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        As an American, Warhol dealt particularly with the “hidden injuries of class,” and for that he is still hated.

        Scott Burton, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” Art in America

        But I shouldn’t say class, because we don’t live in a nation of classes.

        Helen Peters, in Studs Terkel, Division Street: America
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        FIGURE 1. Andy Warhol, Coca-Cola [2], 1961. Casein and crayon on linen, 69½ × 52¼ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

    

  
    
      Introduction

      Warhol and Class

      Late in 1961, after trying to gain entry to the New York artworld with a series of paintings based on tabloid advertisements and comic-strip icons like Dick Tracy, Superman, and Nancy, Andy Warhol learned from his assistant, Ted Carey, that the imagery he had been appropriating for his paintings was less innovative than he had hoped. The trendsetting Leo Castelli gallery had already discovered an ambitious young New York artist who was converting pulpy comic-book panels and advertisements into large, elegant paintings. As Carey remembered it, “I went right over to Andy’s house . . . [and] I said, ‘Prepare yourself for a shock. . . . Castelli has a closet full of comic paintings.’ And he said, ‘You’re kidding?! . . . Who did them?’ And I said, ‘Somebody by the name of Lichtenstein.’ Well, Andy turned white.”1

      Warhol seems to have responded to this setback by producing the first paintings in the history of fine art to focus exclusively on the depiction of a branded grocery commodity: Peach Halves (plate 1), Coca-Cola [1], Coca-Cola [2], and Campbell’s Soup Can (Tomato Rice).2 Formally and iconographically, these are odd and equivocal paintings. At least a third of each canvas is left unpainted, and large portions of the painted areas are filled only with scrawls in paint and crayon. Where colors appear they seem raw and unmixed, commercial or juvenile. Everything is sketchy, dribbling, obstructed—seemingly halted in the midst of an emotionally disagreeable process. How are we to read these strange icons? Has Warhol captured the bizarre and temporary utopia of shopping, what Robert Seguin calls an “important middle or liminal space . . . imagined as a suspended or uncertain activity”?3 Or do the persistent distortions and repetitions that characterize these images testify to the “compulsive shopping” that Kristine Stiles has described as Warhol’s coping mechanism—a “poignant . . . sign of his loneliness”?4 And what, if anything, might these childish, malformed paintings have to do with social class?

      Ever since Warhol first showed these paintings to friends and critics, they have been deemed inferior and forgettable. Warhol’s great early supporter and confidante Emile de Antonio called one of the Coca-Cola paintings “a piece of shit,” “just kind of ridiculous because it’s not anything. It’s part Abstract Expressionism and part whatever you’re doing.”5 Critics have generally agreed that the paintings are derivative in style—“gestural handling and exaggerated drips as shorthand signs of expressiveness borrowed from Abstract Expressionism.”6 According to this view, Warhol needed to abandon gesturalism in order to achieve his mature pop style—the cold, clean, mechanical look that has long been associated with his work.
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        FIGURE 2. Andy Warhol, mechanical (Coca-Cola, “Standard and King Sized”), ca. 1960. Newsprint and coated paper clippings with masking tape on heavyweight paper, 15½ × 10¾ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      Have critics been wrong to dismiss these paintings as pale imitations of abstract expressionism? “I can’t understand why I was never an abstract expressionist,” Warhol wrote in 1975, “because with my shaking hand I would have been a natural.”7 But his sly remark suggests affinity as well as distance. Throughout the 1950s, he had cultivated and exaggerated his “shaking hand” to convey desire and attachment: for shoes, for candy, for animals, for men and their bodies. Why would he extend this rhetoric to mundane packaged goods, inexpensive, unremarkable consumer commodities? A Coke cost ten cents when Warhol painted these paintings, and Campbell’s bragged in advertisements that its soup could be had for twelve cents a can and seven cents a serving.8 What could possibly be so consequential—so worthy of being painted—about a can of soup or a bottle of soda?

      The closer we look at these paintings and their source material, the more complicated these questions become. Like almost all of Warhol’s depictions of commodities—and unlike the work of his abstract expressionist predecessors—these paintings explicitly stage a moment in the reproduction of another image. They don’t depict actual cans or bottles—they depict advertisements of cans and bottles, and they do so in a distinctly mechanical way.9 Like many of Warhol’s works from this period, these four were produced with the aid of an opaque projector. Warhol would mask out the surrounding imagery, project the masked advertisement onto a canvas, and copy it in paint.10 The strange, blocky, vertical and horizontal shapes that surround the can in Peach Halves are unfinished depictions of the masking tape and paper that framed the painting’s subject (plate 2). Masking ostensibly allowed the artist to focus on the parts of the projected page that matter most and ignore the rest, but in this painting Warhol seems to have lost track of the difference: he painted the central image and the masking that framed it. In the Coca Cola paintings and Campbell’s Soup Can (Tomato Rice), Warhol may even have invented such traces—no masking survives on the source material. These paintings directly state their reliance on mechanical reproduction, but they also make it clear that for some reason the process of reproduction could not be completed. Our previous questions are now exacerbated: Why would Warhol want to convey the desirability of an advertisement for a can of soup? How could it be so difficult to complete the replication of a two-dimensional image with the help of a projector? And why would he have felt the need to reproduce both an image and its mask?

      These questions open onto two histories that form the central concerns of this book: the histories of amateur cultural participation and of brand image advertising in the United States as they intersected with Warhol’s work. As “one of the very few modern artists from an authentically working-class background,” Warhol participated in and reflected on these histories throughout his life.11 A child of the Great Depression, Warhol was born in a bathroom-less tarpaper shack and raised by blue-collar Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants—his mother a house cleaner, his father a construction worker—in the abject poverty of a Pittsburgh ghetto.12 He spoke Rusyn at home, where he was treasured as a prodigy, but developed intense attachments to American popular culture, which he attempted to reproduce with the help of the technologies he could access.13 At Carnegie Tech—funded by a small scholarship and the postal bonds his “five-and-dime family” saved by sharing rooms and boarding renters—Warhol studied the techniques and technologies of advertising and fine art.14 During his remarkable decade as an advertising illustrator, working for some of the most prestigious clients in New York, he mastered these techniques and technologies, garnering the highest honors in his field and compensation to match. And throughout his quarter-century career as an internationally renowned artist, which earned him millions and propelled him into the ranks of “New York’s Gucci set,” Warhol and his collaborators explored the possibilities for amateur cultural participation and the powers of the brand image, not just in painting but in almost every available media: installation and performance, “personal enterprise,” magazines and books, film, photography, music, modeling, television.15

      Neither of these histories, nor Warhol’s engagement with them, can be adequately understood without engaging the question of social class in the United States. During Warhol’s early pop period, brand images and amateur cultural participation were marketed as routes to upward social mobility, mechanisms for shopping and working oneself from trailer parks and ghettos to the American Dream. Working-class Americans, widely disparaged by experts as childish or bestial in their impetuousness—“yielding freely to impulses” and “non-rational”—were thought to be particularly susceptible to these promises.16 After all, as one study put it, “From the point of view of other classes, they ‘live like animals.’”17 Warhol traded on these expectations, integrating them into his style and subject matter, and thus testing the possibility of a truly popular art. But in a surprising twist, he learned that his investigations of brand images and amateur cultural participation could also appeal to an elite clientele who found lowness titillating, and who were hungry for strategies of cultural disguise. Warhol’s commercial success as a fine artist was in large part predicated on his ability to manipulate and satisfy these disparate appetites for class mobility.

      Warhol’s Working Class therefore proposes social class as a core stylistic and thematic component of Warhol’s artistic project during the early 1960s, and indeed throughout his career. When Bob Dylan described Warhol as a “Napoleon in rags” in 1965, he underscored the importance of class in Warhol’s work, not as a stable identity but as a complex and calculated performance: “the language that he used.”18 Why, Dylan asks us, would a conqueror disguise himself as a pauper? And if this conqueror were an artist, what would he stand to gain? Warhol’s Working Class takes up the questions proposed by Dylan’s taunting line. Conventional readings of Warhol’s work have tended to emphasize the universally “American” qualities of his images, or their postmodern depthlessness and superficiality. But my research into postwar mass culture and the specific qualities of Warhol’s visual strategies demonstrates that the motifs and styles Warhol adopted during the early 1960s carried distinctly working-class cultural connotations, connotations that would have been apparent to contemporary audiences but which have, in the intervening years, been almost completely erased.

      The “brand images” that made up Warhol’s classic iconography—Campbell’s Soup, Coca-Cola, Brillo—were not, as many scholars have asserted, universally recognized and desired during this period. Nor were they universally decried, as others have argued. Rather, they were seen to appeal primarily to a group of Americans that manufacturers and advertisers termed “the working class,” people they saw as “profoundly different from the middle class individual in his mode of thinking and his way of handling the world.”19 In response to concerns during the late 1950s and early 1960s that wealthy consumers were becoming skeptical of advertising, corporations and media experts publicly proposed the working class as a more credulous audience for these brand images. As one full-page marketing advertisement in the New York Times claimed, “In contrast to white collar women (who have no qualms about private [that is, generic] labels) the working class wife has an extraordinary emotional dependence upon national brands—her symbol of status and security (because she is basically unsure of the world outside her door).”20 Understood in their context as an embattled and strategically active category, brand images yield new insight on Warhol’s early pop work and its cultural reception.

      But class was not just central to Warhol’s subject matter; it had a powerful stylistic dimension as well. Contemporary tabloids, comic books, and magazines, the very media from which Warhol derived many of his most famous images, prominently advertised amateur cultural reproduction—in the form of mail-away art schools, drawing contests, cameras, projectors, tape recorders, “Magic Art Reproducers”—as a fast track from working-class subsistence to wealth and prestige. By utilizing these technologies in his paintings in a distinctly amateurish way, Warhol was aligning his work with a recognizably déclassé identity position—even as he rose through the economic and social hierarchies. Throughout his career, Warhol’s style is consistently characterized by reproductive incompletion; he “never created anything without copying,” but despite the aid of reproductive technologies and the graphic simplicity of the adopted motifs, reproduction is truncated again and again—marred by missed silkscreen registers, clogged screens, leaky contour lines, and scrawled additions at the margins.21 As Warhol’s assistant Gerard Malanga put it, “Andy embraced his mistakes. We never rejected anything. Andy would say, ‘It’s part of the art.’”22 This abdication of expertise produced the voice of the amateur, the “impulsive” working-class outsider, the striver toward cultural participation.23 Robert Rauschenberg noticed this quality in Warhol’s art immediately: “His works are like monuments to his trying to free himself of his talent.”24 Even commercialism was just out of reach: “We were trying to be commercial. . . . But, commercially, I can’t seem to make it.”25
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        FIGURE 3. Magic Art Reproducer advertisement, Kathy, The Teen-Age Tornado, October 1961, 25.

      

      Some scholarship on Warhol has championed these irregularities as pure percepts that evade the standard mappings of reading and looking. As Steven Shaviro argues, Warhol’s “surfaces are impenetrable precisely because there is nothing beneath them, no depth into which one could penetrate.”26 Read in light of the class specificity of Warhol’s motifs, however, these intimations of reproductive incompletion and inarticulateness also highlight a specifically working-class cultural dilemma: the challenge of engaging in a culture that promises and demands “audience participation” while withholding real access to its most prominent and desirable imagery. For Factory collaborator Tally Brown, this tension underwrote Warhol’s notion of the Superstar: “Andy coined it to embrace this incredible distance between being ‘a Hollywood star’ and a Superstar.”27 This “incredible distance” is Warhol’s great subject: the “unequal structures of creativity” that characterize capitalist culture, in which the false promise of cultural participation is aggressively marketed to “consumers” as a shortcut to wealth and fame.28

      Since class, as bell hooks has argued, is “the subject that makes us all tense, nervous, uncertain about where we stand,” let me make some preliminary clarifications about its status as a category in this book.29

      First, this book proposes social class as a dimension of Warhol’s work that, up to this point, has frequently been overlooked or minimized. However, to argue for the inclusion of this problematic is not to insist on the exclusion of others. Beverley Skeggs’s observation that “class cannot be made alone, without all the other classifications that accompany it,” seems unimpeachable to me.30 This book tracks some of the ways class intersected with race, gender, and sexuality in Warhol’s work, but of course these intersections are endless. I have been particularly inspired by the resonances between Warhol and his cultural contemporaries—Adeline Gomberg, James Baldwin, Tally Brown, Janice and Keith Gunderson, Colette Brown and Margaret McCarthy, Jean-Michel Basquiat, Kathy Acker, Lou Reed, John Steinbeck, Vladimir Nabokov, Frank O’Hara, Little Eva, Henry Geldzahler, Otto Soglow—and by what Seguin calls “(queer, Marxian) disruptive logics” in which identity “emerges as something of a permanent crisis term, despised and desired . . . all at once.”31 Signs and stereotypes of class and class belonging, like the signs and stereotypes of gender, sexuality, and ethnicity explored in recent Warhol scholarship, became elements of Warhol’s artistic material, elements that he manipulated, distorted, and used rhetorically.

      Second, this book does not take an essentialist approach to class—it does not assume that anyone’s creativity or thought is predetermined by their social background, any more than it is predetermined by their race, gender, or nationality. Nor does it pretend that classes are castes—closed groups, forever fixed. Under capitalism, classes are widely understood to be shifting and permeable, “an accident of the social division of labour and other similar historical kinds of serendipity.”32 But rejecting essentialism and stasis does not mean rejecting class as an interpretive category. While Americans were increasingly encouraged during Warhol’s lifetime not to talk or think critically about social class, it is difficult to overstate the strategic importance of class categories during this period.33 The advertisers who targeted the working class during the late 1950s and early 1960s had it both ways: singling its members out as a credulous group, desperate for status, while at the same time promising them access to a world of social mobility, where fixed classes were outmoded and status was as easy to attain as a can of soup, drawing lessons, or a two-dollar overhead projector. By teaching their audiences that they “shouldn’t say class, because we don’t live in a nation of classes,” these voices were paving the way for the rise of the virulent form of capitalism known today as “neoliberalism,” with its austerity, union-busting, deregulation and deinstitutionalization, and intentional unemployment—together amounting to an “absolute expansion of the classes of property and the massive increase in their relative power against the propertyless classes.”34 How much easier it would be to achieve hegemony and “win the active consent” of the people who suffered most from these reconfigurations if they could be made to believe that fixed classes were a mirage, mention of class taboo, and status the product of individual achievement!35 That “old, rigid barriers are disappearing—class and rank; blue collar and white collar. . . . More and more we are simply consumers.”36 Neoliberalism’s socioeconomic reconfigurations were thus necessarily facilitated by changing “cultural conceptions” regarding “work and the working self”—a new sense that each of us is ultimately responsible for his or her own class trajectory.37 Warhol was fascinated by these promises of individualism and mobility, which could be profound and deceptive, generative and paralyzing, charged with strange forms of desire. His work disseminated these promises, while also providing us with a record of their nefarious tensions and transformations.

      Finally, claiming that Warhol’s work is inflected with complex historical material having to do with class does not entail claiming that it always takes a politically laudable stance toward that material, or even that its relation to that material can be boiled down to one stance or another. As we will see, Warhol’s rhetorical positions are complicated and contradictory. For all his early exposure to Bertolt Brecht and Ben Shahn, Warhol was never a confident or unambivalent leftist—US Cold War propaganda had clearly left its mark on him.38 Labor and laborers appear only rarely in his work; in their absence, class is implied through style, iconography, and technique. Of course it is relevant that Warhol was among the unusual few to have lived both extremes of American life, the poorest and the richest. He understood inequality viscerally and developed a powerful sense of class at an early age. His first newspaper interview, granted at the age of eighteen, when he was working at his brother’s produce truck, quotes him as complaining about the “‘new rich,’ who would ask him to carry a pound of tomatoes to a sixth floor apartment just to impress their friends.”39 This strange equation of groceries and status seems to have left its mark on young Warhol. But, to paraphrase Sartre, not every proletarian success story culminates in Double Elvis or Chelsea Girls.40 Warhol neither conquered class nor escaped it; he did, however, leave us an unusually nuanced record of its powers and consequences. At its best, his work “establishes myth and illusion as visible objects” and tests the possibilities of egalitarian culture.41

      Class’s appearances in Warhol’s work are thus deeply ambivalent and contradictory. Warhol was clearly no working-class hero: his work was appropriative, borrowing class codes and styles and affects in order to feed on their power.42 And yet even as he appropriated, his work necessarily preserved. Many of the affects, images, and technologies Warhol borrowed were being marketed directly to the working class for the first time. This marketing was specifically intended to encourage its audience to think of itself as upwardly mobile, both as “consumers” and as “artists.” The project was a massive success, to the point where many now celebrate “a maelstrom of social and intellectual mobility”—the core promise of neoliberalism.43 Mobility, perhaps—or, in more critical terms, “proletarianization and embourgeoisement . . . two great forces . . . pulling (most) people toward the pole of wage work and the production of surplus value, others toward the pole of the appropriation of surplus value.”44

      Warhol knew these economic forces well, but he also knew that they had cultural correlatives that could “dampen,” without actually alleviating, the “conflict . . . inherent in the relations between classes.”45 On the one hand, cultural embourgeoisement could compensate for economic proletarianization—shoppers could slowly learn, and imaginatively participate in, the consumerist “aristocracy of brand names.”46 They could be taught, through repetition, to believe that buying the right can of soup would contribute meaningfully to their families’ status, or that their knack for sketching would soon be recognized and financially rewarded. In exceptional cases, like Warhol’s, cultural embourgeoisement could actually bring about economic embourgeoisement: artistic talent would propel the lucky nobody to the upper levels of the economic hierarchy. But, as T. J. Clark and Anne Wagner remind us, “Any artist who comes in this way to stand for a new class’s doomed claim to a place in the ‘art’-world . . . will suffer for their standing.”47 Warhol, one of the only twentieth-century artists to undergo an assassination attempt, would barely live to tell.48

      And yet Warhol also recognized culture’s strange and often overlooked capacities for downward mobility—“slumming,” an interest in the vulgar. In times of political turmoil, it behooved members of the elite to mask their cultural differences from the masses. Just as cultural upward mobility could compensate for economic stagnation, cultural proletarianization could obscure economic privilege. This masking could even be pleasurable, since “what is socially excluded or subordinated is symbolically central in the formation of desire.”49 Warhol grasped these strategies immediately, and embraced them: “Think rich. Look poor” was his memorable maxim.50 Eleanor Ward remembered him arriving at the Stable Gallery to install his first show: “I’ll never forget the sight of him coming into the gallery that September, in his dirty, filthy clothes and his worn-out sneakers with the laces untied, and a big bunch of canvases rolled up under his arm. ‘Look what the cat dragged in,’ he said.”51

      Fifty years later, Warhol’s work provides a glimpse into the history of these contradictory class strategies. When my students and I discuss class codes and languages, many of the most successful examples come from fashion. We talk about the current ubiquity of blue jeans, and the time, not long ago, when wealthy and fashionable cosmopolitans who now go almost everywhere in jeans would not have been caught dead in them. Even students who have never studied class in college—and there are many of them—viscerally understand that jeans are often strategic; the $800 pair simultaneously conveys wealth to the cognoscenti and projects generic Americanness to everyone else. (As one “mega-landlord” and art collector recently explained, “You want to have the guy coming to the Four Seasons who has the ripped jeans and a T-shirt equally as much as you want the guy with the Tom Ford suit. Because the guy with the jeans, I promise you, has a lot more money.”52) Warhol, for his part, thought he had invented this sleight of hand. A few months before he died, he told his diary, “I started this whole bluejeans-with-a-tuxedo-jacket thing because years ago after I wore that to a few big events and was photographed, all the kids began doing it and they’re still doing it.”53 Fashion, for Warhol, was a class “language that he used” as a “diplomat”—a language of “rags” and “chrome horse[s]”—and so was art.54 This book is an attempt to identify and to interpret the class languages that Warhol deployed stylistically, iconographically, technologically, and through his pursuit of cultural egalitarianism.

      Chapter 1, “Varieties of Pop,” compares Warhol’s work to that of three of his most important pop art peers: Roy Lichtenstein, Claes Oldenburg, and Patty Muschinski (whose contributions to the pop style remain vastly underappreciated). This comparison reveals the extremes of pop art’s attitudes toward mass culture: in Lichtenstein’s paintings, mass-cultural imagery challenges and ultimately strengthens the artist’s noble pursuit of formal coherence, whereas in Muschinski and Oldenburg’s work, the lines between mass culture and fine art are blurred in order to produce new erotic and social intensities. Lichtenstein’s comic-book source material is crucial for understanding his project; it proves in many ways to be far more radical and destabilizing than the paintings that drew upon it. The chapter concludes by arguing that (1) pop art is far more diverse and divergent than it is usually taken to be; (2) we cannot come to terms with pop art until we take its source material seriously; and (3) Warhol’s work stands out in its sustained attention to both the pleasures and the frustrations mass culture produced—“the compulsive imitation by consumers of cultural commodities which, at the same time, they recognize as false”—and the ways in which these affects were directed toward, and associated with, the working class.55

      I then address the ways in which emerging strategies of class-based marketing informed Warhol’s work of the early 1960s. Chapter 2, “Warhol’s Participatory Culture,” focuses on his artistic production in early 1961, before he learned that Lichtenstein was working with similar material: the works based on tabloid and comic motifs that I refer to as “newsprint artworks.” The imagery these works borrowed has long been recognized as having vaguely downmarket connotations. But these early pop works are also characterized by a messy, handmade style that is often interpreted art historically as a holdover of abstract expressionist gesturalism. In opposition to this view, I contend that the squalor and mess of Warhol’s gesturalism signaled the difficulties of amateur cultural participation in postwar US culture. The possibility of cultural participation through new technologies and commercialized pedagogies was being marketed as an escape from financial dependence in the pages of the comics and magazines from which Warhol and Lichtenstein borrowed many of their images. In Superman, Carat, Advertisement, and the Before and After, Dance Diagram, and Do-It-Yourself paintings, Warhol’s work took up the cheapest and most accessible images available—images marketed to and associated with a working-class demographic—and demonstrated their structural irreproducibility for their own consumers. In his silkscreened celebrity paintings, Warhol extended this investigation to Hollywood culture. Evidence to support these claims will be drawn from the comic books, magazines, advertisements, and television shows that Warhol found so fascinating. The chapter closes with discussions of James Baldwin’s insights regarding participatory culture, and the ways in which interpretations of Warhol’s style as ironic paved the way for a neoliberal politics.

      Questions of cultural participation and class would continue to inform Warhol’s works, even as their source images shifted from tabloids and comic books to soup cans and soda bottles in the wake of Lichtenstein’s success. Chapter 3, “Warhol’s Brand Images,” focuses on works from the first half of the 1960s that appropriated and attempted to reproduce consumer commodities, including the Tunafish Disasters, Campbell’s Soup Cans, Coca-Colas, and Brillo Boxes. During the 1950s and 1960s, brand images were the focus of profound ambition and controversy. In the face of increasing middle- and upper-class skepticism toward advertising and branded commodities, prominent voices in the advertising industry were proposing an alternative demographic: working-class “consumers,” thought to be more impulsive, more desperate for status and security, and therefore more susceptible to the promises of the brand image. Warhol’s brand image artworks of the early 1960s were produced in the midst of this demographic realignment; the brands he borrowed were directly involved in these new consumerist strategies. By making these brand images the exclusive subjects of artworks, and by depicting them in a style that emphasized both their desirability and their irreproducibility, Warhol investigated a set of negative class stereotypes that the contemporary culture found fascinating: “working-class people love brands”; “working-class people are desperate to participate in culture”; “working-class people always do things the easy way”; “working-class people can’t control their appetites.” And yet the results were paradoxical: through its canonization, Warhol’s work helped to universalize the brand images it adopted, effectively preserving and obscuring their origins in the process. The chapter concludes by gauging the gendered and racial dimensions of brand image advertising, Warhol’s role in its universalization, and his troubled relationship with whiteness—what it meant for him to “turn white” in his post-Lichtenstein work.

      Chapter 4, “Warhol, Modernism, Egalitarianism,” draws all of these arguments together, proposing a challenge to the idea of Warhol as “ur-postmodernist” through two interrelated readings of Warhol as a modernist.56 The theorists who first associated Warhol with postmodernism overlooked his investigation of working-class stereotypes and his targeted critique of abstract expressionism’s orthodoxies, a critique with distinctively queer and classed overtones. Closer attention to Warhol’s response to abstract expressionism reveals that it was traditionally modernist in all the best ways: critical, specific, and timely. But Warhol’s construction of these queer and classed perspectives was by no means exclusively reactive or art historical. Rather, it opened onto another form of modernism, most recently promulgated by the French philosopher Jacques Rancière, that pursues a radical expansion of creativity and the aesthetic. Warhol was a great believer in this egalitarian modernism, although he recognized the obstacles that stood in the way of its development. These contradictory insights informed his films—including Poor Little Rich Girl, Soap Opera, Kiss, and Vinyl—which explored the possibilities and limitations of an egalitarian cinema and the ways in which spectacular failures of cultural participation could be repackaged and marketed to other consumers, as a salve for cultural passivity or a risqué disguise for affluence. Warhol’s early film-portrait Henry Geldzahler (1965)—a work he seems to have imagined as a strange remake of his own 1961 comic-strip painting The Little King—exists at the intersection of these various forces, highlighting their implications for the role of the curator.

