
Museum attendance totals approximately 500,000 per year.

MUSEUM DIRECTORS

founding of the Museum, Juliana Force, a close associate of Mrs.
Whitney, was named Director. (Her curatorial staff was composed of three
artists: Edmund Archer, Karl Free, and Hermon More.) After Mrs. Force's
death in 1948, Hermon More was appointed Director and served until his
retirement in 1958, when Lloyd Goodrich assumed responsibilities. John I.H.
Baur was appointed to the position in 1968 when Mr. Goodrich retired, and,
upon the former's retirement in 1974, Tom Armstrong became Director.

Upon the
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Madison Avenue at 75th Street  New York, New York 10021 (212) 570-3633

#799
May 21, 1985
EXPANSION PLANS ANNOUNCED

BY WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART

Flora Miller Biddle, President of the Whitney Museum of American Art, today
made public the proposed Plans for the expanded Whitney Museum. The proposal
calls for the Museum to be extended south to 74th Street, fronting on Madison
Avenue, with an expansion designed by architect Michael Graves.

The proposed plans unify the new section and old by means of a connecting
structure spanning the two. The building would be 188 feet high and would have
ten floors above grade with approximately 134,000 square feet of additional
space. The total development would contain substantially less area than
currently allowed.

The major components of the proposed Graves addition include 40,000 sguare
feet of exhibitiqn space for a continuing installation of the Permanent Collection,
emphasizing its unequaled strengths; a 250-seat theater for presenting compre-
hensive public education programs; an orientation gallery; an expanded Library
and Study Center to encourage and respond to the need for scholarship in American
art; and additional office and support space for operations.

The proposal incorporates commercial retail space on the ground floor,

basement, and mezzanine levels along Madison Avenue, with exhibition space

beginning at the second-floor level. The present Madison Avenue entrance would

remain the primary public access to the Museum. A new entrance on 74th Street
would be used for special purposes including events taking place in the theater

during hours when the Museum galleries were not open to the public.
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The Museum is located in the Upper East Side Historic District, and the
proposed expansion will require approval of the Landmarks Preservation Commission.
Certain zoning modifications will also be needed, and the plan for the expansion
must be approved by the City Planning Commission and the Board of Estimate.

It is estimated that the proposed building program, including censtruction
of the addition and renovations of the present building, will cost approximately
$37.5 million.

Museum Director Tom Armstrong said, "The Whitney Museum of American Art is
prepared to continue a program of temporary exhibitions and to fulfill its public
obligation to present the Permanent Collection and provide optimum conditions for
research and study of American art. However, we must expand to accomplish this.
Although the Whitney Museum is the leading international institution devoted to
American art, throughout its first 50 years it functioned as a temporary exhibition
center with no works from the collection on continuous display. In 1981 the
Museum opened an ongoing exhibition of highlights of the collection, yet this in-
stallation offers less than one percent of the Museum's holdings. We are constantly
strengthening the Permanent Collection, and it will continue to grow.

"The expansion would allow the Museum to present to the public the most com~
prehensive view of the accomplishments of American artists in the 20th century
through exhibition of a substantially increased percentage of the Permanent
Collection. For example, there would be major concentrations of work by such

artists as Alexander Calder, Edward Hopper, Louise Nevelson, David Smith, and

Frank Stella. This installation would also provide visitors with a historical cen-

text in which to view the ongoing program of temporary exhibitions.

"In addition, the Museum at present has virtually no space to permit
scholarly research and study," continued Mr. Armstrong, "and must continually
turn away scholars from its library. The study of works on paper is virtually

impossible and access to our vast archives is extremely limited. Rooms where
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groups can meet are lacking, and performances, lectures, and symposia have to be
held outside the building or in make-shift locations where sight lines are bad,
outside noises are disruptive, and slides are projected in daylight. These and
other serious limitations affect the Museum's overall ability to fulfill its man-
date to present the full scope of American art and to collect, exhibit, research,
and interpret the best of 20th-century American art."

Michael Graves explained some of the challenges posed by the building program:
"The Whitney Museum of American Art is located in the Upper East Side Histeric
District, and we feel it is crucial that our scheme enhance the urban character-
istics of the existing neighborhood. It is a particular challenge for an architec£
to combine a modern monument such as Marcel Breuer's original Whitney with the
more elaborated facades of the prevailing context. We have attempted to use to
our advantage the apparent contradiction of modernity versus a more figurative
architecture. We believe our work reflects a particularly American spirit, one
which combines architecture derived from traditional sources with the modern
architecture of the recent past."

Mr. Graves continued: "In designing the expanded Whitney Museum, we were
first concerned with providing appropriate rooms and spaces for the public to

view the chronological presentation of the Permanent Collection. In order to

provide a context for this collection and to establish the desired relationships

with temporary exhibitions, it was essential to bind together our proposed addition
with the half completed by Breuer in 1966."

Since moving into the present building on Madison Avenue, designed by Marcel
Breuer and opened in 1966, the Museum has dramatically increased programs. The
Education Department and the Independent Study Program were established, the Film
and Video Department was formed, three branch museums were opened, a fourth branch
museum has been announced, and an ongoing international traveling exhibition

program was created. Attendance at the Museum has doubled since 1966, the
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the Permanent Collection has grown 500 percent, and membership has increased

more than ten fold.

In 1974 the Trustees appointed a Planning Committee to study the future of
the Museum, and in 1978 approved the Committee's report which stated that the
Primary goal of the Museum should be to increase public awareness of the signif-
icance of American art and culture of the 20th century. To achieve this goal
the Museum must establish as its first priority the research, interpretation,
and exhibition of the Permanent Collection, and improve its facilities in order
to serve as a major center for scholarship and research on American art.

In October 1981, following six months of interviews with more than 12
architects, Michael Graves was hired to produce schematic designs for an addition.
Shortly thereafter, the Museum staff began drawing up a building program, setting
forth specific space needs. Intensive interviews were conducted with staff,
Trustees, and consultants, and more than a year was spent analyzing the program
and visiting other museum facilities. Further months were devoted to financial
studies and studies of the adjoining site and zoning regulations. In January
1984 Graves presented his initial schematic design to the Building Committee.
Over the past year he has revised and refined his designs, working closely with

the Museum staff.

Press information: Linda Gordon (212)570-3633
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EXPANSION FACT SHEET

OBJECTIVES: To create exhibition space for an ongoing in-
stallation of the Permanent Collection
presenting to the public the most comprehen-
sive chronological overview of 20th-century
American art with emphasis on the in-depth

concentrations of works by particular artists

To enlarge and improve research facilities, en-
abling the Museum to fulfill its role as a

major center for scholarship in American art
To provide a theater to allow the Museum to
serve its audience more effectively through

a regular program of educational activities

To expand the presently inadequate space for

offices and operations

ARCHITECT: Michael Graves Architect, Princeton, N.J.
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East side of Madison Avenue south of existing
Whitney Museum to 74th Street (100'8" along
Madison Avenue and 91'8" along 74th Street);
connecting to existing Museum designed by
Marcel Breuer and Hamilton Smith with Michael

Irving, Consulting Architect

Present site 12,958 sq. feet
New site 9,228 sqg. feet

Combined sites 22,186 sg. feet

MAJOR COMPONENTS : Approximately 40,000* square feet of new ex-

hibition space, primarily devoted to the
Permanent Collection
250-seat theater below grade
Expanded Library, Archives, study facilities
Works on paper study center
Orientation Gallery
New Restaurant space on top floor
Approximately 13,600 square feet of commercial

retail space on ground floor, basement, and

mezzanine levels along Madison Avenue

New vertical circulation to be provided by

high-speed elevators in Lobby of addition

Approximately 15,000 square feet of new

office space

*All figures represent gross square footage




FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY. NOT FOR REPRODUCTION.

Collection: Series.Folder:
The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY Tomkins m .57

New space: 134,000 sg. feet (approximate)
Existing: 83,500 sq. feet
Total

Expanded
Museum: 217,500 sqg.

HEIGHT: Approximately 188' (Existing building is 97 feet)

ZONING: Upper East Side Historic District; Special
Madison Avenue Preservation District
District C5-1
Use group 3, Community facility
Allowable F.A.R. of combined sites: 10

Proposed F.A.R. of combined sites: 6.65

MATERIAL :

ESTIMATED COST: $37.5 million

BUILDING COMMITTEE: Elizabeth M. Petrie, Chairman
Tom Armstrong
Flora Miller Biddle
Victor W. Ganz
Brendan Gill
C. Lawson Reed

A. Alfred Taubman
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WILLIAM S. WOODSIDE NAMED PRESIDENT OF BOARD

OF WHITNEY MUSEUM

William S. Woodside, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of American Can
Company, was named President of the Board of Trustees of the Whitney Museum
of American Art at a special meeting of the Board on June 26, 1985. Mr.
Woodside is succeeding Flora Miller Biddle, who was elected Chairman on the
retirement of Howard Lipman. Mr. Lipman will remain an active Trustee.

Three new Trustees have also been elected to the Board: Joanne L. Cassullo,
Beth Rudin De Woody, and Benjamin D. Holloway.

William Woodside, as President, is the chief executive officer who provides
leadership to the Trustees and ensures that policies they establish are imple-
mented by the staff through tke Director. A Museum Trustee since 1979, he serves
as Co-Chairman of the Corporate Committee as well as a member of the Development
Committee. His personal interest in the work of contemporary American artists
is reflected in the American Can Company collection and support through the
American Can Company Foundation of important exhibitions of work by living
American artisté presented at the Whitney Museum -- "New Image Painting" (1978),
the "1981 Biennial Exhibition," and “Jonathan Borofsky" (1984). The company
has been a corporate member of the Museum since 1978.

Mr. Woodside is also a director of Mellon Bank Corporation, James River
Corporation, and Empire Blue Cross and Blue Shield. He is chairman of the
Regional Plan Association, a trustee of the Committee for Economic Development,

and a director of the New York City Partnership and the Business Committee for
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the Arts. He is a trustee of Barnard College and a member of the Board of
Visitors of The Graduate School and University Center of The City University
of New York. Mr. Woodside also serves on the Advisory Council of the Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy and is a member of the Business Roundtable
and Council on Foreign Relations.

Flora Biddle has served as a Trustee since 1958 and was Vice President of
the Board from 1960 until 1977, when she became President. In this respect,
she has carried forward the legacy of her grandmother, Gertrude Vanderbilt
Whitney, who founded the Museum in 1930, and her mother, Flora Whitney Miller,
who succeeded Mrs. Whitney as President from 1942 to 1966 and was Chairman
until 1974. Mrs. Biddle, who has served on numerous Trustee Committees and
has guided the Museum on the path to its recently announced expansion, will
continue her active involvement in all Museum activities. In addition, she

collaborated with B.H. Friedman on the biography Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney (1978).

On the retirement of Howard Lipman, the Board passed a Resolution of Thanks

...for his leadership of the Museum at a time when it experienced
the greatest growth in its history;...for his wisdom in establishing
the Long Range Planning Committee in 1974 and his guidance in imple-
menting the Committes's recommendations and setting the Museum on
its present course; for the extraordinary generosity which he and
his wife, Jean, have shown in helping the Museum to build the most
significant collection of twentieth-century American sculpture in
the world and for the role they have played as the most important
patrons of the Whitnéy Museum other than the founder, Gertrude
vanderbilt Whitney; and for his steadfast support of American
artists and his dedication to furthering the Museum's goals of
recognizing, preserving, and presenting to the public the finest
examples of American art of our time.

Benjamin Holloway, newly elected to the Board, is Chairman and Chief

Executive Officer of Equitable Real Estate Group and Executive Vice President of

Equitable Life Assurance Society. He also serves as trustee and president of the

Building Fund of the Cathedral of St. John the Divine and as a trustee of Duke
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University and the Archives of American Art. Equitable, which has recently
become a Corporate Member of the Museum, sponsored the exhibition "Print
Acquisitions 1974-1984" last year and will be host for the fourth branch of the
Whitney Museum, which will be located in the new Equitable Center on Seventh
Avenue between 5lst and 52nd Streets.

Beth De Woody is Assistant Vice President of Rudin Management Co., Inc.,
and a director of the Samuel and May Rudin Foundation, Inc. She also serves
on the Board of Phoenix House, on the Exhibitions Committee of the International
Center of Photography, on the Producers' Council of the Brooklyn Academy of
Music, and as vice president of the Board of Eye and Ear Theater, Inc. She is
a member of both the Print Committee and the Public Education Committee of the
Whitney Museum.

Joanne L. Cassulloc, a Library Fellow of the Whitney Museum, is an alumna
and a supporter of the Museum's Independent Study Program and a member of the
Lobby Gallery Associates of the Whitney Museum. She is a gallery assistant at
the Washburn Gallery and serves as vice president and director of The Leonhardt
Foundation, Inc.; trustee of Roancke College in Salem, Virginia, and Friends
Academy in Locust Valley, New York; on the Board of Phoenix House, and Eye
and Ear Theater, Inc.; and a member of the special events committee of Artists
Space.

Other officers elected at the June 26 meeting are: Vice Chairman, Leonard

A. Lauder; Vice Presidents, Joel S. Ehrenkranz, Victor W. Ganz, and Stephen E.

O'Neil; and Treasurer, Charles Simon.

Press Information: Linda Gordon (212)570-3633

June 1985
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MICHAEL GRAVES

Michael Graves, who was born in Indianapolis in 1934, received his architectural
training at the University of Cincinnati and Harvard University. In 1960 he won
the Prix de Rome and studied at the American Academy in Rome of which he is now
Trustee. Graves, a Fellow of the American Institute of Architects, is Schirmer

Professor of Architecture at Princeton University, where he has taught since 1962.

Graves' recent projects include The Portland Building in Oregon; the Humana
corporate headquarters building in Louisville, Kentucky; the Environmental
Education Center, Liberty State Park, New Jersey; the San Juan Capistrano Library
in California; and Riverbend, the Cincinnati Symphony summer pavilion. He is
currently the architect for the Whitney Museum of American Art expansion in New
York City; the Emory University Museum of Art and Archaeology, Atlanta; The

Newark Museum in New Jersey, and Clos Pegase Winery, Napa Valley, California.

Graves has been the winner of thirteen Progressive Architecture design awards,
five National A.I.A. awards, and the Arnold W. Brunner Memorial Prize in
Architecture from the American Academy and Institute of Arts and Letters. His
work has been exhibited in numerous exhibitions here and abroad and has appeared

in many periodicals and books, among them Five Architects; Michael Graves,

published in 1979 by Academy Editions and Rizzoli; and Michael Graves, Buildings

and Projects 1966-198l, published in 1983 by Rizzoli.

May 1985
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/FACT SHEET

The Expanded Whitney.Museum of American Art
designed by Michael Graves

The Whitney Museum of American Art needs to expand because:

= We have a Permanent Collection of 10,000 works of
art. We have space to display only 72 of them,
since the 2nd and 4th floors are devoted to the
ongoing temporary exhibition program.

We have the single most impressive and comprehensive
collection of 20th-century American drawings--more
than 5,000 works. The collection is all in storage.

We have the most historically important library
collection relating to American art in the world.
However, our library is so small that only four
scholars can squeeze in at a time; we are forced to
turn away as many as we accommodate.

We have a dynamic public education program; half the
year we have no place to run it; the balance of the
time it is run out of space that can only accommodate
half the numbers who would, and should, be able to

attend.

Operating space is intolerably cramped. Xerox machines
are in corridors, light bulbs are stored in the
hallway, there is no space for female guards to

change, a large closet serves as an office for two,

and the Drawings Department itself is a former closet
now graced with a phone.

Even after the addition is complete, sculpture and
paintings will continue to be stored in an off-site

warehouse.

The expansion program provides for:

A fourfold increase in Permanent Collection exhibition
space while maintaining the temporary exhibition
space. Galleries will be laid out to present a
rational, chronological view of 20th-century American
art, greatly enhancing the museum experience.

An auditorium to allow the Museum to offer a wide
range of educational programs for students, scholars,
and the general public. The Whitney is the only
major museum in the country lacking an auditorium.
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Greater library space and facilities for scholars to
utilize the books, archives, and artists files.

Works on paper study-storage facilities to make
accessible to scholars and others the significant
collections.

More efficient, though increased only modestly in
size, space for offices, security, operations and
the restaurant.

The design is controversial, but respects the integrity of the
Breuer building:

- Such distinguished architectural voices as Philip
Johnson and John Burgee, Ulrich Franzen, Vincent
Scully and Sir James Stirling all solidly support
the design by Michael Graves which they describe as
a brilliantly innovative solution that preserves
Breuer in a unifying new composition. Breuer, as
instructed by the Trustees who purchased adjacent
land contemplating future expansion, designed the
Museum to accommodate that expansion by providing
knock-out panels at all levels.

The Whitney is at the cutting edge of the future. So
is the Graves design; when built so was the Breuer.

The structure fits the neighborhood context, is

smaller than zoning allows, and meets the requirements
of the special Madison Avenue district.

Why doesn't the Museum expand by creating more branches?

- The Permanent Collection installation in the expanded
Museum will provide an historic context for temporary
exhibitions. For example, visitors to the current
Ralston Crawford show would then be able to see how
his work relates to other developments in 20th-
century American art in the adjacent Permanent Collection
areas. Separate the two and you diminish both.

Also, branch museums depend on the support and direction
of a thriving central institution. Freeze the nucleus
and the satellites will not survive.

What about the "historic®™ brownstones?

