


establi 1ed traditior of description and illusion in

Western art exemplified by the letter rack paintings of 19th

century American art and 17th century Dutch art. Finally,
as the contentious debate ov : meaning in Dutch painting
illustrate , descriptive works of art, because of the

ambivalent way they engage disordered aspects of visual
q - } ot ularly difficult to interpr :. 1In his
consc! 1s all jyi 1w to older descri tive and illusionistic

traditions in Asheville ¢ Kooning had found an :ially

effective way to obscure meaning.
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These discoveries were then carefully described and r 1ider i
in paint. At every stage in this process, whether drawing,
collaging, or painting ¢ Kooning engaged in a conscious
exploration c¢ >hemeral and fragmer 2d 1 ls of visual

experience.
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findings warn that the current research, whil illuminating,
may not deliver scholars from the treacherous paradoxes and
ambiguitie of de Kooning’s work which Thomas He s first
began to enumerate in 1953, Ir tead 1in the case of
" hev.’’"le de Kooning appears to have consciously engaged the
illyv ionistic and c sriptive traditions of Western art not

atv 7y tocl rifyt} purpose but as a way to a: 1re that

his work would ultimately 1 in unknowable and larc Ly

shrouded in mystery.
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Fig.

15.Willem de Kooning, Ashevi™"e, 1948,
24 1/8 x 25 1/8 in., Allan Stone
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Fig.

32.Harry Bowden,
1950
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Fig. 41.Jean Arp, Automatic Drawindg, 1916, Brush and ink on
gray paper, 16 3/4 x 21 1/4 in., The Mus 1 ¢
Modern Art
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Fig. 52.detail of Anonymous American, 2 "-zeptic-
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