      The book’s conclusion, “Warhol’s Neoliberalism,” argues that, in the realm of politics, as elsewhere, Warhol was an early adopter, testing out a neoliberal working-class ethos that the sociologist Jennifer Silva calls privatized happiness.57 Where the participatory culture and brand image strategies Warhol explored in his work had encouraged working-class audiences to imagine creativity and mobility as individual achievements, this new ethos endeavored to persuade them that they were individually responsible for their emotions as well. In Warhol’s case, this meant hyperbolically espousing a distrust of institutions and movements, which always struck him as constraining and intimidating. Instead, he championed a reliance on individualism and flexibility that he associated with his own non-normative sexuality. He bragged that he could “live without anything,” and, like Silva’s subjects, he derided “these desperate people” who failed to adapt to the brave new world of fungibility and personal responsibility.58 By pushing this new ethos to its limits before many Americans had even been fully exposed to it, Warhol provided a glimpse of its fault lines and false promises. But, in the process of testing and archiving these promises, Warhol’s work also disseminated them, spreading “one of the primary fictions of neoliberalism,” namely “that class is a fictional category” and each individual is ultimately on her own.59

      In the summer of 1961, a few months before Warhol began painting grocery store commodities, John Steinbeck published The Winter of Our Discontent, a novel that detailed the humiliation and salvation of a blue-blooded New Englander named Ethan Hawley, whose father had squandered the family fortune. In order to support his wife and children, Hawley was forced to take a job managing a general store, stacking and selling groceries; the novel thus contains one of the period’s few other sustained artistic meditations on the cans, bottles, gadgets, and comic-book characters that Warhol took as his subject matter. When Hawley tires of apostrophizing his ancestors, he talks to his groceries, an audience of “mute and articulate canned and bottled goods” that “don’t argue and . . . don’t repeat.”60 Hawley’s monologues center on money:

      
        “You dry cereal with the Mickey Mouse mask on the box and a ventriloquism gadget for the label and ten cents. I’ll have to take you home, but right now you sit up and listen.” . . . I brought in a carton of tomato paste, slashed it open, and stacked the charming slender little cans on their depleted shelf. “Maybe you don’t know, because you’re kind of foreigners. Money not only has no heart but no honor nor any memory. Money is respectable automatically if you keep it a while. You must not think I am denouncing money. I admire it very much. . . . Where money is concerned, the ordinary rules of conduct take a holiday. . . . Money is a crass and ungracious subject only when you have it. The poor find it fascinating.”61

      

      Warhol would express similar concerns about the phenomenology of money: “Money is SUSPICIOUS, because people think you’re not supposed to have it, even if you do have it.” Despite his germophobia, he was never bothered by dirty money: “I don’t feel like I get germs when I hold money. Money has a certain kind of amnesty.” He had worked at a soda fountain as a kid and had a deep respect for low-end shopping: “getting underwear and socks and going to the dime store . . . This is what real life is . . . !”62 But like Steinbeck, he seems to have understood cans and bottles as “foreigners,” intruders from elsewhere, simultaneously “mute” and “articulate.”63 The two artists also shared a deep suspicion that only the wealthy could afford to be disinterested, and that this disinterest was highly motivated. (Neither would have been surprised by Malcolm Forbes’s cynical admission that “generous gestures yield the most when that isn’t their purpose.”64) And they both intuited that conversing with groceries and comic-book characters might be an effective way of talking critically about money, and therefore talking about class.

      But while Warhol and Steinbeck shared a set of concerns and inhuman interlocutors, their tones and styles could not have been more divergent. Where Steinbeck’s Hawley endeavored to remain jaunty, judicious, and humane in spite of his reduced circumstances, Warhol projected an altogether different affect: jittery, restless, quasi-mechanical, “impulse-following,” “inarticulate,” and “non-rational,” like the stereotypical working-class American.65 His kindred spirits in this regard were primarily musical rather than fictional. He flagrantly embraced the pop music that Steinbeck’s narrator had denounced as “the love music of a blue bottom baboon” and “the phlegm of revolt.”66 Visitors to Warhol’s studio described it as being bathed in pop music during the early 1960s. David Bourdon recalled that a friend at Time-Life had given Warhol a box of discarded 45 rpm records, and that Warhol would play them on semi-permanent repeat, “narcotically underscoring the unitary images that he regimented across his canvases.”67 Warhol later credited this soundscape with helping him attain his mechanical style: “I still wasn’t sure if you could completely remove all the hand gesture from art and become noncommittal, anonymous . . . that’s why I had this routine of painting with rock and roll blasting the same song. . . . [It] cleared my head out and left me working on instinct alone.”68 This purging of gesture was clearly a lengthy process. Ivan Karp recalled hearing this “blasting” when he visited Warhol’s studio in 1961, well before Warhol had attained his classic style: “[Warhol] said that he really didn’t understand these records until he heard them at least a hundred times.”69

      During Karp’s visit, Warhol played the rockabilly song “I Saw Linda Yesterday,” by Dickey Lee. Bourdon remembered hearing the R & B singer Little Eva, who was best known for singing “The Loco-Motion.”70 Victor Bockris and Gerard Malanga claimed that the Jaynetts’ “Sally Goes Round the Roses” was Warhol’s favorite song, and that “he played it non-stop.”71 An interviewer in 1962 recalled Tommy Edwards’s hit “It’s All in the Game,” while Vogue’s Aline Saarinen heard “Does the Spearmint Lose Its Flavor?”72 What was it about these songs that Warhol might have wanted to “understand” or to communicate to his visitors? “The main story of rock ’n’ roll in the 1950s,” Michael Bertrand reminds us, is the conflict and resolution between the music industry and the “previously obscure truck drivers, dishwashers, factory workers, and sharecroppers [who] took the music world by storm.”73 How would these formerly unheard working-class voices express themselves to a broader audience once they were granted access to cultural participation? What would be their appeal? How might they pursue what Peter Coviello calls “a vernacular utopia, at the center of which is desire,” “cobbled together out of scraps of available language and whatever else is around”?74 How might they prosper, and be exploited?

      Each of the pop songs these visitors recalled staged a struggle between a voice or group of voices and the machine that produced and distributed their sounds. The voices in Warhol’s songs continually wondered how severely they had been contaminated by the machine, how much one’s heart resembled “a merry-go-round” or one’s body “a railroad train”—whether the chewing gum would “lose its flavor.”75 And they had good reason to worry that their dalliances with the machine might not pay off. The voices needed the machine and the machine needed the voices, but the relationship was by no means reciprocal.

      These songs exemplify the “paradoxical autonomy and subordination . . . proprietorship and dispossession” of labor that would characterize neoliberalism, where each “creative worker” is expected to look after herself.76 Eva Narcissus Boyd (“Little Eva”) was paid fifty dollars a week, with no royalties for her rendition of “The Loco-Motion,” a single that sold over a million copies. Tommy Edwards was rumored to have died penniless.77 This music was built on the pathos of hitherto excluded voices testing out the cultural participation that had been promised them, and realizing that their unfamiliarity with—and alienation from—this culture would be part of their songs’ continuing appeal. Warhol seems to have intended that his guests associate his work with these voices: “When he expected important visitors from the art world, influential advocates of new art like Ivan Karp or Henry Geldzahler, Andy replaced a classical recording with a pop song.”78 Left to his own devices, Warhol apparently preferred opera.

      Through his sustained investigation of these contradictory forces and voices, Warhol achieved something much more fascinating than the critical or complicit postmodern superficiality with which he is typically credited. His work tested the possibilities of a truly universal and egalitarian art, an art that might challenge “the power of educated senses over that of unrefined senses, of activity over passivity, of intelligence over sensation,” and thereby disrupt all the political and ethical hierarchies that fine art had traditionally protected.79 In the process, neoliberalism’s mendacious promises of cultural participation, brand-based mobility, and self-determination might actually be realized—a “cultural revolution” could be close at hand.80 And even if Warhol’s art failed to achieve these lofty goals, its incautious and “vulgar” strivings would provide a novel entertainment value of their own.

    

  
    
      Chapter One

      Varieties of Pop

      During the early 1960s, critics quickly grouped Warhol with a number of other artists who were exploring similar images, styles, and technologies. Their work was dubbed “pop” or “pop art,” in reference to the popular culture it resembled. These punchy terms have proven remarkably durable; they indisputably point to shared qualities and themes. For the art dealer Ivan Karp, pop was “painting or sculpture that revolved around commercial imagery or industrial images, signs and symbols from the everyday life, things that you see all the time, repeated interminably, and done in a . . . very stylized way.”1 The “you” in his description was left capaciously vague.

      But pop’s critics have long disagreed about the attitudes pop demonstrated toward popular culture. Did these artists affirm “commercial imagery” or critique it—cynically or sincerely? Were they resurrecting Marcel Duchamp’s or Elsa von Freytag-Loringhoven’s ironic and sophisticated readymades, or searching out and celebrating the most exhilarating visual culture available? Could “vulgar” objects and images provide a challenge to artists, a new test of their abilities to convert the mundane into form and beauty? These questions led to innumerable arguments regarding pop’s political outlook, arguments that attempted to find an interpretive frame that would accommodate all of pop’s practitioners.

      Pop’s shared iconography—its comic strips and commodities and tabloid headlines—has obscured some profound differences among its practitioners. Sorting out Warhol’s approach to this imagery will require differentiating it from those of his peers, and particularly from the artists with whom he was most frequently compared in the early 1960s: Roy Lichtenstein and Claes Oldenburg—many of whose most celebrated works from this period were produced in uncredited collaboration with the artist Patty Muschinski. Lichtenstein’s and Muschinski/Oldenburg’s approaches to commercial imagery were vastly different from Warhol’s; together, they demonstrate pop’s diversity, and Warhol’s unusual place within it.

      The world that pop artists attempted to engage constituted a decisive transitional stage in postwar culture, when new strategies were developed to attract the attention of a vast segment of the American populace—the working class—that had hitherto mostly been considered an unworthy target for commercial culture. Pop artists’ attitudes toward these strategies and audiences were divergent, to say the least; it barely makes sense to speak about pop as a single category in this regard. Lichtenstein recognized the power of this new culture, the “certain strong and amazing and vital things about it,” but he was careful to distance himself and his work from its “vulgar” qualities: “I certainly don’t think that popular life has a good social effect. In fact I think just the opposite. . . . It’s not the society that I really like to live in.”2 Investigated as an archive in its own right, Lichtenstein’s source material reveals a far more nuanced and destabilizing set of powers and understandings than the paintings he produced from it were willing to accept. But Lichtenstein’s anxious attitude toward mass culture was by no means shared by his pop art peers. Where he emphasized an essential difference between art and commercial culture, Muschinski and Oldenburg claimed the overturning of this distinction as one of their primary motivations. They found commercial culture fascinating and wanted to harness its vast new powers. For his part, Warhol seems to have maintained a profoundly ambivalent attitude toward mass culture—recognizing its great appeal but also its mendacious promises of cultural participation and social mobility, and their profoundly frustrating effect upon many of its greatest admirers.

      Lichtenstein: Things we hate

      In 1979 an art student named David Barsalou began combing through 1960s romance and war comic books in search of the sources for Roy Lichtenstein’s early pop paintings. It was a daunting project: at the time, as Barsalou remembers it, only three of Lichtenstein’s comic-book source images had been identified. Barsalou eventually examined over twenty-five thousand books and found almost all of Lichtenstein’s original panels.3 The results, collected on his aptly titled website “Deconstructing Roy Lichtenstein,” are startling. Across dozens and dozens of images, Barsalou’s research reveals unmistakable patterns of adjustment and alteration. Again and again, the comparisons show Lichtenstein adopting the basic shape and structure of a particular panel, its dominant forms and contours and color arrangements, but paring away the unnecessary details—background, hatching, halftones. The resulting paintings are punchier—more lurid—than their sources, but also cleaner and more aseptic.
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        FIGURE 4. Our Fighting Forces, February 1963, 11. All DC comic artwork, its characters, and related elements are trademarks of and copyright DC Comics or their respective owners.
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        FIGURE 5. Roy Lichtenstein, Grrrrrrrrrrr!!, 1965. Oil and magna on canvas, 68 × 56 inches. © Estate of Roy Lichtenstein.

      

      Compare Grrrrrrrrrrr! (1965) with its source, a panel by Joe Kubert.4 Lichtenstein adopted the composition almost wholesale but simplified and tidied up the furry hatching that gave Kubert’s dog its disquieting dinginess and grit. The hatching along the ground plane was eliminated completely, as were the background figure, the dialogue along the panel’s right edge, and the lettering in the lower left-hand corner. But the difference between the two images is much more than the sum of these details; as in every example Barsalou has uncovered, the colored dots in Lichtenstein’s version have a smooth consistency that is absent in the source image. More than anything else, it is the pulp of comics that is repressed in Lichtenstein, the smudged unevenness of mass-produced Ben-Day dots on cheap paper. His simulated Ben-Day dots seem, next to their source material, to be distinctly sublimatory, consistently and efficiently converting these grimy panels into sharp, snappy images.5 They work hard to make their sources palatable, to aestheticize them, to render them acceptable for the walls of a penthouse or a museum.

      Many critics, however, were unable to see the difference between Lichtenstein’s work and its source material. Reviewing Lichtenstein’s 1963 exhibit at the Ferus Gallery in Artforum, Douglas McClellan dismissed the distinction out of hand, derogatorily belittling both original and copy in the process: “Lichtenstein has seemingly rearranged nothing, he has stayed reverently close to the originals except for greatly enlarging the scale. He has avoided the risks of transformation and he has picked a cripple for a target.”6 Upon seeing a reproduction of Lichtenstein’s The Kiss in Artnews, Arthur Danto was similarly unable to distinguish it from its source, describing the painting as “look[ing] like it had been cut out of the comics section of an American newspaper.”7 It was this painting that provided the initial impetus for Danto’s famous “artworld” thesis, which would come to be so closely associated with Warhol: “Suffice it to say that I was stunned. I was certain that it was not art, but as my year in France unfurled, I came increasingly to the view that if it was art, anything could be art.”8 Some viewers—like Adam Gopnik, one of the few critics to look closely at Lichtenstein’s source material—have even claimed that Lichtenstein’s adjustments were intended “to bring them closer to a platonic ideal of simple comic-book style.”9 But the producers of such comics disagreed. As Lawrence Alloway reported in 1969, “I showed early comic strip paintings by Lichtenstein to a group of professional comic strip artists who considered them very arty . . . [and] old-fashioned in [their] flatness.”10

      The tensions between Lichtenstein’s paintings and their newsstand source material have dissipated over the last fifty years, as the paintings have gained ubiquity and their sources have moldered in closets and basements. Recent scholarship on the artist has yet to rise to the challenge posed by Barsalou’s archive.11 Seen next to this material, the perfectionism that characterizes Lichtenstein’s paintings takes on new significance: it has to be recognized as a consistent and concerted effort, not just to make beautiful or elegant paintings, but to rid those paintings of what Lichtenstein saw as the overbearing vulgarity that characterized their sources. Asked by G. R. Swenson in 1963 whether pop art is “despicable,” Lichtenstein was anxious but explicit: “That doesn’t sound so good, does it? Well, it is an involvement with what I think to be the most brazen and threatening characteristics of our culture, things we hate, but which are also powerful in their impingement on us.”12

      The dichotomy that Lichtenstein attempted to establish between commercial and fine art is crucial for understanding his project. On the one hand stands commercial work, which is pre-artistic: constitutively lacking in form, it has yet to be artistically unified. On the other hand is art itself—fully formed and noncommercial. Escaping commercialism was for Lichtenstein a matter of drawing the work out of the realm of commercialism and into the realm of the artistic: “What I do is form, whereas the comic strip is not formed . . . there has been no effort to make them intensely unified.”13 As Michael Lobel has shown, this forming involved a painstaking process that incorporated drawing, projection, sketching, and painting.14 “Things we hate” were thereby converted, against all odds, from vulgarity to dignity. Contemporary critics agreed: in one of Lichtenstein’s first major reviews, Donald Judd proclaimed that “the social meaning of comics . . . would be minor” among the works’ references.15

      Lichtenstein’s signature handmade Ben-Day dots were a crucial element in this equation. He insisted that his “techniques . . . are not commercial, they only appear to be commercial—and the ways of seeing and composing and unifying are different and have different ends.”16 Part of the paintings’ sublime achievement was to transform this most mundane, commercial, and mechanical medium into something worthy of artistic respect. Lichtenstein’s early collectors felt that, by purchasing the artist’s early pop paintings, they were sharing in the glory of this challenging endeavor. As Richard Brown Baker told his journal, “Having an excited admiration for Lichtenstein’s WHAM painting, I decided to take the risk and buy it. Without the taking of risks, a great collection is not formed.”17 One of pop’s most prominent collectors, Robert Scull, echoed this sentiment in Vogue: “Somehow or other a good artist seems to transform these objects into a valid and wonderful statement which gives me a thrill.”18

      The participatory culture Lichtenstein envisioned was resolutely hierarchical, with art and artists providing the possibility of a sublime transformation from lowest to highest through form, and buyers certifying this achievement through the “formation” of their collections. This vision of pop art was compelling and familiar, and played a central role in the definition of the movement, both prospectively and retrospectively. It was closely correlated with a powerful set of aesthetic assumptions about art’s relation to the world of commerce and profit, and the role of form in distinguishing one from the other. The achievement of Barsalou’s research is to have begun the recovery of the specific world that Lichtenstein’s work attempted to aestheticize and transform. Put another way, Barsalou’s archive demonstrates that the positive drive toward form and unity in Lichtenstein is always simultaneously a defensive attempt to ward off the specificities of the source material. But this recovery has only just begun, particularly since Barsalou’s website provides only the individual panels Lichtenstein borrowed. These panels were, of course, always elements of larger stories, with themes and priorities of their own, stories that have never been considered worthy of art historical attention. As it turns out, these stories reveal new challenges—sexual, economic, and bestial challenges—to Lichtenstein’s drive toward sublimation and aestheticization. There was much to hate about these comic-book worlds and their imagery: they were often shallow and built on stereotypes; their understanding of their audience was frequently contemptuous; misogyny and racism were pervasive and mostly unquestioned. But a closer look at some of Lichtenstein’s sources shows they also included strong alternatives to the hierarchical framework he propounded.
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        FIGURE 6. Roy Lichtenstein, Drowning Girl, 1963. Oil on canvas, 68 × 68 inches. © Museum of Modem Art. Licensed by SCALA/Art Resource, NY. © Estate of Roy Lichtenstein.

      

      “Run for Love,” the source story for Lichtenstein’s Hopeless and Drowning Girl (both 1963), is instructive in this regard. The hero, an “ugly duckling” named Vickie Brownley, is introduced as a tomboy who buries her disappointments in car repair: “I like to cry when I’m fixing my heap! C-can’t t-tell m-my tears from th-the grease!” Vickie meets a mysterious stranger forebodingly named Mal and then repeatedly rescues him from calamity, twice when Mal is stranded with his car, and once when he is drowning. In each case, Vickie’s competence and bravery activate Mal’s misogynistic insecurity. He responds to Vickie’s aid with resentment: “Run along, little girl! I need a mechanic—not a fugitive from kindergarten!”19
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        FIGURE 7. Secret Hearts, November 1962, 5. All DC comic artwork, its characters, and related elements are trademarks of and copyright DC Comics or their respective owners.

      

      And yet, despite the fact that most of the story focuses on Vickie’s courage, Lichtenstein chose to borrow two images that frame Vickie at her moments of maximum despair and peril. In Hopeless, she has just daydreamed a better Mal, who would be secure enough to appreciate her competence and generosity. Awakening, she realizes that Mal will never be capable of this gratitude: “That’s the way—it should have begun! But it’s hopeless!” Drowning Girl captures the moment in the story when Vickie’s role shifts from hero to helpless victim; she has rescued Mal for the third time but is inexplicably racked by cramps while swimming to shore, giving Mal a chance to save her: “Helping a woman is a man’s job!” he exclaims, “You see that now, don’t you?”20 Through their selective borrowings, Lichtenstein’s paintings work to elide the story’s subtext of feminine competence and valor. “That’s what you used to see in comic books,” as Lichtenstein put it years later, “women who were like that, women were always in trouble.”21 Such a thesis could be drawn from the conclusion to Vickie’s story, but it overlooks the bulk of the narrative where it is the man who is “Mal”-functioning—“always in trouble.” The paintings’ condescension toward popular culture is achieved through a forceful suppression of the story’s ambivalence regarding gender stereotypes; tellingly, in Hopeless, Mal is rechristened “Brad.”

      Or take the source story for Lichtenstein’s 1965 painting Brushstrokes, published in Strange Suspense Stories in October 1964 and entitled, simply, The Painting (plates 3 and 4). In six surreal and convoluted pages, this tale follows Jake Taylor, an aspiring young painter, from childhood until old age. Taylor is haunted by a face he has painted, a sinister man with a widow’s peak, who berates him for his perceived artistic failures: refusing to share his art with the public, and deigning to produce commissioned portraits of “Wealthy widows, their awkward daughters, anyone who asks!” Taylor’s response is defensive: “You’re not being fair! I must eat! I must pay the rent! What must I do to make you understand and stop tormenting me??”22

      The painted superego is a fanatical Kantian: he demands that the artist share his genius, and do so without thought of recompense.23 Taylor is too insecure—or too hungry—to heed these demands; the painted man repeatedly calls him a “coward.”24 The panel that Lichtenstein chose to borrow illustrates Taylor’s response to the painted man’s challenges: he has taken a broad brush loaded with red paint and aggressively covered the painted man’s face with sloppy strokes, marks that would have to have read in 1964 as referencing abstract expressionism.25 “The painting was destroyed . . . The voice was silenced . . . [Taylor]: I must be having some kind of nightmare!!”26
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        FIGURE 8. Roy Lichtenstein, Arrrrrff!, 1962. Oil and graphite pencil on canvas, 30 × 36 inches. © Estate of Roy Lichtenstein.

      

      Brushstrokes illustrates a pivotal moment in this doleful narrative. Abstraction is being proposed as an alternative to the Kantian aesthetic imperatives: if an artist cannot live up to Kant’s lofty demands, perhaps he can drown them in paint and frustration. Unlike the story’s cowardly painter, Lichtenstein will neither succumb to this temptation nor retreat to commercialism or seclusion. Instead, in this painting, he emblematizes his own effort to find a new accord between figuration and formal rigor. But in this respect, the original comic-book narrative may have the last word: on the story’s final page, Jake discovers that the sinister man has been found dead. He is wracked by guilt, believing that his vandalizing the painting has caused the man’s death. In penance, Jake repeatedly attempts to resurrect the man through his painting; the final panel shows him old and destitute, surrounded by portraits of the sinister Kantian, all silently refusing to share their wisdom. From the story’s perspective, once the Kantian voice has been silenced and renounced, it cannot be resurrected; the reconciliation between figuration and Kantian quality that Brushstrokes proposes is thus imaginary rather than achieved.

      Many of Lichtenstein’s early paintings were based on war comics, and the repetitiveness of their subject matter gives an impression of the generic: guns, planes, explosions—war as entertainment. Lichtenstein claimed this attention to war comics provided his work with a political dimension: “The heroes depicted in comic books are fascist types, but I don’t take them seriously in these paintings—maybe there is a point in not taking them seriously, a political point.”27 But Lichtenstein’s sustained attention to the “Gunner, Sarge, and Pooch” serial in Our Fighting Forces, from which he borrowed the images for Flatten—Sand Fleas (1962), Arrrrrff! (1962), and Grrrrrrrrrrr! (1965), suggests an important subtext: the anthropocentric stakes of his artistic project.28 As Rosalind Krauss has argued, the sublimation of the vulgar into the artistic also involves the sublimation of the bodily into the optical. This conversion is linked, in Krauss’s argument, with an anthropocentrism that privileges the upright human animal over the animal on all fours: “To stand upright is to attain to . . . the optical; and to gain this vision is to sublimate, to raise up, to purify.”29 In much the same way, Lichtenstein’s version of pop repeatedly subordinates these comic books’ interest in corporeal sensation to its purified formalist opticality.

      Lichtenstein’s military dog paintings, like Grrrrrrrrrrr! and Arrrrrff!, exemplify this transformation, since their canine comic-book subject (in both cases a war dog named Pooch) is specifically valued for his superhuman acuity: “Pooch was our eyes . . . our ears . . . our nose . . .” The sergeant repeatedly admonishes his men to “stop talkin’ about Pooch as if he’s human!”30 Yet always, in these stories, it is the dog—with his parahuman and paravisual senses—who saves the day. In the source story for Arrrrrff!, the marines have all been tricked into reading incendiary leaflets that end up burning their hands. “But there was one ‘marine’ who hadn’t gotten a ‘hot paw’—a K-9 by the name of Pooch, who had a nose as good as radar.”31 Lichtenstein’s version eliminates any reference to this storyline and derisively elongates Pooch’s nose, rendering him comical and pathetic. In Grrrrrrrrrrr!, the paravisual senses emphasized in the comic panel are elided, and replaced with the eponymous sound of aggressivity and menace. Here again, Lichtenstein’s source material is far more radical and destabilizing than are the paintings he derived from it. Where the paintings advocate the priority of vision over the other senses and the anthropocentrism this entails, the source stories repeatedly reckon with a Deleuzoguattarian “becoming-animal” that might have the power to rescue, or even supersede, the human.32

      In all these ways, the source panels and stories complicate the hypothesis proposed by Graham Bader in his analysis of Lichtenstein’s work. Bader argues that Lichtenstein’s paintings from the 1960s, and in particular Girl with Ball, materialize an “eruption of desire through the means of the dot itself, transforming—schizophrenizing—its semioticizing structure into a libidinal engine, a none-too-disguised desiring machine.”33 As the discussion of Muschinski and Oldenburg’s work below will demonstrate, I am very much in agreement with Bader that the mass-cultural images and forms borrowed by pop art could be understood by their borrowers to be bursting with strange new energies and flows, and that Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari offer some of the most promising concepts for thinking about these energies. But the source panels and Lichtenstein’s approach to them reveal that his work directly attempted to manage and aestheticize these energies, to convert them into familiar modernist moments in familiarly modernist contexts.