- The brownstones are old--built in 1876. But, they
are neither historic nor distinguished and have been
totally altered below the third floor. Scores of
much better "neo-grec" brownstones exist throughout
the area--there are even better examples in better
condition in three locations by this "architect" /developer,
Silas M. Styles.
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MICHAEE GRAVES

ARCHITECT

WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART
NEW YORK, NEW YORK
MAY 21, 1985

The Whitney Museum of American Art Is located at the corner of Madlson
Avenue and East 75th Street In New York and occuples a bullding designed
In 1966 by Marcel Breuer. The Museum owns the Madlson Avenue block front
south of this bullding to East 74th Street and Is planning a significant
expansion on this site. The site Is located within the Upper East Side
Historlc District and the Madlson Avenue Speclal Preservation District and
Is therefore subject to speclal zonling requirements and design guidellnes.
New construction Is meant to enhance the urban characteristics of the
surrounding nelghborhood. The orlginal Breuer bullding, 2 modern monument
finished In dark gray unpolished granite, Is In distinct contrast to the
smaller scale and more elaborated facades of the remainder of Madlson
Avenue. The particular design challenge of this projJect Is therefore to
use to our advantage the apparent contradictlions of modernity versus a
more flgurative and traditional architecture. Further, In order to make
the old and new sections legible as one museum, It Is necessary to bind
together the two halves of the bullding, both In plan and In the treatment
of the exterlor,

The proposed program for the expansion will add approxImately 134,000
square feet of new constructlion to the 83,500 square feet of the existing
bullding. The major components of the new bullding program Include:
40,000 square feet of exhlibitlon space for Installation of the Permanent
Collectlon; a theater for presenting the Museum's public education
programs; an orlentation gallery; an expanded Library and Study Center to
promote scholarship In American Art; and additlonal office and support
space for operations. In keeping with the guldellnes of the Madlson
Avenue Speclal Preservation District, the expanded Museum will also
Include commerclal retall space on the ground floor, mezzanine, and
basement levels along Madlson Avenue.

The present Madlison Avenue entrance to the Breuer bullding will remain the
primary public access to the Museum. A new entrance on 74+h Street will|
be used for special purposes such as events taking place In the theater
during the evening and other times when the Museum gallerles are not open
to the public. As with all major publlc spaces In the Breuer bullding,
the exIsting lobby will retain Its original character. An expanded Museum
Shop and coatroom will| be provided. A new elevator and stair lobby will
be establlshed In the Graves additlion, accessible directly from the Breuer
lobby and on axls with the new entrance from East 74th Street. The

1 NASSALL S TIRED
NI NEW ILRSTY sesin
PELEPHU NG i 924 g g
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Whitney Museum Pro ject Description
Page Two

locatlon of this connection takes advantage of an exlIsting access panel to
the east of the exlsting Breuer stalr; this stalr remalns, as It is
consldered a speclal element within the exIsting bullding. The
north-south axis of movement occurs on all floors of the expanded bullding
as a way of orlenting the visitor and binding together the two structures.

A cyllIndrical "hinge" located opposite the publlic elevators and at the
Joint between the original bullding and Its addition, helps to mediate the
difference In setback from the street. (The Breuer entrance Is set back
approximately 30 feet from the sldewalk, whereas the Graves additlion,
following present zoning guldelines, Is established at the edge of the
sldewalk.) Throughout the building, this cylindrical hinge wil| be used
for functlons that are particular to the Whitney Museum. On the first
floor, It will house the Lobby Gallery and Its continuing program of small
and often provocatlive temporary exhibitlons. On the lower level, It
becomes the theater lobby, and on the upper levels, It contalns the
Orlentation Gallery, Calder's Circus, and a major viewing room of the
Study Center.

The theater, located at a lower level of the addition, will seat
approxImately 250 people. The theater is Intended to serve the Museum's
educatlonal programs and Is therefore equipped with full proJectlon and
sound facllitles for flims and slides. The stage Itself Is also large
enough for the types of performing arts programs whlch the Whitney now
stages In Its galleries.

Exhibition space, as at present, will| begin on the second floor. The floor
levels of the new section of the bullding will be continuous with those of
the exlIsting Museum. Exhibition of the Permanent Collection will be
arranged chronologically as a survey, Interspersed with more extensive
displays of speclal "concentrations" within the collectlon. In order to
Introduce the history of Amerlican Art since 1900, which Is the sub ject of
the Museum's holdings, and to establish the Permanent Col lectlon as a
reference for the temporary exhibition program, It was declded that the
entire second floor be devoted to a survey of American Art up to World War
Il. The Orlentation Gallery Is also located on this level.

On the third and fourth floors, the exlsting gallerles In the Breuer
bullding will contlnue to be used for temporary exhibitlons. The third
floor of the Graves addition wlll continue the chronologlical presentation
of the Permanent Collection, and the fourth floor, because of the great
helght of the exIsting celllngs, will be used for the dlsplay of sculpture
from the Permanent Collectlon, Including works by Calder, Nevelson, and
Smith, among others. A large alabaster window faclng Madlson Avenue wll|
allow a soft, diffuse |Ight to enter these gallerles, and a small wlndow
In the center will allow visltors to become re-orlented to Madlson Avenue,
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The exIsting flfth floor, origlinally designed for administrative offices,
has celllngs too low for exhibitlon space, so the library, archives, and
works on paper study center are located on this floor. The plans are
organized fo fake advantage of the avallability of natural |lght for
certaln reading rooms.

Above the fifth floor, the new building spans across both the Breuer
bullding and the Graves additlon and sets back from Madlison Avenue, and
from East 75th and 74th Streets. Thls strategy has been attempted both to
establish sufficlent floor area on each level for Museum exhibitions and
to keep the overall proflle of the building as low as possible within the
surrounding context. The sixth floor, the first level spanning both
halves, completes the chronological presentation of the Permanent
Collection with galleries for art since 1970 and recent acqulsitions. The
seventh floor contalns the fllm and video galleries and a large temporary
exhibltion space which has the possibility of controlled natural |ight
from the slde and top. A dramatic publlc stalr connects the sixth and
seventh floors along the Madison Avenue face, where a large curving
window, seen on the exterlor as a "brldge" between the two halves, offers
the visltor views of Madlson Avenue.

Further set back from Madison Avenue, the eighth and ninth floors are
designated for staff offices and conference rooms. A roof terrace Is
accesslble from the lower level of offlces. A restaurant with a publlc
terrace, crowns the bullding and offers spectacular views toward Central
Park.

The overall composition of the addiflon attempts to establish a
reciprocity with the original Breuer museum. The design of the lower
portion of the Graves addition maintalns the overall helght and mass of
the Breuer bullding. The cylindrical hinge between the old and new
portions attempts to focus the mass on the center as a series of rooms
rather than see the center as a divisive wall. Since the program for the
addIition Is conslderably larger in area than the orlglinal building, there
appear to be only two reasonable alternatives to absorb the additional
square footage above the setback at Breuer's existing cornice I|ine:
bulldIng a fower solely above the new additlon, or bullding the same
square footage In a horlzontal mass, bridging the two bases. The

second alternative was chosen as |t provides greater areas for individual
museum floors and thereby better establishes the continuity of the museum
experlence. Above the base, the upper floors are set back In a serles of
steps which correspond to speclflc aspects of the program.
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Whitney Museum Pro Ject Description
Page Four

For the exterior walls, we have chosen a gray plnk granite to approximate
the color value of Breuer's gray granite, as It was thought that
continuing the same dark gray that Breuer used would present an overly
somber facade for the entirety of the Madison Avenue block. Therefore, we
have used a comblnation of grays, reds, and pinks fo Infuse the addition
with a somewhat more lively expression and yet to be compatible with
Breuer's coloration. Lighter viues of similar materials are used at the

top of the bullding, agaln In an effort to diminish the apparent mass that
the bullding presents to the street.
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The Whitney’s new Graves
by Hilton Krvamer

In the life of certain art institutions there
sometimes comes a moment—call it the
moment of truth—when, as the result of a
particularly fareful and disastrous decision
abour their future course, they stand revealed
as the unmistakable enemy of all the stan-
dards and traditions and achievements they
have claimed to represent. Policies and pro-
grams which, prior to this revelatory mo-
ment, might be regarded as merely mis-

guided or inadvertent or simply ignorant,

suddenly acquire a more sinister and menac-
ing character. when their full implication is
made so baldly apparent to us. It is only then
that we come to understand thar these insti-
rutions may now constitute a real threat to
the life of art and its place in our society.
“For many people concerned with the life
of art in this country, the program of the
Whitney Museum of American Art has now
"come to constitute a portent of this kind.
-.Much has lately been happening to the
Whitney to raise grave doubts about the
museum’s ability to perform its designated
functions. It was a bad sign, for example,
when Gail Levin left the Whitney’s curato-
rial staff last year, for Miss Levin was one of
the very few bona fide scholars in the field of
carly twentieth-century American art on the
museum staff, and as far as we know, she has
never been replaced by a scholar of compa-
rable credentials. Then, too, there was the
matter of the museurn’s unscemly actions—
and inactions—on the Morgan Russell do-
nation (about which we shall have more to

say in due course). Above all, this year’s
Biennial exhibition was deeply shocking
even to the many musecumgoers who, through
grim experience, had come to expect the
worst from this particular enterprise. Cer-
tainly the 1985 Biennial exceeded, in its
gleeful surrender to everything that is most
vulgar, superficial, and meretricious on the
contemporary art scene, anything that had
heretofore been seen at the Whitney—and
that is really saying something when one
considers the recent history of the Biennials.
Yet, distressing as these and certain other
developments at the Whitney have been, it
was not until May 21, when the museum
announced its plans to repackage the Marcel
Breuer building it has occupied since 1966
as part of a new and larger museum designed
by Michael Graves, that the moment of
truth finally dawned even for those who had
rried 5o arduously to make allowances for so
many egregious misadventures in the past.
With this announcement, the crowded rec-
ord of foolish decisions could no longer be
regarded as a succession of miscellancous
delinquencies. Clearly a new policy was in
place, and there was now every indication
that we would henceforth be dealing with an
institution which cannot be trusted to serve
the interests of cither art or its public.
While it would not be inaccurate to claim
that the new Michael Graves building, which
combines an appalling poverty of architec-
tural thought with a maximum of ornamen-
tal ostentation, is the perfect symbol of what

The New Criterion Seprember 1985
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The Whitney’s new Graves by Hilton Kramer

the Whitney now aspires to be, that of
course is precisely what makes this whole
episode so oppressively significant.  Mr.
Graves has been nothing if not entirely faith-
ful to the spirit of his client’s wishes—a
spirit governed by an invincible preference
for glitz and specious glamour at the ex-
pense of art itself, It is for this reason that
the Graves building, though in itself an
object lesson in how nor to design an art
museum, cannot be scparated from the
Whitney program it is intended to serve.
What, then, does this program entail?
Alas, there are no mysteries to be decoded in
this matter. By its actions, no less than by its
pronouncements, the Whitney has made its
present and future goals altogether plain. In
this respect, its ill-conceived branch-muse-
um program reads like a blueprint for future
operations. There are now two of these so-
called branch museums already functioning
—onc in the Philip Morris building at Park
Avenue and Forty-second Street in Manhat-
tan, and another in the Champion Interna-
tional building in downtown Stamford,
Connecticut. Two more are planned for
Manhattan—one in the Equitable tower at
Seventh Avenue and Fifty-third Street, sched-
uled to open this fall, and another at Federal
Reserve Plaza, now set for carly 1986. No
doubt there are still others under discussion.
From the branches already in operation
the nature of the Whitney’s interest in these
L misnamed “musecum” projects can be easily
discerned, and it is not primarily an artistic

* ‘or muscological interest. To a serious expe-

rience or understanding of art these branch
operations make no contribution whatever.
In fact, they aren’t in any true sense of the
word muscums at all and shouldn’t be called
by thar name, but are more akin to bou-
tiques or advertising displays in which token
art objects are put on show for the purpose
of conferring a spurious “cultural” image
on the host companies. The real function of
these branch operations is neither to educate
nor to delight, but simply to provide both
the Whitney and the sponsoring corpora-
tions with a mutually beneficial public rela-
tions program. The Whitney looks as if it

The New Criterion September 1985

were performing a service for the public,
and the sponsoring corporations look as if
they were performing a service for art,
whereas in truth both are cynically using art
and the public as a means of promoting
their own respective interests.

It is in this historic shift to public re-
lations as a priority interest, to the use
of art for the purposes of institutional self:
promotion and selfaggrandizement, that
the branch-museum program of the Whit-
ney affords a key to its current outlook.
Given the goals implicit in that outlook, the
building which Michael Graves has designed
for the new Whitney is abysmally appropri-
ate, of coursc. For what the Whitney pro-
gram calls for isn’t so much a new art
muscum as a new corporate headquarters,
and this, more or less, is what Mr. Graves
has given it. Unfortunately, for those of us
who are still more interested in art than in
this transformation of the museum into an
arm of the public-relations business, the
Graves design is hideously inappropriate to
the function to which, for the moment any-
way, the Whitney still gives lip service:
exhibiting works of art. With its sherbert-
colored cladding and its cookie-cutter win-
dows, its ornamental cornices and pent-
house colonnade, all topped off with one of
those preposterous pergolas which serve no
other function than to announce to all the
world that the whole lugubrious conception
is unmistakably Michael Graves’s, this de-
sign belongs in one of those ballyhoo exhi-
bitions of which the current directorship of -
the Whitney is so inordinately proud. It was -
therefore entirely apt that the Graves design
should be unveiled to the public while the
latest Whitney Biennial was in progress, for
it is a design that inflicts on the existing
Marcel Breuer building the same kind of
degrading transformation which the muse-
um invited one of its favored graffiti art-
ists, Kenny Scharf] to carry out in the build-
ing’s sccond-floor washrooms and telephone
booths as part of his contribution to this
year’s Biennial.

The Whitney’s blithe disregard for the
building which it commissioned from Mar-
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cel Breuer scarcely twenty years ago is in
itself a scandal of considerable significance,
Among much else, it instantly throws into
doubr the Whitney’s role—which is, be it
remembered, the primary role it claims for
itself—in making what its director, Tom
Armstrong, calls “initial judgments about
the merit of current work” Why should we
place any trust in the judgment of a museum
that shows itself so cager to repeal the most
important architectural decision it ever made
and so blind—or 1s it merely cynical —about
the implications of this eagerness?

It is true that the Breuer building has
never been an casy building to live with. It
makes rather too much of its own authority,
and it isn’t always as subtle or as commo-
dious in accommodating itself to its func-
tions as it might be. But it was the Whitney,
after all, which gave us this high-powered,
difficulr building in the first place. It was the
Whitney which boasted of its merits and
made large claims for its excellence. And
there is this to be said for the Breuer build-
ing: it unequivocably focuses attention on
the seriousness of the museological enter-
prise, it speaks in every detail for Elgac Igr:l\f_i_t}'
and high purposes.of.art, and it does not
;aﬁ_ly,lsad,iﬁdﬁm.ﬁ:iv_oﬂty, or foolishness,

ich is why, I suppose, it had to be out-
rageously defaced to accommodate the spirit
of this vear’s Biennial, and why the current
director, with his unerring penchant for the
showy and the superficial, is so cager to sce
it absorbed into Michael Graves’s gaudy
labyrinth.

e know now what we can expect from
the new Whitney. In his remarks to the
American Institute of Architects on July 25,
Mr. Armstrong announced that in its new
building the Whitney would exhibit its art in
a new way. What he characterized as the
“anonymous spaces” of Sixtics museum
architecture—meaning, of course, the Breuer
building—would no longer do, he said.
Which, translated from the public-relations
argot used on such occasions, simply means
that the Michael Graves design can be
counted on to provide the same kind of non-
anonymous spaces for the museum’s per-

The Whimey’s new Graves by Hilton Kramer

manent collection that Kenny Scharf and
others gave us a glimpse of in this year’s
Biennial. Which means, in turn, that works
of art will henceforth be at the mercy of the
art of display at the Whitney, and that the
museum will naturally favor the kind of art
—of which there is no shortage on today’s
art scene—which is itself a form of display,
No one can say that we weren’t warned.

Cognizant that, despite this emphasis
on fun and games, the museum must also
have ar least the appearance of a more se-
rious side, the Whitney has made the claim
that its new building will “[enable] the Mu-
seum to fulfill its role as a major center for
scholarship in American art.” For anyone
familiar with the museum’s record in this
matter, the notion of the Whitney serving as
“a major center for scholarship in American
art” borders on the comical. In this regard,
the case of the Morgan Russell donation
tells us everything we need to know. Russell
was, of course, one of the pioneer figures in
the early history of abstract painting. He
also happened to enjoy the patronage of
Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney, the founder
of the museum. Seven years ago Henry M.
Reed, who has devoted much time, effort,
and expense to assembling an invaluable col-
lection of Russell’'s manuscripts, studies,
and works of art, donated the collection to
the Whitney on the understanding that the
muscum would organize an exhibition of
this material and publish a scholarly cata-
logue. But of course nothing has ever been
done with it, and Mr. Reed has now been
obliged to go to court in the hope of getting
the collection transferred to an institution
more receptive to scholarly pursuits. It is
farcical for the present administration of the
Whitney to claim to have any interest in or
understanding of scholarship.