      Muschinski and Oldenburg: A true bonding

      In contradistinction to Lichtenstein, Claes Oldenburg and Patty Muschinski were fascinated by “the real political, sexual and formal energy in living popular culture” that Art Spiegelman worried “passes [Lichtenstein] by.”34 Their goal wasn’t to prove art’s superiority over these new forces but to overcome the difference between the two categories. As Oldenburg told an interviewer in 1966, attempting to speak for Warhol and Lichtenstein as well: “I have always been bothered by distinctions—that this is good and this is bad and this is better . . . [and] especially . . . by the distinction between commercial and fine art.”35 For Muschinski and Oldenburg, the emerging world of mass culture had its own unmatched energies and attractions. Why convert these forces into high art—why aestheticize them, as Lichtenstein did—when they were so fascinating in their own right?36

      Muschinski and Oldenburg held that one of mass culture’s fiercest powers was commerce itself, the flows and codes of money and exchange that Lichtenstein found so unpleasant. Their pivotal 1961 work The Store tied these forces more closely to pop art than any of their contemporaries had dared. Unlike Lichtenstein, these artists were already chaffing at the restrictions imposed by the dealer-gallery system: “There is no escaping bourgeois culture in America. The enemy is bourgeois culture nevertheless. Assuming that I wanted to create some thing what would that thing be? Just a thing, an object. . . . These things are displayed in galleries, but that is not the place for them. A store would be better. . . . Actually make a store!”37

      The resulting project, a pop-up shop avant la lettre, was located at 107 E. 2nd Street, in New York, and dubbed “The Ray-Gun Mfg. Co.” In direct contradistinction to Lichtenstein’s approach, The Store seemed eager to break down all boundaries between artistic and commercial production and distribution. The dealer or gallerist, who customarily separated the artist from the actual mechanics of monetary exchange, was eliminated; the artists kept their own books (which were eventually published), and Oldenburg made his own sales. Although this work is typically credited to Oldenburg alone, he directly acknowledged Muschinski as its cocreator in a monoprint entitled C A P and its accompanying caption. “The ‘cap,’” he clarified, “stands for Claes and Pat, expressing the collaboration of husband and wife, particularly marked in the Store period.”38 Despite her contributions, however, Muschinski was not featured as a joint proprietor. Oldenburg the artist was Oldenburg the smalltime artisan and salesperson; his artworks were his commodities, to be sold directly by the artist to customers. Of course The Store was only a semblance of this equivalence. The project depended in part on some of its customers understanding that Oldenburg was an artist pretending to be a smalltime storekeeper. As Yve-Alain Bois observed, “The solution was provisional, and Oldenburg knew very well that the objects he sold in his store would end up in a museum.”39

      The objects produced at The Store were strange hybrids: simultaneously commercial and handmade, they could never be mistaken for actual “store-bought” commodities. A back area was reserved for the fabrication of these items—“reproductions of discount food and clothing found in real stores on the lower East Side,” or fragments thereof, coarsely manufactured in muslin-soaked plaster over chicken-wire frames and painted with enamel.40 Oldenburg said he “wanted a surface . . . that was as metallic and as uncompromising as the paint on the taxi-cabs or the paint on the billboards.”41 The solution was a brand of industrial enamel called Frisco, which was deployed straight from the cans, without mixing. In the front area, customers could buy a Times Square Figure for $149.98, or a Statue of Liberty Souvenir for $169.98, or a Plate of Meat or Pepsi-Cola Sign in relief for $399.98 each. These objects were awkward cross-pollinations of the commercial and the artistic, attempting to imbue each category with the other’s strengths and virtues. The work’s fragility during this period scared away potential dealers. Recalling the artists’ work for a Rubin Gallery show, Charles Alan stated, “I couldn’t imagine persuading my clients to buy anything. They seemed so terribly fragile . . . that it worried me.”42
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        FIGURE 9. Claes Oldenburg, The Store/Ray Gun Mfg. Co., 107 E. 2nd Street, New York, NY December 1, 1961–January 31, 1962. © Claes Oldenburg. Photo by Robert McElroy.

      

      But commerce was not the only compelling force Muschinski and Oldenburg found in mass culture; they were convinced that its appeal was distinctly sexual as well. As Oldenburg put it in 1962, “Today sexuality is more directed . . . toward substitutes [for example] clothing rather than the person, fetichistic [sic] stuff, and this gives the object an intensity and this is what I try to project.”43 If the appeal of everyday objects depended in large part on sexualization, and if most people remained oblivious to the ways in which this sexualization was permeating their object-worlds, these artists’ task would be to produce objects that exaggerated sexualization to the point where it could no longer be ignored. Furthermore, their objects would emphasize the strangeness, the non-normativity, of this emergent sexualization, the ways in which it departed from conservative prejudices for reproductive heterosexuality.

      The sexuality that Muschinski and Oldenburg’s work embodied was polymorphous and radically playful. Lichtenstein’s paintings still propounded conservative sexual narratives: anthropocentric, phallocentric, often misogynistic, and heteronormative (as in the story of Vickie Brownley). Muschinski and Oldenburg’s work gleefully rejected these narratives, embracing a rambunctious and unpredictable sexuality. As Oldenburg put it in 1969, “If I can possibly refer to both the male and the female anatomy, that’s best.”44 In their larger sculptural collaborations, Muschinski and Oldenburg discovered a tonality that immeasurably expanded this investigation: softness and malleability. Producing massive versions of mundane commodities out of vinyl and kapok, they found a way to challenge the standard modalities of everyday objects. In so doing, they also seemed willfully to reject Freud’s warning concerning flaccidity, that “Man fears that his strength will be taken from him by woman, dreads becoming infected with her femininity and then proving himself a weakling. The effect of coitus in discharging tensions and inducing flaccidity may be a prototype of what these fears represent.”45 The postcoital flaccidity of Muschinski and Oldenburg’s objects stripped them of their masculine pretensions. Sculptural softness, Oldenburg coyly admitted, “must be some sort of sexual thing.”46
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        FIGURE 10. Ugo Mulas, Claes e Pat Oldenburg, New York, 1964. Photo by Ugo Mulas. © Ugo Mulas Heirs. All rights reserved.

      

      Similarly, where the size of Lichtenstein’s paintings fit neatly into artworld expectations, Muschinski and Oldenburg’s soft works were meant to remind viewers not of other artworks but of massive commodities like refrigerators or automobiles. Muschinski remembers walking up 57th Street with Oldenburg and passing luxury car salesrooms hawking “the latest Porsche and Jaguar” models: “Shiny, elegant, these parked beauties tempted the passerby with their exquisite design. . . . But for Claes, what he saw was: form as size that filled up a space. How to make his sculptures that large? This was the issue at hand.”47

      Again, the disparity in priorities between Lichtenstein and Muschinski/Oldenburg is striking. Where Lichtenstein’s references were almost exclusively art historical (abstract expressionism, cubism), Muschinski and Oldenburg gauged their work against the mass commodities that confronted them on a daily basis.48 As Alex Potts has pointed out, one begins to glimpse the fact that “different bodies of work by Oldenburg might be evocative of various social milieus and their class connotations, gainsaying the mythology surrounding them as being relatively universal and classless consumer items.”49 The luxury cars on 57th Street certainly targeted a vastly different demographic than the dime stores on 2nd Street did. Muschinski and Oldenburg seemed comfortable drifting playfully from one world to another.
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        FIGURE 11. Claes Oldenburg, Lipstick (Ascending) on Caterpillar Tracks, 1969. Cor-Ten steel, aluminum; coated with resin and painted with polyurethane enamel, 23 feet, 6 inches × 24 feet, 10½ inches × 10 feet, 11 inches. Yale University Art Gallery, Gift of Colossal Keepsake Corporation. Photo by Attilio Maranzano. Photo courtesy the Oldenburg van Bruggen Studio. © 1969 Claes Oldenburg.

      

      But the most noteworthy difference between Lichtenstein’s approach to mass culture and the approach taken by Muschinski and Oldenburg concerned the overarching ambitions of their artistic projects. Where Lichtenstein emphasized his own ability to convert even the lowest images into form, Muschinski and Oldenburg championed the ways in which their projects could alter consciousness—their viewers’ and their own—by emulating everyday commodities. As Oldenburg declared, “The only way that art can really be useful [is] by setting an example of how to use the senses.”50 In many ways, this seemed the closest pop art came to direct political efficacy. Responding to Oldenburg’s proposed New York City monuments, the radical philosopher Herbert Marcuse remarked, “If you could imagine a situation in which this could be done you would have the revolution.”51

      For Muschinski, art’s potential for altering consciousness was even more distinctly personal and erotic: “After the completion of the hamburger, alone one evening in the gallery, [Oldenburg and I] christened it by making love on the meat, covered by the bun. I will say we almost choked from the heat of it!”52 Oldenburg relished a similar functionality in his Lipstick (Ascending) on Caterpillar Tracks, 1969, which was installed on the Yale campus. The monument was initially intended as a podium for speakers at political protests, but it also offered refuge for intimate encounters: “People used to fuck inside of it. There was a way they could get in underneath the base.”53 For both artists, in direct contradistinction to Lichtenstein, the senses are multiple and vision was in no way prioritized. Muschinski emphasized that her collaborations with Oldenburg were spaces of experimentation and release, where bodies and objects intermingled even before the artwork was complete: “Certainly, there were moments when the needle broke; sometimes, my blood splattered onto the piece of art on which I was working. A true bonding occurred!”54 Oldenburg commemorated these strange new interminglings in a 1959 drawing entitled Pat Sewing. What seems at first to be a typically absorptive scene—a woman completely immersed in her craft—becomes, on closer examination, a subtly sexualized image. The sewer straddles (owns or appropriates?—the image leaves the question open) a massive phallus, which seems to have ejaculated the thread she employs for her handiwork. Here, the absorptive qualities that Michael Fried would famously champion eight years later in his essay “Art and Objecthood” were lasciviously desublimated.55
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        FIGURE 12. Claes Oldenburg, Pat Sewing, 1959. Crayon on paper, 11 × 13 ⅞ inches. Photo courtesy the Oldenburg van Bruggen Studio. © 1959 Claes Oldenburg.

      

      Warhol: I just happen to like ordinary things

      The differences outlined here between Lichtenstein’s project and that of Muschinski and Oldenburg should help to illustrate the breadth of attitudes to mass culture and artistic production that were encompassed by the term “pop art” during the early 1960s. Lichtenstein’s approach to mass culture remained bound to a canonically modernist understanding of creativity, which insisted on a firm distinction between art and commerce, allowing each new artistic genius to explore and expand art’s borders by boldly sublimating its Others. This colonizing framework was shared by Lichtenstein’s peer James Rosenquist, who told an interviewer in 1964, “A painter searches for a brutality that hasn’t been assimilated by nature.”56 For both artists, contemporary mass culture, with its commodified objects and bodies, was this unassimilated brutality.

      In all of these areas, Oldenburg and Muschinski’s shared practice was pushing adamantly in other directions. It tested new forms of sexuality and eroticization, foreswearing not just heteronormativity but anthropocentrism as well, and surveying a sexuality of objects—an interest shared by Tom Wesselmann and brilliantly explored, with a more critical tone, in Marisol Escobar’s Love, 1962. It abandoned modernist media, exploring new contexts, scales, materials, and modalities for creativity and participatory spectatorship, and embracing Robert Indiana’s claim that “Pop is love in that it accepts . . . all the meaner aspects of life, which, for various esthetic and moral considerations, other schools of painting have rejected or ignored.”57 It briefly challenged the distinction between art and commerce, and (through its emphasis on collaborative production) the idea of the sovereign creative genius. In so doing, it proposed a new world of creative production, where every space and body might attain its wild and productive potentialities.

      Where did Warhol’s work stand on this continuum between Lichtenstein’s and Rosenquist’s principled aversion to mass culture and Muschinski/Oldenburg’s, Wesselmann’s, and Indiana’s embrace of its potential for psychological transformation? Where his peers tended to adopt partisan attitudes toward mass culture (either adamantly positive or adamantly negative), Warhol managed to maintain a profound ambivalence even as he delved deeply into its styles, images, and technologies. This ambivalence is evident in Warhol’s contemporary statements on the question of cultural distinction, in which he remained remarkably noncommittal: “Commercial artists are richer.”58 Or: “I just happen to like ordinary things.”59 Or: “‘Pop . . . Art’ . . . is . . . use . . . of . . . the . . . popular . . . image.”60 The refusal to take a side permeated Warhol’s art as well. Stylistically, iconographically, and technologically, the work managed to keep mass culture’s powers and its frustrations active and in tension. Like Lichtenstein and Rosenquist, Warhol recognized the vulgarity of mass culture, the power and appeal of its lowness—he was even willing to incorporate that most vulgar of symbols, the brand image.61 (Lichtenstein wouldn’t sink this low: as he told Lawrence Alloway, “There’s something about brand names that I don’t care for.”62) This allowed some critics to chalk all the pop artists up as “Vulgarians” or “Vulgarists,” and others to credit Warhol with Lichtenstein’s and Rosenquist’s aestheticizing or “anti-popular” agendas.63 As Ivan Karp told a group of advertising illustrators in 1965, Warhol “transfigured that can of soup and raised it to the level of spiritual importance. By his act of transmutation he created beauty and meaning.”64

      But where Lichtenstein’s and Rosenquist’s work was premised on the conversion of debased imagery into a fully integrated and aestheticized form, and the concomitant occlusion of this imagery’s cultural specificity, Warhol’s work was characterized by its attempt to identify and accentuate the grittiness of its motifs, both iconographically and stylistically. Lichtenstein quickly recognized his distance from Warhol in this regard: “I was an old-fashioned artist compared with him. When I looked at Andy, I looked at him as a tourist would.”65 Wesselmann felt similarly distanced from Warhol: “There was nothing between he and I at all.”66 Like Muschinski and Oldenburg and Indiana, Warhol recognized mass culture’s energy and appeal; he experimented with various forms of sexualization and eroticization, and eagerly expanded his practice beyond traditional fine art mediums and modalities—into film, television, installation, snapshots, performance, conceptual art, books, magazines, and fashion modeling.67 And he broadened Muschinski and Oldenburg’s investigation of the possibilities of collaborative cultural reproduction, fueled by his appetite for emergent technologies and media.

      I believe it is Warhol’s ambivalence, and the tensions it continues to communicate, that provided his persona and his work with their lasting power. Perhaps Warhol could see both sides because, unlike most of his peers, he had occupied both positions: fan and adman, consumer and producer, oppressed and elite. He knew the profound power mass culture held for a certain segment of society, but he also knew the ways in which this power was constructed and manipulated, and the cynicism and disdain mass culture’s authors had for its consumers. Most of all, he understood the ways in which mass culture was marketed to its most passionate consumers as an arena not just of consumption but of participation. Interviewed in 1966, Warhol’s mother, Julia Warhola, emphasized her son’s passion for participatory culture: “Andy always wanted pictures. Comic books I buy him. Cut, cut, cut, nice. Cut out pictures. Oh, he liked pictures from comic books.”68 Unlike Lichtenstein, Oldenburg, Wesselmann, and Rosenquist—and perhaps more like Muschinski—Warhol anticipated a truly egalitarian and “participatory culture” premised on domestic technologies that would encourage users to pursue their dreams of contributing to mass culture, and thereby becoming “active participants and agents of cultural production.”69

      Warhol’s profoundly ambivalent investment in mass culture was complexly predicated on his class background. On the one hand, as Julia Warhola’s recollections illustrate, poverty intensified this investment. Mass culture had meant more to young Warhol because it was literally more precious to him—less accessible, more expensive. His “single most cherished possession” from childhood, an autographed Shirley Temple photograph, poignantly testifies to this investment.70 On the other hand, Warhol knew that the intensity of this caring would be perceived by others as class-coded, because, as David Graeber has argued, the working classes “are the caring classes, and always have been.”71 Warhol would acknowledge this factor in the production of his iconic pop images, tying it closely to his mother’s artistic production:

      
        The tin flowers she made out of those fruit tins, that’s the reason why I did my first tin-can paintings. You take a tin can . . . and I think you cut them with scissors. It’s very easy and you just make flowers out of them. My mother always had lots of cans around, including the soup cans. She was a wonderful woman and a real good and correct artist, like the primitives.72

      

      “Like the primitives”: Warhol understood that this careful attentiveness to mass culture would be interpreted as an expression of the voice of an Other, a primitive, a child or beast who could not control its appetites. It would provoke some ferocious responses, since “Disdain at vulgarity is rooted in fear of the Other’s difference, [which] by its very nature is subversive and carries the seeds of loss of control.”73 But Warhol recognized that this “primitive” voice could also be appealing precisely for its marginality, and that its tone and its faith in the homemade could be appropriated. In his 1950s work, Warhol would draw directly on his mother’s “primitive” style; it is her awkward handwriting that notates his drawings and prints. David Bourdon, who knew Warhol well during the fifties and sixties, insisted that Warhol’s “metamorphosis into a pop persona was calculated and deliberate . . . as he gradually evolved from a sophisticate, who held subscription tickets to the Metropolitan Opera, into a sort of gum-chewing, seemingly naive teenybopper, addicted to the lowest forms of pop culture.”74

      As an “artist of working-class . . . origin,” Warhol would take this voice and make it his trademark—he would “mark [himself] positively with what is stigmatized—[his] provincial accent, dialect, ‘proletarian’ style, etc.”75 His collaborators would grasp this connection as well. “We’re putting everything together,” said John Cale in 1966, describing the Exploding Plastic Inevitable, the Velvet Underground’s collaborative project with Warhol: “—lights and film and music—and we’re reducing it to its lowest common denominator. We’re musical primitives.”76 In the years leading up to this collaboration, Warhol would pursue a similar vulgar primitivism through an impressive range of styles, techniques, and subjects, all tied together by perhaps his most vulgar invention: an unbridled interest in profit and “immediate gratifications” that seemed to undermine the institution of art itself.77 As he told Lou Reed in the recording studio, “Whatever you do, don’t try to clean anything up, and keep it as raw as you do in real life. Don’t change it for the record.”78

      There have been moments when critics have identified class as a core concern in Warhol’s work. Reviewing Warhol’s 1980 Portraits of the 70s exhibit, Peter Schjeldahl pointed out that “Warhol is one of the very few modern artists from an authentically working-class background.” As a result, “A lot of what has seemed miraculous, angelic oddity about him is explicable in light of the modern American working class’s avidity for the products and values of capitalist popular culture; ambivalence about these things usually has been the province of a middle class able to take their availability for granted from birth.”79

      Schjeldahl’s argument—that popular culture’s appeal for working-class Americans tends to be far more direct and unambiguous than it is for their middle-class counterparts—dovetails with Graeber’s observation regarding “the caring classes,” and is crucial for any understanding of Warhol’s project. Schjeldahl recognized Warhol’s ambivalence toward this culture, but his attention to Warhol’s emphasis on “that culture’s social underside”—its car crashes and suicides, race riots and food-poisonings—does not fully account for it.80 Warhol’s work and persona were also informed by a suspicion that, despite its promises to the contrary, the world of popular culture was channeled to its working-class audience unilaterally, in “a one-way relationship” without the possibility of “consumers” ever really participating in its production.81 It is this ambivalence—between enthusiasm and skepticism, absorption and alienation—that permeates Warhol’s style and, to paraphrase Schjeldahl, is often mischaracterized as cynicism.

      As I hope this chapter has shown, there is work to be done in attending more closely to pop art’s internal variances and contradictions. The modernist project that Lichtenstein pursued has been vastly overemphasized; it was in no way definitive for all of his peers. Nor was the influence of Duchamp—Warhol’s soup cans were something less and more than readymades. In Warhol’s case, Richard Meyer has outlined the decisive challenge: “Rather than reinventing Warhol under the sign of this or that avant-garde artist, why not take his fascination with mass culture seriously? Why not . . . think seriously about Warhol’s roots as a commercial illustrator and graphic designer, about his expertise in the language of advertising and the solicitation of consumerist desire?”82

      The chapters that follow will take up Meyer’s proposals. The sophistication of Warhol’s avant-gardism has been long established. He doubtless contributed to what Arthur Danto called “art’s heroic-comic quest for [its] own identity, [its] true self.”83 He must have recognized, as Benjamin Buchloh has argued, “that the conditions which had allowed the formation of the Abstract Expressionist aesthetic . . . had actually been surpassed by the massive reorganization of society in the postwar period.”84 But at its best and most incisive, Warhol’s was not fundamentally an art about the history or ontology of fine art; it was at least as much an art about the nature and possibility of participatory culture under neoliberalism. Warhol was neither merely a brave formalist searching out the newest brutality nor “an exemplary postmodern aesthete”; on the contrary, he was infatuated with all the most profound possibilities of the aesthetic—with desire and emulation and social mobility and self-improvement—as they presented themselves to marginalized and working-class subjects within the framework of neoliberal culture.85

    

  
    
      Chapter Two

      Warhol’s Participatory Culture

      Attempts to come to terms with Warhol’s relation to mass culture have returned periodically to the idea of the mythic. Donna De Salvo said of Warhol that he developed “a highly personal and specific mythology drawn from his everyday experience in the world.”1 Barbara Rose argued that, “Dreaming the American dream, Andy not only creates but lives the American myths.”2 Robert Smithson saw the relation as significantly more critical: “By turning himself into a ‘Producer,’ Warhol transforms Capitalism itself into a Myth”—a truly stupendous, almost unimaginable, achievement, and one to which Warhol himself never laid claim.3

      But Warhol did seem to have recognized his affinity for myth, and to have reflected on its significance in his practice. In 1981 he produced a portfolio of ten screenprints entitled Myths, each depicting a different figure from American popular culture—Howdy Doody, Dracula, Uncle Sam, the Wicked Witch of the West. He wasn’t pleased with the results. As he put it in his diary, “Cab to Mercer Street to have my pictures taken with my Myth prints (cab $8). . . . They just put me in front of the Myths, and I almost threw up, they looked so sixties. I’m not kidding, they really did.”4

      Warhol was right to find these pictures painfully outdated—they returned to themes that had preoccupied him two decades earlier, but for some reason they now looked stale and unconvincing, lacking the energy of the 1960s work. Perhaps the mythic was now too familiar, too close at hand. By this point in the early 1980s, Warhol was hobnobbing with living myths on a daily basis; he lunched with them, took their pictures, heard their confessions. The night before Warhol photographed the Howdy Doody model, John Lennon had been shot. Warhol had been hanging out with Lennon intermittently since the late 1960s—he fondly recalled watching Mick Jagger raise a coke spoon to the Beatle’s nose.5 His next appointment after the Howdy Doody shoot was with Ron Reagan, who had “just had lunch with his father [Ronald] at the Waldorf,” and complained to Warhol that his mother, Nancy, hadn’t extended an invitation to his wife Doria.6 In the process of all this socializing, Warhol had become a mythic figure in his own right, a shift he memorialized by posing as the Shadow for one of the Myths prints.7 He had tried modeling in drag for the Wicked Witch, but one of his business advisors told him “not to use up the idea on this portfolio,” to save it for later.8
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        FIGURE 13. Andy Warhol, Myths: Howdy Doody, 1981. Screen print with diamond dust on Lenox Museum Board, 38 × 38 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      There were procedural differences between these late Myths and their 1960s counterparts. Warhol and his team had decided not to base the screenprints on appropriated images, as he had in the 1960s, but rather to take new photographs of models in costume. Warhol had approved this solution on financial grounds—he had to worry about permissions: “I think the best thing we decided to do is have people come and dress up in the costumes and we’ll take the pictures ourselves, because that way there’s no copyright to worry about.”9 The results were disappointing—Warhol’s special relation with myths required proximity and distance. The myths he found so fascinating lost their power when they were made in-house; in order to be effective, they had to be appropriated from elsewhere, permissions be damned.

      The idea of myth as a key to Warhol’s work seems to have originated with Michael Fried. Responding in December 1962 to the artist’s first show at the Stable Gallery, Fried made myth the linchpin of his analysis and addressed the distinction between personal and public myths:

      
        An art like Warhol’s is necessarily parasitic upon the myths of its time, and indirectly therefore upon the machinery of fame and publicity that markets those myths; and it is not at all unlikely that the myths that move us will be unintelligible (or at best starkly dated) to generations that follow. This is said not to denigrate Warhol’s work but to characterize the risks it runs—and, I admit, to register an advance protest against the advent of a generation that will not be as moved by Warhol’s beautiful, vulgar, heart-breaking icons of Marilyn Monroe as I am. These, I think, are the most successful pieces in the show, far more successful than, for example, the comparable heads of Troy Donahue—because the fact remains that Marilyn is one of the overriding myths of our time while Donahue is not, and there is a consequent element of subjectivity that enters into the choice of the latter and mars the effect. (Epic poets and pop artists have to work the mythical material as it is given: their art is necessarily impersonal, and there is barely any room for personal predilection.)10

      

      Fried’s account was characteristically suggestive and illuminating. Not only was it the first critical response to emphasize the mythic dimension of Warhol’s pop practice, it was also among the first to address his homosexuality, if only subtly. The myths Fried cited have proven remarkably resilient, while Warhol’s “personal predilection” for Donahue and other men tended for many years to fade from the critical spotlight, as predicted. This despite the fact that an image of Donahue was featured in the full-page Artforum advertisement for Warhol’s Ferus show, and that, according to the catalogue raisonné, “Troy Donahue seems to have been of particular interest to Warhol. In the Warhol archive, photographs of him and reproductions taken from fan magazines outnumber those of other stars of this genre.”11 Minimizing Donahue’s importance in Warhol’s work was clearly a way of minimizing its homoeroticism.12 Warhol’s own opinion of Donahue was unequivocal: “Oh. He was so great. God!”13

      But Fried’s characterization of Warhol’s attitude toward the myths he appropriated remained indistinct. The work was said to be “necessarily parasitic” on the myths from which it drew. It was described as “necessarily impersonal”—most successful when least informed by the artist’s subjectivity. Fried implied that Warhol’s work was strongest when reduced to a transparent conduit for larger cultural myths, and seemed to locate the source of the artworks’ pathos in his own personal reaction to the myth of Marilyn Monroe:

      
        Another painting I thought especially successful was the large match-book cover reading “Drink Coca-Cola” . . . in which Warhol’s handling of paint was at its sharpest and his eye for effective design at its most telling. At his strongest—I take this to be in the Marilyn Monroe paintings—Warhol has a painterly competence, a sure instinct for vulgarity (as in his choice of colors), and a feeling for what is truly human and pathetic in one of the exemplary myths of our time that I for one find moving.14

      

      
        [image: ]

        FIGURE 14. Andy Warhol, Troy, 1962. Silkscreen ink and acrylic on linen, 14 × 11 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      In this passage, particularly at the junction of the two sentences (“at its sharpest . . . at its most telling. At his strongest . . .”), Fried seemed very close to recognizing something “truly human and pathetic” not just in Marilyn’s face but in the Coca-Cola matchbook as well, but this possible insight was not pursued.

      Four decades later, and well after the artist’s death, Arthur Danto offered another extended account of the role of myth in Warhol’s work. For Danto, myth had an essentially pacificatory function. His essay began by recalling Columbia University in 1968, when a group of students—who “looked and acted the part of Cuban revolutionaries, fighting alongside Fidel in Oriente province”—sat mesmerized by a performance of Buffalo Bob Smith and Howdy Doody: “tonight they were children again, singing with Howdy Doody, innocent of the injustices in the dark world around them.” Myths were the stories or images that produced a community out of what would otherwise have been a disparate conglomeration of individuals: “If twenty-year olds in 1968 knew Howdy Doody in this immediate and intuitive way . . . the central community to which they belonged transcended differences between class and race.”15

      Myth’s function, for Danto, was precisely to “transcend” class and race differences (differences in sexuality or gender are not mentioned), thereby depoliticizing its subjects. The Columbia students were pacified by song—and more specifically by their willingness to sing along, to regurgitate the songs of their youth under the direction of an unctuous pseudo-cowboy and his marionette. Danto’s Warhol recognized and exploited this power: “Warhol’s political gift was his ability to make objective as art the defining images of the American consciousness—the images that expressed our desires, our fears, and what we as a commonality trusted and mistrusted.”16 Put another way, far from challenging contemporary society, Warhol’s work recapitulated American myths, extending their reach from the television set and the tabloid to the museum and the boardroom.

      There are three elements of Fried’s and Danto’s approaches to myth in Warhol that may occlude important aspects of the artist’s work. First, neither critic acknowledged the ideological dimension of the myths Warhol borrowed—their strategic or manipulative functions. They agreed that these myths brought people together—that they were “exemplary” and “overriding” (Fried) or able to transcend “differences between class and race” (Danto)—but they chose not to examine these functions more critically. Second, both critics disregarded the ways in which Warhol’s reproductions of mythic images constantly emphasized their own incompletion and impossibility. And third, neither critic directly addressed the possibility of Warhol’s work expressing a particular classed voice through its engagement with myth.

      There are, however, subtle hints in Danto’s and Fried’s writings that such a classed voice might have been perceptible. Fried referred briefly to “Warhol’s beautiful, vulgar, heart-breaking icons of Marilyn Monroe” and remarked the artist’s “sure instinct for vulgarity.”17 In an essay that is only a few hundred words long, the repeated references to vulgarity are all the more striking.18 Vulgarity, as T. J. Clark has shown, is fundamentally a class-based pejorative: a “betrayal, on the part of those who by rights ought to be in the vanguard of good taste” since, as Thorstein Veblen insists, “one should not betray an intimate knowledge of the material circumstances of vulgar life, or of the habits of thought of the vulgar classes.”19 What Fried sensed in Warhol was a breach of bourgeois taste that was somehow successfully counterbalanced by the force of Warhol’s aesthetic proficiency. “Beautiful, vulgar, heart-breaking”: in these paintings, class betrayal was the middle term—the hinge—between pleasure and tragedy, but the specific workings of this intriguing relationship were not investigated here or elsewhere in Fried’s work.

      Likewise, although Danto’s initial discussion of Warhol’s Brillo Boxes described their real-world counterparts as “homely,” the works themselves were quickly reincorporated into the sublime transfiguration from “real world” to “artworld” that was Danto’s primary aesthetic concern. Yet even in this rarified context, class briefly reared its ugly head: among a number of hypothetical Brillo Box installations and their likely interpretations, Danto described a claustrophobic tunnel of boxes, which could be interpreted “as the closing in of consumer products, confining us as prisoners.” “True,” he admitted, “we don’t say these things about the stockboy. But then a stockroom is not an art gallery, and we cannot readily separate the Brillo cartons from the gallery they are in, any more than we can separate the Rauschenberg bed from the paint upon it.”20 The artworld, for Danto as for Lichtenstein, was precisely the place where one could reflect upon modernity’s indignities without having to consider the particular class positions—like the stockboy’s, or Ethan Hawley’s, or Warhol’s—that suffered these indignities most directly. (Billy Name, who installed the Stable Gallery show, seems to have intended these connotations: “In the front room of the gallery I arranged the boxes in a diamond pattern on the floor so that you had to walk through them like a maze to get to the back gallery. In the back room I piled them all up high like a supermarket or warehouse.”21)

      In his subsequent writings on Warhol, Danto continued to deploy the first-person plural as a defense against the threat of class specificity or analysis. “For a dizzy moment,” as he claimed in 1981, “we suppose the artworld must be debased by allowing the [Brillo Box’s] claim; that so base and lumpen an object should be enhanced by admission to the artworld seems out of the question. But then we recognize that we have confused the artwork—‘Brillo Box’—with its vulgar counterpart in commercial reality.”22 A more recent monograph referred to “the bare declarative aesthetic of the proletarian representations [Warhol] began to favor,” but then claimed, pages later, that Warhol’s “mandate was: paint what we are.”23 “The breakthrough,” Danto continued, “was the insight into what we are. We are the kind of people that are looking for the kind of happiness advertisements promise us that we can have, easily and cheaply.”24 The question of who “we” are and whether “our” enthusiasms may vary—or be presumed to vary—with our class, went unaddressed.

      During the last twenty years, Fried’s and Danto’s readings have been profoundly challenged by scholarship that has taken a more critical view of the role of sexual, racial, and gender-based myths in Warhol’s work, and their essential unattainability for real human subjects, what José Esteban Muñoz has called their “disidentifying” function.25 As Jonathan Flatley has argued, “Warhol’s persistent, career-long exploration of what we might call the ‘poetics of publicity’ can be seen in part to rise from the need to mourn his own absence from the public sphere.”26 With their expanded focus on questions of identity and difference, these accounts have made vital corrections to the readings of Warhol that preceded them. They have also introduced a more critical understanding of the role of the mythic, to which this book is deeply indebted. For Muñoz and Flatley, it was Warhol’s conspicuous inability to reproduce mythic ideals that made his work and his life so noteworthy.

      This chapter and the next will argue that the category of the mythic is just as relevant to Campbell’s soup cans and cheap diamond rings as it is to his depictions of Marilyn Monroe and Superman, and that none of these myths were remotely classless or universal. On the contrary, they targeted and were associated with a working-class audience, thought to be infatuated with TV and comic books, and “more receptive to advertising that is strongly visual in character” than their middle- and upper-class contemporaries.27 This working-class audience was encouraged, not just to consume these mythic products passively, but actively to reproduce them—to participate in their cultural production. With the proper guidance, the working class could join in a neoliberal “utopia” defined by “the liberty of consumer choice, not only with respect to particular products but also with respect to lifestyles, modes of expression, and a wide range of cultural practices”—cultural practices that would be duly monetized.28 Throughout his career, Warhol would serve as a canary in the coal mine for these new liberties.

      The language of class thus permeated Warhol’s work during this period from two directions: it infused both its motifs (no matter how “American” or “universal” some of them may now appear) and the technique and style of its execution. The working class’s perceived fondness for popular culture—for brand names and celebrities and comic books—was a key element in Warhol’s contemporary scene, one that he consistently incorporated into his work and his persona.29 But class was not restricted in Warhol’s early works to the level of motifs. The way in which these motifs were isolated and reproduced itself communicated a specific class position. Warhol was able to ventriloquize or channel what contemporary experts described as a stereotypically working-class affect of “impulse-following,” a form of immaturity or animality, a “non-rational” inability to regulate one’s desires.30 He juxtaposed this with what Beverley Skeggs has called a working-class “‘structure of feeling’ . . . in which doubt, anxiety and fear inform the production of subjectivity.”31

      In Warhol’s work, this anxious impulsiveness coalesced around his own ability to reproduce the imagery he took as his subjects—the cans and bottles and celebrities and headlines he seemed to find so appealing—and thereby to achieve a truly “participatory culture.”32 “Amateur cultural participation” is an apt way of describing Warhol’s style during the 1960s and after; this style incessantly tested the possibility of consumer-grade reproductive technologies—silkscreens, Polaroids, tape recorders, video cameras—actually contributing to the common culture, despite the fact that “no one thinks they’re professional.”33 As one critic put it in 1968, “His art is an extended commercial for gadgets.”34 (This addiction to gadgetry had class connotations of its own; as Veblen argued, “Innovation, being a lower-class phenomenon, is vulgar.”35)

      Instead of merely celebrating the myths Danto and Fried described, Warhol’s work investigated the real possibilities and impossibilities of their reproduction, and thus of a truly egalitarian and “social” media available to everyone. Warhol’s reproductions of popular images telegraphed their own incompletion and impossibility—this was their “precisely pinpointed defectiveness” that David Antin remarked in 1966.36 His work sang along with the dominant myths it reproduced, but in the process it was constantly falling out of key and losing the beat, exposing the constitutive irreproducibility of songs that are seemingly easy to replicate, designed and built for sing-alongs. Warhol seems to have been completely aware of this tendency. In 1963 he told John Giorno that this gap between consumer and culture marked his emergence as an artist: “When I was nine years old I had St. Vitus Dance. I painted a picture of Hedy Lamarr from a Maybelline ad. It was no good, and I threw it away. I realized I couldn’t paint.”37

      Only between the lines

      Writing in 1957, Roland Barthes defined myth as “speech stolen and restored”: “just as bourgeois ideology is defined by the abandonment of the name ‘bourgeois,’ myth is constituted by the loss of the historical quality of things: in it, things lose the memory that they once were made.”38 For Barthes, it was the task of the mythologist to uncover this theft: mythology “attempts to find again under the assumed innocence of the most unsophisticated relationships, the profound alienation which this innocence is meant to make one accept.”39 Myths, for Barthes, were steeped in “profound alienation” because they were built by one class and consumed by another, and because they were intended for consumption alone; their audiences were allowed to hear but not to speak, to see but not to reproduce.

      And yet, during the years leading up to Warhol’s emergence as a pop artist in the early 1960s, the possibility of a truly participatory culture, in which working-class subjects could produce cultural myths rather than just consume them, was actively marketed as an alternative to passivity and an escape from financial hardship. Art and culture promised to become something more than just “a one-way process: the artist communicating and the audience receiving.”40 Advertisements for this promise were ubiquitous in downmarket publications, including comic books, magazines, and tabloids. They offered a range of solutions to the problem of cultural passivity: correspondence courses, contests, and devices of technological reproduction such as cheap cameras, sound recorders, and projectors—“Magic Art Reproducers.”

      In the face of these promises, Warhol’s work from this period took up the cheapest and most accessible images available—images marketed to and associated with a working-class demographic—and tested the possibilities of their everyday, amateur reproduction. Could real culture, “mass” culture—comic-book characters, branded groceries, and celebrities—be convincingly remade at home by anyone, even the least prosperous, with the aid of these new reproductive technologies? Was participation in these powerful new myths—creative production and reproduction—now actually available for the audiences to whom they were directed and with whom they were most clearly associated? Could this participation truly be as easy as it looked in the commercials, could one “create things with the least amount of effort,” as Gerard Malanga said of “Andy’s aesthetic”?41 This chapter’s task is to uncover the ways in which “the language deficits of class” that Benjamin Buchloh has remarked in Warhol’s style were actively being produced during this period in and through the creation of new compulsions toward cultural reproduction—the reproduction of myths.42 In Warhol, the inability to reproduce the imagery of one’s contemporary surroundings is as much a marker of class and powerlessness as the borrowed imagery itself.

      During 1961 and 1962, as Warhol worked toward a distinctive pop style, his art seemed to diverge into two distinct and apparently incompatible representational approaches: one was neat, hard-edged, and practically mechanical; the other was gestural, messy, slapdash—“surrounded with A.E. [abstract expressionist] brushstrokes & East Tenth Street failure.”43 Warhol would bring friends and critics into his studio and present them with two versions of the same motif, displayed side by side. In the summer of 1960, Emile de Antonio told Warhol to pursue the hard-edged style and leave the gestural behind. As De Antonio is said to have put it, “The abstract one is a piece of shit, the other one is remarkable—it’s our society, it’s who we are, it’s absolutely beautiful and naked, and you ought to destroy the first one and show the other.”44

      For a while at least, Warhol appears to have followed this advice. The two versions of A Boy for Meg seem to exemplify this trajectory: the first painting revels in its own inability to reproduce something as visually straightforward as the front page of a newspaper (plate 5); the second is the earliest painting in the history of art to base itself strictly on the mechanically aided and unadulterated depiction of a newspaper’s front page.45 As it turns out, however, the shift from a gestural style to a mechanical one was by no means punctual or unidirectional in nature. Warhol continued tinkering with these two alternative styles for almost a year. And in at least four early and important cases, he was adding rather than subtracting gesturalist irregularities in the final stages of his working process.

      In April 1961, half a year before he learned of Lichtenstein’s work and “turned white,” the first known exhibition of Warhol’s pop paintings was assembled, fittingly, in the window of the upscale Manhattan department store Bonwit Teller.46 A surviving photograph shows five overlapping paintings displayed at various heights in front of a dark backdrop, each matched with a smartly dressed mannequin (plate 6). The mannequins’ poses were simultaneously brazen and coy—their chins mostly craning upward, their hips jutting toward the window. The dominant hues of the outfits—cherry red, ultramarine blue, and cotton canvas—matched those of the paintings in the background, and the mannequins and paintings were arranged so as to allow the latter a high degree of visibility. The juxtaposition is puzzling: were passersby expected to believe that these well-dressed figures read the comic books or succumbed to the tabloid ads whose verve and punch their outfits appropriated? Their perfect silhouettes, cast in shadows on the paintings’ surfaces by the camera’s flash, seemed to exist in a separate, painless, modern world, some distance from the drips and irregularities of the paintings’ subject matter—cheap nose jobs and superheroes, hair tinting, hernias.47

      All five of the paintings Warhol displayed in the Bonwit Teller window were built upon the same basic structure: a two-dimensional motif (or, in one case, a composite of such motifs), seemingly amenable to reproduction, which—despite the apparent aid of mechanically reproductive technologies, including an opaque projector—was incompletely and anxiously reproduced. Three of the paintings were based on comics (Superman on a comic book, Little King and Saturday’s Popeye on newspaper comic strips); the other two—Advertisement and Before and After (1)—drew on newspaper advertisements. Warhol told an interviewer in 1978, “I did some windows for Bonwit’s and they were paintings and then a gallery saw them and I just began taking windows and putting them in galleries.”48 In fact, Warhol seems to have altered at least four of these paintings after they left Bonwit Teller and before they entered the art market. These late adjustments, which are rarely so discernable in Warhol’s work, directly disobeyed De Antonio’s guidance, contradicting the established trajectory from gesturalism and scrawl to neat mechanical reproduction. The five paintings share a set of similar features and concerns; in what follows I will investigate Superman as a representative example, and then proceed to discuss the newsprint works more generally. Little King will be discussed in chapter 4.

      The cultural connotations of a painting of Superman in the early 1960s would have been manifold and contradictory (plate 7).49 On the one hand, George Bernard Shaw’s Man and Superman (1905) had been given two Manhattan productions in 1960, less than a year before Warhol displayed Superman in the department store’s window. Reviews and advertisements had appeared prominently in the New York Times.50 Warhol’s painting must have been seen in part as a mocking response to this high-minded fare. But in deriving its motif from a comic-book source that had been successfully adapted for television, Superman would also have had powerful working-class connotations. Research suggested that comics in this period were read by over 90 percent of children and 80 percent of teens—clearly, these vast audiences were not exclusively working-class.51 And yet comics were powerfully associated with working-class audiences, who were assumed to be less educated and therefore more susceptible to the vulgar charms of mass culture. Articles about working-class children in the press often included prominent references to comic books. The New York Times claimed Pepito, a fourteen-year-old youth gang member who had allegedly killed a taxi driver, “knows almost nothing about the world beyond his neighborhood [and] ‘reads’ the pictures of comic books.”52 Its article on “tough” vocational high schools opened with the image of “switchblades instead of compasses on students’ desks [and] the ace of spades for bookmarks in comic books.”53 Dorothy Barclay summed up the overriding sentiment: while “a happy youngster in a good home . . . will not be turned toward a life of crime by reading crime comics,” these lucky children are also “least likely to read them to excess.” “It’s the poorly adjusted child most liable to be harmed who indulges most freely.54 In this context, “poorly adjusted” was clearly a euphemism for “poor”—lacking a “good home.” It could be admitted that all children read comic books, as long as one emphasized that only poor children were influenced by them.

      The ubiquity of comic books notwithstanding, Superman’s most prominent cultural appearance in New York of the early 1960s must have been the Superman television program, which aired on Saturday and Monday evenings on channel 11, just before dinner time.55 The lead-ins on Mondays, starting at 4 p.m., were Amos ’n’ Andy, Abbot and Costello, Bozo the Clown, The Three Stooges, and Popeye the Sailor—a murderer’s row of after-school temptations. The proximity of the Popeye and Superman shows on television may have been a factor in Warhol’s decision to exhibit these two paintings together at Bonwit Teller.

      Television was becoming functionally ubiquitous during this period; over five million sets a year were sold during the 1950s, and by 1960 TVs were installed in 90 percent of American homes, with the average viewer watching three and a half hours per day.56 And yet, as with comic books, the reputed connotations of television were tied to class; experts claimed that the working class was “more likely to enjoy the comics freely, to embrace television, and to watch late movies.”57 A 1959 article in the American Journal of Sociology reported, “Research has shown an inverse relationship between enthusiasm for television-watching and social class,” concluding that “liking TV has become symbolic of low social status.”58 The “dream world of television” was thought to be particularly “congruous with . . . the value given to immediate gratification in the lower or working class.”59

      But while television viewing remained closely associated with low social status during this period, it also became a crucial medium for the dissemination of neoliberal, class-free, “American” norms and ideals. In her study of television’s influence on working-class children in the late 1950s, Adeline Gomberg argued that while the working-class child of the previous generation had “shared a common experience . . . only with children of his own class,” television encouraged working-class children of the fifties to “[share] an experience with children of all classes . . . [and to aspire] to be like or marry television performers.” And television followed these children to school. Gomberg described a game her subjects developed called “watching television” to while away their classroom time: “They lined up chairs and stared fixedly ahead at some imaginary screen. Occasionally one child would twist a ‘dial’ and the viewers would sigh.” The intense passivity of the television experience is revealed in this game as a learned activity, requiring practice and repetition to be accepted by its practitioners, who can then grudgingly enlighten their perplexed teacher: “Gee whiz, don’t you know nothing, [we’re] watching television.”60

      Contemporary attitudes toward comics and television enabled Americans to take their guilty pleasures while disavowing their cultural legitimacy, allowing elites to imagine a fundamental difference between themselves and “the vulgar and uneducated masses.”61 The working-class connotations carried by comics and television therefore need to be recognized as ideologically motivated. And yet, as Gomberg’s study so powerfully illustrates, television also played a key role in the interpellation of lower-class viewers into middle-class norms and ideals. Chief among these ideals was brand-based consumerism, which promised that social status could be attained not only through wealth or achievement but through possession of the proper commodities. Here too, Superman could teach the lessons.

      Commercials for Kellogg’s cereal, a primary sponsor of the Superman program, epitomized this idea; one from the mid-1950s featured Clark Kent and his boss, Perry White, awaiting the arrival of the copy boy, Jimmy Olsen, who is late delivering a box of Sugar Smacks cereal for the group’s breakfast.62 “Mild-mannered” Kent remains calm, but White grows irate over the delay. Jimmy, the minion, trips as he walks through the door, nearly fumbling his precious cargo, and the boss threatens to fire him. The scene cuts to the three men eating together. Strikingly, although the cereal was demanded by White and procured by Jimmy, it is Clark Kent, with his secret otherworldly powers as Superman, who speaks for the cereal and its capacity to transcend boundaries of taste and class: taking a bite, he announces, “Well, I guess we all agree on Sugar Smacks!” Like the cereal, Superman/Kent has the uncanny ability to overcome class difference—he can leave the world of the ordinary and the subordinate when necessary and return when the responsibilities of superiority become too great.63 As Les Daniels has pointed out, Superman’s creators patterned Clark Kent “after themselves, almost masochistically, making him timid, myopic, working class, and socially maladroit.”64 Kent’s ability to transform into Superman and back figured the overcoming of these limitations, but also their usefulness as a disguise from the pressures of privilege and power.

      By the time Warhol painted Superman, however, this marvelous figure had also taken on tragic connotations. Less than two years earlier, George Reeves, the actor who played the title role on Superman, was shot and killed, reportedly by himself, in his Hollywood home. According to his fiancée, Leonore Lemmon, Reeves “was known as Superman to 9 million children, but he couldn’t get a job.” The series had outlived its actor: “They stopped shooting the series a year and a half ago. They had 105 chapters finished, and they can show them for the rest of their lives.”65

      Reeves’s posthumous image was still appearing on New York television sets twice a week throughout 1960 and 1961. The death was framed from the outset as a cautionary tale regarding the perils of celebrity: Reeves had achieved fame but at the cost of his individuality and the respect of his peers. His personality had been consumed by his fictional role; as his fiancée pointed out, at the time of his death he was simultaneously a hero to millions and utterly unemployable in Hollywood. What’s more, his actual human presence had become irrelevant to the show’s success—all the shows were prerecorded and available for perpetual syndication. TV’s Superman was a ghost—the ultimate neoliberal “creative worker.”66

      Reeves’s story thus doubly demystifies the Superman myth, first by declassing it from the world of Shaw and Broadway to the pulp world of television and comics, and second by pulling away the veil of glamour from that pulp world, and exposing its disappointments and disasters.67 Warhol’s Superman was neither merely a straightforward celebration of an American myth nor a painting about an artist’s inability to live up to his childhood ideals; instead, taken in its cultural context, the painting can be understood as a first step in Warhol’s examination of the internal inadequacy of those mythic ideals, their terminal failure to live up to themselves.68 The possibility of absolute social mobility—figured both by Superman and by the actor who played him—was spectacularly revealed by Reeves’s death as an unsustainable and yet irresistible fiction.69 These challenges were efficiently summarized on the cover of the December 1961 edition of comic Life with Millie, where the title celebrity herself, a New York model, is shown as failing to live up to her own spectacular image. Warhol recognized these pressures acutely: “It must be hard to be a model, because you’d want to be like the photograph of you, and you can’t ever look that way.”70 As Jonathan Katz has argued, similar inadequacies would spur Warhol’s interest in Marilyn Monroe, Jackie Kennedy, and Elizabeth Taylor.71 In the years to come, they would alternately energize and enervate his Factory Superstars.

      All of these dimensions of Superman’s context are germane to its meaning, but they leave unexamined what may be the painting’s most striking formal feature, namely, its pronounced incompleteness, the areas of the canvas that seem to have been left unfinished. These areas are particularly noteworthy because they did not appear in the Bonwit Teller photograph; they were late additions to the canvas, added only after the painting had been shown in the department store window.72 Why would Warhol have gone back to this painting after displaying it to scrawl in wax crayon across the top margin, and to obscure, partially, the words in Superman’s “thought bubble”? Is it cogent to conclude, with Marco Livingstone, that the scrawling “activated the sky area with a rhythmic linear pattern,” or with Benjamin Buchloh, that it reinforced “the laconic mechanicity of the enterprise”?73 These late additions traverse the surface, seeming, at first, to resist and reject all logic, signifying precisely the absence of sense or signification: completely de-skilled—merely space-filling—marks.