Bur farce—of one kind or another—seems
to be the name of the game that is now
being played at the Whitney, which looks
and acts more and more like an institution
that has severed whatever connections it
had with the standards and achievements of
high art in order to set itself up as another
kind of enterprise,

The New Criterion Seprember 1985
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FOR MARCEL ’
' BREUER’S WHITNEY

! JOSEPH GIOVANNINI
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Christo, Whitney Museum of American Art Packed, 1971, lithograph
with collage, 27% x 21%" Edition of 100. Collection of the Whitney
Museum of American Art, New York

When the Whitney Museum of American Art made
its proposal for expanding the museum public last
May, the design immediately provoked strong reac-
tions among many people, especially architects. The
feelings were expressed informally, between col-
leagues and friends, over lunch and at weekend
gatherings, but they had no form or focus. This fall
however, the discussions become public as the
expansion proposal embarks on a series of hearings,
and they promise to be vocal—matching the inten-
sity of the feelings surrounding last spring’s hearings
over the removal of Richard Serra's Tilted Arc from
Foley Square In addition to being reviewed by the
New York Landmarks Preservation Commission, the
proposal must pass before the city’s Planning Com
mission, its Board of Estimate, and Community
Board 8

More than another polite discussion about
architectural Modernism versus Postmodernism
and about the architect
a Postmodern tour de force next to a Modern classic

1l appropriateness of siting

the problem is that the additon, as designed by the

Princeton architect Michael G

W |].;||‘L-l' seriously compromi

raves, ca

Marc

ng 5
Whitne 0 1966 Though the Graves

ol the Breuer
the ear Michael Graves, model fo: Whitney Museum

addiric rdly touches the fac

v Art, Now York, 1985, cardboard, papat, &
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l_mr building’s side and tap, locking the Breuer in a
framework that clearly 3iers its character The
in _scale and presence_and 5£5 OM it in a way
that transforms the mystenoys structure into a man-
nered comnerstone. The d tion of a major work
of art 1s now an m%:ﬂri{ e
The problematic propesal also raises the issue of
the responsibility of the Whitney as a museum to
understand and protect the building it occupies. By
advocaring the Graves proposal, the Whitney seems
to appreciate neither theart of the building nor its
historical significance. The Museum is not conserv-
ing or preserving its architecture as it would one of
its OwWn paintings; a masterpiece of Modernism and

a summary buildin, tectural move-
ment, the Breyer is sthe ol piece

:HW 1 of-20th-century art
In 1981, the Whitney commissioned Graves to
produce a design that would add approximately
134,000 square feet to the existing 83,500-square-
foot building an additionthat would include 40,000
square feet of new gallery space. The Museum
wanted large gallery floors 10 beuer establish “the
continuity of the museumexperience” The Whitney
owns a site on Madison Avenue adjacent to it, prop-
erty now occupied by a ow of unremarkable brown-
stones, which would be demolished to incorporate
the block-long Museum complex
Ihe scheme Graves proposes—to cost approxi-
mately $375 million—matches the Breuer building
with another of equal mass and height on the brown-
stone site, and couples the two parts with a vertical,
cylindrical volume placed at the center. Together, the
Breuer Whitney and the Graves section would act as
a base for a massive, emplelike structure on top,
making the total height of the building 188 feet, or
ten stories. The obvioussolution for the expansion,
a tower built only on the brownstone site, was not
developed because, says Tom Armstrong, director of
the Whitmey, “We need horizontal space. We don't
want a tower where yol g0 to the 17th floor for
Minimalism" Graves als0 maintains he wants the
whole building to read asa single entity—"one Whit-
ney, he says, apparently hf-‘llt‘\'lng_tll:spuulhc prece-
dent of the Museum of Modern Art, that a tall build-
ing could not be integrated with the Breuer so that
the old and new parts would read as one institution
Ar an extraordinary comvocatc
summer held by the New York

n ol architects this

Grages presented the desig I

wasthistary with
slides, like sages frotn_the \ttended by
many ligures of the New York ar tablish-

35

ment, the meeting was the proposal's first step into a
semipublic realm of discussion, and proved an espe-
cially awkward forum: the addition puts the
architectural community in the uncomfortable posi-
tion of having to weigh the work of an eminent col-
league against the interests of a building done by a
dead master For a profession with a generally gen-
teel pulse, it was an intense moment. Philip Johnson
voiced his support; Paul Rudolph sat inconspicu-
ously, remained silent, and left before the session
ended. Yale’s Vincent Scully. professor of architec-
tural history, who favored the scheme, launched into
what sounded like one of his lectures, but a heckler
deflated what seemed party rhetoric before the pro-
fessor gained momentum. Among the opponents,
one young architect—French, and later identified in
the press only by his black suspenders—passion-
ately artacked the Graves scheme for its attack on
Breuer's building

In his presentation Graves likened the base of the
new ‘one Whitney" to diptychal Renaissance
annunciation scenes in which the message from the
archangel in one frame leaps to the Virgin in the sec-
ond. In the same way, Graves implied, the Breuer
Whimey and his addition converse with each other

A polemic indeed runs berween the two parts,
with a Postmodemn argument of symmetry and static
forms playing againsta Modemist one of asymmetri-
cal, dynamic ones. The diptych analogy might evén
hme on top did not strongly evoke a dif-
ferent reference to art history—the image of the
seated ruler, often depicted in paintings and sculp-
tures, the royal foot resting on the body of a sub-
jugated enemy. Like the vanquished captive, Brever's
Whitney is completely dominated by the temple on
top, and its architectural power overcome. This is
Samson after the haircut.

Breuer designed his five-story building as a
hovering structure, resting mysteriously on its own
deep shadow at the base. The shadow is deepened
by the moat of air around it; a glass wall across the
front, at the street and basement levels, visually
emphasizes the building's apparent lack of support
Clad in heavy granite, the Museum rises in three
stepped cantilevers which extend the hover out
toward Madison.

What is most destructive about the Graves tem-
ple is that it places the floating structure in compres-
sion, making the Breuer W hitmey into a cornerstone
on which the temple would rest. Graves' architecture
emphasizes gravity, and the way lines ol weight
accumulate from the top of a building down to the
earth: in its nature it opposes the antigravitational
quality of the Breuer building And Graves' central
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cylinder, with its ledges that seem to hold up Breuer's
cantilevered floors, would further violate the original
by giving clear visual support to floors purposely
designed to have the look of no support at all
The conventional wisdom about the Breuer
Whitney is that it is the kind of freestanding Mod-
emnist building that resists architectural company—
that it is difficult to add on to. But as Armstrong
stated at the AIA meeting, Breuer designed the Whit-
ney knowing that it would eventually be expanded,
and the architect clearly indicated the location of a
future addition. Where he situated the elevator and
stairs, on the south side of the building, he also
placed a punch-out wall, according to Armstrong,
which could connect the 1966 building to a new one.
He in fact designed the entire south wall as a plain
old New York party wall—undesigned, unfaced, to be
covered over, the datum beyond which any future
structure would be built. With the stairway, the ele-
vator, and a connecting corridor clustered together at
what would be the center of a new, combined build-
ing, Breuer even made an expansion efficient. He
kept these elements back from the facade to give
breathing room between the old and future buildings
in the form of a shadow joint, or “reveal’ as
architects call this type of recess.

The south wall is a line of demarcation, and
whether or not the addition is a tower, it should not
cross that party wall. The primary reason Graves has
said he did not place the whole addition on the
brownstone site indicated by Breuer is that gallery
spaces need the largest continuous “floor plate” pos-
sible. With its two floors of galleries, the temple sup-

y makes available these large floor plates. The
plans, however, which were displayed before and
alter the AIA meeting, and later at the Municipal Arts
Society, actually show that the proposed solution
disserves these gallery requirements.

The Breuer Whitney and the matching piece of
the Graves Whitney to its side are each five stories
tall. The planned sixth floor (the bottom floor of the
temple that will span their roofs) is a full floor of
ducts and mechanical systems; above it are small
seventh- and eighth-floor galleries, each about 5000
square feet. (The mechanical level is not numbered
on the plans, so these gallery floors appear there as
the sixth and seventh floors.) On all but the mechan-
ical floor and the fifth floor of the combined Breuer
and Graves pieces, Graves has joined the buildings
to make continuous gallery spaces. The fifth floor
has been allocated for offices and nongallery use,
since the Breuer ceiling is too low (8 feet 9 inches) to
be used as a gallery

The use of this fifth floor suggests a remarkably
simple key to liberating the Breuer building from the
temple—perhaps one of other possible alternatives.
Because the entire fifth floor 15 devoted to functions
that could easily be put in a tower,! all Graves has to
do is switch floors, putting the 5000-square-loor
seventh- and eighth-floor galleries on the fifth floor,
which is planned to offer about 14850 square [eer
net. The seventh- and eighth-floor galleries we
not simply fit easily into the fifth floor, the %10

would also potcm_ia“)* BN nearly 5000 square feer
of gallery. The price © Pay i simply the price of
elevating the roof of BreUsts fi, floor several feet to
aheight acceptable for Baleries The mechanical sys-
tems now on the Breuer Wof would also have to be
redesigned, which isn0taserious ohstacle, given the
scale of the overall project

The switch would N0 only give the museum
about 10 percent more &llery space—and on five
rather than six Hoors—bit would consolidate the
galleries within the first five floors of the building In
the current plan a gallery ¥isitor has to ride from the
fourth floor, past a fifth floor of stall and research
rooms, past the mechanicallloor. to get to the seventh
and then the eighth floor This is a discontinuous
museum experience the Museum has understanda-
bly said it does not want. Most importantly, by con-
centrating the galleries in thefirst five floors, the non-
gallery functions, which do not require large floor
plates, can occupy a tower The tower automatically
eliminates the need for theemple and frees the roof
of the Breuer building

Ironically, the so-called tower scheme would,
according to Graves' own alculations, be only 32
feet taller, or 3 stories more, than the proposed
Graves scheme. The term ‘ower” is unnecessarily
intimidating—although 1t would have to be ap-
proved, there is nothing inherently less appropriate
about a 13-story building in New York, on Madison
Avenue, than about a 10-story building like that pro-
posed. The dis:inguish%’ much higher Carlyle
Hotel is just a block up the Avenue.

Like the temple, the gylinder has very little
programmatic justiﬁcarioiggserving primarily as a
formal facade maneuver with few compelling func-
tions inside, The circular form, apparently justified
by the proposal to house the Calder Circus on one
floor of the cylinder, has been assigned a variety of
other uses that hardly require circular geometry:
storage, reception, lobby gllery, orientation gallery
with projector, sculpture gallery, works-on-paper
study room. i

Itis not that Graves is dé wrong architect for the
addition—a good building of his could be brilliant in
this place Graves is a rly designer, adept at
composition, and he is ap accomplished colorist.
Museums require large apgounts of wall space and
little transparency, and, periaps more than any other
major architect now pracudng in the United States,
Graves is a "wall” architeq, with a highly evolved
repertory of wall forms apd @ complex decorative
system for their surfaces, Jpwill be interesting to see
how the paintings of arrisgswho work in open, light-
filled lofts settle in the architect’s highly controlled,
deliberately sequenced syjies, since the paintings
themselves are ofien permeated with the special
character of these studios. (Graves' buildlngs tend to
be saturated in colors and fprms, and he will have o
thin out his interiors so (pat the art Will not seem
superfluous—a lush Wijlen de Kooning wo_uld be
too much for an already fush wall) At a time of
increasing interest in figyy give and rc_prtscma:mml
art, Graves' highly figured. repn._.;.mmtu:mal archirec-

81

ture is as contemporary as Breuer's more reductive
style was twenty years ago. His interiors, designed as
contained rooms rather than open spaces, are also
highly concentrational—they hold the eye within the
space—and should prove conducive to viewing art
Graves uses such architectural elements as doorways
and windows to center forms and spaces; using spe-
cific pieces of art in rooms created expressly for
them, he should be able to build spaces around the
works, with the art as a focus.

The architect is also a provocative choice for more
theoretical reasons. The spaces and forms of his
buildings are finite; clearly bounded with fixed
walls, they are also centered along axes or focal
points. They embody a concept of space profoundly
different from that of, for example, Jackson Pollock’s
paintings, which are fields of great visual depth with
no center or boundary The difference in space
between a Graves building and a Pollock painting is
itself a polemic, and there is interesting comment,
and conversation, in the juxtaposition. Graves' is a
Euclidean architecture for paintings done in Albert
Einstein's century.

Provocative though a Postmodern building is in
the context of the Whitney, it is Graves' own stance
vis-a-vis the Breuer that risks limiting the proposal to
simply a historic-preservation issue, obscuring what
is Graves' most challenging contribution to the
Whitney and to museum design—his exploration of
how to deneutralize museum interiors. In his
recently completed Michael C. Carlos Hall, at Emory
University, in Atlanta, for example, he created
museum interiors with rich materials, and art-
specific spaces to feature certain displayed objects.
The floor plans for the Whitney expansion promise
to have many comparable, specifically designed
spaces, and are perhaps for better or worse the most
strongly configured interior plans for a museum
since the ramp at the Solomon R Guggenheim
Museum. This is a radical move, and will serve as a
precedent for alternatives to the neutral white open
space architects and curators have boxed themselves
into, What Graves has done on the exterior is per-
haps appropriate as a poetic idea—he has created a
palimpsest, one building over another, which
implies the natural architectural accretion of an
institution as it has grown older and larger Unforw-
nately, it is a poetic idea that does not scan because
of the severe damage it does to the Breuer.

Among the many strong reactions to the design is

a troubling comment from Constance Breuer, widow
of the architect. She has said she would prefer to see

B
Sadly, Graves' design for the “one Whimey" prom-
ises to divide the institution iself (]

Joseph Grovannini is an archiect and archiectural wiiter based in New York

As listed 10 a drawing, rivey ane “slide Library, microfim, kuchenene, conlerence,
wall leminge. periodicals, copy, caralogue, btaran, rare books and archives. reading
oo, library gallery: lobby, works on paper extibimons, works on paper somge”
and 1w terrsces. 1wo study rooms. and seven offices
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hemaﬁhmamniﬂost

Cz{yscape

- Graves’
 Uncivil

Li berties
R‘eﬂectlons me. Afar

' ByB'emmnFow L

-+ Washington Post Stalf Writer -

" seems a peremptory disregard for

stylistic consistency or historical
integrity. Landmark structures are
few, and even the most distin-
guished pedigrees (Frank Lloyd

Wright's Imperial Hotel, for in-

‘stance, dismantled in 1968) are not
‘often sufficient to save them,
But even from Tokyo, the Graves

~ design continues' to strike a- false

chord, and not simply because Man-

hattan’s East Side is not Ginza.

TIronically, distance from the argu-

ment only increases aviraxenes&that‘ &

'%ﬁ rationale is mempnomhle

even admirable—who can argue
wﬂhthe,museumade&m to better
serve its and better treat its |
collectmnonOth-cenuwAm-lean
" art, or with the architec’s intention .

‘ Tue Arts/TELEVISION/LEISURE F1

. TOKYO—One would think that " to “enhance the urban character- .

objections to the proposed, and jus-
tifiably controversial, addition to
rheWhnneyMusemnmNewYOrk
would vanish when reflected upon
ﬁomibeperspectxveuithzaonental

.+ city, so far from the fray:

What architect Michael Graves
plans to do, mthtbefullsupportof
the museum'’s director,. trustees
and curatorial staff, is more or less
what goes on every day in Tokyo.
The idea is to place the addition, in
the form of an inverted “L," on top

and to the side of the existing mu- -

seum structure, designed by Marcel
‘Breuer and completed in 1966.
..Such strategies are business as
usual here, where buildings go
down and go up in less time than it
takes a ginkgo leaf to yellow in au-
tumn, and are reconceived, refaced,

. rebuilt and add;_d to with what

istics of the surrounding, nieighbor- *
hood"’Attheaametlme it is hard
not to.see an

hostility in t

 See CITYSCAPE, F4, Col. 1.~

Michael Graves’ design of the *
w"““‘jr Museum with addition. .

i
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T

thtney Addition

~+' CITYSCAPE, From F1 .

. At its core this architectural ar-
gumenl: of the year is t be-
tween geperations. Breuer repre-
sents the old generation, the Mod-
ernists, whose ideas triumphed in
post-World War II American unes.
Graves,. both as a thinker and as a
designer, has been a leading force
in the movement to reject or rewse

btuldmglsa"modem monu-"
ment in‘ “distinct contrast to the
Smaller scale and more elaborate
Eacad&!oftberemamderofhd‘aﬂ
Avenue.” It is a species of pure
form that is more than a tad stand-

e

imwarﬂthewp.dtehﬁldingissej:
badcﬁ'ommemdewaﬂtandemands
in three clearly defined
plauesasltgelshtgher In the ab-
“a building standing on. its

. head like this in an established ur-

“ban neighborhood sounds llke a rec-
ipe for disaster. ° :
| But it_wasn't. Frnm the begin-, _
mng Breuer’s fortress had a
. Fstrange, "if solemn, allure. Like
kerght’s otherwise very different
r‘Guggenheam Museum on Fifth Av-

3

enue, Breuer's brooding Madison
Avenue mas was an imme-
diate popular ‘hit, and like “the
Wright building it remains proof
positive that, in exceptional cases,
architectural contrast wtih the sur-
rounding urban environment—a
sharp break in the pattern—can be
an effective, moving idea. Obvious-
ly, neither Graves nor his daent
sees it this way.
. Given the site (the other half of
.ﬂlecityhlocksauthofmeexmtmg
 building) and the size requirements
{(more than doubling existing space,
from 83,500 to 217,500 square
. feet), Graves had but two alterna-

i . oni the southern site, leaving the:

Bteger building untouched; or to.
build over the building. (A.

ill- . ~third, alternative, to destroy the
i ‘present. buildmg and start over, ap-

ly, was: not' considered; a
.,ﬁwrﬂn to locate the -new building:
“somewhere: else, seems. to have -
beenmledwtatth&start*byﬂn-
|, client.) Graves chose the second’
 alternative, he "says,” Because “it -
‘provides; greater areas for individ-
ual museum floors and thereby bet-
veresublislwsthemunmmofthe
museum experience.”. |
Withinthesebomda:ms,(}nm

ﬁected.massmﬂmsnuth and tied -

% thetv_vol:ogethermthasemmmu—

discordant style and philosophy. It
is the only really persuasive visual
- element of the Graves exterior.
Atop these two five-story build-
ings would rise another structure,
also five floors: high, in a series of
- gradual setbacks. The massing of
.'these upper stories is ponderous at
best; the detailing, featuring a'huge
eyebmw" type window and an un-
graoe(ul horizontal tower, is bom-
bastic. As a whole the design has a
nervous, disparate, exaggerated
quality. (To be sure, there is much

THE Wasuiﬁmu Posr

to be said for establishing commer-
cial retail outlets on the ground
floor. of such a center-city museum,
although Graves’ officious oolon—
nade is by no means enticing in the
conventional Madison Avenue way.)