      As it turns out, the late additions cannot accurately be described as decorative or arbitrary. In each of the five areas where scrawling appears, it follows, or attempts to follow, one basic rule: never cross a contour line. It colors between the lines—behind Superman’s cape, along the top margin, across the cold blue background. The scrawling seems to struggle against its own incompleteness: the marks were apparently drawn from left to right, filling in the space between their origins and the proximate edges and contour lines.74 Thus the scrawling begins midway across the upper margin and is initially divided into two registers, which lose and gain distinction as they proceed toward the right edge. It seems that the upper marks were begun first, as they continue, in various permutations, across the margin to the right-hand side. The lower register of marks was then brought in to fill some of the space left blank by the first round of scrawling. This doubling of the scrawl reaffirms the ruling prescript: “only between the lines”—it is willful and rapid, but willful and rapid only within a controlled framework.

      The same tension animates the blue scrawling in the upper right-hand quadrant of the painting. Again, the marks begin arbitrarily, but they are quickly brought under control by the surrounding margins, and their rhythm becomes increasingly regular as they proceed. Where spaces are left vacant by one scrawl, auxiliaries are deployed to fill the gaps. Directly above Superman’s head, a small area of blue sky is colored in almost neatly, from edge to edge. Similarly, although the milky white paint only covers some of the text in the thought-bubble, it is precisely constrained within its contours. All of these overtly handmade marks stand in stark contrast to the rest of the painting, which so clearly declares its dependence on mechanical reproduction: the image was originally created from a comic-strip panel that had been projected onto a canvas, and traced.75 Like Warhol’s work more generally, these marks are “very tangibly the product of a human being.”76

      How did these late additions change the painting? The pertinence of this question greatly exceeds Superman, since similar scrawls appear in a wide range of Warhol’s work produced during 1961: Batman, Dick Tracy, Dick Tracy and Sam Ketchum, Strong Arms and Broads, Wigs, Make Him Want You, $199 Television, Icebox, Telephone [1], Dr. Scholl’s Corns, Coca-Cola [1] and [2], A Boy for Meg [1], and the very first Campbell’s Soup Can (Tomato Rice), as well as numerous drawings. The Bonwit Teller photograph suggests that scrawls were late additions to Advertisement, and that Warhol added sloppily descending drips to Little King and cloudy white corrections to Before and After [1] before they were sold.

      If the scrawls were meant to convey mere reckless willfulness, or “the laconic mechanical nature of the enterprise,” as Livingstone and Buchloh respectively argue, why were they pushed across the blocked-out surfaces with such careful attention to the rule of the contour line? This attentiveness suggests that the late additions constituted a determinate reassertion of handmade participatory culture against the industrially depersonalized tone that otherwise characterizes the image. They inscribed the artist’s participatory intention across the inhuman blue of the sky and the arbitrary and mechanical upper margin. More than anything else, these crayoned additions resemble a printed panel half-converted by its reader into a coloring book—a common and revealing mass-cultural scenario replayed in bedroom after bedroom on comic books, comic strips, children’s books, newspapers, and advertisements, as a result of an apparently acute and insatiable desire to reproduce the culture with which one is confronted.77 Warhol told an interviewer in 1978 that “when I was two I began to trace a lot.”78 As his brother recalled, “When he was seven . . . [Andy] wanted a movie projector. . . . He’d watch Mickey Mouse or Little Orphan Annie and he got ideas and then he would draw a lot.”79

      Beginning early on, in works like Superman, Warhol’s artworks found ways to visualize the suspicion that the possibility of participatory culture was somehow at least partially foreclosed by the mass-cultural object. The incomplete erasure of the “thought-bubble” text reiterates the suspicion: letters and words, the image’s most legible and presumably most replicable elements, are rendered, in the painting’s final version, irreproducible. The painting’s final additions, its scrawls and counterscrawls, were in fact concerted efforts to qualify—rather than to finalize—its claim to cultural participation. These “finishing touches”—the very last marks added to each canvas—paradoxically imply haste and incompletion.

      The areas that were retouched in this final version were literally marginal, displaced from the painting’s ostensible subject: Superman’s body and its action. This displacement highlights the painting’s key shift: away from an emphasis on the physical irreproducibility of the mass-produced masculine ideal (problems of fitness and physiognomy), and toward an emphasis on the cultural irreproducibility of mass-produced visual ideals in general (problems of drawing, painting, image-making). This is a crucial transition in Warhol’s practice, displacing the focus of the works’ attention from the physical reproducibility of bodies to the cultural and visual reproducibility of images. The problem shifted, from how to emulate a mythic figure like Superman physically to how to reproduce a mass-produced mythic image—anything from a frame in a comic to a newspaper page to an advertisement—with the aid of consumer-grade reproductive technologies.

      What might have prompted this rhetoric of thwarting and incompletion? Why would Warhol choose to take up the culture’s most basic and reproducible images, then emphasize the difficulties or impossibilities of reproducing them? These questions only become thornier when one remembers that during the months surrounding the Bonwit Teller exhibit and all the way until early 1963, Warhol was regularly producing illustrations and advertisements for the New York Times. He did four bylined illustrations in February 1961 (one of them a full page for the New York Times Magazine), two in March, two in April, and five between August and November. During the 1950s, Warhol’s unattributed illustrations for the Bonwit Teller department store had been even more prominent. A former assistant described him as “the busiest commercial artist at that point, making a tremendous top-notch salary.”80 What did it mean, then, for a newspaper and advertising illustrator of this standing to imply in his paintings that newspaper and advertising imagery was somehow irreproducible, and that participatory culture was out of reach? In his work as an illustrator of advertisements, was Warhol not effectively disproving these assertions on a regular basis?

      Magic Art Reproducer

      The stakes of this emphasis on cultural emulation can be better understood by examining the context in which Warhol found his borrowed imagery—by returning, for example, to the printed advertising that accompanied and subsidized the comic book from which Superman was sourced: the April 1961 edition of Superman’s Girl Friend Lois Lane.81 This thirty-six-page issue contained six and a third pages of advertising, pages that provide insight into the advertisers’ understanding of its readers and their priorities. One and a third of these pages were dedicated to announcements for other comic books. Three other pages advertised employment opportunities: selling seeds, “Patriotic and Religious Mottoes,” or skin cream. In these cases, the merchandise was sent out on credit, and the amateur salesperson was expected to mail the collected monies, minus a small profit, back to the company. This business model presupposed a relatively impoverished clientele, willing to invest a significant amount of labor for what would probably be a meager return.
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        FIGURE 15. Jowett Institute of Body Building advertisement, Superman’s Girl Friend Lois Lane, April 1961, 33.

      

      The two other full-page third-party advertisements were at least superficially more conventional, in that they attempted to sell goods and services rather than to recruit salespeople. The most obviously pertinent ad appeared on the comic’s penultimate page, and stood out from all the other pages in its complete lack of color. Instead, it was jam-packed with text and black-and-white photographs of male bodies in various states of exhibition. “I don’t care what your age is!” the text announced. “Whether you’re a teenager, in your 20’s, 30’s, 40’s, or 50’s . . . SKINNY OR FAT, I’LL BUILD YOU INTO A NEW ATHLETIC STREAMLINED MIGHTY-MUSCLED HE-MAN as I have for 35 years re-built MILLIONS like you!” The accompanying illustrations drove the point home: the teacher and his pupils had achieved the masculine ideal, and the reader was only one postcard away from joining them. The Jowett Institute of Body Building would take care of the rest.

      Unsurprisingly, the ideal celebrated in this advertisement shared much with the figure of Superman as he appeared in the comic—Joe Shuster, coauthor of the first Superman comics, was an aficionado of bodybuilding magazines.82 The ad’s motif of a man carrying a woman in his arms, for instance, appeared twice in this comic alone, on pages 7 and 9 of the final story. Through its replications of “real” idealized bodies, the advertisement seemed to harness the sexual energies that had preoccupied Fredric Wertham in his bestselling exposé The Seduction of the Innocent: “Boys with latent (and sometimes not so latent) homosexual tendencies collect these pictures, cut them out and use them for sexual stimulation.”83 Warhol would later coyly echo Wertham’s claims: “The muscle magazines are called pornography, but they’re really not. They teach you to have good bodies. They’re the fashion magazines of Forty-second Street.”84

      The issue’s cover turned on this image of the male ideal, integrating it into broader issues of cultural participation. Lois Lane stands on a television set as a host with a microphone informs her that his computer has selected her “ideal husband.” There, behind a dividing wall, is a man who looks like Clark Kent, unremarkable in his single-button suit and rep tie. But Lois has a different image in mind: Superman, his muscles rippling. The four figures’ heads form a pyramid, with Superman at its apex; the eroticized masculine ideal presides over the entire scene, and the studio audience in the foreground consumes the resulting comedy and melodrama. The promise of cultural productivity within the period’s most dominant medium—television, the “medium of optimism and opportunity”—would apparently be enough to convince these otherwise extraordinary figures to forfeit their dignity and privacy, while the spectacle of failure that attended this promise was sufficiently entertaining to fuel an entire TV genre.85 The image must have immediately appealed to Warhol when he saw it on the newsstand.

      This same promise of cultural participation was brilliantly marketed by the comic book’s first advertisement, printed inside its front cover, for a correspondence school called Art Instruction, Inc. Three rough sketches—the heads of a sad clown, a woman, and a dog—took up the bulk of the page, and the reader was invited to emulate:

      
        Draw your choice of any of these heads—clown, girl or boxer. Draw it any size except like a tracing. Use pencil. Everyone who enters the contest gets a professional estimate of his talent. Winner receives the complete art course taught by world’s largest home study art school. . . . Contest sponsored to uncover hidden talent.
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        FIGURE 16. Art Instruction, Inc. advertisement, Superman’s Girl Friend Lois Lane, April 1961, inside front cover.

      

      The winner was promised a $495 scholarship.

      This ad, which appeared again and again with varying illustrations in comics, magazines, and newspapers throughout the 1950s and 1960s, did not need to rely on the masculine ideal that figured so prominently throughout the rest of the issue.86 Instead of espousing any single cultural ideal, it sold the possibility of profitably participating in the production of visual culture. This was clearly a false promise for most of the comic’s readers, but one that carried great allure. Like the multiple ads in this issue for amateur business schemes, this one was selling productivity rather than consumption, but unlike those advertisements, it was predicated upon the idea of artistic productivity: the promise of participatory culture. As Deleuze and Guattari would warn in 1972, “The deliberate creation of lack as a function of market economy is the art of a dominant class”—to grow, capitalism requires the creation of new desires.87 Here the created “lack” was mass-cultural participation.

      By the early 1960s Warhol was already a poster child for this promise; his facility as a draftsman had provided him with an escape from poverty and admission to the world of cultural production. In a 1977 interview he even claimed that his childhood teachers had submitted his drawings to a correspondence art school contest:

      
        Warhol: . . . if you showed any talent or anything in grade school, they used to give us these things: “If you can draw this,” where you’d copy the picture and send it away . . . .

        O’Brien: Famous Artist’s School?

        Warhol: Uh, yeah.

        O’Brien: Did you send them away?

        Warhol: No, the teachers used to.

        O’Brien: Did they say you had natural talent?

        Warhol: Something like that. Unnatural talent.88

      

      “Unnatural talent”: the promises made by these schools were distinctly anti-Kantian; they tied artistic productivity directly and unapologetically to economic success.89 The schools communicated, even in their advertising, a basic paradox of participatory culture—skill could only be reliably gauged by copying preexisting visual-cultural icons, but this copying could never be allowed actually to duplicate the original: “Draw it any size except like a tracing.”90 Popular culture was founded on the passivity of the consumer, which might eventually be seen as a limiting factor in her satisfaction and pleasure. The commoditized spectacle of the consumer’s own cultural participation promised to correct this constitutive passivity.

      Comics targeting a female audience frequently included opportunities for readers to mail in drawings of outfits and hairstyles, some of which would be included, with credit to their creators, in future issues.91 In a very few cases these promises yielded real opportunities: the consumer of images aced the correspondence school, landed a job on Madison Avenue, and became a producer of images—Lois Lane ceased to be her ideal and became instead her product.92 But even this rare scenario did not fully correct the problem, because to the degree that the consumer became the successful manipulator of images, she was unlikely to believe in them fully. Art Instruction, Inc.’s invitations to cultural production targeted television viewers as well, appearing regularly on the television schedule pages of major newspapers. The ads’ finished and unfinished faces shared space on these pages with glamour shots of television and film celebrities. It was a logical conjunction: television viewers could be expected to be more interested in these iconic faces, and therefore in the possibility of reproducing them, if only on paper.

      The class-based dimension of these fantasies of participatory culture was made directly apparent in numerous advertisements for Art Instruction, Inc. and its rivals. During the late 1940s Art Instruction’s small advertisements were dominated by a simple tag line: “ARTISTS MAKE MONEY.”93 The Washington School of Art’s contemporary headline was “DRAW for MONEY / BE AN ARTIST!”94 (As Warhol would later put it, “making money is art, and working is art and good business is the best art.”95) A Famous Artists Schools advertisement printed in the Los Angeles Times in 1959 was headlined, “What went wrong for the kid who loved to draw?” These words were superimposed over the image, in a grayed tone, of a boy sitting at a desk surrounded by art supplies, painting. At the right of the page, overlapping the boy’s shoulder and the table, was a man clad in recognizably working-class clothing, including a work coat, and carrying a black lunch box, the contemporary Madison Avenue emblem of the laborer. The creative boy was meant to be understood as the working man’s past self—less real than his adult self, but more vital and free. The ad’s text drove the point home:

      
        With our training, Wanda Pichulski gave up her typing job to become fashion artist for a local department store.

        Stanley Bowen, father of three, was trapped in a low-paying job. By studying with us, he was able to throw over his job to become an illustrator with a fast-growing art studio, at a fat increase in pay!

        John Busketta was a pipefitter’s helper in a gas company. He still works for the same company but now he’s an artist in the advertising department at a big increase in pay.96
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        FIGURE 17. Famous Artists Schools advertisement, Los Angeles Times, September 13, 1959, 17.

      

      Another Famous Artists Schools ad distributed during the late 1950s and early 1960s delivered a similar message: “They DREW their way from ‘Rags to Riches’—Now they’re helping others do the same.” The opening line: “Albert Dorne was a kid of the slums who loved to draw. He never got past the seventh grade. Before he was 13, he had to quit school to support his family. But he never gave up his dream of becoming an artist.”97

      Pierre Bourdieu described such promises as “schemes of ‘continuing education’ [éducation permanente], a perpetual studenthood which offers an open, unlimited future”—in this case, the future of cultural participation.98 The gap between these promises and social reality was, of course, massive. Using data from the early 1960s, Richard Sennett estimated that only 1.8 percent of men raised by manual laborers would secure professional careers, and only 0.8 percent—eight in a thousand—would become self-employed professionals. The career of “Artist who paints pictures that are exhibited in galleries” is only one among dozens of these professional categories, further reducing the already minuscule odds.99 When they promised to lift their working-class readers from “the slums” to the art studio, the advertisements examined in this chapter were thus promulgating—and profiting on—desires that were extremely unlikely to be fulfilled.

      The correspondence art school was not the only promised route to cultural participation and remuneration during this period. Interspersed with the art school ads, sometimes sharing the same pages, were ads for a number of mechanical shortcuts: cheap cameras, oil painting services, recording devices, and the Magic Art Reproducer (fig. 3). This last was a miniature camera lucida that employed a mirror to transfer an image onto the horizontal surface beneath it, a smaller and cheaper version of the device Warhol used to produce many of his early pop paintings.100 The “de luxe” model (the only model) was marketed for $1.98 in comic books, magazines, tabloids, and the back pages of newspapers. The pitch was familiar: “Have fun! Be popular! Everyone will ask you to draw them. You’ll be in demand! After a short time, you may find you can draw well without the ‘Magic Art Reproducer’ because you have developed a ‘knack’ and feeling artists have—which may lead to a good paying art career.” These promises seem to have been squarely aimed at a working-class audience, which allegedly “believes in getting by with as little education as possible” and “tests activity by whether it is ‘fun.’”101 Even those, like Warhol with his “shaking hand,” who “can’t draw a straight line,” could now draw “anything from real life—like an artist.”102 “Draw or paint in one minute!” read the box, “No lessons! No Talent!” The device came with a booklet entitled “Simple Secrets of Art: ‘Tricks of the Trade.’” Together, they promised working-class readers a proto-Warholian reconciliation of the mechanical and the creative that would circumvent the expense and inconvenience of formal education.

      Like many hopeful readers, Warhol took these advertisements at their word and tried in vain to square the circle between mechanical imitation and artistic creativity. Unlike almost all of them, however, he profited from his failures. Warhol would spend the rest of his life testing mechanical reproductive devices against their advertised promises of cultural participation. Each new reproductive technology was immediately assessed: the opaque projector would be replaced by screen-presses, tape recorders, Polaroids, video cameras, personal computers. These machines heralded amateur cultural participation freed from the burden of training, and in Warhol’s work, each spectacularly failed to fulfill its promises. As a result, imperfection and irregularity remained central to Warhol’s style. When Warhol said, “I wish I were a machine,” his words emphasized his distance from the ideal of reproduction and reproducibility as much as his proximity; he never claimed to be a machine, only to want to be one.103 But, as Claes Oldenburg pointed out in 1964, the results were disappointing: “Andy keeps saying he is a machine and yet looking at him I can say that I never saw anybody look less like a machine in my life.”104 Elenore Lester called him “an open shutter”—taking everything in, never closing, never completing the picture.105
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        FIGURE 18. Andy Warhol, Before and After [1], 1961. Casein on canvas, 68 × 54 inches. The Metropolitan Museum of Art. Image © Metropolitan Museum of Art. Image source: Art Resource, NY. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      In Superman, this distance between machine and subject is figured as the difference between a mechanically projected image and its hand-painted execution. The painting is unmistakably premised on mechanical reproduction—a fact spelled out by the impossibly facile contours of Superman’s body, the geometric lines of his breath, and the billowing clouds of smoke, all clearly copied from a source image (plate 8). But Warhol’s final additions to this painting, the scrawls and drips and obstructed text, also insist that this mechanical reproduction has been facilitated by a human hand, a hand that was somehow too jittery—too enraptured—to complete its seemingly straightforward task. Text, line, and color, those most elementary elements of visual communication, are marked as difficult and unfinishable—beyond the artist’s reach. Even “coloring between the lines” is too much trouble to finish. A stereotypically working-class hand, then—hasty, uneducated, childlike, addicted to gadgets—that “reaps the ‘pleasures’ of following impulse and not ‘deferring,’” but that is never quite sure that it has “got it right.”106 This emphasis on the anxious condition of not getting it right despite mechanical assistance would become axiomatic in Warhol’s production. As Malanga recalled, “Each painting took about four minutes, and we worked as mechanically as we could, trying to get each image right, but we never got it right.”107

      Superman was not alone among the Bonwit Teller paintings in its emphasis on class and the vicissitudes of cultural participation. At first glance, Before and After [1] is a painting about cosmetic surgery and the unbearable pressures of normative cultural ideals. Warhol was enthralled by these pressures, all the more so when they were extreme. As he put it in 1975, “I’m fascinated by boys who spend their lives trying to be complete girls, because they have to work so hard—double-time—getting rid of all the tell-tale male signs and drawing in all the female signs.”108 But as in Superman, these pressures toward norms of bodily beauty are displaced in Before and After [1] onto the brushwork itself, which makes a show of its losing battle to reproduce flat, two-tone images borrowed from downmarket media. And this losing battle appears to have been the thing Warhol most wanted to emphasize. The final additions of white paint seem intended to hide the mole next to the left-hand figure’s nose, to widen and adjust the white of her eye, and to soften the contours of her lashes. But the white paint is a poor match for the neutral background and only partly covers the dark paint it is meant to correct. It is the paintbrush here, not the surgeon’s scalpel, that struggles to reproduce the ideal form. In this respect, Warhol’s line resembles the disciplined “tracing” described by Deleuze and Guattari: an attempt to mimic “the dominant competence of the teacher’s language.”109 The promises of a truly participatory culture, where each “consumer” could become a “producer,” are tested and found wanting.
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        FIGURE 19. Andy Warhol, Advertisement, 1961. Acrylic and wax crayon on cotton, 69¾ × 523/8 inches. Hamburger Bahnhof–Museum für Gegenwart. Photo: Berlin/Museum für Gegenwart/ Jochen Littkemann/Art Resource, NY. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      This same drama is apparent in Advertisement, a pithy catalogue of the marketing of physical improvement. The “before and after” faces reappear, in miniature, alongside an offer of “strong arms” from Anthony Barker, a George Jowett contemporary and competitor. Above these are ads for Pepsi-Cola and for a “Rupture Easer,” which promised to treat hernias. In the upper left is an ad for hair coloring; Warhol has the dye dripping down the figure’s neck like blood or errant contour lines. Dirty yellow scrawls seem to have been added to this corner after the painting left the window display. None of the ads have been reproduced completely, and most are less than half finished. Words and even hand-drawn letters are left incomplete, as are the borders of boxes and the oval of the Pepsi logo. And yet the copied elements evidence a fairly high degree of exactitude and purpose; furthermore, the neat regularity of their contours suggests the use of a mechanical aid, in this case probably a photostatic copy and an opaque projector.110 Script is visualized in these works; the reproduction of letters and words is treated like drawing and tracing rather than writing. It is as though the painting is suspended between a desire to reproduce the motifs accurately and a recognition that this task is ultimately impossible. The painting’s motifs are similarly suspended—between the promises of physical perfection somehow attained through a twenty-five-cent pamphlet and the realization of the emptiness of that promise. And, crucially, these twin suspensions are staged with what have to be recognized as distinctly working-class props. Warhol borrowed these images from contemporary tabloid magazines; three have been identified as deriving from issues of the National Enquirer from late March and early April 1961.111 The “rupture” ad has proven irresistible to poststructuralist readings of Warhol, but we should not forget its origin in an ad promising treatment for hernias, a traditionally working-class affliction. The stereotypically ethnic, working-class profile in the before-and-after image is unmistakable; Pepsi’s contemporary image as “oversweet bellywash for kids and poor people” is now less legible.112 It is the Pepsi logo that stands out among these otherwise adamantly anthropomorphic images, presaging Warhol’s turn toward the brand image.

      The Bonwit Teller photograph thus offers an unusual perspective on Warhol’s early production. Irregularity in these works was neither an accidental by-product of the reproductive process nor an abstract expressionist holdover; it was an intentional and calculated addition to the works’ style. Again and again, it is the defective capstone that simultaneously completes and undoes these paintings. In early Warhol, the inability successfully to reproduce the imagery of one’s contemporary surroundings is as much a marker of class and powerlessness as the borrowed imagery itself. “To be working-classed,” as Annette Kuhn and Beverley Skeggs remind us, “generates a constant fear of never having ‘got it right.’”113

      Some great assault

      These concerns pervaded Warhol’s early pop production. The first version of A Boy for Meg (1961) is characterized by a similar set of displaced frustrations. Yes, the front page Warhol chose to reproduce is dominated by celebrities and their allure. The two sexual tendencies juxtaposed in the painting—one reproductive (a birth announcement), the other lurid and animalistic (“Rat Pack”)—enliven the drama, and the missing direct object in “A Boy for . . .” subtly substitutes a homoerotic potentiality for a reproductive certainty. But in this first version, the reproductive drama is as artistic as it is sexual in nature. Warhol again seems intent on making visual the hidden challenges of participatory culture. Everything is scrawled and unfinished, words and letters start out legible and convincing and quickly end up sketched and broken. One scrawl fails to convey what it is meant to, a second rougher scrawl comes in to finish the job and fails, information shades off into noise. And throughout, the artist’s failure to complete the simple task is constantly reiterated; he seems to have given up halfway again and again and, finally, to have judged the whole project impossible to finish.