- Of course, in all of this very little
allowance was made for the dignity
and' individuality of Breuer’s build-
ing. Graves’ “figurative” design con-
verts Breuer’s lone frontal window
into one eye of a somewhat comi-
cally monstrous visage (the hinge
being the nose and Graves' enor-
mous triangle with a cat-like ver-
tical “pupil” being the second eye).
When seen in this light, the Graves
plan would appear to be a natural
consequence of the museum’s dis-
respect (perhaps hatred would not
bemostrmgawold).foritsm :
building.

is_
%Jsmmﬁ
debateurepletemﬁuo—

nies. The existing. building is_not .
nearly so off-putting as. its oppo-
nentsmldhmut.mrwwklthe
“addition be so:welcoming

the city as its admirers’ predict.
Perhapsﬂ:emwmngimnyistlmt:f
Graves” way. of thinking—his msls-f
telm-mn—lndihmml styles—and
' patterns, and belief in the incre-
mental, collage-like nature of urban '
-growth—is a richer and more ap-
: pealing prescription: for urban ar-
chul.ectureﬂnnBreuex‘s&mctmmi.
purc-form esthetics. o -
But the debate really mtabout

'ndeo!ogm. It is about effects. No

one would want streets lined with
Breuer-like buildings;. nor would
anyone care to live on. streets
crammed t:ltch monumental struc-
tures in. t ram mnld. Qravas

Whit desi

p uct—lt al
G I e

um is
a,_Bmucr
‘In the name of cmllty ‘and re-
form, and'because of “program re-
quirements” (which sounds suspi-
ciously like the old Modernist dog-
* ma of functionalism), Graves is do-
ing something his generation has
long resented about Modernist ar-"
chitecture, He is making a big, ac-
mmagmmumw
one else’s expense.




By DOUGLAS C. MeGILL

The lobby of a new corporate sky-
scraper in midtown will soon become
the home for a Whitney Museum of
American Art branch, making it the
latest and largest addition to an ex-
tensive collaboration between a
major art museum and the corporate
world.

The skyscraper — a 54-story, $200
million structure designed by Ed-
ward Larrabee Barnes — is the new
headquarters of the Equitable Life
Assurance Society of the United
States, at Seventh Avenue between
51st and 52d Streets. Adjoining the
skyscraper’s lobby will be two gal-
leries, to open Feb. 13, in which the
Whitney will present temporary exhi-
vitions of painting and sculpture.

The new galleries will join three

her hranches in corporate lobbies

it the Whitney will operate by this

ing.

"t takes our permanent collection

sur works of contemporary art to

uch greater audience,” said

as N. Armstrong, the director

Whitney Museum. ““It’s our role

ent the work to as wide a public

-an identify, so as many people

ible can see and understand
A"

rst two exhibitions in the

5 new Equitable branch are

noint. One of the shows, to

1 June 4, will be a selection

'ngs and sculptures show-

‘ay’'s artists interpret con-

life depiction of

figure, from classical

iits to Neo-Expression-

r exhibition will contain
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40 works from the museum’s perma-
nent collection that give a chronologi-
cal overview of American art from
the turn of the century through today
The show will run through April 1987

In addition to the new Equitable
galleries, the Whitney has branches
in the lobbies of the Champion Inter-
national Corporation in Stamford,
Conn., and at the Philip Morris Com-
pany's headquarters at 42d Street and
Park Avenue. The museum will open
the fourth branch this spring in the
Park Tower Realty building lobby at
33 Maiden Lane in lower Manhattan.
Branches to Have 21 Exhibitions

Altogether, the branches
the Whitney Museum's reach far be-
yond the | ial of its | iq ters
at Madison Avenue and 75th Street.
That building contains 17,400 square
feet of temporary exhibition space,
while the branches total 18,900 square
feet of space.

The branches will present about 21
art exhibitions altogether each year,
as compared with the home build-
ing's 15 shows, which are usually
larger than branch shows. The Cham-
pion International and Philip Morris
branches draw 150,000 visitors a year,
as compared with the main Whitney's

500,000.

At all of the branches, the corpora-
tion offers the space without
and pays the salaries of three
time museum employees, as well as
all exhibition costs.

Through the branches, the Whitney
is also able to offer specialized educa-
tional programs geared to the needs
of people living in the area. At the
Champion International branch, for
example, weekly seminars and nlsht-

THE NEW YORK TIMES,

New Midtown Branch for Whitney

INDAY, JANUARY 27, 1986

time symposiums on various art,
topics are held for local universi
students, the elderly and amateur co
lectors.

At the Philip Morris branch, educa-
tional for New York Ci 3
school are conducted ;
days a week, and its sculptus
ga:dmlsanoaslsoispammdwl g
amid the congestion of midtown Man.\
hattan

Severe space pmblems limit
numberufpamungstnimmmﬂ
tion that the Whitney can tm
manent exhibit. Of its 3,
and sculptures, ml.ly'ﬂmpulm =
manent display. In the opening sh
of works from the permanent co
tion at the Equitable branch,
Whitney will be able to display
ings

and Philip Guston. 3
Creation of Public Arts Complex

The branch museum is in fact o
asmallpanohheinwmncecompa—
ny’s plan to create a public arts com-

Among the works of art to be shown at Whitney
Museum’s galleries in the lobby of new head-
quarters of the Equitable Life Assurance Socl-

plex based on the model of Rockefel-
ler Center. In addition to the branch,
thempmyhasspentabmtﬂmi!-'

_ lion on commissioned and

purchased work (much of it
anermnmltaumwithmtuaymf
tors) by Thomas Hart Benton, (m»
Lich!.mshaln,SuiLeWilt,Sam ;
and Barry

has also spent an

ican artists whose works will deco- | rangements by
mm{;mﬁmﬂvedhﬂn;mmsmthe
new

mdiscwd
mhyliimpommmoda-namer mcludingmeml

lic seating ar-
sculptor Scott
will be shown in the skyscrap-

ding mgm',tmn.ltsﬁxst-ﬂoorhallwaws
The artworks on the ground floor, ahlocklongplmln the

sueetlevetoﬁthedtyhlockm
51st and 52d Streets and Seventh Ave-

‘nu¥ and Avenue of the Americas will

Otﬁmlsutthemmelmmdthein-
surance company say the museum
will be free to present whatever
works of art it chooses in the new
branch.

“We're not

mmm us the rents that we're

I for. it
Mit’sahoahnmﬂﬂ&htus,

he added, “and a place the

]

E
i
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Whitney to Give Up
@ollection of Russell Art

« The Whitney Museum of American  had not fulfilled its pledge to exhibit
Ait has agreed in an out-of-court set- the works and publish a catalogue of
tlement to give up the collection of them. The terms of the new agree-
i .dmwingsanﬂska‘idm by mmwemdmribedbybmhsidesns
he American Synchromist painter entirely amicable, but neither party
Morgan Russell (1886-1953) that was  was willing to comment upon it.
donated to it in 1978 by Henry Reed, : : \
dn insurance agent and art collector  Influence in Parls & 7
'S #ho lives in Montclair, N.J. - With * Stanton Macdonald-Wright
+ The collection of artworks, together (1890-1973), Morgan Russell played a
v'rl"!t:eits accompanying documentary  Significant part in the development of 8
material, will be sentnext week to the abstract painting in Paris 1914.
Montclair Art Museum While there, he met Henri Matisse
“Last Fe edeo

oy trade Stein, helped him financially
‘Benefit for Gallery %mdm b ‘“mmmn"’d Ldgic

e

benefit ABC Ni fqrmedpanofthegmtsukelymbe
N wmthemwgm; of value to all students of the period,
, will be held v at 5 P.M. at The collection f i by Mr. Reed,
2 ew York City glewdmhewwthmhmed

W o il e et
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ture’s clean, unadorned skyscra
tend to see Mr. Graves's work as
M M Heis a "postmodern-
ist" trail-blazer whose richly colored
and complex buildings purposely in-
corporate classical overtones. That’s
what makes him *‘new-fashioned
and the ‘“modernists” ‘‘old-fash-
joned.” Unless, of course, you're a
mﬁotg Portland Building in Oregon
-| and Humana’s corporate quarters in
Louisville, Ky., bristle with provoca-
tive ideas. That's what the brash, ex-
perimental Whitney has always been
about. And just what it got with the
Breuer building in 1966. *“They chose
had its star wars, and sni me,” Mr. Graves said, “‘at the same
ing is not unknown. But it’ point in my career as they did Breuer
was

something of "
w‘hm.lnlccepunganawardre:;nﬂy mﬁ‘:"mmwmmymﬁmisaﬂ

LA NG VY purin Ll

s THATIEL

arlotte Curtls
Drawing the
Battle Lines

RCHITECTURE has always

~ w1 g

iy te the s
American Institute of Architects, ) ?g:?utmbruﬁamﬁ that, of
wm‘nﬂthepmpmadm tion : 'mmmﬂumm"ti:
to vdefer” reuer. **
the Whitney Museumn and criticized the ** b want. Obviously,
. mmmﬂ Michael Graves, its no addition would be the ultimate re-
L 2 spect.
In effect, Mr. Geller was calling Presumably, this talk that
the Whitney to scrap its and mm‘%’..mmmm
diteh its architect. He 't like it an addition, a contention with which
that Mr. Graves's '‘stated even Hamilton Smith disagrees. Mr.
is the antithesis of the osophy of Smith, a * " and Graves
museum's first archi Marcel critic, was Breuer's collaborating
wi;lﬁi:n mmm; P Whit-
ney, col among
m&emAmu‘lm&ﬂ,“jmﬂﬂsn msmmm’
mwwmmm ap- ..;ndlzllbl&. the Gatje firm’s top
plied forms." trio sided with Mr. Geller. And Phili
He said. “the Breuer building is Johnson, cf both & “mod.
e 8 e
and unrelated blocks,” and he Mr. Graves.
pleaded with all concerned not to “l¢'s a beautiful " Mr.
‘smother”" it Johnson said the Graves-Breuer
His thinking would have been a C 's been
delicious topic for a debate with both mmwmw.mw
‘ B P Jotinacn has had some experi
ence with additions.
| Summer doldrums ward ‘Stone's original m‘“"‘:‘dﬁ
« g work. ““It was inevi-
)| or not, the fight e A, -Change is the name
= . of the game.”
t| over the Whitney And o some. Catfert Vaux de-
. | Morris t changed it.
t| addition heats up. McKim, Mead and White altered
e Vaux and Hunt. And Kevin Roche did
: : W mwm "
3 But they weren't. mﬁ?qmmis*hl M. Pei,
5| And about the attack the next the esteemed ‘‘modernist” and him-
2 m—mﬂmmmdk—- self embroiled in the controversy
-| Mr. Graves was stunned. 'mmmm“modem glass
-| " “would Mike Nichols do that to Ed- over I8 P he traditional Louvre in
:| ward Albee?" the Pﬂnm—lggéaﬂ} mm'mmah'qo.ﬂeu“gl;wrbed”g
-| were to attack anybody the least I m m@“”mm“"’mﬁm
. wwlddaisinvlwumwthamee‘- n'twmw!ﬂ@m“m'w
: 2 ; * forces.
1 htreu,ur.caueradn't.nem Mr.' Geller was
| copies of his speech. He had the press bty mm“m“:'m“ t sigo &
i| alerted. Small “Save the petition. Postures were as-
-| signs were distributed. ¥y sumed. Position were
. reputation circulated. And Murray Levi, an as-
i | restswith the Ittleson Child Care Cen- sociate of the Stein Partnership, was
1] ter and Cinemas I and IT an Ad Hoc Committee to
f| inManhattan, was not acting alone. mw
warfare was in the ‘Tust when that group, the petition,
0 | works. The Whitney, Mr. Graves and and the full extent of the opposition
5 's stars braced " would surface was not clear.,
themselves for the next fusillade. Re- “It's summer,” Mr. Levi noted.
4| gardless of rhetoric, and there wNobody's In town.” .
L | will be in coming months, the 2
: Geller's favorite : lm: F N ;
L r's - =
d gﬂ'snﬂﬂmﬂht rpiece as 4 . :
€ | well as the nature of Mr. Graves's
> 0 P W
L o d =" ' : b .
F. od, hitee- W g 4
L gos
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Art Complex Planned in New Tower

By DOUGLAS C. McGILL

tures,
Isp;pusmmitsnewmidwwnmrpo-
ra

_The arts complex will form the
most publicly accessible portion of
the Equitable’s new

Swope
Mr.
irch-
5 the
most

The New York Times ‘Mariynn K. Yes

.

5858k

b3
>

mmmanmaudi?og.lt’sﬂntme-

y tional Ppragmatic. ou can on

A o mﬁalggieon. attract pub- it, eat on it.”

tant to Equitable i two " Inadiﬁtlmmur.ﬂm’asculp-

years of planning. The third gallery ! - ture, the two Prominent contem.

Wwill be operated by PaineWebber _ w&mmmuem
cupy the Equi i e willbe works by Roy Lichiensieinand

2z8l 058!

The insurance company also plans
to decorate 14 executive dining rooms
mmmﬂm-mmmnmg
aintings and sculpture. P
cﬁfngm wlll‘eaehmnta.tnmt)rks. ; . i
by a different Ammian alﬂ;ﬁ; - wmework mmec'tingﬁstmd&dm.m
'y Very.. Equitable meuchten:tdd&muwmmmm
Krasner. are schedul letion by mid-
5t an yester- November. < =

unveiling ceremony
day at the Equitable’s current head- between A

S

*g
5

center as a project
whose unusually large size and gene-

sis signaled changes — prof-
;ll}:llg: ones — in Mmp!;cuve

“This is investment real estate,” foot-high PaineWebber will turn its first
said D. Holloway, chair- 1o the Equitable tower, He has also floor lobby into an exhibition space
man of Equitable’s real-estate group designed two plazas — with tables, where it will mount both temporary
and one of the project's founders. chairs, fountains and plan — exhibitions of work from its corporate
*“We are doing these things because  tpar run along the 51st and 52d Street  collection and revolving exhibitions
we think it will attract and hold ten-  sides of the building. of work by institutions like the Brook-
ants, and that they will pay us the “‘Art in public spaces is often ad- lyn Museum of Art, the International
rents that we're looking for.” dressed to an art audience in a non-

John B. Carter, the dent of  gart space,” Mr. Burton said, *“This is
Equitable, said yesterday that the addressed to a non-art audience as

TR

£

SEHE

E
7

R ATE e T s le
REERERS . iy,

i
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~ CELEBRATIN
" AMERICAN DESIGN

The Whitney this week By Carol Vogel

q 15 th 11CHUSITE  Tactory building on Lafayette Sireet i lower Mian
L presents the first inclusive  tsciory v dr:gso?rm e
e .y . along one side an 8,000-square-foot The
._ exhibit of 20th-century et dr‘?x:nw:‘ from week @ week as

. . prints of Rol en noted Philadelphia ar-
‘ | objects from this country. e, detay cut ana moid the plywood oo a
h ' S 3 Jof g andundulateandfoldlikeshemofoﬂmlimn

i

8-by-10-foot sections.

Initially, the bare walls are indistinguishable
from one another. Then, curved outlines recall the
streamlined look of the 1930's. Amoeba-shaped
platforms suggest the silhouettes of 1850's furni-
ture. One week, interlocking walls and platforms
representing various time periods march down the
center of the loft; the next, they are dismantled and
replaced by new set pieces.

1900 and 1985, will be in place at the opening of
“‘High Styles: 20th-Century American Design’" at
the Whitney Museum of American Art, For the
Whitney, an institution known primarily for its
painting and sculpture exhibitions, this foray into
the decorative arts is the most complex in its 55-
year history.

Although New York's Museum of Modern Art is
well known for its collection of contemporary de-
sign, it has never mounted a comprehensive exhibi-
tion of American objects dating as early as 1900.
“‘Right now, no other museum would have done a
show like this,"” says Martin Filler, an editor of

;\\.// =
)

il

o,

Carol Vogel is the home design editor of The New
York Times Magazine.

T
by
Y

Top of page: Whitney curator Lisa Phillips with
R:erthnm-hmﬂnm

A Tiffany & Company vase, left, circa 1900,
m&mumm

designed in 1966 for Sea Ranch i Caiiformia.
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tional optical telescopes
based on mountaintops are
not being put out of business.
Astronomy needs all the win-
dows on the universe at its
command.

““No one working in one
wavelength region can do it
all,” says Gerry X. Neuge-
bauer, an astronomer work-
ing with infrared frequencies
who is also director of Cal-
tech’s Palomar Observatory,
“We in infrared have to go to
the radio and X-ray and opti-
cal people to help us explain
what we are seeing. The
space telescope and other or-
biting observatories are not
going to close down Palomar.
We're going to have more de-
mand at Palomar. Every new
instrument puts more pres-
sure on the others."

Put another way, when an
astronomer looking through
one window of the spectrum
shouts out that he has seen
something unusual, others
rush to their own particular
windows to catch a glimpse,
if they can, and see if they can
elucidate this new phenome-
non. The spirit is at once com-
petitive and collegial.

To meet the demand for
more precise data and the
competition from instru-
ments in space, the big earth-
bound optical telescopes are
constantly being upgraded.
Many are now equipped with
the charge-coupled devices
like those designed for the
space lelescope. Recent tests
at the National Solar Observ-
atory on Sacramento Peak in
New Mexico demonstrated an
effective  electronic-optics
technique for removing most
of the atmospheric blurring
from graund-based observa-
tions, providing images
whose resolution for bright
objects may match thul_uf

gpace-borne telescopes. The

RS

Ft SCHLD AND T STEFHENSON/

MITHSOMN
Halley's comet (circled) in 1985, surrounded by stars in Orion,

PHYSICAL OBSERVATORY

experimental instrument
breaks the dancing image
into 19 separate ones, senses
and balances the displace-
ment of each, and then
recombines them at a com-
mon focus. These adaptive
optics, as they are called,
produce images of solar phe-
nomena five times sharper
than the uncorrected images
obtained simultaneously.
Even so, astronomers be-

lieve the current instruments |
have been improved almost |

to their theoretical limits.

They have thus laid plans to |

build much larger telescopes
capitalizing on innovative
mirror-fabrication technolo-
gy. Roger Angel, for exam-
ple, an astronomer at the Uni-
versity of Arizona, has devel-
oped a technique for spinning
molten glass in a mold to
form the surface of a honey-
comb mirror as much as 26
feet in diameter, the largest
ever. The wider a telescope’s
mirror, the greater its light-
gathering capacity. Such a
telescope for optical and in-
frared viewing, being
planned by Arizona and Ohio
State University, would have

2.5 times the collecting area |

of the Palomar instrument.
Even more ambitious is the
project by Caltech and the
University of California to
build an optical-infrared tele-
scope twice as large and four
times more powerful than
Palomar. To be completed in
1992, it is called the Keck
Telescope and will feature a
primary mirror that is a
mosaic of 36 hexagonal mir-
rors, each 6 feet wide and
only 3 inches thick. These seg-
mented mirrors, designed by
Jerry Melson at the Univer
sity of California’s Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory, will be
effectively combined into a
(Continued on Page 74)
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It's the only Palace
in the world
where the Queen stands guard.

From the glow of the tapers on the 4-foot candelabra
to the 100-year-old pastel panels of a royal court in amorous play,
Leona Helmsley ensures the grandeur as a promise that each function
elegant oval-shaped Versailles Ballroom is one to remember.
What better way to lavish her royal family. You. Her guests.

Tt e

inthe

e/);'; /,cy %

455 Madison Avenue (at 50th Street), New York, NY 10022,
For reservations call toll-free; 800/221-4982 or in NY, 212/888-1624.
TELEX: 640-543. Or call your travel agent.

The only hotel in New York ever to receive the
@& Five Diamond Award #eeee

TheJeadingHotels aof th¥Warkde
'HE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE 7 SEPTEMBER 15, 1985 43
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“The time seemed
right’ for the show,

said a curator at the
W hitney. ‘American .
design is finally
coming of age.’

Tomkins

House & Garden, who is one of the six curators of
the Whitney exhibit. *“The Whitney's desire to in-
crease its presence on the art scene almost requires
its doing bravura gestures. It's by far the liveliest
cultural institution in town."*

*“The Whitney has done more dramatic shows in
the last five years than any other museum”’ in New
York, says the Boston art collector and architect
Graham Gund, perhaps because “it is not per-
ceived as having a solid foundation — great art
from the past . . . So little of the museum is devoted
to its permanent collection.” The museum is espe-
cially vulnerable now with the controversy over the
design plans for the Whitney’s $37.5 million expan-
sion by the architect Michael Graves. X

““High Styles,” which runs through February, is
one of the most ambitious shows the Whitney has
produced. It features everything from a rare Frank
Lloyd Wright dining-room set (shown left) to a sil-
ver, turquoise and copper Tiffany & Company vase
{on page 44) to a 1950’s book of wallpapers by the
designer Alexander Girard. There are everyday
objects, such as a 1937 streamlined Electrolux
vacuum cleaner, a 1936 radio by Walter Dorwin
Teague (shown below), even an Apple Ilc personal
computer.

Each piece bears the stamp of what is considered
quintessentially American design by the exhibit's
curators, who, besides Martin Filler, include Lisa
Phillips, a curator at the Whitney who originated
the idea for the show; David A. Hanks, an expert on
Frank Lloyd Wright and formerly a curator in the
department of American art at the
Museum of Art; David Gebhard, professor of archi-
tectural history at the University of California at
Santa Barbara, Rosemarie Haag Bletter, adjunct
associate professor of art and architecture at New
York University's Institute of Fine Arts, and
Esther McCoy, the architectural historian.

Yet, just what constitutes 20th-century ‘‘Amer-

 ican design!” the curators and Venturi — whose own

furniture, fabric and tableware are included in the
show — are hard put to say. While the characteris-
tics of Italian (sleekly functional), English (ele-
gant, refined), French (ornate) or Japanese (mini-
malist) design come readily to mind, American de-
sign, by contrast, defies definition. “There is no pat
definition for what makes American design Amer-
ican,” says the art critic Hilton Kramer. “These
objects have always reflected changing tastes, en-
compassing what's comfortable and desirable at
the moment."

““Technological ingenuity and marketing have al-
ways been an important part of American design,”’
notes the architecture critic Ada Louise Huxtable.
“‘But unlike European modernism, which was tied
to social idealism, American design lacks ideology.
Rather, it is market-oriented, a response to the con-
sumer’s needs."”

During many moments of the 20th century,
American design has expressed purely vernacular
styles. Frank Lloyd Wright's solid wood-crafted
furniture or the organic motifs of his stained-glass
windows, for instance, came to bear the stamp of
the Midwest Prairie style, while the craftsmanlike
objects designed by the California architects
Greene and Greene reflected a slightly more ornate
West Coast sensibility. Louis Tiffany's opalescent
glass objects and the Colonial carved pine or oak
furniture produced by Wallace Nutting's
ham, Mass., workshop became two diverse kinds of

Top of page: For the first time, this dining
table and eight chairs, designed in 1899 by
Frank Lloyd Wright, will be on exhibition.

Centenivcrydaynbiects,uehnamlni’
Walter Dorwin Teague (1936), will be shown.
Left: A chair designed by Charles and Ray
Eames (1949) has an animal-skin covering.
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East Coast esthetic. It wasn't
until after World War 1 that
styles became less regional.
More sophisticated systems
of communication coupled
with technological advances
resulted in a flurry of
machinemade objects. In the
process, design grew in
scope, encompassing stylish
yet functional items such as
radios, wvacuum cleaners,

| tury

clocks, even dishwashers.
Although American design
has long been highly influ-
enced by European proto-
types, it was in the 20th cen-
that the exchange of
ideas crossed the Atlantic in
both directions. Ernest Race,
a major British designer of
the 1940's and 50's, designed a
chair in 1951 called the Ante-
lope that has a molded plastic
seat recalling the innovations
of Charles Eames. And wood
chairs made by the Dutch ar-
chitect-designer Gerrit Riet-
veld acknowledged his debt to
Frank Lloyd Wright. Smaller
objects, such as the silver
produced around the turn of
the century by such well-

| known companies as Tiffany

& Company and Gorham
Manufacturing Company, di-
rectly influenced English and
French silver designs.
Increasingly, 20th-century
American decorative arts,
long eclipsed by the fine arts
in academic and curatorial
circles, is being seriously con-
sidered by the nation’s major
museums, and the number of
private collectors investing in
this area is growing rapidly.
It’s a matter of economic ne-
cessity, says David Hanks.
“Not only are paintings out-

pricing the market, but
they're getting rarer. Most of
the finest decorative objects
from the 17th, 18th and even
19th centuries have already

been bought up. This is really

the last

area left

HE TIME SEEMED
‘ I right," says Lisa Phil-

lips in her sun-filled
office at the Whitney. ‘‘Amer-
ican design is finally coming
of age. Just at the Whitney, so
many artists whose pieces
are in our permanent collec-
tion have begun making utili-
tarian design objects.”

The show's modest prede-
cessor was "‘Shape and Envi-
ronment:  Furniture by
American Architects,” held
three years ago at the Whit-
ney's Stamford, Conn.,
branch. Miss Phillips spent a
year putting that show to-
| gether. It was such a success
she felt confident the subject
could be expanded. And ex-
panded it is. For the last two
years, the six curators and a
project coordinator, Nancy
Princenthal, have been comb-
ing the country for the objects
on display. Robert Venturi's
team, members from his firm
— Venturi, Rauch and Scott
Brown — including Steven
Izenour and Christine Math-
eu, spent a year and a half de-
vising ways to show the ob-
jects to their best advantage.
Construction of the sets on
Lafayette Street began in
early July by a crew of eight
from the C. Clark Construc-
tion Corporation; they have
12 days prior to the show's
opening to paint and install
the sets and objects.

“The title of the show was
the initial subject of debate,""
Miss Phillips recalls. “At
first, it was going to be called
‘High Style,” but we all
agreed the term was too nar-
| row — it seemed to reflect
| only the upper classes. It was

Bob's idea to add the ‘s’ and

make it ‘High Styles." ™

T'he majority of the cura-
tors interpreted the title to
mean not so much how the
average person lived, but
what from each decade was

LANGDON CLAY
The installation for the Whitney show was built in modular foldable units in a lower Manhattan loft.

of design importance. *“There
were no ground rules,” ex-
plains Miss Phillips. In fact,
over the last two years, the
curators met as a group only
three times. “Most of us
chose what we felt has been
historically enduring, and the
most interesting to look at.
Often that meant choosing
pieces which may have been
conceptually polemical in-
stead of objects which are

more commonplace.”
Rather than the popular
glass-and-chrome coffee

tables that are a department-
store standard, for example,
Miss Phillips — who is re-
sponsible for the final decade,
1975-85 — chose a sand-
blasted glass column and
marble table lamp by the art-
ist R. M. Fischer. Neither is
there a reproduction of early-
American scrubbed pine fur-
niture that was so popular
four or five years ago. In-
stead, the Josef Hoffmann-in-
spired chair by the architect
Richard Meier and the mod-
ern interpretation of a Chip-
pendale chair by Robert Ven-
turi were chosen.

Alone among the curators,
David Gebhard feels that this
approach may be a mistake.
He took a more ethnographic
look at his years, 1915-30.
“‘High Styles’ to me repre-
sents that which is at the fore-
front of fashion,” he says,
“which also includes tradi-
tional objects, like the repro-
duction furniture so impor-
tant during much of this cen-
tury. None of the other cura-
tors would have been caught
dead using reproductions.
They took a purely modernist
approach. The 1930's, for ex-
ample, was a brilliant Co-
lonial Revival period, yet
none of the Williamsburg
wallpapers or fabrics will be
in the show. And from 1945 on,
the Baker Furniture Com-
pany has been manufacturing
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superb reproductions, too. They're
simply eliminating huge chunks of
history, as though they don’t exist."
Filler, who oversees 1960-75, dis-
agrees. ‘‘Reproductions would be fine
if this were for the Smithsonian Insti-
tution, but it’s not. We're working in
limited space and it’s our job to por-
tray a period through good design.”
As an example, while looking for
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1960's objects, Filler opted not to in-
clude a waterbed. “Granted water-
beds were quintessentially 60's, but
they have no real design value."

In looking for objects that best cap-
tured the crosscurrent of designs for
each period without showing too
many familiar pieces, many of the
curators discovered they were delv-
ing into uncharted waters,
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““Unlike the major American paint-
ers, whose work have been carefully
recorded,’ says David Hanks, who is
responsible for the years 1900-15, “‘the
work of so many of the important
20th-century American furniture
makers haven’t yet been document-
ed. As a result, many of them have
been virtually forgotten.” He cites

Marie Zimmermann, whose 1915 sil-
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As beautiful as it looks, the Our fastening story. we know of. And we cut from
real beauty of a Rolfs is how Before we attach our exclusive  the best parts of the hide, for
long it stays that way. Because Snap Happy™ added durability.
at Rolfs, one thing has lasted adjustable fasteners Of course, none of these fussy
throughout our 70 years. Our good to our high grade details save us any money. But
old American craftsmanship. leathers, we test  they're precisely why a Rolfs is

D e every shipment in ~ one of the good things in life that
Our interior isn’t just our own quality con- lasts. And lasts. And lasts.

decorating. trol lab, (The only

We feel the inside deserves one in the industry) It's another

as much attention as the out- reason so many people become

side. So we add nylon to our attached to their Rolfs.

linings, making them 72% stronger.

We reinforce our softest leathers ~ No tearing on the dotted line.

with extra fabrie. And instead We never sew 9 stitches where

of merely stapling our linings, 10 belong. We use nylon thread

¥

we glove stitch them so the
frames won't pull out.

How we make ends meet.
Every outer edge on every Rolfs
wallet is precisely trimmed and
turned to prevent wear. That's one
reason they stand up so well to
overstuffed purses, eramped
pockets and other day
to day abuses.

‘Wt Band, W) 53005
Awmiintle ul line sioms
he

Ehroughais
UBA sra Canada

and we friple stitch where extra
strength is needed. And we burn
off loose threads to prevent
unraveling. All of which means a
Rolfs is less likely to tear. Or
come apart at the seams.

We use more of the finest
full-grain leather than anyone

Leather Perfect.

ROLES

Good things last.

| ver covered bowl he has selected for
the show. A noted metalsmith at the

| early part of this century, she was
only recently rediscovered when the
Metropolitan Museum of Art held a
small exhibition of her work.

Many of the pieces in the show are
by designers who will be little known
to the general public. William Cod-
man, for instance, a major designer
for the Gorham Manufacturing Com-
pany, made richly ornate silver
pieces that illustrate the opulent
tastes of the early 20th century. Fred-
erick Kiesler produced a pair of nest-
ing tables in 1938 that are so biomor-
phic in shape they can easily be mis-
taken for 1950’s furniture; yet they
are a perfect example of the work of a
group of designers in the 30’s who
made objects in this surrealistic vein.

*1 never realized how difficult it
was going to be,” says Rosemarie
Haag Bletter, who presides over the
years 1930-45. “Finding just the right
objects was like going on an archeo-
logical dig. You start with a wish list
and end up with two-thirds at best.”

Curators often had to go to great
lengths to obtain an important object.
When looking for what he considersd
the best example of Frank Lloyd
Wright furniture that had not been ex-
hibited before, David Hanks set his
sights on a dining set originally de-
signed in 1899 for the Joseph W.
Husser House in Chicago. Venturi

wanted a ‘‘strong visual ensemble,

which the table and high-back chairs
certainly are,’” Hanks explains. ““And
since it was made right on the eve of
the century, I thought it couldn’t have
been a more perfect way to begin the

show.” But the only way Hanks could
get the piece was to strike a deal with
the collector. Realizing she would be
without a dining-room table and
chairs for five months, she agreed to
lend the pieces only if Hanks could
produce a suitable replacement.

After a four-month search, he finally
found something acceptable: a Chip-
pendale-style dining table and chairs.

In their search, the curators also
discovered that many of this coun-
try's leading manufacturers did not
keep proper archives. And few of
even the specialized museums had
what they were looking for. Only
about 20 percent of the pieces on ex-
hibit are on loan from other institu-
tions.

“RCA didn’t have the first commer-
cially made television set, which was
like Ford not having a Model T, says
Miss Bletter. Esther MeCoy — culling
objects from the postwar era 1945-60
— had similar problems. She discov-
ered that General Electric had not
saved either an example of the early
combination sink, range and dish-
washer it made in 1958 or a wall-
mounted refrigerator from the same
period. Determined to include one of
them to illustrate the changing direc-
tion of the American home, she had to
settle for a wall-sized photograph of a
kitchen with a wall-mounted refriger-
ator,

Each period had its special prob-
lems. To the curators, it was astonish-
ing how few objects are now available

(Continued on Page 70)
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from the 1920's and 1930’s. Gebhard
had trouble finding good examples of
wicker furniture. “If 1 had carte
blanche to rummage through attics

along the shore of the East Coast, I'm
sure I would have found them by the

bushelbasket,” he says. As it was, he |
was left scouring museums and the |
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few private collections he could lo-
cate. Also rare were ship models from
the period that captured the romantic
fascination for the sailing ship among
the upper and middle classes during
that time.

For Filler, objects dating between
1960 and 1975 were particularly elu-
sive. “Not only is the period too re-
cent to be collected, but so many

Experience the captivaring color
rhe glamour, the excitement!

Warning: The Surgeon General Has Determined
That Cigarerte Smoking Is Dangerous to Your Health.

) .Serié;-Fc.Hder-:

pieces were consciously ephemeral
and had no intrinsic value,” he says.
“Being made of plastic and even
paper, many of them simply were not
worth saving. Also, by the 60's many
of the most important design innova-
tions were not American.

*“1 really tried to avoid the Museum
of Modern Art’s fettishism for show-
ing the unapproachable object,”” he
adds. Instead, Filler has culled such
objects as Plexiglas picture frames
and a plastic planter complete with
ficus tree — the ever-present 1960's
greenery.