      The script along the inside of the painted ring in Carat (1961) effectively summarizes these concerns. It is as though the entire possibility of participatory culture rests on Warhol’s ability to paint an “S” that looks mechanically engraved, as though the forever-postponed duplication of this feat, the second “S” in “HAPPINESS,” might truly bring about emotionally the word it would complete materially, realizing the promises of working-class cultural participation. Ads like the one Warhol copied were printed on a regular basis in working-class tabloids like the New York Daily News. They were smaller, cheaper ads, relegated to the margins of the page. Beneath one, an ad for mineral oil with the headline: “Woman Screams As Feet Burn!” To the right, a Macy’s ad: “YOU CAN’T GO TO HAWAII THIS SUMMER? NEVER MIND, MACY’S BRINGS HAWAII TO YOU” with “Exotic cotton print sun dresses, gorgeous as a Gauguin, at a gorgeous Macy-low price.” This ring was part of “New York’s Largest Discount Display,” and could be purchased on credit for $2.75 down, $2.00 weekly.114

      It is indicative of the velocity of Warhol’s dialectical imagination that the pathos enacted in the early newsprint paintings had become thematic by 1962 in the strange and brilliant Dance Diagram and Do It Yourself paintings (plate 9). In the dance diagrams and paint-by-numbers kits that are encountered by the consumer, the creative possibilities of art—of dancing and painting—are formalized and mechanized so that they can be bought and sold as an activity. These diagrams introduce their users to the rudiments of an aesthetic vocabulary while withholding the possibility of creativity. This is the world, for Warhol, of mass culture in America. Even when it pretends to be participatory, mass culture is almost exclusively a one-way street. The contours are drawn out in advance and the colors predetermined. In his work and his persona, however, Warhol professed not to recognize this fact, adopting the attitude of the stereotypical working-class subject, desperately attempting to participate in the culture he valued so deeply. Warhol would return to the possibilities of dancing in the Exploding Plastic Inevitable, his remarkable collaboration with the Velvet Underground, now testing them in a participatory and immersive way, but always “like the primitives.”
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        FIGURE 20. Andy Warhol, Carat, 1961. Water-based paint on linen, 52¼ × 48 inches. Daros Collection, Switzerland. © 2016 Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        FIGURE 21. Andy Warhol, Warren, 1962. Silkscreen ink on linen, 13 ⅛ × 10 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      What Warhol recognized in American myths was not merely the “universal” appeal of superheroes or of bodily perfection, or the personal pathos of his own distance from these ideals, but the power these myths held for the disadvantaged—the “dubber[s]” who will never be “pro[s]”—and the ways in which participatory culture was marketed to them alongside consumption.115 He pursued these promises across a variety of subjects and technologies. The smudged and unfinished pearls in the second—cleaner—version of A Boy for Meg tell this same story. They are the painting’s pivot point: the objects that both signify status and reveal its irreproducibility.
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        FIGURE 22. Andy Warhol, Front and Back Dollar Bills, 1962. Silkscreen ink and pencil on linen, 82¾ × 19 inches each. © 2016 Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      Screen-printing became an ideal technology for testing participatory culture: it could replicate images repeatedly, and at an enlarged scale.116 The compulsive repetition of many of the silkscreens dramatizes this irreproducibility; keep trying, in Natalie, Warren, or Marilyn (1962), to build an image of the movie star that would capture something of her real power and charm (fig. 21). Choose the perfect image, crop it just so, and then print, print, print. . . . The very process of replication produced distortion, especially when used in Warhol’s slapdash way—“disavowing major and worrisome self-disciplines,” in the stereotypically working-class manner.117 Often, a hasty hand would push too much ink through the screen, darkening the image. And ink never passed through the screen without remainder; absent regular cleaning, it would clog the mesh, preventing future flow. Images grew fainter and grittier as they proliferated, more ghostly, more distant, less regular, less legible.

      Warhol seems to have relished these inconsistencies. They proved once again that the images the culture industry makes available are constitutively unreproducible for the majority of their intended consumers. There will be no room, as there might have been with old ideals, to construct a circuitry: to desire Warren, to emulate him, to be judged by other Warren lovers, to take on his qualities, and to ascend to his level.118 “Warren” and “Marilyn” are commodities; it would be like building a can of Coke in your basement, on a budget and in a hurry. The result would be just as counterfeit as the imagery Warhol reproduced in his very first silkscreened paintings: those quintessentially working-class currencies, one- and two-dollar bills. As Warhol would later observe, “rich people” don’t bother with these bills: “They carry their money in a business envelope. . . . And the tens have a paper clip on them, so do the fives and twenties. And the money is usually new.”119

      Recalling his childhood trips to the movie theater, Leo Proudhammer, the narrator of James Baldwin’s 1968 novel Tell Me How Long the Train’s Been Gone, remarked a powerful connection between celebrity, participatory culture, and the brand image:

      
        I looked at the posters which seemed magical indeed to me in those days. I was very struck, not altogether agreeably, by the colors. The faces of the movie stars were in red, in green, in blue, in purple, not at all like the colors of real faces and yet they looked more real than real. Or, rather, they looked like faces far from me, faces which I would never be able to decipher, faces which could be seen but never changed or touched, faces which existed only behind these doors. . . . Some great assault, certainly, was being made on my imagination, on my sense of reality. Caleb could draw, he was teaching me to draw, and I wondered if he could teach me to draw faces like these. . . . They were not like any people I had ever seen and this made them, irrevocably, better. . . . But only the faces and the attitudes were real, more real than the lives we led, more real than our days and nights, and the names were merely brand-names, like Campbell’s Baked Beans or Kellogg’s Corn Flakes. We went to see James Cagney because we had grown accustomed to that taste, we knew that we would like it.120

      

      For Baldwin as for Warhol, the star’s face was both the most vivid and the most remote possible image—“seen but never changed or touched.” Stars were endowed with a Benjaminian aura—“the unique apparition of a distance, however near it may be.”121 Drawing these images might bring them closer. What Graeber calls the “unequal structures of imaginative identification . . . [and] creativity” might be overcome and a truly participatory culture achieved, if only for an afternoon.122 After all, the colors seemed simple enough . . . But, as Baldwin recognized, the odds would be stacked against the impoverished amateur under neoliberalism—“a failed utopian rhetoric” of participatory culture and social mobility, “masking a successful project for the restoration of ruling-class power.”123 And the brands stood guard—Kellogg’s, Campbell’s, Cagney—the same powerful and domineering icons against which Warhol would stage his next claims to cultural participation (fig. 40).

      What’s more, as Warhol was discovering, a tragicomic inability to reproduce these icons might carry an entertainment value of its own. The garish colors of these smudged heroes could appeal simultaneously to two very different audiences, depending on their understanding of the artist’s position. Did these images record the heartfelt efforts of a working-class mass culture junkie, desperate to recreate the culture in which he had been steeped? Or did they ironize any such attachment to popular culture and its reproduction, producing a spectacle of failure and longing? Of course, to the extent that they embraced his work, Warhol’s most influential interpreters took the second position; it was unthinkable to them that artworks this powerful could be speaking in an authentically working-class voice. Instead, the irregularities of screen-printing were quickly assimilated to standard avant-garde interests in “the impossibility of ever being able to grasp the firm ground of reality behind the intertextuality of ‘images’” while “nevertheless still having to assume a reality . . .”124 They were clearly aristocratic “Anti-Art with capital A’s,” or pure, petty bourgeois, unhappy consciousness.125 As this emphasis on Warhol the postmodern ironist or avant-gardist gained momentum, it encouraged new audiences to understand their own attachment to popular and participatory culture ironically—to laugh at their own failed attempts to participate, to value these failures as entertainment. Previously, advertisers had assumed that the working class wasn’t intelligent enough to enjoy irony: “super-sophisticated advertising . . . is simply meaningless to the Lower Status people. They cannot comprehend the sly humor, they are lost by the bizarre art.”126 But at some point, neoliberalism’s promises of participatory culture would begin to ring hollow, even to these “Lower Status people.” If the advertisements were lying to them, and becoming a successful artist wasn’t as easy as buying a gadget or attending a mail-away art school, maybe there were other satisfactions to be gained from one’s own distance from artistry and creativity—from the clumsy, inarticulate, mechanical style that Warhol helped to pioneer in the visual realm.

      Contemporary advertising has capitalized on this ironic self-understanding, aping and appropriating the consumer’s entertaining failure to participate in culture, particularly with low-end products. Burger King’s “King” mascot revels in its own faux-nobility; customers are meant to laugh at the figure’s awkwardness even as he wheedles them toward a purchase.127 Toyota advertises its low-budget model with the tag line “YARIS / it’s a CAR!” (framed by a jagged Warholian bubble), while bragging that “STANDARD FEATURES COME STANDARD.” As Debord reminds us, advertising is fundamentally self-defeating: “Each new lie of the advertising industry implicitly acknowledges the one before.”128 Ironization is advertising’s desperate gamble that the resulting cynicism can be defused homeopathically, by integrating it into the advertisement itself.

      If, as Clark has argued, capitalism involves “a systematic ironizing of subject-positions . . . which produces the conditions for effective . . . controllable citizenship,” then the canonization of a postmodern Warhol ought to be recognized as a crucial moment in the construction of the working-class “consumer/citizen.”129 Cynicism, “the neoliberal condition” and “the mark of resentment of those who have abandoned the possibility of change,” would allow these subjects to enjoy and consume their own absence from cultural participation.130 Paradoxically, Warhol’s art was understood to model this ironized, cynical citizenship even as it mourned its conditions.

    

  
    
      Chapter Three

      Warhol’s Brand Images

      What did the brand images Warhol famously reproduced in his paintings and sculptures—commodity logos like Campbell’s and Brillo and Coca-Cola—mean in their own time? Were they as universally “American” in 1962 as they appear to be today? How did they function socially? To which audiences were they designed to appeal? These questions have remained mostly unasked and unanswered. Although Warhol’s brand image borrowings represent a limited segment of his production during this period, they include some of the most iconic works of the early sixties.1 Between 1962 and 1964, Warhol had four solo shows in the United States, two of which were devoted exclusively to brand image artworks: Campbell’s Soup (plate 10), Coca-Cola, and the Brillo Boxes, among others.2 What’s more, brand image artworks made up half of Warhol’s contribution to his single group show during this period. These works have remained central to Warhol’s reputation since they were first shown. Ascertaining the social significance of this material is thus a pressing task for Warhol scholarship.

      As it turns out, these brand images—for so-called national brands, advertised and distributed under brands owned by their manufacturers or distributors—were in Warhol’s time seen as much less universally “American” than they now appear. Where brand appeal had previously been expected to “trickle down,” from elites to the masses, during the late 1950s and early 1960s national brands were retargeted, aimed directly at “working class wives” and their families.3 These “consumers” were expected to be less likely than their wealthier peers to succumb to the “mushrooming” appeal of “private” or generic brands (products advertised by a retailer rather than their manufacturer or distributor, and sold at a lower price and higher margin), and hungrier for the status that national brands supposedly conveyed.4 Paradoxically, contemporary researchers argued, “the outer package means a lot more” to working-class Americans.5 “In the slums,” one of them claimed, “the closer colors are to the rainbow, the more enticing they are.”6 The results were promising: “The working class wife is clearly a dependable, dependent ‘brand shopper.’”7

      National brands may now have reached a stage of functional ubiquity, in which everyone is supposedly “a walking compendium of brands . . . [that] become amongst the most direct expressions of our individuality,” but this was not the case in the early 1960s when Warhol made them central subjects of his art.8 The class-specificity of the brands he made use of was widely reported in the contemporary discourses of marketing and would likely have been familiar to anyone who, like Warhol, had attained a position of prominence within the field.9 Understood in its context as an embattled and strategically active category, the brand image sheds new light on Warhol’s early pop work and its cultural reception. Likewise, Warhol’s reconfigurations of brand images reframe the strengths and weaknesses of an ambitious marketing strategy that remains pervasive to this day. In his brand image artworks, Warhol took up a set of class stereotypes and tested their appeal for an elite audience. These stereotypically working-class icons, technologies, and attitudes: could their combination beguile an artworld growing tired of Mark Rothko and Jackson Pollock? What would it take to make the hastily traced image of a picture of a can of soup seem world-historical?

      The invisibility of the social history of Warhol’s brand image motifs has underwritten many of the most ambitious and influential readings of his work.10 Again and again, across a variety of political and hermeneutical frames of reference, we are told that Warhol’s brand motifs appealed to “everyone” or that they rendered the problem of class irrelevant. For Arthur Danto, Warhol’s brand image art, “redeemed the signs that meant enormously much to everyone, as defining their daily lives.”11 Kirk Varnedoe argued that, with these works, “Warhol moved out of the expressionist grunge of tabloid vulgarity towards the commonplace banality of middle-class commodities . . . [supplying] a steady common denominator of experience across every age and class.”12 Benjamin Buchloh claimed that these works were capable of “canceling out traditional iconographic readings” because “there is a degree of randomness, arbitrariness in the various objects that are chosen.”13 Mary Anne Staniszewski put the point even more sharply: “Pop represents the language of images circulated within the mass media where all sense of origin and concrete substance dissolves.”14 1959 had seen the publication of Robert Nisbet’s “The Decline and Fall of Social Class,” which argued that “the term social class . . . is nearly valueless for the clarification of the data of wealth, power, and social status in contemporary United States.”15 The soup cans and soda bottles seemed to usher in a new world of classlessness and social mobility. In this respect, as in so many others, Warhol’s work was apparently a sign of the times.

      Warhol himself sometimes celebrated the egalitarian accessibility of brand image commodities—“the world of spending,” as bell hooks describes it, “where the promise of community is evoked.”16 As he famously argued in his Philosophy:

      
        What’s great about this country is that America started the tradition where the richest consumers buy essentially the same things as the poorest. You can be watching TV and see Coca-Cola, and you can know that the President drinks Coke, Liz Taylor drinks Coke, and just think, you can drink Coke, too. A Coke is a Coke and no amount of money can get you a better Coke than the one the bum on the corner is drinking. All the Cokes are the same and all the Cokes are good. Liz Taylor knows it, the President knows it, the bum knows it, and you know it.17

      

      And yet the lesser-known paragraphs that surround this encomium show that Warhol was anything but sanguine regarding Coke’s ability to overcome inequality in America. The passage strikes an optimistic note in an otherwise gloomy chapter, in which Warhol bemoans American social stratification, wishes that the president would “have the TV cameras film him cleaning the toilets” to improve “the morale of the people who do the wonderful job of keeping the toilets clean,” and admits that he is paralyzed with embarrassment when confronted with a hotel maid.18 Despite its appeal, egalitarianism is often a dream deferred for Warhol—a matter of marketing and false promises. What’s more, during the early 1960s, the advertising world—and Warhol most likely with it—would have known that brands like Coca-Cola were actively constructing this image of affordable luxury, and seeking out a new class of consumers who could be expected to imagine that briefly owning a ten-cent bottle of soda or can of soup somehow made them sophisticated. As we will see, there is ample reason to believe that Warhol was at least as interested in these objects’ failures as he was in their successes; the remarkable torn and crushed soup paintings hint at this interest, as do his Tunafish Disaster paintings (1963).

      These latter works, eleven in all, commemorate the botulism-related deaths of two working-class women who had been exposed to the bacteria by contaminated cans of tuna. They form part of what Thomas Crow calls Warhol’s “peinture noire”: “a stark, disabused, pessimistic vision of American life, produced from the knowing rearrangement of pulp materials by an artist who did not opt for the easier paths of irony or condescension.”19 The source material from which Warhol derived these paintings confirms and extends Crow’s hypothesis. Officials initially attempted to blame the contamination on “human error,” or more specifically, negligent factory workers—to condemn the working class for its own tragedy. But further investigation revealed a second contaminated can; the functionaries were forced to exonerate the factory workers and admit what they euphemistically called “mechanical failure”—the deadly malfunction of their own technologies and procedures. All of this history is strikingly legible in one of Warhol’s largest versions of the subject, the only work from this period that includes a legibly silkscreened news article, here duplicated with six complete and enlarged prints of the photographs of the can and its victims that dominated the other versions: “It was time for lunch. In the kitchen of a modest, four-bedroom home in the Detroit suburb of Grosse Ile, Mrs. Colette Brown, 37, got out a can of tuna fish and made two sandwiches, for herself and for her neighbor, Mrs. Margaret McCarthy, 39. . . . The next morning, Mrs. Brown was dead.”20
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        FIGURE 23. Andy Warhol, Tunafish Disaster, 1963. Silkscreen ink and silver paint on linen, 124½ × 83 inches. Daros Collection, Switzerland. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      The text, the cans, and the women’s portraits shadow and haunt each other; in the lower left-hand corner of one painting, the edge of a seventh large can is barely visible, sinisterly suggesting the future circulation of these deadly receptacles. In any case, there was no way Warhol would have missed this issue of Newsweek—“Pop Goes the Easel,” one of the magazine’s first features on pop art, ran a few pages after “Two Tuna Sandwiches.” It featured a reproduction of Warhol’s Dick Tracy, the comic-strip detective forever vigilant for corpses and killers.

      As is often the case, pop’s harshest critics—responding early, while the style’s value was still in question—were sometimes best able to pinpoint its underlying connotations. In 1962 Time described pop’s subject matter as “the most banal and even vulgar trappings of modern civilization.”21 Hilton Kramer voiced his displeasure with pop’s consequences in similar terms: “Its social effect is simply to reconcile us to a world of commodities, banalities, and vulgarities.”22 Barbara Rose rejected pop’s supermarket imagery as “offensive,” claiming that she was “annoyed to have to see in a gallery what I’m forced to look at in the supermarket.”23 After all, supermarkets themselves were a relatively recent phenomenon, with distinctly downmarket connotations.24

      None of these critics were able (or willing) to articulate the social prejudices behind their aversion to pop’s subject matter. As a result, their apprehensions can easily be interpreted as a general distaste for commerce or capitalism broadly construed. It was the poet Stanley Kunitz—speaking at the Museum of Modern Art alongside Kramer and sharing his antipathies toward the symposium’s subject—who was best able to sum up the social dimension of pop’s imagery: “Pop art rejects the impulse towards communion; most of its signs and slogans and stratagems come straight out of the citadel of bourgeois society, the communications stronghold where the images and desires of mass man are produced, usually in plastic.”25 Like Kramer, Kunitz emphasized the falseness of pop’s chosen motifs, their dissimilarity to true communication or “communion.” But Kunitz’s description stood out for its willingness to introduce the notion of class strategy into its interpretive framework. In Kunitz’s formulation, the “signs and slogans and stratagems” pop appropriated belonged neither to the working nor the vaguely defined “middle classes,” nor could they strictly be attributed to the bourgeoisie. Instead, during the late 1950s and early 1960s, they could best be understood as produced by one class—the bourgeoisie—and targeted directly at another: Kunitz’s “mass man,” the working class.

      The function of the brand image

      It turns out that the advertising industry’s own understanding of brand images during the 1950s and early 1960s was deeply strategic and manipulative—far closer to Kunitz’s than to Staniszewski’s or Danto’s. Of course, like comic books and television, branded commodities were difficult to avoid by the late 1950s. But despite their functional ubiquity, they were being described by their creators in increasingly class-specific and manipulative terms.26

      Writing in 1957, William D. Tyler, president and chairman of the Plans Board at Leo Burnett Co., laid out one of the frankest descriptions the brand image received during this period: “This is advertising that sells by implanting a literal image in the consumer’s mind.” The article seems to call forth a new world of subliminal advertising, to which all would be susceptible: “These are visual images that are ‘branded’ into people’s mind.” But it culminated in a series of arguments that distinctly narrowed the reach of this audience:

      
        An imposing percentage of Americans look at our advertising without consciously seeing it. . . . It can be argued that these are dull, unimaginative clods. . . . But these same people have to . . . select branded merchandise off the shelf just like other people. . . . They want to play follow-the-leader. That way they know they will not go wrong. . . . They can do it if the advertising they do not consciously look at dins into their minds a simple, memorable, repetitive visual symbol of that brand name enough times so that it becomes part of their daily living, one of those familiar talismans on which they can rely rather than making independent decisions.27

      

      The passage is remarkable both for its candor and its condescension. Ironically, there are clear echoes throughout of Vance Packard’s The Hidden Persuaders, which had been published to wide acclaim only six months earlier and had described Americans as “image lovers given to impulsive and compulsive acts,” who “please [‘the professional persuaders’] with our growing docility in responding to the manipulation of symbols that stir us to action.”28 This critique would be reproduced and politicized in The Manchurian Candidate (1962)—a film that centers on subliminal manipulation—where, in the culminating scene, the empty seats of the Republican convention hall are repeatedly juxtaposed with empty Pepsi bottles, ready to be filled with premade “product.”29
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        FIGURE 24. The Manchurian Candidate, film still, 1962.
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        FIGURE 25. The Manchurian Candidate, film still, 1962.

      

      But while Packard’s book and The Manchurian Candidate condemned the advertising industry for “subliminally” manipulating consumers, Tyler’s article represented one of the industry’s leading lights bragging to his peers about the depths and breadths of this manipulation—at least as it applied to demographics other than his wealthy and educated readers. It is critical to recognize that, for Tyler, there was absolutely nothing neutral or transparent about a brand image; it was something consumers “know or think they know,” a “talisman” that bypasses or short-circuits their ability to make “independent decisions.” Yes, as Danto argued, this image “becomes part of their daily living,” but only through force, through nonconscious and manipulative exposure and repetition. On Tyler’s view, the brand image was meant to simulate, and ultimately to replace, the work previously done by circuitries of social experimentation and emulation; instead of “following-the-leader,” the branded consumer followed a mark that had been imprinted in her mind through repetition. The ubiquity and universality so often ascribed to Warhol’s chosen motifs—their being “totally universal and loved by the public,” in the words of the chairman of Christie’s—was, in his own time, actively being produced, disseminated, and disguised as a socially determined tradition.30

      But there are other important details to glean from Tyler’s description. The question of class—the different economic classes of consumers and the different ways to target them—did not appear explicitly in his argument. Like many of his peers, including Kramer and Rose, but also Dwight Macdonald, Tyler preferred not to get too specific about class. There seems to have been general agreement among these authors that “class lines are especially weak” in America, and that it was therefore easier to talk about mass-, mid-, and high- “brow” or “cult” than to talk about classes.31 Tyler’s argument focused instead (euphemistically?) on “the forgotten people,” “dull, unimaginative clods” who were “not bright enough to be convinced by our most cogent sales arguments.” But even “clods” needed something from the products they buy: “they need this feeling of reassurance and familiarity.”

      These final phrases—in many ways the proposition of the article as a whole—call to mind a discourse that may already have been familiar to Tyler in 1957, and that was to be very widely propagated in the following years. Tyler’s claim—that some consumers derive their social standing from the familiarity of brand name products—became the key conclusion of research being funded and disseminated by Macfadden Publications, Inc., a company that produced magazines like True Story, True Romances, and True Experiences for a predominantly working-class audience.32 Where Tyler only implicitly identified the disadvantaged consumer as most susceptible to the brand image, Macfadden explicitly singled out the working-class consumer as the solution to what they called “the battle of the brands”—the challenge posed to national brands by cheaper generic products.33 A closer look at the Macfadden argument reveals Tyler’s circumlocutions for what they were: a way of describing the working class and their supposed vulnerabilities to advertising without directly naming them.

      From a twenty-first-century vantage point, where brands seem to have colonized every area, not just of consumption and leisure, but of life itself, it is hard to imagine a relatively recent moment when the brand strategy was in crisis. And yet such a crisis was widely reported in the late 1950s and early 1960s, and would likely have been familiar to anyone—like Kunitz, Tyler, or Warhol—who had recently worked in the fields of news, media, or marketing. The perceived problem was that national brands were losing significant ground to generic, or “private brand,” competitors. A 1956 A & P Supermarket advertisement from the Chicago Times is indicative of this trend; the full-page ad, listing dozens of items, includes only one national brand image: Campbell’s Soup, soon to become one of Warhol’s favorite motifs, but here dwarfed by A & P’s generic “Dexo” brand shortening.34 A New York Times article from 1956 entitled “Battle of Brands Growing Fiercer: Retailers Using Own Labels to Bolster Their Profits and Foil Discounters” argued that this battle was being fought most fiercely “in department stores and supermarkets,” where “manufacturers with well-established national brands” were being undercut by “retailers with their newer but rapidly gaining private brands.”35

      The article’s glum tone echoed the advertising industry’s overall response to the rise of the generic brand. These brands had begun to dominate the market, claiming 70 percent of frozen orange juice sales, 62 percent of margarine sales, and 60 percent of coffee sales.36 Madison Avenue had a significant vested interest in the success of national brands; in many ways, the fate of these brands was a verdict on the effectiveness of advertising, since “one of the biggest factors setting private brands apart from name brands is the fact that they are not heavily advertised, if at all.”37 According to a 1962 New York Times article, the “extraordinary growth of private label products has caused concern among advertising agencies and . . . forced many makers of brand name goods to reduce prices and curtail advertising budgets.”38

      At the height of this “crisis,” Macfadden Publications launched an ambitious advertising campaign advancing an alternative solution. Instead of continuing to throw good advertising money after bad, Macfadden proposed that national brands think more critically about the constituencies they intended to target. The Macfadden campaign began with a bang on the morning of August 14, 1961, a few months before Warhol began painting soup cans, when “a score of [advertising] space salesmen . . . set out on visits to leading advertising agencies carrying lunch pails [‘a symbol of the blue collar working class’] instead of attaché cases.”39 The basic thrust of Macfadden’s theory of working-class buying habits was straightforward: massive numbers of increasingly prosperous working-class customers—Tyler’s “dull, unimaginative clods,” Kunitz’s “mass men”—could be relied upon to value national brands, where their middle- and upper-class counterparts could not.
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        FIGURE 26. A & P Supermarket advertisement, Chicago Daily Tribune, September 9, 1956, 27.
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        FIGURE 27. Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, May 15, 1961, 32.

      

      Macfadden justified this hypothesis with two interrelated arguments: working-class consumers were willing to pay more for national brands both because they valued the status thereby accrued and because they were not sufficiently educated to recognize that advertising was deceptive—that nationally branded and privately branded products were qualitatively indistinguishable. “The blue collar person,” a Macfadden vice president declared, again referencing Packard, “depends on brands as status symbols. . . . Unlike the white collar wife, the working class wife is not suspicious of advertising as a ‘hidden persuader.’ She prefers and wants to lean on the security she gets from buying national brands.” The Times solicited opposing viewpoints, but these did little to undermine Macfadden’s case: “There are 26,000,000 working class housewives in the United States, and they control 57.5 per cent of total discretionary spending. . . . ‘This is a vast new marketing frontier and we are going out and exploiting it.’”40

      Macfadden supplemented its lunch pail campaign with a remarkable series of full-page advertisements in the New York Times that ran through most of 1961 and 1962—the period when Warhol was first producing and exhibiting his brand image artworks. The first such ad, captioned “Surging ahead,” appeared on the same day in the Times, the Wall Street Journal, and the Chicago Tribune. It featured a large picture of a breaking wave and proclaimed, “This is Macfadden’s conviction: the battle of the national brands will be won or lost depending on the attitudes of mass, not middle-class, consumers.”41 This bold claim was reinforced in five more full-page ads, each printed on the Times’s back page, with a provocative headline and three columns of densely packed text.