Wall-sized supergraphics were so
much a part of the pop culture of his
period that Filler is having several
examples recreated for the show. The
artist Barbara Stauffacher Solomon
is flying in from San Francisco to
reconstruct her 1966 supe
(shown on page 45) for the Sea Ranch
Swim Club 1, designed by the archi-
tect Charles Moore. (This super-
graphic will be created right on the
museum’s wall and painted over
when the exhibition ends.) The artist
Sheila Hicks is remaking a Pony Tail
Forest wallhanging that was origi-
nally made in 1968 for the Georg Jen-
sen showroom in New York.

Supergraphics will be in full view
even before the visitor to the exhibit
sets foot in the museum. A giant tea
cup— 11 feet in diameter, about three
timﬁmesizeoftheoﬁgiwmmp'
on a 1962 sign Venturi designed for
Grand's Restaurant in
— is the show’s billboard with the
words ‘‘HIGH STYLES'" tipping over
the handle in electric red letters.
Placed high above the entrance to the
Whitney, it is a bit of kitsch against
the gray granite of Marcel Breuer's
modernist facade.

MOST OF THE CURATORS VIS-
ited Venturi's Philadelphia office to
work on their portion of the exhibit.
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Venturi flew to Los Angeles,'
however, to see Esther
McCoy, the 80-year-old archi-
tectural historian. “‘Her post-
war years, 1945-60, were
particularly  difficult to
record because it was a time

when design objects were ac-

tually built into the architec-
ture,” says Venturi. ‘“‘And
Esther was really the only
one of the curators who was
also a prominent figure of her
period. Therefore, she knew
exactly what she wanted.”
“*The postwar years were a

time when architects and de-
signers were at home with the
machine," notes Miss
McCoy. Which is evident in
much of the multifunctional
furniture made by such well-
known designers as Eliel
Saarinen, Harry Bertoia and
Charles and Ray Eames. This
was also a period of great
change in the layout of the
American house. “The build-
ing boom caused a move
away from small towns into
cities and suburbs,” Miss
McCoy adds. **The need arose
to limit the floor space of sub-
urban houses and apart-
ments. The dining room dis-
appeared, bedrooms became
smaller. Children’s bedrooms
were often divided by sliding
screens, and in tract houses
the parents’ bedroom some-

times opened to the living

room by a folding wall. The

living room nearly always

connected to a terrace by slid-
ing glass.”

To best capture these
changes, Robert Venturi and
Esther McCoy designed a
series of stylized environ-
ments that are by far the
most architectural portions
of the show. To depict such
postwar innovations as the ef-
ficiency kitchen, for instance,
a wall-sized photograph of a
built-in kitchen designed in
Hollywood in 1958 by the ar-
chitect Pierre Koenig hangs
on the wall behind a curved
platform. In front of it is a
marble-top pedestal table de-
signed by Eero Saarinen and
two wire chairs by Charles
and Ray Eames.

Then, to suggest the feeling
of a porch — a ubiquitous fea-
ture in American homes at
the time — there is a patiolike
arrangement of outdoor fur-
niture set in front of a scrim
simulating the blue sky of Los
Angeles. There is also a plat-
form featuring Eames furni- : \
fure. 43t was hard not to let Anvyone who really cares what’s going on in the world wants to
e e watch the people who work together to report it best. People like

says Miss McCoy. “His : B 'k
pi:ws captured such an im- David Brinkley, Peter _Icnmngs and [(;d I\Oppc].
portant moment in American They’re all uniquely qualified to bring you the world.

design.”

Venturi agrees, ''Eames
represents perhaps the most
supremely original moment

THE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE / SEPTEMBER 15,1985 W1




e

FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY. NOT FOR REPRODUCTION.

— —

Enigmatic. isitel t.

Evnca%v‘l:.amo. SmnewhaExqmt like th{ MM
the tinkle of wind chimes. Twinings Earl
is truly classic - specially blended after the

secret recipe of an ancient Chinese mandarin. It's

an extraordinary blend of select Oriental teas deli-

cately scented with bergamot. Earl Grey is one
of Twinings most popular teas—and just one of 20
distinctive Twinings blends. All as decidedly dif-
ferent from each other as they are from 2

teas. Each, for example, creates its own

| The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY

mood: Irish Breakfast, one of bracing energy.
Darjeeling, a feeling of luxury. Jasmine, romance.
And all create a sense of occasion, whenever
they're served. Twinings has been blending fine
teas since 1706, a distinguished history matched
only by the quality of the teas themselves. Write
for afree copy of The Twinings Tea Guide, a big
help in finding the blends you'll like most.

TWININGS

SUITE 701, EAST 210 ROUTE 4, PARAMUS, NJ 07652

~ Collection:

_‘I‘omkins

. ————

Series.Folder:

in American design,” he
says. ""When 1 was a graduate
student of architecture at
Princeton in 1948, I remem-
ber seeing an Eames chair
for the first time. It made a
profound impression on me.
The bent plywood with its or-
ganic and terribly complex
curves was unlike anything
I'd ever seen before.’"

The architect’s designs for
the show reflect these memo-
ries. At the entrance, for in-
stance, Venturi created a
Palladian-style forced per-
spective. A series of curved
narrow walls focuses atten-
tion on a 5-foot-high stepped
platform 50 feet away dis-
playing a molded plywood
Charles Eames chair, spot-
lighted to signal the prototyp-
ical chair of the modern
movement.

To Lisa Phillips, it was Ven-
turi’s sensitivity for decora-
tive objects that made him a
natural choice as the archi-
tect to do the installation.
“With such a large group,”
adds Miss Phillips, “1 also
felt Bob would be a good
spiritual leader.”

Throughout his career,

. Venturi has been unguestion-
| ably a leader in his field. In

1966, his book *“‘Complexity
and Contradiction in Archi-
tecture' first denounced the
modernist glass-and-steel
buildings of the International
Style, which began in the
1920's, favoring the use of his-
toric, classical elements in
design. Later, in 1972, Venturi
teamed up with his wife, the
architect Denise Scott
Brown, and his associate
Steven Izenour to write
‘Learning From Las Vegas,"
a book that explored the ar-

\

The Whitney will
display two
nested coffee
tables designed
in 1938 by Fred-
erick Kiesler,

o and a Volks Arm-
chair (1970) de-
signed by Wil-

liam Lansing
Plumb with the
collaboration of
Charles Keane.

chitecture of the urban land-
scape with its honky-tonk
commercial strips, neon
signs and billboards /super-
graphics. Such iconography,
the architects believe, has
great cultural significance.
On the basis of these theories,
Venturi has been widely re-
garded as the father of post-
modernism.

Now, at age 60, Venturi
runs an office that is involved
in many major projects, in-
cluding two museums (the
Laguna Gloria Art Museum
in Austin, Tex., and the new
Seattle Art Museum) and two
molecular biology buildings
(one at the University of
Pennsylvania, the other at
Princeton University).

At such a busy moment in
his career, why did he accept
the Whitney's invitation,
especially since he was
passed over to design the mu-
seum’s new building? *In-
stallations such as this one
are excellent background for
designing museums,” Ven-
turi replies. Besides, he ad-
mits the show itself was in-
triguing. Especially since he
has always had a special af-
fection for the decorative
arts. His own Philadelphia
house, with its stenciled walls
and furniture ranging from
chairs salvaged from the
Traymore Hotel in Atlantic
City to a sofa by the famous
Arts and Crafts designer Gus-
tav Stickley, is proof enough.
S0 enamored of well-designed
furniture and objects is he
that two years ago Knoll In-
ternational, the noted furni-
ture manufacturer, intro-
duced a line of his furniture
and fabric designs. In the
same year, Swid Powell, a
New York firm specializing
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in  architect-designed tableware,
produced several of his tableware
schemes.

USEUM INSTALLATIONS
are not new to Venturi. Nine
years ago, his firm designed
another Whitney exhibition, 200
Years of American Sculpture." That
installation, with sculptures placed
cheek by jowl, was highly controver-
sial: several sculptors even threat-
ened to pull their pieces from the
show. Part of the problem was that
sculpture is a medium that needs to
be viewed with a good deal of space
and, according to the Whitney direc-
tor, Thomas Armstrong III, “‘the art-
m were d.lsplzmyulpinmcl to see their
ose to

proximity
Design objects, on the other hand,
are arguably made to be seen in often
cluttered environments. ““We've pur-
posely made ‘High Styles’ a dense ex-
hibition,” says Venturi. **I'd rather
be on the rich side, give people almost
too much. Seeing this show will be like
reading a newspaper. You can go
through and just read the headlines to
get a gist of what’s happening or you
gr: carefully pore over every arti-

Nemthelass says Venturi, “High
Styles' has been quite a production
because ““furniture and objects need
to be displayed carefully, with a sense
of the environment they were made
for. Which is why this show is far
more complex than, say, a painting or
sculpture show. After all, modern

paintings are designed with less con-
‘have to give a sense of the correct

background — of walls and floors —to
finely crafted objects.”

The architect could have taken one
of two standard directions for the in-
stallation. Objects could have been
arranged in the context of period
rooms or laid out in a classic modern
way, with furniture and objects
grouped against a neutral white back-
ground. Venturi chose neither course.

His design is a progression of laby-
rinthine, 10-foot-high walls with re-
cesses of varying sizes — some room-
size, some not — that, along with a
changing color scheme, suggest the
interior architecture of the period.

‘The trick was to come up with a sys-
tem that is standardized yet particu-
lar and sensitive to the various scale
of the objects,”” says Christine Math-
eu, a member of the Venturi team.
““All the curators have a space of their
own, like houses on a block."”

The earliest years, 1900-1915, for ex-
ample, are the most tightly con-
densed with furniture, vitrines and a
fireplace surround designed by
George Washington Maher (a con-
temporary of Frank Lloyd Wright’s)
arranged intimately to give that part
of the exhibit an almost domestic en-
vironment. For the 1930’s, the walls
become more rounded or stream-
lined, reminiscent of Art Deco style.

Keeping the furniture within the
viewer's direct range of vision — in-
stead of elevating objects on pedes-
tals and thereby losing a sense of
human scale — was crucial to Ven-

turi. All the platforms are, therefore,
unusually low, scarcely a foot off the
floor, with information about the ob-
jects on a white banding around the
edge of the platforms. ““The banding
acts as a psychological moat," says
Venturi. These strips of information
will keep people moving through the
show as they read about each section.

“In this kind of show, you're con-
stantly walking a tightrope between
clarity and confusion, says Steven
Izenour, another member of the Ven-
turi team. “It’s easy to get carried
away, to forget the point is to create a
background that highlights the ob-
jects rather than upstages them.”

Originally, the architects thought of
inventing a system of moldings and
graphics that changed to reflect each
of the different periods, but this was
soon abandoned because they felt it
would have been too confusing. ‘“You
have to work harder to be low-key,"
Venturi says. As a result, after trying
several alternatives, a simple scheme
was adopted using a single style of
molding that recalls a classical turn-
of-the-century pilaster. These verti-
cal moldings also help separate the
various time periods and many of the
color changes that occur throughout
the show.

“*Color, every bit as much as the ar-
chitectural details, helps to create at-
mosphere,” says Izenour. And while
the architects are planning to use neu-
tral grays as the wall color, certain
sections will feature shades that best
recall the feeling of the period. An
acid green, for instance, has been
chosen for the 1960's pop era; dusky
rose, for the earliest years, and plain
white for the modernist decades. But
rather than plan the color palette far
in advance, the architects are waiting
until the last minute, ““We’ll be able to
best judge the colors once the sets are
in place,’" says Venturi. ""We’re going
to have a painter handy to mix paints,
the way old-fashioned painters used
to, at the si

The architect also paid particular
attention to pacing. Although the dif-
ferent configurations of walls and
built-in vitrines create linear paths,
at key points there are crescendos, or
specific areas of drama. The set piece
at the entrance, for example, dramat-
ically represents 85 years of Amer-
ican decorative styles in one glance.
A series of six steps features one
chair from each of the six periods,
beginning with an early 20th-century
oak chair designed by George Grant
Elmslie and ending with a galvanized
steel-pipe Einstein chair by the artist
Robert Wilson.

In a similar manner, for the final
decade a floating island is arranged
like a runway set against industrial
gray walls. Here Lisa Phillips shows
the current revival of artist- and ar-
chitect-designed objects by arranging
a final series of chairs beginning with
the most traditional — a ladder-back
chair designed by the architect
Steven Holl — and ending with a pair
of granite chairs by the sculptor Scott
Burton. “It's like a Flash Gordon fan-
tasy,” Miss Phillips explains, “ar-
ranged to make people wonder about
what the future holds.”"
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URBAN CRITIC

A Confrontation
In Context

HE MOST FASHIONABLE BUILD-

I ing to hate in New York at the
moment is Michael Graves's
proposed addition to the Whitney Muse-
um of American Art at 75th Street and
Madison Avenue. The animosity it in-
cites brings into focus key issues about
museum design, city planning, land-
marks preservation, and, ultumately,
about architecrural evaluation. Whatev-
er the outcome, the debate could (or
hould) establish precedents that will

LOTOGRAPH: WOMEN'S WEAR DALLY

Whitney Muscum of American Art in 1966

influence future criticism and action.
Graves's $37.5 million scheme would

134, 0( e fee = Whimey's
83.500-square-foot building. A group of
brownstones to the south of the museum
would be razed for one portion of the
expansion, and the original Whitney,
designed by Marcel Breuer and Hamil-
ton Smith in 1966, would virtually be-
come a five-story “base” for five more
floors of Graves’s architecture. Alto-
gether, the ensemble, which includes
galleries, offices, restaurants, an audito-
rium, and a study center, risestoa height
of 188 feer, comparable o that of an
eighteen-story building.

oo much butlding, " elamor

per
East Side community eroups t ving to
pre I their heavily

CORPORATE
CULTURE

Flora Whitney Miller cuts the ribbon at the opening of the

“Too much museum,” argue archi-
tectural critics, who complain that the
Whitney's ambitious program requires
excessive expansion. Doces the museum
really need a restaurant, a library, and an
auditorium in addition t new gallery
space? Less building would mean lesser
problems.

“Too much architecture,” protest 4
number of architects, who contend that
the original Breuer building is swal-
lowed whole by this design. They reason
that the artistic integrity of the tough,
granite-clad  modermist structure, fa-
mous for its stepped-forward tiers of
overhanging floors and its moatlike
sculprure court, will be more than over-
whelmed by the new expansion wrip-
ing over and around it

Because the Whitney is located in a
Historic District, any changes to the
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The most active—and
effective—opponents in the
Jfray have come from within
the architectural profession

Breuer's Whitney didn’t escape criticism
either. The caption for this 1966 New Yorker
cartoonreads: “Why can'tsomeone designa
museum that doesn 't have to be explained?

The Graves scheme for the Whi

thoughtful and serious work that require
second look and es us 1o rethink t
purpose and experience of architeciure

142 MANHATTAN, INC

building as well as the demolition of the
brownstones must be given a certificate
of appropriateness by the Landmarks
Preservarion Commission, which is ex-
pected to review the case in the next few
months. And because the museum is
located in the Madison Avenue Special
District, new construction must follow
height and setback limits established by
the City Planning Commission, and it
must include 150 lincar feer of remil
space long the avenue. At the Ciry
Planning Commission review, the Whit-
ney will be seeking a variance for the
back of the new building, which over-
steps the “midblock transition zone”
that attempts o protect lower-height
buildings in the cross streets.

Faced with this lengthy approval pro-
cess, both sides are preparing for battle.
The Friends of the Upper East Side
Historic Districts, the 75th Streer Block
Association, the co-op board of 35 East
75th Srreer are all energetically raising
money to oppose the Graves scheme.
They have hired as their lawyers Berle
Kass & Case, the firm that helped win
the Westway battle for the environmen-
tal groups. And Michael Kwartler, an
architect and expert on zoning legisla-
tion, has been brought in tw consult.
Meanwhile, the Whitney. has lined. up
Sandy Lindenbaum of Resenman Colin
Freund Lewis & Cohen as its honcho
lawyer, and it has rerained the high-
rolling Howard ], Rubenstein Associates
to handle its public relations.

The most active—and, so far, the
most effective—opponents in the fray
come from within the architectural pro-
fession. The first to speak our was
Abraham-Geller, a solid, conscientious
older architeer who registered his disap-
proval of the Graves proposal when he
accepted the 1985 Medal of Honor from
the New York chapter of the American
Institute of Architects. “To put it suc-

| cinetly,” he said, “the Breuer building is
being literally crushed. Itis being subju-

| gated to an assemblage of many diverse

1 and unrelated blocks.™ Geller also ques-
tioned why the Whitney, which boasts
the “foremost collection of modem
American art in the world,” would turn
to “'a building addition which features
applied classical forms.™

In July, the ATA held a special meer-
ing=—actually, it was more like a hear-
ing—at which borh sides aired their
views Then in Ocrober came a petition

hiteets and aroses
(mnstly archie g the Whitney
1§ Fran I \

stptned by over SO0 ar

fin Novem-

NG &

ber the Executive Committee of the
New York AIA wrote to the Landmarks
Preservation Commission expressing its
concern that the Whitney was not being
reviewed as a separate landmark. Since
the museum is too voung to be designat-
ed a landmark—a building must be
thirty years old—it is being considered
only as part of a Historic District. The
Landmarks Commission told them.
however, that district buildings are giv-
en the same careful scruriny regarding
addirions and alterations as official land-
marks. Stll, additions can be placed on
top of landmarks as long as they arc
“appropriate.” Burt the architects sup-
porting the Ad Hoc Committee to Save
the Whitney argue that, as a summary
statement of a major modem architect’s
career, and as a work of art, the Breuer
building—and the space around it—
should be protected from such encroach-
ments. Decisions about which buildings
are “works of art” depend on clusive
acsthetic standards, standards that
change from generation to gencration,
from viewer to viewer.

The original Whitney did not escape
eriticism in its tume either,
moment, the most disliked building in
New York is undoubtedly the Whitney
Museum, " Ada Louise Huxgable wrote
in 1966 in the New York Times, before
going on to.defend.at. While most of the
press was solidly adulatory ar the open-
ing of Breuer's chunky building, curb-
side critics fastened disparaging epithers
on it, such as “Madison Avenue's Alca-
traz,” the “Madision Avenue Monster,”
or “Breuer's Big Blooper Bunker.”

Still, the Whitney was even then
called a “landmark,” oras one writer put
it, “instant Stonchenge.” Over the vears
the museum darkened with grime, but it
also became a familiar objecr, a distincr
cultural insignia sewn into the urban
fabric. “Maybe I built it to rebel against
skyscrapers and brownstones,” Breuer
told Newsweek in 1966, 1 didn’t trv to fit
the building to its neighbors because the
neighboring buildings aren’t any good.™

Breuer's attitude of detachment to-
ward the surrounding milieu was typical
of his generation and the “progressive”
spirit of the time. Butin the wake of the
constant destruction and alteration of
historic (or just older) architecture dur-
ing the building booms of the past few
decades, architeets and the public have
become increasingly cvnical about new
construetion. As carly as 1968, Breuer's
own proposal to erect a fifty-live-stor
wweron top of Grand Central Termina

1065, 1954 THE NEW YORKER MAGAZINE, I8




FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY. NOT FOR REPRODUCTION.

The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY

Collection:

Series.Folder:

Tomkins

|

m. 57

CORPORATE

CULTU

RE

thlcn recently designated a landmark,
rised @ stormof protest.  Huxtable
summed up the reaction: “This is having
your landmark and destroying it too.”
Today the prevailing architectural
principle is “‘contextualism"—fitting a
building into its urban setting by defer-
ring to the scale, massing, colors, and
architectural motifs of the surrounding
buildings. Indeed, this principle ex-
plains why Graves was selected to de-
sign the Whitney expansion: he is
knuf\"n to be particularly drawn to the
traditional vocabulary of the brown-
stones, town houses, and other domesti-
cally scaled buildings. Contextually,
however, Graves was faced with the
double problem of designing a museum
addition to “fit”” both the neighborhood
character and the “isolationist” Breuer
building. It was a heavy agenda, butone
that Graves addressed with a great deal
of conviction and thought.
: Breuer, a good modemist, was expect-
" ed only to acknowledge the dissonance
and fragmentation inherent in modem
life through art that “confronts.”
Graves, like other architects who tumed
away from the abstraction of modern-
ism, wanted to restore continuity with
the humanist tradition and bring order
and meaning to the fragmented land-
scape. Paradoxically, his scheme for the
Whitnev—with its cornices, brackets,
keystones, pergolas, and an eyebrow
window—is perceived as “‘confronta-
tional” instead of “contextal.” Graves
does maintain the scale and the mass of
Breuer's Whitney in the base of his
addition ro the south, and he echoes
materials, openings, and other features
in his own way. Yet he makes certain
moves that turn the scheme into one that
challenges rather than defers to the origi-
nal. For example, the original building
has an asymmetrical compaosition, but in
his proposal Graves has emphasized the
center, creating a strongaxis marked bya
half cylinder or “hinge" that connects
the dual bases. The centered symmetri-
cal stepped top underscores the classical
organization, and although it decreases
in size as it rises, itincreases in complex-
ity and in the multplicity of its parts.
This reversal of the themes of Breuer's
building (which gets heavier and simpler
as it rises) augments that sense of con-
frontation. Graves's scheme proves that
architecture, by virtue of the architeet’s
personal approach, can be both contex-
wal and confrontational; there are no
established visual standards by which it
is one or the other. This conceptual

PHOTOGRAPH (BOTTOM): NYT PICTURES

“glitch” will have o be faced by the
Landmarks Commission when it de-
cides whether or not the design is “ap-
propriate” to the Historie District.

The Whitney addition is not a drop-
dead sublime harmonious whole. Rath-

s something that requires another
look. Graves has come up with the very
kind of architecture Robert Ventun
seemed to be propounding in his semi-
nal postmodemn tract Complexty and Con-
fraduction in Architecture—which  was
published the year the Breuer Whitney
opened. He has given us what Ventun
rermed the “difficult whole,” which
searches fora “unity through inclusion™
of strangely familiar building parts that
keep wanting to separate. His scheme
even has the “duality” and “degrees
of multiplicity” that Venturi deemed
implicit in architecture that attempts
o learn from the past. Indeed, Graves
has here pushed duality and multipliciey
to the hilt, holding it all together
through a certain febrility of composi-
tional grouping.

Ventun was exconated by modemist
architects for his heretical ideas, and as
late as 1976 he was wmed down for a
fellowship in the AIA, Graves has inherit-
ed his mantle, so tospeak: atthe 1983 AIA
convention held shortly after Graves's
controversial Portland Building opened
in Oregon, architects were sporting but-
tons that said, “We don't dig Graves.”

Graves's brand of postmodernism, of
course, is not the only contemporary
architecrture thar can cause controversy.
So, too, can the work of an avowed
modernist like LM, Pei, whose additon
w the Louvre, a six-story-high glass
pvramid that marks the new redirecred
underground entrance to the museum,
spurred resounding public and profes-
sional outery in Pans. There the protest
was o no avail. Obviously Per must
believe such actions carry more weight
in the LS., for he was one of the
signatories of the petition sent to the
Whitney protesting the new expansion,
For his part, Graves had been asked 1o

si i-Louvre expansion petition
gﬁ'tagchgcd SAYINg, “E\rﬁ];imtﬂi don’t
o that.

In many ways it is tempting to see the
hostile reaction to the Whitney addition
as part of a larger architectural debate—
one that involves professionul loyalties,
sympathies, jealousies, and disappoint-
ments as well as architectunal convie-
tions and predilecrions, 1t has not gone
unrematked thar the best known of the
architedrs protestng the expansion rep-

11 is tempting to see the

hostile reaction to the Whitney
addition as part of a larger
architectural debate

I.M. Pei, who signed a petition pr ingthe
Graves addition, designed this controversial
addition to the Louvre. Graves declined
to sign a petition against Pei's plan. * Archi-
tects,” he said, “don’t do that™

In 1968 Breuer proposed this plan for build-
ing u tower above Grand Central. Ada
IL..m_iac Hux}nhlg saic! of tl}e. design: “This is

£ your 0y

i it oo
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resent a certain generation that made its
reputation designing decent modem
buildings twenty or more years ago. In
the seventies, these architects—includ-
ing Breuer and his successor firm of
Gatje Papachnstou Smith—witnessed
the new wave of postmodernist archi-
tects atcract ateention from the media
and clients. Some of the modermists
managed to maintain mainstream prac-
tices, having only to borrow a barrel vault
here and a keystone there for their glass-
and-steel high nses. Bur some did not
fare so well, and all found themselves
handicapped because they could not
turn out luscious drawings, could not
tlk theoretically abour “meaning’ in
architecture, and above all, could nor
allude to past historical styles with un-
derstanding.

But the tide is tuming on postmoder-

ism: vounger as well asolderarchitects
icizing the style for its rivializa-
hitecture. Pretty drawings, itis
now evident, don’t guarantee great
buildings. Too many of postmoder-
nism’s perpetrators were overly optimis-
tic about being able to weld historical
elements to today’s building marenals,
methods, and programs. Too many cava-
lierly changed the scale and proportion
of borrowed arches, columns, and win-
dows. And the postmodemn belicf thar
architects should not be so serious often
resulted in concoctions that traded the
grimness of modem architecture for
lighthearted silliness.

Michael Graves's Whitney expansion
is not, however, silly. Itisavery thought-
ful and serious work that is caughr in a
nexus of changing beliefs; viewpoints,
fears, and suspicions. The opposition to
the proposal is not just the result of the
taint of postmodernism. It has more o
do with our larger disillusionment with
change. A community familiar with the
notion that development usually re-
places small, old, and even plain build-
ings with larger and uglier ones is not
going to be predisposed to take chances,
And architects, critics, and historians
who value the individual architectural
artifact are acutely aware of the need to
guard such a work against the ever-
present pressures of building and con-
struction. Even now the plan for an
office tower for Frank Llovd Wright's
Guggenheim Museum brings up once
again the issue of how close another
building can come to the “perceprual
field” of the arrifact without destroying
its visual identity. Museumgoers who
have watched expansions and remodel-

ings such as those at the Museum of
Modemn Art and the Metropolitan have
learned that the drawings and models
may look harmless, but the improve-
ments tum out to effect major shifts in
the experience of the building either
within—as in the case of MoMA—or
without, as in that of the Mer, where
airplane-hangar-like accretions now en-
gulf three sides of the older structure.

The expansions at MoMA and the
Met are not postmodern. They are con-
textual only in the sense that they are
“background” buildings—that is, com-
posed of simple, geometric, unadorned
forms in modermnist glass, steel, and
concrete. What, then, are we to make of
the Whitney expansion, which is active-
Iy, aggressively, and complicatedly con-
textual? We sense already that it is
especially difficult to evaluate it on the
basis of available evidence: Forone, the
relationship of the parts and materials to
each other and to the observer is hard to
gauge in diminutive models and softly
colored drawings. Second, since the
design is so complex, the new building is
highly susceprible to vagaries and vari-
ables of execution—including the
choice and use of materials, interior
finishes and detailing—that gradually
affect the final result. So we shall only
really know when it is too late.

And will we know even then? Some
buildings take getting used ro. In 1966
Ada Louise Huxtable described the
“difficult” aspect of “beaury™ with re-
gard to Breuer's brutalist Whitney: “If
there are any basic ground rules for
architecture watchers, they should be,
first, don't look for something pretey,
and second, look again.” The irony is
that Graves's addition & composed of
“prety” pieces and many erities find
them disturbing. We are faced with an
expansion that is both contextual and
confrontational, thar akes risks by its
juggling of the radical and the familiar.
Bur this interplay also causes us to
rethink the purpose and experience of
architecture, This observer initially
found the scheme just too overbur-
dened. Bur then, after looking at the
model and the drawings over and over
again, perceptions began to change.
The surface discontinuiry of the sepa-
rate buildings began o cohere. The
older Whitney—sculptural, asymmetri-
cal, and jagged—smrted to come for-
ward and the other buildings receded
into a dimensional mosaic.

It has begun to look good.

—Suzanne Stephens
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COURTESY GWATHMET SIEGLL & ASSOCIATES

WRIGHT WRONGED

Gwathmey Siegel’s proposed Guggenheim addition raises
crucial questions about the museum’s role as cultural caretaker

he architecture of Frank Lloyd

Wright is essentially about free-
dom—freedom from historical con-
vention, spatial confinement, and the
strictures of routine responses to the
world around us. It might even be said
that at the heart of Wright's philoso-
phy lay an almost anti-architectural im-
pulse. So fervently

By Martin Filler

of dematerialization is The Solomon R.
Guggenheim Museum, the dynamic
conerete helix with which he crowned
his momentous career. Between 1943
and 1959, it was designed, redesigned,
delayed, and at last constructed on
New York's Fifth Avenue. (The com-
plex saga of the museum’s realization is

did he wish to
“break out of the
box,” literally and
figuratively, that
one sees in his
approach the poi-
gnant contradic-
tion between an
artist working in a
medium while si-
multaneously try-
ing to transcend its
physical limita-
tions.

The building in
which Wright sure-
ly came closest to

unexecut

a2

(] Siegel Guggenheim addition. Above.
1952 design for a fiftcen-story studio-resi
building next to the museum, which was completed in 1959.

Top: Drawing of the Fifth Avenue elevation of the “Emposed
ight's
ence

told more completely than ever before
in Frank Lloyd Wright: The Guggen-
beim Correspondence, selected and
with commentary by Bruce Brooks
Pfeiffer, published this month by the
California State University Press.) The
Guggenheim was instantly recognized
as one of the most wholly original and
singularly brilliant structures ever
raised on this continent, and is now ap-
preciated as its creator’s last indisput-
able masterwork.

The Guggenheim is not without its
formal and functional flaws, and ever
sinclschit ?jpencd, six months after
Wright's death, its shortcomings as an
art gallery have been much comment-
ed upon: the downward cant of its
ramp, the outward tilt of its walls, its
idiosyncratic lighting, and perhaps
most important lately (even after its
other quirks have subsided into famil-
iarity) its stubborn resistance to en-
largement. Yet this was never
conceived as a comprehensive muse-
um for conventional art, but rather was
meant for a specialized collection of

|
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nonobjective painting (especially the
work of Wassily Kandinsky), which in-
spired a resonant architectural echo in
the unfertered forms of Wright's spi-
raling rotunda, Despite decades of
complaints about how poorly served
some artists have been by this assertive
setting, there have been occasions—
such as the Mark Rothko retrospective
in 1978-79 and the three-part Kandin-
sky survey between 1982 and 1985—
when art and architecture have meshed
perfectly, making Wright's great space
come alive in just the way he intended,
and imparting special power to those
abstract paintings.

It is now almost thirty years since the
Guggenheim appeared (in the words
of Vincent Scully) “among its starched
neighbors, like the pulsing sanctuary of
a primitive cult on Fifth Avenue.”
Though it has been a landmark in all
but the legal sense since the very begin-
ning, this perpetually futuristic build-
{ing will not reach the statutory
{minimum age required for designation
by the New York City Landmarks
‘Preservation Commission for another
three years. Today the Guggenheim is

§ experiencing the same growing pains

that have prompted the other major art
museums in New York—the Metro-
politan, the Modern, and the Whit-
ney—to embark on ambitious
expansion plans in recent years, But it
is not unlikely that the Guggenheim's
administrators have been trying to beat
the coming Landmarks deadline in
hope of avoiding one certain obstacle
to carrying out their proposed addition
by Gwathmey Siegel & Associates.
The new design, announced last Oc-
tober, is by no means the first move to
increase the museum's space, though
one must question the claim of the for-
mer deputy director, Henry Berg, who
wrote that “there is nothing fixed or
immutable about the monolithic struc-
ture,” If that were so, why have the al-
terations to Wright's original been
largely unsuccessful? In 1965, the Jus-
tin K. Thannhauser Collection of mod-
ern paintings was installed in the
second-floor “bridge™ (which original-
ly contained the library) between the
rotunda and the smaller monitor to its
north: this dull and static gallery is the
antithesis of Wright's vision for art dis-
play at the Guggenheim. Three years
later, a four-story annex for art storage
and conservation was built 1o the de-

signs of William Wesley Peters of Ta-
liesin Associated Architects (Wright's
successor firm) on the small open rem-
nant at the northeast corner of the
tightly cramped site. In order to raise
money for that epigonal addition, the
institution sold the adjacent apartment
building at 4 East 89th Street.

The most ill-considered and defac-
ing alteration came in 1974, when the
curving driveway beneath the
“bridge” was glassed in. That void
gave crucial negative emphasis to the
sculptural and propulsive nature of
Wright's bipolar arrangement of ro-
tunda and monitor, and though it
caused only a flurry of criticism at the
time, that seemingly small modifica-
tion wrought tremendous damage to
Wright's composition. Easily the best
addition to the Guggenheim has been |
Richard Meier’s 1978 Aye Simon
Reading Room, a small library tucked
away in a protuberance off the rotunda
ramp, left undesigned by Wright at the
time of his death. Highly inventive yet
carefully deferential, it is a fine exam-
ple of one first-rate architect playing
off another in contrapuntal harmony. |

The same, however, cannot be said!
for the most extensive addition yet pro- \
jected: the eleven-story, $9-million
Gwathmey Siegel tower. The scheme,
according to Charles Gwathmey, is
“interpretive but respectful,” with the
dual intention of providing the client
with as much new space as possible
while remaining unmistakably distinct
from the Wright building. The archi-
tects propose seven new stories atop
the existing four-story annex, which
will be remodeled and integrated into
their design. Rather than adopting the
Guggenheim’s curving forms and neu-
tral color, Gwathmey Siegel decided to
do just the opposite. The strong or-
thogonal character of the tower, the
terra cotta of the eastern wall behind it,
and the pale green of the porcelain
enamel tile panels were all chosen as
deliberate departures from the
Wrightian conception.

The design as it now stands is actual-
ly a revision of the first version released
to the press last fall, (A preliminary
proposal was prepared by the same
firm in 1982 as part of their feasibility
study.) The major change involved
cantilevering the seven new stories out
over the existing building to visually
lift the new structure and thereby make
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PERSEUS WITH THE HEAD
OF MEDUSA
by Benvenuto Cellini—libertine, liar,
poetical fancifier, braggart and—one of
the greatest artist of the 16th century. As
though driven to prove that he was more
than the world's greatest goldsmith, Cellini
created the monumental PERSEUS; one
of the great statues of the renaissance. It
stands where it was first placed, in the
Loggia di Lanzi, Florence, Italy.
The pedestal is a part of the original statue.
However, the figure is appealing and available
with or without it. Made from oxolyte resembling
Carrara marble In appearance, weight, and feel.
check, Wawm

182" with pedestal . . .
137 without pedestal

m;m'gen of Fine Statues

Magnolia Vi * 3217 W. Smith #62
Seattle, WA 98199 » (206) 283-0609

SOUNDING BOARD

it seem to float above the old. Unfortu

nately, this effort to lighten the tower's
bulk does not work, in part because the
cantilever transfer girders line up with
the top of the rotunda and the projec-
tion extends out as far as the center of
that circular mass, If anything, the im-
pression of a weighty imposition is only
accentuated.