      The headlines spoke directly to the anxieties surrounding national brands: “Can Advertising Block Sales?”; “The Quality Revolution—New Hope for National Brands”; “Who Needs National Brands?”; “The woman who packs this pail will decide the future of national brands!”; “Which Half of the Market Needs National Brands?” The accompanying texts reiterated and expanded the lunch pail campaign’s key points. Conventional marketing promised that “classes sell the masses”: “advertise to the people at the top and the masses will follow.” But this trickle-down dynamic could no longer be trusted: “The masses don’t follow. Not anymore. The mass consumers, America’s working class—the newest consumer sales phenomenon on the U.S. marketing scene—picks its own path.”42 What’s more, these “consumers” couldn’t be reached by mainstream print media; fewer than 20 percent of them read Life, Woman’s Day, or the Saturday Evening Post. They preferred instead “magazines directed specifically to [their] needs and interests,” featuring characters with “similar backgrounds, similar problems and similar goals”—Macfadden magazines.43

      Having established the independence of working-class consumers from upper-class influence, the advertisements proceeded to the “best news of all”: “In the face of a sharp rise in retailer brand [i.e., generic or private brand] competition, the wife of working class America looms as a massive ally for the national manufacturer.” With their newly earned buying power, “working class families today are reaching out for the American Dream. . . . They want ‘all the good things of life’ their Depression-wracked parents could never provide.” While middle-class consumers, “with their higher cultural level,” have “no qualms about buying private labels,” the working-class wife is “less sophisticated, less certain.” Consequently, “these women want to lean on the security derived from buying a brand name that is nationally advertised by a company they know will stand behind its brand.” What’s more, by purchasing these branded goods, the working-class wife believes she accrues status. By contrast, “White collar wives, as you may know, seek status elsewhere—e.g., country clubs, foreign cars and trips to exotic vacation lands.”44
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        FIGURE 28. Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, December 20, 1961, 68.
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        FIGURE 29. Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, March 7, 1962, 72.
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        FIGURE 30. Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, April 11, 1962, 88.
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        FIGURE 31. Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, May 16, 1962, 84.

      

      The question of the empirical accuracy of Macfadden’s claims is in many ways beyond the scope of this chapter. The advertisements were certainly biased; their express goal was to sell advertising space in publications with an established working-class readership. The claims they made in the service of this goal are broad and difficult to verify. Clearly, this was a moment when the concept of the working class was being used “to maintain and consolidate differences in power”—to shore up a thoughtful middle class by projecting a mass of subjects “beneath” them, who don’t “think, act, talk or shop like [their] white collar counterparts.”45 It must have been reassuring for many of the Times’s readers to imagine a fundamentally different “working class wife” who “responds to authority,” “is constantly beset by events over which she feels she has no control,” and feels “the day-to-day world is chaotic.”46 No such anxieties and insecurities for the Times subscriber and “his” family!

      But a few things about the ads are clear. First, they could cite supporting empirical research. Macfadden’s claims relied heavily on the findings of Social Research, Inc., a Chicago-based firm that produced the book Workingman’s Wife, which asserted that its subjects “are happiest when buying brand name merchandise.” These purchases “give them the ‘feel’ of economic security . . . [and] confer . . . the social security of having done the same thing as millions of other Americans.”47 Quotes from the study’s working-class subjects confirmed this view: “I have a tendency to go toward name-brands. . . . I don’t trust off brands. . . . I get an awful lot of ideas from [magazine advertisements and illustrations].”48 Second, the Macfadden ads were well distributed and immensely visible. It would have been difficult to be involved in the world of Madison Avenue advertising during this period—as Warhol was—and to be unaware of the lunch pail campaign, or of the full-page advertisements in the New York Times and elsewhere. Third, and most important, Macfadden’s campaign seems to have succeeded in drawing national brand advertising to its magazines.49 Whether or not Macfadden was right in claiming that working-class consumers preferred national brands for the reasons cited, they persuaded the manufacturers of these national brands to market their goods to this specific audience. A Macfadden advertisement cited a 35 percent rise in advertising lineage for the company’s “women’s group” publications in the first quarter of 1962, against an overall downward trend in women’s magazine lineage.50 The Times ran a follow-up report in June 1962, which informed the public that, as a result of its success, the Macfadden campaign “had scrapped its grey pails and substituted gold ones”—a distinctly Warholian touch.51
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        FIGURE 32. True Story, March 1960, cover. © BroadLit, Inc.

      

      A sample of the advertising pages in Macfadden magazines from the early 1960s confirms the ascendance of brand name advertising. Almost every large advertisement in the March 1960 and August 1961 issues of True Story featured a nationally branded commodity. (The back pages of these issues were still dominated by the drab black-and-white advertisements upon which Warhol based his earliest pop artworks—much like the ads for “freak healing devices, muscle courses, and bust lotions” that had predominated since the title’s inception.52) The full-color advertisements touted cosmetic and grocery items, and almost all followed the same basic pattern: a large, vivid photograph of the advertised item in use, accompanied by a textual description, with a picture of the item in its branded package in the lower right-hand corner. In each case, the model and her enjoyment of the product were intended to draw the viewer’s attention and the accompanying text to explain the product’s virtues, but the branded image in the lower right-hand corner was the page’s last word, the mnemonic device recommended by Tyler and meant to be retained until the reader had reached the proper aisle in the grocery store. Each “shopper,” no matter how supposedly dim and uneducated, must be made to memorize “the aristocracy of brand names” that guarantees quality.53 Many of Warhol’s key brand images of the early 1960s were borrowed from this same style of advertisement.54

      Would Warhol have been aware of these arguments when he painted the Campbell’s Soup cans? Their relevance to his work clearly does not depend on proving that he was. The Macfadden campaign had gained enough prominence during this period to be considered an important factor in these works’ reception. The confluence between Tyler’s 1957 article, numerous newspaper accounts of a national brand crisis, and Macfadden’s 1961–62 campaign suggests that these ideas had reached a wide audience within the advertising and media industries. The Washington Post’s “Post Impressionist,” Jerry Doolittle, devoted a column to ventriloquizing a brassy “working class wife” named Mrs. Schwitzen who takes offense at being asked by an imaginary Macfadden pollster whether she wears deodorant: “Isn’t that what you’re getting at, that everybody that works for an honest living stinks?”55 Throughout these accounts, supermarkets were repeatedly emphasized as one of the most volatile arenas for brand competition. Warhol’s classic brand image artworks borrowed exclusively from supermarket products; this is the primary shared feature of the Brillo Boxes, soup cans, cola bottles, six packs, and coffee labels. At the very least, then, the crisis of the brand image has to be recognized as an important contributing element in the reception of Warhol’s work and in its broader historical context.

      And yet a strong case can be made for Warhol’s awareness of these issues. Warhol worked as an illustrator for the New York Times from 1955 through May 1963, a period that included every major Macfadden article and advertisement, as well as scores of other articles on the national brand “crisis.” George Hartman, a contemporary advertising executive, called Warhol “the commercial artist of the moment.”56 In order to dispute Warhol’s exposure to these issues, one has to imagine that, despite being a renowned advertising illustrator known for his savvy and sophistication, he had little to no interest in advertising news and failed to keep up to date on its announcements, even as he worked for the newspaper in which many of these announcements were published.

      What’s more, the specific brand images that Warhol chose to borrow during the early 1960s were directly linked to the so-called crisis of the national brand. Depending on how they are defined, the Warhol catalogue raisonné lists around seventy-seven brand image paintings made during the period from 1961 to 1963. Of these, over 60 percent (forty-eight, counting the thirty-two Ferus paintings as one work) were derived from the Campbell’s Soup label. Roughly a fifth (fifteen) were derived from Coca-Cola advertising. Six of the remaining works refer to Martinson Coffee, and one each to Schlitz beer, Del Monte canned fruit, and Pepsi-Cola. All of these brands were affected by the shifting marketing and sales strategies of the period. Coca-Cola and Campbell’s Soup, Warhol’s two most iconic and familiar brand motifs, were both actively involved during the 1950s with brand image strategies. Del Monte had initiated a similar project. Martinson and Schlitz, by contrast, were attempting to target directly a working-class market with what had previously been trickle-down brands.

      A sign of good taste

      Two general elements of Warhol’s style are illuminated by—and in turn, illuminate—the history of the branded image and its strategic targetings. The first is Warhol’s apparent reverence for the images he borrowed. His was the first sustained artistic attempt to make brand images the exclusive subject matter of a series of artworks; the works’ historical concurrence with the Macfadden discourse is thus all the more striking. They are assertive and formidable paintings; they proclaim the importance of their motifs, their adequacy as independent subjects for representation. Warhol is alone among the artists of this period in resisting the temptation to reduce the brand image to one component in a larger drama, maintaining instead that he “just happen[ed] to like ordinary things.”57 Other pop artists rejected this focus, advocating deeper resonances for their work; as James Rosenquist described his paintings in 1964, “the subject matter isn’t popular images, it isn’t that at all.”58 Warhol’s work concentrates on the brand images themselves, and the possibility of their reproduction.

      The drama of this reproduction forms the second key element of Warhol’s style. Brand images were rarely appropriated (in the sense of being directly imported as material, as in the work of Eduardo Paolozzi, Ray Johnson, or Wolf Vostell) or drawn freehand in Warhol’s work; instead, they were hastily and inaccurately copied with the aid of reproductive technologies. Its “slurs and gaps and mottlings and tics” set Warhol’s work apart from that of his contemporaries, who tended, when they adopted brand images, either to appropriate their motifs directly (as in collage), to reproduce them in an impeccably slick style, or to stylize them in a distinctively arty way.59

      Through both of these qualities, Warhol’s work investigated the class stereotypes that Macfadden described: if these brand images were truly so central to working-class visual culture, what would it take to make this culture participatory? Might working-class “consumers” care enough about these images to attempt to reproduce them, and struggle to do so even with the aid of the reproductive technologies—Magic Art Reproducers—that were also being marketed to them? In other words, could these working-class icons be remade by working-class hands and tools? Warhol’s brand image artworks record the tensions that arose from these questions, extending and camouflaging the direct investigation of working-class culture and cultural participation inaugurated in the newsprint paintings.

      In the earliest brand image paintings, like Peach Halves and Campbell’s Soup Can (Tomato Rice), these tensions had been communicated through gestural scrawls and painted masking that clearly conveyed the frustrations of thwarted visual reproduction. Here, plainly, was a stereotypically working-class hand attempting to reproduce the brand images that marketers claimed were so important to him—too harried, anxious, impatient, and impulsive to distinguish between image and mask or to reproduce either completely. Like Superman and the diamond ring advertisements, these mythic images remained blatantly irreproducible for their most ardent admirers. And yet critics missed the point of this gesturalism, reading it as a derivative remnant of abstract expressionism, and overlooking the potential desirability of brand images that they found mundane or repulsive.

      These participatory frustrations were turned from the process to the object in the distressed soup cans of early 1962, based on photographs by Edward Wallowitch. In works like Big Torn Campbell’s Soup Can (Pepper Pot) (plate 11), the brand image seems to have been punished—torn, punctured, or crumpled—for its irreproducibility. These paintings ask us to imagine a subject who has lost his patience with brand image commodities and their extravagant promises of status and security, and has exacted his revenge on them physically. During this same period, Warhol began collecting lurid tabloid photos of car crashes, and one wonders whether the congruencies between torn, crumpled, and punctured cans and torn, crumpled, and punctured cars appealed to him. He would return to this conjunction between packaged food and bodily injury in the 1964 Tunafish Disaster paintings and again in 1967, when he drew out the resemblances between silver-painted Coca-Cola bottles and silver-painted practice bombs.
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        FIGURE 33. Andy Warhol, Orange Car Crash, 1963. Acrylic and silkscreen ink on linen, 86½ × 82¼ inches. Galleria d’Arte Moderna. Photo: Alinari/Art Resource, NY. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      In the classic brand image works, and particularly in the soup can paintings of the early 1960s, Warhol found a way to make the tensions between the brand image and its reproduction subtler and seemingly more mechanical, to the point where many viewers overlooked them completely. The catalogue raisonné describes the Mönchengladbach (copied from a magazine advertisement) and Ferus (copied from a Campbell’s label) soup can paintings as being “based on illustrated images that were projected, traced, and methodically painted to show little evidence of the artist’s hand.” But “evidence of the artist’s hand” is more than negligible, particularly when the paintings are compared directly with their source advertisements, identified here for the first time (plate 12).60 The various elements of the cans are distinctively handmade—rough, uneven, and irregular from edge to edge.

      These handmade and provisional qualities are striking in the iconic 32 Campbell’s Soup Cans, first exhibited at the Ferus Gallery in July 1962. To produce these paintings, Warhol traced a soup can image that Campbell’s printed on its company envelopes, enlarged it with a projector, outlined it in pencil on canvas, and painted in the final forms, including the outlines of the can, the Campbell’s logo, the word “CONDENSED,” and the upper red area for each painting. He added the variety names individually to each painted can, stamped the fleur-de-lis, and painted in the gold centers. Since they were first shown, these paintings have been treated mainly as a conceptual provocation. In Duchamp’s memorable words, “What interests us is the concept that wants to put fifty Campbell Soup cans on a canvas.”61 But, seen in person, the paintings have qualities that strikingly contradict these assessments, emphasizing discrepancy over exactitude, and facture over concept. Like the working-class consumers described by contemporary sociologists and profiled in Macfadden’s advertisements, their style seems driven by an anxious and impatient interest in “the aristocracy of brand names” and the “American Dream” of status and security they promised to provide.62

      Perhaps the most obvious instance of this emphasis on facture and impatient “impulse-following” appears in the variety labels that distinguish each can.63 Each of these descriptors—“BEEF,” “PEPPER POT”—was unique and had to be hand-painted. What’s more, each needed to arch convincingly as it curved around its can. During the long process of painting thirty-two individual cans, Warhol seems to have tired of these challenges. The lettering, letter-spacing, and kerning are inconsistent. In Bean with Bacon and Turkey Noodle, he gave up trying to curve the font; in other paintings, like Vegetarian Vegetable, the kerning and line spacing are sloppy and irregular. Old-fashioned Tomato Rice Soup is missing its crowning gold ring, and many of the other rings are uneven; in some cases, the gold paint is thin, while in others, like Pepper Pot, it overflows its edges.

      
        [image: ]

        FIGURE 34. Andy Warhol, 32 Campbell’s Soup Cans, 1962. Synthetic polymer paint on thirty-two canvases, each canvas 20 × 16 inches. The Museum of Modern Art. Digital image © Museum of Modem Art. Licensed by SCALA/Art Resource, NY. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      A stereotypically working-class preference for “immediate gratifications” also informed Warhol’s approach to materials.64 His assistant Ted Carey remembered him having “the most awful equipment: he had brushes that were so old they’d have three hairs, but he didn’t want to get new brushes.”65 As Warhol told a British interviewer in 1966, “My work won’t last anyway. I was using cheap paint.”66 Everywhere, this cheap paint barely conceals the canvas beneath it, and the colors are far from uniform: Bean with Bacon, Turkey Noodle, and Vegetable are painted with a notably brighter red than their peers. Warhol’s pencil underdrawing is visible in each painting, further emphasizing the handmade and provisional nature of the reproduction. Along the lower edge of each can, the roughly stamped fleur-de-lis crowd and stray playfully, like clones or puckered orifices, occasionally even infringing the contour lines between cans and backgrounds.

      Some of these glitches are subtle, but a glaring inconsistency occurs at the center of every early sixties Campbell’s Soup Can: the engraved gold medallion, designed by J. C. Chaplain for the “Exposition Universelle Internationale”—the 1900 Paris world’s fair—is left either blank or, in rare cases, unfinished.67 In place of the medallion, the works have an empty gold circle, painted in faint but legible strokes, which varies in hue from canvas to canvas. This seemingly critical defect went mostly unremarked by contemporary commentators. Through this absence, the product’s old-fashioned seal of quality and authenticity is rhetorically revealed to be irreproducible—cheap gold paint ineffectually pretending to be (the image of) a blank gold medal. When Warhol returned to the soup can motif in 1964, at the request of the Campbell’s corporation, he added a screened image of the medallion, but produced it in such a way that its motto was illegible—shapes rather than letters.68 It is as though each of these paintings contains a secret that is paradoxically hiding in plain sight: that the brand image its creator found so fascinating was constitutively irreproducible from his position. The social status the brand image supposedly conveyed to its working-class buyers could be consumed but never reproduced, no matter how many times he painted it. One wonders whether it was this feature of the Campbell’s brand image that made it so appealing to Warhol, worthy of being painted more than three times as frequently as its closest competitor.69

      Of all Warhol’s brand image motifs, Campbell’s Soup was the most closely linked to the “battle of the brands.” In an interview with the New York Times on the occasion of the first day of the lunch pail campaign, Macfadden Inc.’s vice president and advertising director used Campbell’s to illustrate his fundamental point: “The middle class wife feels free to serve any kind of private label soup, for example, but the working class wife derives status and confidence by serving Campbell’s Soup.”70 In many ways Campbell’s perfectly exemplified the national brand problem: a food that had never been particularly prized for its quality was now being sold on the basis of status. In 1958 Clarence Eldridge, Campbell’s former vice president of marketing, described this method of advertising as “franchise building,” and—with breathtaking cynicism—traced its roots to the Nazi theory of propaganda: “This kind of advertising seeks to exploit, in a perfectly legitimate manner, the Nazis’ hypothesis (unfortunately, in that case, perverted to evil use) that ‘if you tell it often enough, long enough, it will be believed.’” As long as this principle was “applied to honest advertising claims,” Eldridge argued that it was “the fundamental basis for practically all ‘franchise building’ advertising.”71 Through this advertising, Campbell’s image as “something that is merely inexpensive, or convenient, or filling must be destroyed, and a new concept put in its place.”72

      The Coca-Cola paintings investigated similar promises of status and security. Although it was not mentioned in the Macfadden campaign, the Coca-Cola Company seems to have been well aware of the potential benefits of marketing its product to working-class consumers by emphasizing the status its consumption supposedly bestowed. The company’s Annual Report to Stockholders for 1956 announced that they had added a second product slogan to emphasize status over taste, or rather to conflate one with the other: “‘So good in taste . . . in such good taste.’ Coca-Cola is liked for itself, as well as for its significance. It is always A SIGN OF GOOD TASTE.”73 The report described the transition from exchange and use value to sign exchange value as being driven by class aspirations. Good taste (the taste of the soda) became “good taste” (high-status taste) when consumers were encouraged to value Coke less for how it tasted or made them feel and more for what it represented—what it was “a sign of”—and how its purchase was seen to improve their social status. (Campbell’s experimented with a similar set of aspirational metaphors in at least one ad, which led with the line: “Good things begin to happen . . . when good soup’s a part of your ‘good life.’”74) Through this emphasis on status, Coke attempted to establish an imaginary distance between its product and that of its chief competitor, Pepsi-Cola, which “was plagued by its past image as a lot of drink for little money—oversweet bellywash for kids and poor people.”75 But Coke’s exclusivity was fundamentally illusory, and could only be maintained through advertising, particularly since sugary drinks would long be associated with working-class appetites.76 The 1957 report came close to recognizing this project’s inherent paradox: Coke was at once “a social amenity—a sign of good taste” and “the most popular refreshment beverage in the world.”77 Even Warhol’s cleanest versions of this subject, like Coca-Cola [3] (1962), seem riven by this tension between status and accessibility, haunted by ghostly lettering and shaky script.78 The paintings ask us whether this most common treat could possibly guarantee status and, if so, whether this status might be reproduced visually by the working-class subjects to whom it was marketed. From this perspective, the serial compositions that have long been celebrated in these works become something more than avant-garde provocations. Instead, they testify to an abiding urge to reproduce the culture that one values, or is encouraged to value, from a position of social insecurity and aspiration.

      Unlike Campbell’s, Del Monte, and Coca-Cola, Schlitz and Martinson seem ultimately to have failed to maintain the delicate balance between the illusion of status and the reality of mass consumption. Martinson coffee began as an upmarket brand sold only to hotels; a consumer “top-grade blend for a premium price” was developed in the late 1920s. But by the early 1950s, with instant coffee sales reaching 17 percent of total coffee consumption and supplying nine thousand coffee vending machines nationwide, Martinson began to market a low-cost, instant brand.79 By the time Warhol borrowed the Martinson label, the company was effectively using the built-in prestige of an established label to sell cheaper coffee to poorer consumers. Schlitz beer effected a similar transformation. Marketed in the 1920s in upper-class magazines like the New Yorker for its purity, the brand was, by the 1950s, widely identified with working-class consumers. Through their failures, these brand images fall into Fried’s category of forgotten myths, and the paintings Warhol derived from them seem to have suffered as a result. The tension between status and accessibility that animates the Campbell’s and Coca-Cola paintings is missing from them.

      Warhol’s Tunafish Disaster paintings (1963) highlighted the desperate stakes that underwrote the “aristocracy of brand names” for working-class Americans. Beneath the brand image’s assurances of status were guarantees of quality and safety, bolstered by international corporations that claimed always to “stand behind [their] brand.”80 In the Tunafish Disaster paintings, when, as Jonathan Flatley puts it, “the promises of comfort and recognition held out by the commodity . . . failed disastrously,” Newsweek emphasized that they did so under the sign of a generic brand—“distributed locally under their own label.”81 One more reason for “the working class wife”—already worried since her class “has been hard hit by the worst accidents and diseases”—to seek out national brands that “give her peace of mind about the health of her family.”82

      The classic brand image paintings—seemingly clean, neat, and mechanical—thus serve as a reassuring counterweight to the Death and Disasters works that Warhol exhibited at the Sonnabend Gallery in 1964. It is the prevalence of what Schjeldahl called these “lower-class ways of death”—car crashes, electric chairs, tainted food, suicides—that advertisers claimed contributed to the working-class subject’s “anxieties about the world beyond her doorstep,” her desperation for safety, quality, and status.83 These were the very qualities that brand image goods promised to provide for a few pennies a serving. Of course, despite the real threats they faced, the working-class had long been stigmatized for its supposed obsession with death and injury, its “vulgar” “fears of accidents and sickness.”84 Death itself could thus be imbued with lower-class associations—Aldous Huxley had described “a corpse . . . [as] an untouchable and the process of decay [as] of all pieces of bad manners, the vulgarest imaginable.”85 Warhol’s work exposed the class biases behind these claims, and the deeply cynical strategies—like Macfadden’s—that attempted to profit from them.

      In the Heinz, Brillo, Mott’s, Del Monte, Kellogg’s, and Campbell’s box sculptures (1964), Warhol expanded his investigation of the brand image from painting to three-dimensional objects (plate 13). Danto argued that this expansion achieved “retinal indiscernibility”: Warhol’s sculptures could be mistaken for the commercial boxes they resembled.86 By rendering art and common culture indistinguishable, Warhol had paved the way for a world in which “what makes the difference between art and nonart is not visual but conceptual,” and art is defined and identified by philosophy.87 And yet, as the Macfadden discourse demonstrates, the cardboard boxes upon which Warhol based these works were much more than the straightforward “real objects” Danto made them out to be.88 Instead, they were deeply manipulative, imbued with class strategies, counterbalanced against class fears.

      Warhol relished these tensions; he could see the class differences between various boxes, various brands. According to Nathan Gluck, Warhol’s assistant from 1955 to 1965, “When he wanted to do his box sculptures, he sent me across to the A & P [supermarket] and said, ‘Get me some boxes.’ I came back with things that were very artsy, maybe a Blue Parrot pineapple box or something like that. And he said, ‘No, no, no. I want something very ordinary, very common.’ So he went back and got a Brillo Box.”89 The selection of these boxes was clearly far from random; “very common” boxes appealed to very common people. What’s more, Danto’s “indiscernibility” thesis could be sustained only on the basis of cursory looking. As in the brand image paintings, irregularity is everywhere—“the small drips, the texture of the wooden boxes showing through the image, and the like,” as Whitney Davis remarks, readily differentiate Warhol’s sculptures from their source material.90

      These distinct and irreducible irregularities can be identified throughout Warhol’s work and should probably be recognized as a defining element of his style; they are the “precisely pinpointed defectiveness that gives [Warhol’s] work its brilliant accuracy.”91 But the power of these irregularities derives in large part from the overvaluation granted to the paintings’ subjects. Never before had any artist paid this much attention to the brand images adorning a ten-cent can of soup or a box of scouring pads. Only a working-class subject could be expected to take them this seriously, or to reproduce them this awkwardly.

      Kiss me with your eyes

      Defectiveness produced accuracy in Warhol’s work because it was mobilized stylistically as a marker of subjective desire and objective desirability. Read as the subjective remnant of the artist’s hand, the irregularities of Warhol’s style demonstrate the pressures of looking and of visual reproduction—the working-class stereotypes of “impulse-following,” inarticulateness, and anxiety. Simultaneously, however, these irregularities attest to the perfection and irreproducibility of the motif, which is presented—in and through this reproductive defectiveness—as fantastically desirable and beyond the reach of visual reproduction, imbued with a value that far exceeds its modest cost. The two connotations are complementary and mutually reinforcing, enlivening each other in neat circuitries.
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        FIGURE 35. I. Miller advertisement, New York Times, October 16, 1955, 95.