Questions of size aside, what is most
objectionable about the Gwathmey
Siegel scheme is the designers’ funda-
mental shift from Wright's bipolaridea
to their own tripartite arrangement.
Theirs is no “background” structure,
no matter what angle it is viewed from,
and its construction would irreparably
destroy one of the greatest formal mas-
terstrokes of the architecture of this
century. Frank Lloyd Wright was fond
of claiming that in the event of a ther-
monuclear attack, the concrete coil of
the Guggenheim would be com-
pressed but would spring back up
again; this new threat is one assault he
never dreamed of.

The project would also involve a
number of internal changes to the
Wright building, including the trans-
formation of the monitor into a circu-
lar gallery (with a new restaurant
above), and links between the rotunda
and the new building, most significant-
ly at the very top of the spiral. (There
the ramp now comes to an abrupt halt,
but it was Wright's intention that visi-
tors take the elevator to the top and
work their way downward.) In addi-
tion to increased room for art prepara-
tion, staging, and storage, as well as a
bookstore twice the size of the present
one, the Guggenheim would gain
12,500 square feet of new exhibition
area. It would also lose its soul.

It might be tempting to say that any
high-rise addition to the Guggenheim
is doomed to failure, were it not for the
existence of a design by Wright, pub-
lished in Architectural Forum in 1952,
that shows an unexecuted studio-resi-
dence building on the approximatesite
of the 1968 annex. Certainly the grid-
ded fagade of the thin Wright slab, un-
commonly recessive for him at that late
stage of his career, would have provid-
ed a more appropriate backdrop for
the Guggenheim than the party wall of
the late Art Deco apartment building
that stands there still. But it is incon-
ceivable that Wright would have ap-

provie datower that '!1'_’I'11.1|!|'

The architect’s model showing the entrance
to the new tower on East 89th Street.

overshadows the circular forms on
Fifth Avenue in the way that the
Gwathmey Siegel proposal does. Re-
gardless of the relative modesty of the
museum’s increase of space in contrast
to those lately sought by its sister insti-
tutions, there is clearly too much here:
it is ten pounds of architecture on a
five-pound site.

The recent tendency in New York to
build tall towers above or behind low-
rise landmarks has reached alarming
proportions since the ever-hideous
Pan Am Building was completed in
1963, dwarfing the monumental
Grand Central Terminal. The Helms-
ley Palace Hotel behind the Villard
Houses, Park Avenue Plaza behind the
Racquet & Tennis Club, and a propos-
al (lately and fortunately dropped) for
an apartment building atop the New-
York Historical Society threaten to
give Manhattan the crushing scale of
the behemoth city in Fritz Lang’s film
Metropolis.

Museums—which one used to think
would know better—are not exempt
from this trend. If they cannot branch
out laterally (as has the Metropolitan),
they move over and up (as has the
Modern with its massive mid-block
condo and the Whitney with its much-
maligned design by Michael Graves),
But such gambits are one thing when
they concern a minor example of early
modernism (the original MOMA) or a

be
ism (the Whitney), and quite an-
other when they involve the incompa-
rable Guggenheim.

All the clever design in the world,
even if supported by Gwathmey
Siegel's painstaking research into
Wright's proportional system, cannot
camouflage a direction that is concep-
tually wrong to begin with. The Solo-
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mon R. Guggenheim Foundation’s
director, Thomas M. Messer, is the
same man who approved the decision
tosell 4 East 89th Street less than twen-
ty years ago, very short foresight in the
life of an institution. Had that property
been retained, the museum’s expan-
sion problems could now be solved
without resort to this drastic trashing
of its most important work of art, the
Wright building itself.

The impossibility of adding more
gallery space to Wright's rotunda is a
source of understandable frustration
for the museum's staff. Like the Whit-
ney’s curators, they are unable to dis-
play more than a tiny fraction of their
permanent collection (a capacity that
would be more than doubled by the
Gwathmey Siegel plan). And as at all
other museums today, there is intense
pressure to give priority to the chang-
ing exhibitions that stimulate higher
attendance figures. But what price
should the museum be willing to pay—
or, should one say, exact from us—in
the name of its expansion?

SOUNDING BOARD

“The wrong building in the wrong
place at the wrong time” is a phrase
that has been bandied about quite a bit
lately, but never more meaningfully
than in the face of this very clear and
present danger. If the Guggenheim
cannot expand down either East 88th
or East 89th Street adjacent to its prop-
erty, let it consider a branch some-
where else in the neighborhood where
loan shows could be held or its perma-
nent collection housed. The apparent
inability of even such skilled architects
as Messrs. Gwathmey and Siegel to
reconcile their client’s wishes with
Wright's original should be evidence
enough that this is the kind of architec-
tural problem-solving that ought not to
have even been attempted.

It is odd that the Gwathmey Siegel
proposal has thus far provoked no-
where near the professional and public
fury that followed the presentation of
Michael Graves's Whitney Museum
addition plans five months earlier, es-
pecially since Wright's Guggenheim is
a far greater work of architecture than
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Marcel Breuer's Whitney. There is no
lack of resolve on the part of Wright
experts, however. As Professor Edgar
Kaufmann Jr., the preeminent Wright
scholar, has put it, “Why can’t the de-
sign be more thoughtfully related to
what Wright was trying to do without
being subservient?” And in a recent
letter to House & Garden voicing his
concern, Bruce Brooks Pfeiffer, direc-
tor of archives for the Frank Lloyd
Wright Memorial Foundation at Talie-
sin West, wrote that “to watch such
vandalism perpetrated . . . by Gwath-
mey Siegel is sickening to say the least;
at least the Japanese had the mercy to
tear down the Imperial Hotel before
sticking up their multi-storied addi-
tion. Gwathmey and Siegel seem to be
practicing no such mercy, The Frank
Lloyd Wright building will really be
destroyed, as indeed it has been over
the past 25 years by constant unsympa-
thetic—one might correctly say igno-
rant—changes and additions wrought
on the building by its own occupants.”

But the Guggenheim Museum is
much more than a historic artifact wor-
thy of the concern of specialists and
preservationists, It is one of those rare
works of art that seems literally to be
alive, and a compellingly convincing
demonstration of Wright's profound
belief in an “organic” architecture. In
an astounding exercise in institutional
doublespeak wherein the exact oppo-
site of what is planned is claimed, the
president of the Guggenheim Founda-
tion, Peter Lawson-Johnson, has
averred that “We are delighted with
this simple, elegant design which is
sympathetic to the Frank Lloyd
Wright masterpiece. . .. The public
will finally gain total access to the origi-
nal structure and be able to enjoy the
full breadth and sweep of Frank Lloyd
Wright's vision.”

The full breadth and sweep of
Wright's vision—diminished though it
has already been—can be much better
appreciated now than it could possibly

be if this act of Wm
were perperrate he-recent

campaign to protect New York’s St.
Bartholomew’s Church pales to insig-
nificance next to this civic outrage. It is
safe to predict that the way in which
this generation will be regarded by its
architectural heirs hangs on the out-
come of this misguided and unconscio-
nable scheme. &1
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Graves tops Breuer with an ingenious addition to New York’s Whitney Museum

BY MARTIN FILLER

PHOTOGRAPHS BY ED CORNISH

facing the high-
style architect is
how to devise a dis-
tinguished addi-
tion to a building
by an eminent pre-
decessor. The cur-
rent interest in
contextualism s in-
tensified when an
existing work by a
well-known archi-
tect is involved. Although the recessive approach can some-
times be taken to ridiculous extremes, most people would
agree that the introduction of new buildings in crowded city
settings must be done with greater care than the recent past
has shown. The cause-and-effect relationship between the
profit imperative and urban density has led to some mon-
strous impositions on our civic landscape, but only lately
have our great cultural institutions begun to feel the lure of
commercial gain that has long spurred real-estate develop-
ers. The staggering increase of public interest in the arts,
coupled with the burgeoning of what can only be termed the
museum industry, has resulted in a wide range of architec-
tural responses, from the construction of money-making
condos to the conversion of warehouses.

The Whitney Museum of American Art, one of the most
spirited presences on the contemporary scene, is faced with
a set of problems shared by other museums in this country:
insufficient room for both the display of its permanent col-
lection and the changing exhibitions nec to attract at-
tendance; the desire to increase its educational programs for
a public hungry to learn about art; and the need for more
oflzice and service spaces to support the growth that almost
every American collection (save the Frick and the Freer)
sees as desirable, if not inevitable.

Th: dark gray granite mass of Marcel Breuer's 1966 building for

the Whlm:{‘ Museum, opposite, will be balanced by the pink
granite base of Michael Graves's addition, above, the upper stories
of which will span both structures on Madison Avenue.

What makes the Whitney's case unique is its existing
home, the cantilevered gray granite monolith that has
loomed over the corner of 75th Street and Madison Avenue
since 1966. Marcel Breuer's assertive design has had few vo-
cal supporters over the past two decades, but lately it has
come to be more widely admired for its undeniable strength
and integrity. Unfashionable though it may appear in the
dawn of the Post Modern Age, the Whitney's Brutalist
building has at last attained a kind of period fascination.

It would be hard to name a contemporary architect whose
aesthetic is more opposed to Breuer’s than Michael Graves.
His selection in the fall of 1981 as architect for the museum’s
expansion was greeted with surprise that turned to deep
concern when word leaked out that he intended to build not
only next to the Breuer structure, as had been announced,
but also on top of it. The juxtaposition of Graves's poly-
chrome palette and his taste for historicizing detail seemed
certain to fatally diminish the original building. Thus the un-
veiling of his scheme in May turned out to be one of the plea-
santest architectural surprises of the year.

This is Graves's best design yet. A large work with neither
the coarseness of his Portland Building nor the finickiness of
his Humana Headquarters, it captures much of the liveli-
ness and variety that have marked his most successful small-
scale projects. The architect has not tried to obliterate
Breuer's given; deftly and respectfully, he simultaneously
sets it off and incorporates it into the larger whole. On the
southern half of the block-long site along Madison Avenue
between 74th and 75th Streets, Graves proposes a cubic
base wing approximate to the Breuer building in size and
volume. Its pink granite cladding assures the legibility of the
old structure as a separate entity, a more sensitive choice
than trying to co-opt it by matching the stone. The distinc-
tive trapezoidal window above the canopied entrance to the
1966 wing will be playfully echoed by a triangular, translu-
cent alabaster window reminiscent of those by Arata Isozaki
at his Tsukuba Civic Center in Japan.

Joining old and new will be a stepped, cylindrical
“hinge,” a telescoped, pink granite column banded in gray,
emphasizing the symmetrical nature of the composition and
rising only a bit higher than the level roof lines of the Breuer
building and Graves’s base structure. Surmounting both
will be a triple-tiered frieze  (Text continued on page 169)
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Abraham W Geller & Associates /Archilects 24 West 251h Street New York New York 10010 Telephone: 212 807 0202

Ms. Julie Gray

New Yorker Magazine
25 West 43rd Street
New York, New York

February 5, 1986
Dear Ms. Gray:

I thought you should have a copy of my talk and I am
therefore enclosing it for your file.

Very truly yours,

D

Abraham W. ler, FAIA

Abraham W Geller FAIA  Stephen C Thomson AlA Associale
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Remarks by Abraham W. Geller, the 1985 recipient of the Medal of Honor, granted by the
-New- York Chapter of the American Institute of Architects at the annual meeting of the
chapter on June 20th (6 PM) at the Bridgemarket Vaults under the Queensborough Bridge at
59th Street near Second Avenue, in Manhattan.

When Terry Hil?iams ca}]ed me to tell me that I was to be this year's medal of honor winner,
L_had conflicting emotions. I was, at first, moved, then overwhelmed, unprepared and
inally, thinking of the noted architects who have preceded me, very deeply honored.

I am sure that each of you knows someone who is as deserving as I to be thus honored but I
must resign myself to the judgement of the Awards Committee and modestly agree that they
made a reasonably good choice.

But one thing I have learned throughout the years is that you cannot go it alone. Without
my wife, Marion, and her wit, intelligence, loyalty and help throughout the years, I
wou]d'neyer have reached this rostrum to say nothing of having an office at all.
Associations with dedicated, involved team members who contribute their talents is, of
course, the base for all worthwhile architectural solutions. The pursuit of excellence
is, it seems to me, a singular obsession with most architects. They are daily combatting
the negative forces of meager budgets, unrealistic deadlines, fatiguing delays and

sorry remuneration -- but, on the positive side, striving to achieve some architectural
worth, are you and I and the AIA. I know from my long years of experience that the
uncertainties of our profession make, by comparison, a life of horse-betting an assured
way of earning a living.

Now, with your indulgence, I must bring a note of sadness to this festive occasion. Even
while acknowledging that I may not be the best prepared advocate for my point of view and
that this may not be the proper forum, I am compelled to mention the proposed additions
to the Whitney Museum.

The New York Times reported on the proposed scheme about a month agos and included a
critical appraisal by Paul Goldberger which was, at least on alternative lines, an
accolade. Another, more recent review appeared yesterday in the Village Voice, written
by Michael Sorkin, is more to my thinking.

I have, I realize, been more likely than not to accept the opinions of noted critics and

the observations of noted architects, believing that they were accountable and reliable.

After all, Goldberger has been given a Pulitzer prize for his writings and Michael Graves
has been often honored.

This seemed to me reasonable until the more recent past when, with greater reflection,
[ realized that what I was reading was not true. [ also learned that I was not alone;
that many of my friends were similarly disenchanted. There seems to be some force at
work which makes the leading observers in our field myopic at times.

This myopia of brilliant minds has never been more apparent than in the proposals for the
Whitney additions. First there was the choice of an architect whose stated philosophy
is the antithesis of the philosophy of the museum's first architect, Marcel Breuer.

The Whitpey states that it has the fOFEW0§tMFQIIECt10n of_modern Americ rt in_the world
today. [One T prompted~to-asky then, how it justifies a building addition which fea
applied classical forms? Why is the Hhitney-backing-aw&y-frem-its-onigjnalfcnnaegx_gi__a

ha museum should look Tike? Surely, it is not because of a lack of praise. These are

some of the quotes -- and there were many more -- which appeared at the time of the
museum's opening:

New York Times editorial: "“The museum itself may prove to be the most important, if not
the most beautiful, new work of American art of 1966.
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John Canaday, again in the New York Times: "...and the pleasure it gives is increased by

a pleasure in being able to congratulate the Whitney not only on the show but on the
showplace."

Emi!y_Genauer in the New York World Journal Tribune: "...the Breuer building looks
posxt1vely‘r0mant1;, a great hunk of abstract sculpture in which can be found small but
subtle variations in surface, tone,“texture, material."

Life Magazine: "When the Whitney Museum of American Art opened its new Manhattan home last
week , Fhe_nmst impressive work on display was not any piece in the famous collection but
the building that housed it."

Now, how has the building fared at the hands of those who are proposing.the ex on?
Tqﬂgut it succinctly,/the Breu€r building is being literally crushed. It is bg?ﬁg*;==:::_
%prugated to an assemblage of many diverse and unrelated blocks. o

James Marston Fitch, editor, author and writer forMany years on architectural matters,
wr1tes:_"8reuer's design for the Whitney Museum was a model of rationality. Its formal
properties derive from the severe restraints which he imposed upon himself and which, in
large measure, explains the stylistic durability of this 19-year old design." He
c0n§1udes with: "....surely a less assertive, more discreet design is called for in the
manipulation of what has already become a landmarked monument on the New York steeetscape."

Peter Blake, former editor of the Architectural Forum and presently head of the School of
Architecture at Catholic University in Washington, D.C. has written to the New York Times,
a letter which has still to appear in their letter column. "“To me -- and I would quess,
to many others -- Breuer's building seems extraordinarily elegant, a fine museum, a
delightful place to visit, and a great asset to Madison Avenue. Moreover, far from being
“nearly impossible to add to," it is extremely easy to expand, and was clearly intended to
be expanded in a logical and harmonious fashion. Any architect of modesty would find it
so. The original Whitney, incidentally, now almost twenty years old, has aged beautifully
-- unlike some post-modern stage sets built in recent years that seem to start cracking
and crunbling the day after the ribbon is cut."

1 have spent some time reviewing the proposed plans at the Landmarka Preservation Commission

offices and the judgements of Fitch and Blake are reinforced by what I observed there.

My plea is -- give the Breuer building air to breathe and exist -- both on the side and on
e top. Don't smother it. :

An equally important concern to whether Whitney can be saved is the continuous, one-sided
reportage in the most respected press in this country. Some of the most important structures
in our city and the philosophies of some of our greatest modern architects and humanists,
like Breuer, are not only being ignored but denigrated.

Let us hope that the editors of leading papers will see the light and give us a forum for
a fairer representation of the current architectural scene. It js time to reveal_that
some experts are not so much experts as exponents, bringing to mind an old quotation:

"An expert is one who avoids the small errors as he sweeps on to the grand fallacy."

Let me tell you it has been difficult for me, a quiet man, tolspeak as 1 have, so let me

end in a less combative tone. In a past issue of the magazine, “Skyline", I came across
the words of Leon Krier, classicist and anti-modernist architect: "...those architects

who design modern buildings will suffer in hell." When I look at the distinguished modern
architects who have previously received this honor, I would be happy to join their stimulat-

ing company in the lower world.

Thank you once more for the medal, the honor and the microphone.