      

      When Warhol had applied this stylistic device to a man’s image of a beautiful man in his homoerotic drawings, it signaled both the attractiveness and the difficulty of attaining homoerotic union: “Kiss me with your eyes” was apparently one of his favorite expressions.92 When he applied it to a high-end shoe in his advertising illustrations, it signaled the intense desirability—again, the attractiveness and the relative difficulty—of attaining the beautiful luxury commodity. In both instances, Warhol’s stylistic approach was effective but by no means groundbreaking, in part because luxury goods and beautiful bodies are paragons of attraction. But when he applied this strategy to the mechanically aided reproduction of a schematized and disposable image of a cola bottle or a soup can, it signaled something entirely new in fine art: a subject who could value the image of a soup can or a cola bottle enough to want desperately to reproduce it but who doubted his ability to get it right.93 Like the aspiration to mass-cultural participation, during the late 1950s and early 1960s this intense attachment to brand images was widely disseminated as a stereotype of working-class “consumers,” who were supposedly governed by a “pleasure ethic”—“impulsive,” “non-rational,” juvenile, bestial, “chance-taking,” mechanical.94

      Warhol’s exploration of these stereotypes had gendered and racialized dimensions as well. During the stage of his career when few critics recognized a queer dimension to his art, Warhol’s infatuation with brand images scrambled stereotypes of working-class gender roles, espousing “the supposed class aspirations of working-class wives” as pursued through their shopping, as opposed to “the destructive, inarticulate male solidarity of their husbands,” which Warhol would explore in other paintings: the Race Riots, Elvis, Cagney (fig. 40).95 The box sculptures further complicated these readings, since they immediately reminded viewers of a supermarket “warehouse” and the “stockboy[s]” who worked there.96 Danto claimed that Warhol himself was indistinguishable from these stockboys: “A photograph of Warhol among his boxes looks indiscernible from a photograph of a stockroom clerk among the boxes in the supermarket.”97

      While the working-class women and men described by Macfadden and Danto were implicitly white, other commentators were quick to affirm that African-Americans were doubly afflicted by the appetites and insecurities that plagued their white counterparts.98 The argument was deeply cynical: American traditions of racism and discrimination were seen to have burdened African-Americans with an “insecurity neurosis,” thereby rendering them such an easy target for consumer goods that advertising to them directly would be redundant.99 Advertisers thus believed that white-targeted advertising would “trickle down” to black readers, readers once thought to be “uninterested in, or incompetent to judge, the quality of goods” and now prized for “being even more concerned with the symbolic value of goods than are whites.”100

      One great post-Warholian interpreter of this sad history would be Jean-Michel Basquiat, whose paintings returned again and again not only to commodified racial stereotypes, as Laurie Rodrigues has shown, but to the sinister appeal of the brand name and the logo (plate 14).101 This appeal takes on a perniciousness and depth in Basquiat that seems to hyperbolize the advertisers’ cynical hypotheses, and thus rail against them. But where Basquiat embraced handmade, gestural painting, modeled on graffiti, Warhol tended toward a technological approach to the “sustaining but unworkable fantasy” of cultural participation, consistently foregrounding the impossibility of reproducing popular images even with the aid of consumer-grade creative technologies—opaque projectors, photostatic copies, silkscreening, photography, film, video, and computers.102 If brand images were desirable enough to their working-class audience to be worth reproducing, then that reproduction ought to be as quick and efficient as possible, since the working class was understood to be impatient.

      At the limit, Warhol might become machinic or computational: “The world would be easier to live in if we were all machines. . . . I wish I were a computer.”103 It is here that Benjamin’s “The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility” could have real bearing on Warhol’s project, except that from this angle—and in contrast to the way this comparison is usually deployed—it is Warhol who critiques and illuminates Benjamin.104 The utopian potential of participation through mechanical reproduction was, for Benjamin, the possibility of a truly common and open cultural sphere. This is the great promise of the newspaper, where everyone can be an author, but also of the camera, the tape recorder, the projector, and the silkscreen.105 Still and movie camera sales were booming in the late 1950s, and manufacturers were paying special attention to their downmarket models.106 The back pages of Macfadden’s magazines were littered with ads for photographic services. Warhol seems to have found these promises fascinating; according to his Factory collaborator Billy Name, he “tried to learn everything about [his first] camera. He wanted to find out for himself everything it can do.”107 But, in practice, Warhol emphasized the limitations of these technologies as much as their potential—their inability truly to speak back to the “figmentary interlocutors which subject [him] to a one-way discourse on their commodities and the politics of those commodities.”108

      This entertaining distance between the real and the counterfeit became social and architectural in the Silver Factory. In the paradoxical cheapness and luster of aluminum foil, Warhol was able to disengage from readymade brand images and create his own brand, which could then be extended to the Factory Superstars. The drama of cultural participation could be outsourced to workers so desperate to take part that they would forgo pay. Like a good neoliberal boss, Warhol would profit from this desperation. And when he “didn’t want to paint anymore,” he would figure this drama abstractly in his Silver Clouds (1966), “painting that floats,” where both senses of the word “lightness”—visual and corporeal—are achieved with a disposable, metalized plastic film, as “silver” as his Campbell’s medallions were “gold.”109 (Of course Warhol was alert to these colors’ pecuniary connotations: “You might say I have a fondness for silver, or even gold, for that matter.”110) In these buoyant forms, the brand image reached a new pinnacle of abstraction and weightlessness; like Debord’s spectacle, they are “cloud-enshrined entities [that] have now been brought down to earth.”111

      Warhol’s classic brand image works, long thought to be fundamentally conceptual provocations, must also be recognized as nexuses of contemporary class stereotypes—stereotypically working-class brand icons, attitudes, appetites, and technologies, mutually counterpoised. In this respect, they are important repositories of a forgotten moment in class history, a moment when the brand image and the working class were closely associated with each other, when working-class subjects were thought to be the brand image’s deepest believers and last hope, and when new consumer-grade technologies seemed to offer an opportunity to make these images reproducible by their consumers on the cheap.

      Warhol’s work tested these stereotypes against each other, and against new audiences. What would it look like for one of these working-class subjects, armed with her stereotypical appetites and attitudes and technologies, to attempt to reproduce her everyday icons—the brand images with which Madison Avenue bombarded her on a daily basis? Who would find the rushed and inarticulate results interesting? Only other working-class subjects, who supposedly shared the artist’s interests and desires? Or perhaps a world of powerful taste-makers and collectors, who had “never looked at a Campbell’s soup can until Andy Warhol showed it to” them, and who might be surprised to find something “beautiful, vulgar, heart-breaking” in these unfamiliar images, attitudes, and technologies?112

      As it turns out, elites did find something to appreciate in these strange works, even as they worried over their origins. As one of Warhol’s early collectors aptly put it, “The only reason you’ll know they’re art is because they’re in my house.”113 As we will see in the next chapter, pop’s vulgarity could be at once sexy and deceptive, camouflaging power and disguising differences between the elite and their subordinates. If everyone recognizes the same soups, drinks the same cola, and uses the same soap, how different could we be after all? Oppressors and oppressed could find common ground in a sugary drink: “So good in taste . . . in such good taste.” The exploitation and domination that underwrote social hierarchies might be camouflaged by the brand image reproduced on canvas.

      This growing appreciation had consequences. The works’ quick and comprehensive incorporation into the Western canon, Warhol’s seemingly complete capitulation to the demands of profitability in his post-1960s work, and his contemporary crowning as the allegedly “most important international artist of the 20th century” have all helped to universalize the desirability of the brand image—to extend its appeal to everyone.114 They have worked “to guide the investments of affect on the part of consumers . . . creating an affective intensity, an experience of unity between the brand and the subject” that transcends class boundaries.115 This is a real consequence of Warhol’s work; it may be embarrassing to his admirers, but it should not be disregarded. It certainly has not been overlooked by the companies whose images Warhol borrowed; according to Peter Schelstraete, Coca-Cola’s global brand director, “Andy Warhol was one of our best brand directors.”116 Simon Doonan, “creative ambassador” for Barneys New York, would call him “the patron saint of retail.”117

      And yet Warhol’s art also reminds us that the process of brand image universalization or mythification has had moments of relative strength and weakness. In contrast to Fried and Danto, Tyler and Warhol recognized that myth in America was resolutely para-anthropomorphic: “a shape, a trade character, distinctive lettering on a package, a piece of design, or a picture of something that stands for the product or the company.”118 These images became myths because, as Danto put it, they now mean “enormously much to everyone.”119 But the source of that prodigious and universal meaning was a relentlessly cynical campaign to “brand” these images onto peoples’ minds, to “din into their minds a simple, memorable, repetitive visual symbol.”120 And the people who were targeted for this branding during these years were those thought to be least able to resist it, and most susceptible to its false promises: “the working class” with its “extraordinary emotional dependence upon national brands”121 In their themes, their format, and their style, Warhol’s works from this period embody and thus document the intensity of this “extraordinary emotional dependence” and the frustrations that attended it.

      To the extent that these artworks deploy a working-class language, they need to be recognized as simultaneously true and false: tools of class dissimulation and repositories of class history, “establish[ing] myth and illusion as visible objects.”122 Perfect neoliberal artifacts, then, commemorating a moment when the working class was paradoxically being targeted by name for its presumed susceptibility to the idea that class identities could be overridden by savvy shopping. Half a century later, it seems remarkable to imagine a time when only working-class people were expected to believe in brand names. Just as the domain of spectacularized life has expanded—from wanting and buying things to wanting to participate in the spectacle oneself—so has the range of people to whom the spectacle can be expected to appeal. One no longer needs to be poor, insecure, and uneducated to be expected to believe deeply in the glamour of a life plastered with flat, empty, irreproducible signs.

      And so, after Warhol “turned white” upon hearing about Lichtenstein’s success at the Leo Castelli gallery, he looked for ways to disguise the working-class “primitives” whose comics and tabloids his first pop paintings had pined over so openly.123 The brand image provided an opportunity to encode this primitive otherness in a seemingly universal symbol and in the faint but lingering drama of its reproduction. Ronnie Tavel claimed that Warhol’s stylistic mantra was “I want it clean, I want it simple, I want it plastic, and I want it white.”124 Whiteness, as Ta-Nehisi Coates has shown, is an avaricious myth of separation from one’s Others—“the Dream of acting white, of talking white, of being white,” enabling the brutal suppression and exploitation of those who cannot or will not achieve these effects.125 Warhol’s wanting his work to be “clean . . . simple . . . plastic . . . white” meant camouflaging these Others, hiding their voices in the very brand images that promised to make their class identities disappear. But, like Warhol’s yearnings for mechanicity, these aesthetic criteria seem always to have been phrased as aspirations—a desired horizon of decontamination and whiteness he knew he could never fully achieve. The tension between “Beauty [as] whiteness itself” and its “primitive,” queer, working-class, “Hunky” Others fueled and animated the work.126
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        FIGURE 36. Robin Platzer, “Warhol revels with gift ‘trash,’” Newsweek, August 21, 1978, 73. © Robin Platzer.

      

      This entertainingly ineradicable distance from whiteness remained part of Warhol’s brand throughout his career. In 1978 Newsweek invited him to bring along his recently acquired birthday presents, a $6,500 white coyote-fur coat and a garbage can full of two thousand one-dollar bills, for a photo shoot. Dressed as the ultimate white male—exercising dominion over even the deadliest beasts, needing a minion (Fred Hughes) to carry his dirty money—Warhol passed a group of what he called “Negro kids” as he crossed the sidewalk to catch a cab. He surmised they were on their way to “some city clean-up program to give them jobs. . . . They didn’t look too happy.” To Warhol’s marked dismay, one boy was taking his grievances out on the sidewalk flower boxes: he “had a shovel and was cutting down every flower when he got to it. They were pretty brooms, too. New.” None of the children seemed to recognize Warhol, “except for one little girl who ran all the way back and kept saying, ‘You’re Andy Warhol, you’re Andy Warhol,’ and staring at me and at Fred with his garbage can.”127 She could see the artist beneath his white disguise, and Warhol sensed that she found his subterfuge irritating—perhaps the garbage can gave him away.

    

  
    
      Chapter Four

      Warhol, Modernism, Egalitarianism

      Warhol, we have long been told, was the quintessential postmodernist. Perhaps more than any other artist, he has been seen as breaking down the old boundaries between creativity and commerce, and heralding a new age of “slap-happy cynicism,” pastiche, and superficiality.1 On this account, Warhol “was interested above all in the demystification of art,” striving “to make the art impersonal and at the same time a kind of social joke.”2 Warhol the machine, Warhol the business-artist, Warhol the Duchampian: these familiar interpretations have established Warhol as modernism’s nemesis, the “ur-postmodernist,” as Crispin Sartwell recently dubbed him in the New York Times, whose “entire artistic practice and persona stood, quite intentionally, in opposition to modernist ideas.”3

      But viewed in detail, Warhol’s relationship to modernism becomes far more complex. First, as we have seen in the last two chapters, Warhol’s work from the early 1960s tested a range of neoliberal promises regarding social mobility and cultural participation. In this respect, and through his “unresolved, but naively serious dialectical mapping . . . of De Stijl–type abstraction onto a founding, consoling, redemptive country-store solidity,” he “come[s] to seem more and more a modernist.”4 What’s more, the appeal of the “clean, simple lines” of the brand image (“modern—but not extreme”) was argued to cut deeply into the American populace, speaking not primarily to the middle class but to the “working-class wife” desperate to join “the great mass of Americans whom she regards as stable, hence, her ideal.”5

      This testing in Warhol’s work extended to received artistic ideas as well. Like any good modernist, he was preoccupied with challenging the assumptions of the artists whose work ruled his milieu: identifying their false notes and hypocrisies, and finding a more authentic alternative. He found this response during the early 1960s along two axes, both of which were practically unspeakable for his critics: queerness and class. Through his constructions of queer and working-class voices, Warhol posed a quintessentially modernist response to his abstract expressionist forebears. This long-overlooked critique is one side of Warhol’s modernism. To the degree that modernism is at least partially defined as a critical tradition, in which each new contributor attempts to identify and correct the deficiencies of her immediate precursors, Warhol was a modernist.

      And yet it is crucial to recognize that this assembling of queer and classed voices was by no means exclusively critical or reactive. Warhol was also attempting to revitalize an alternate version of modernism—a broader, deeper, more powerful modernism than the formalist version epitomized by abstract expressionism. This larger modernism has been most systematically described by the contemporary French philosopher Jacques Rancière. For Rancière, the true meaning of modernism is a radically egalitarian expansion of art beyond all of its traditional boundaries and hierarchies. The heroes of Rancière’s modernism are Alexander Rodchenko and James Agee and Walt Whitman. Their “modernism [was] . . . the idea of a new art attuned to all the vibrations of universal life: an art capable both of matching the accelerated rhythms of industry, society and urban life, and of giving infinite resonance to the most ordinary minutes of everyday life.”6 This expansion does not, for Rancière, entail a loss of seriousness or sincerity, as so many theories of postmodernism have posited. Instead, the modernism that Rancière also refers to as “the aesthetic regime of art” augurs a democratization of creativity, a world not of art and artists but of creative collaborations and communities, truly participatory cultures: “the germ of a new humanity, of a new form of individual and collective life.”7 This was the creative world that Warhol’s work summoned and mourned. I believe it was also the dimension of Warhol’s achievement that accounts for what Crow has described as his “apparently unending currency . . . for each new generational cohort that encounters the work and the Factory legend.”8

      During the last third of the twentieth century, Warhol emerged as one of the central figures of postmodernism. This reading was reinforced by his relative prominence in the writings of some of the most distinguished thinkers associated with the postmodern era, including Roland Barthes, Jean Baudrillard, Gilles Deleuze, Michel Foucault, and Fredric Jameson. In the writing of each, if to varying degrees, Warhol was singled out as “the most radical” of the pop artists.9 But while all of these writers considered Warhol to be a pivotal figure, their interpretations of his work varied widely. Deleuze and Foucault argued that Warhol’s unusual commitment to repetition helped his viewers glimpse the world as difference rather than identity, “simulacra, and simulacra alone.”10 Barthes and early Baudrillard shared the opinion that art ought to provide a critical perspective on modernity but disagreed on Warhol’s capacity to do so. Warhol’s impertinences marked for Baudrillard a capitulation to the new world of signs—a “smile of collusion”—while Barthes claimed that they “criticize[d]” modernity by “imposing a distance upon its gaze (and hence upon our own).”11 Jameson amalgamated these arguments, claiming that Warhol should be recognized as possessing both positive and negative moments waiting to be synthesized in a larger and more encompassing analysis, although he worried that the “therapeutic value” of “deconstructive” painting was “far from clear.”12

      Although these thinkers reached contradictory conclusions regarding Warhol’s criticality, together they contributed enormously to his perceived significance as a canonical postmodern figure. This basic understanding is now practically ubiquitous; few would deny Warhol’s centrality to the period known as postmodernity. And yet, despite their diversity, none of these five thinkers acknowledged the queer or class-based dimensions of Warhol’s work.

      The past twenty years have seen a surge of scholarship attending, finally, to Warhol’s sexuality and its expression in his work. As Jonathan Katz has shown, by the time Warhol emerged as a pop artist in the early 1960s, the most advanced responses to abstract expressionism, like Rauschenberg’s Bed (1955) and Jasper Johns’s Painting with Two Balls (1960), were surreptitiously critiquing the movement from a homosocial perspective. And yet these references “tend[ed] to be so subtle and obscure” that they have only recently been deciphered by scholars.13 Warhol would experiment with similar in-jokes in his early pop paintings: gay icons like Troy Donahue, Superman’s prominent ass and huge “puff,” “GIANT SIZE PKGS.” and their promise of “SHINES” on the front of many Brillo Boxes.14 While these references were rarely mentioned by mainstream critics, they were not illegible; canny observers would occasionally remark them in private, often pejoratively. In an unpublished interview, Rudolf Arnheim surmised that pop’s “surrender of creativity . . . conceivably has something to do with this [homosexual] element.”15 As Katz points out, it wasn’t until 1966 that Vivian Gornick could directly assert in the Village Voice, “It is the homosexual temperament which is guiding the progress of Pop Art,” without mentioning Rauschenberg, Johns, or Warhol by name.16

      Prominent critics used the distinction between “camp” and “pop” to divide Warhol’s work from more explicitly gay work, arguing that “Pop Art is more flat and more dry [than camp], more serious, more detached, ultimately nihilistic.”17 One of pop’s main stylistic differences from camp was its resolute contemporaneity, its “most crucial requirement in all areas . . . that it reflect the spirit of Now.”18 As we have seen, Warhol tore his motifs from periodicals, often published the same month he was painting them. For his critics, this made Warhol’s work pop rather than camp, and consequently straight rather than gay.

      Building on Katz’s insights, we can see that Warhol’s subtle provocations in this regard constituted an implied critique of abstract expressionism, since, as Maggie Nelson has pointed out, “despite [the] homophobic atmosphere, and despite the intense machismo of Abstract Expressionism, gay men occupied the very center of the art world in New York,” and many of abstract expressionism’s most prominent supporters and interpreters were gay.19 Clearly, the abstract expressionist atmosphere was hypocritically homophobic—“no chic, no chichi, no frills, no nothin’!”—anxious to deny the homosocial energies that fueled its ascendance.20

      In the years leading up to Warhol’s emergence as a pop artist, abstract expressionism’s critics had started to question this hypocrisy. In 1959 ARTnews devoted large portions of two issues to the question “Is there a new academy?” The most forceful respondents answered in the affirmative, with many wondering whether there wasn’t something unsavory about all these men expressing themselves on their canvases together. Friedel Dzubas implied that abstract expressionism’s staleness had unacceptably homosexual undertones, its “finished product rubber stamped with the imitable flick of the wrist of the masters” in “an atmosphere of complacent kaffee-klatch, one that can find all the tricks of the trade.” Even shit-stains were acceptable as long as the brand was right: “After all, it is en mode to show a little seam of one’s dirty underwear, just make sure it is the same brand as everybody else’s.”21 This imagery raised the specter of a secret community of men with an “unnatural” interest in each other’s underpants. Paul Brach said abstract expressionists were “taking down their pants in public” and “emptying their guts,” while Jack Tworkov worried about “applying paint . . . the bad mannered way, the naughty way, the p[iss] and s[hit] way.”22 Through various methods, and with varying degrees of subtlety, Rauschenberg, Johns, and Warhol brought these homosocial and homosexual undertones to the surface of their work.

      This, then, is arguably the most powerful art historical lesson to be drawn from the scholars of queer Warhol, Rauschenberg, and Johns: that the purportedly “empty,” “generic,” “mass cultural” imagery—“totally banal and interchangeable”—that has been argued to anchor their postmodernism was, in fact, full of meaning and significance in an artworld permeated by denial and anxiety regarding its own sexuality.23 Few thought to wonder (at least publicly) whether Warhol’s work might have queer inflections. And, when these inflections were occasionally recognized by an astute critic, they were immediately dismissed as “personal predilection[s]” that undermined the work’s quality. Their possible relevance to abstract expressionism’s heteronormativity went completely unremarked, at least in print.

      The melodrama of vulgarity

      These artistic critiques of abstract expressionism, however, were not exclusively focused on sexuality. Abstract expressionism’s pretensions to heteronormativity were conjoined with its pretensions to a particular class position: the “average,” “working” American, yearning to express his inner feelings. Larry Rivers described the abstract expressionist uniform as a “combo of corduroy and army-navy-store rejects used for working-class associations.”24 Ruth Kligman remembered the Cedar Bar in similar terms: “These were not suit-and-tie men, but casual, rough-looking men, loud and heavy.”25 According to Walter Hopps, “The Abstract Expressionists took the stance of workingmen—Franz Kline packing a lunchpail and marching to the other end of his studio. This sort of blue-collar approach was carried on from Bill de Kooning to Larry Rivers and Mike Goldberg.”26 Hopps could easily have added Pollock to his list: “Look at him standing there,” de Kooning complained to Milton Resnick regarding Pollock’s “proletarian affectation,” “He looks like some guy who works at a service station pumping gas.”27

      These pretensions to an everyday American voice fueled what T. J. Clark has called abstract expressionism’s “vulgarity,” its “overstuffed, unctuous, end-and-beginning-of-the-world quality.”28 The concept of vulgarity is central to upper-class culture because that culture is deeply mendacious: built to perpetuate an elite class and its power, yet constantly claiming that “the People” rule and “every voice matters.” When underlings take these promises seriously and attempt to make good on them, the upper class responds with reflexive disdain: “To call someone vulgar is to say he insists on a status which is not yet proved or well understood by him, not yet possessed as a matter of form.”29 It can also be used to criticize an elite who has dabbled—“slummed”—in lower-class culture. In both cases, “vulgar” functions as a pejorative term that maintains and protects class distinction.

      At the height of its powers, the United States upper class could generally count on the support of the middle class and their belief in democracy’s slogans. But the postwar period saw the ruling class under massive revolutionary pressure from below. Its members could only protect their economic and political power by sacrificing cultural power to their subordinates, and thus placating them: “The bourgeoisie’s great tragedy is that it can only retain power by allowing its inferiors to speak for it . . . and steeling itself to hear the ludicrous mishmash they make of it—to hear and pretend to approve, and maybe, in the end, to approve without pretending.”30 Abstract expressionism’s appeal derived from its ability to suggest that, for the first time, “everyday Americans” were seizing the opportunity to express themselves on culture’s most exalted stage. Now, finally, art would directly convey the desires and frustrations of the masses. Here is Jackson Pollock, clad all in denim—the gas jockey given a chance at last to speak his mind to the nation. This moment was simultaneously powerful and manipulative. On the one hand, something like a democratization of art was actually being attempted. The results would be passionate, spontaneous, inchoate. On the other hand, this artistic egalitarianism disguised and solidified an economic retrenchment, a deepening of inequality and exploitation.
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        FIGURE 37. Jackson Pollock in his studio, 1950. Rudy Burckhardt, photographer. Jackson Pollock and Lee Krasner papers, circa 1905–1984. Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution. Work in photograph: © 2016 Pollock-Krasner Foundation/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY. Photo © 2016 Estate of Rudy Burckhardt/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      Abstract expressionism’s vulgarity was deeply deceptive, but it was also a source of great power. Elites developed a taste for the vulgar as forbidden fruit, “placed at the outer limit of civil life, [which] become symbolic contents of bourgeois desire.”31 Many of abstract expressionism’s practitioners, peers, and critics agreed. Thomas B. Hess identified vulgarity as a force in de Kooning’s style: “The picture was no longer supposed to be Beautiful, but True. . . . If this meant that a painting had to look vulgar, battered, and clumsy—so much the better.”32 De Kooning seems to have shared this assessment: “I always seem to be wrapped in the melodrama of vulgarity.”33 David Smith declared, “The truly creative artist deals with vulgarity.”34 And Motherwell would claim that “European artists” scorned their American peers’ interest in everyday experience, since “it’s vulgar to talk about practical things.”35

      Vulgarity was thus both abstract expressionism’s greatest strength and its deepest vulnerability. Its sweaty, anxious, overwrought muscularity—its perceived arrival from below—contributed to its appeal. But by the late 1950s, the style was widely held to have entered a period of academicism and crisis. Its claim to a mass or petit bourgeois voice was being revealed as stale and false: the artists in question appeared no longer to be spiritually or practically members of the class to which their art implicitly bore witness. On the contrary, their pretensions to such a voice seemed to have become branded and commodified, publicly lauded and embraced by the ruling class. By January 1960, Hilton Kramer could wonder in his Arts editorial whether Pollocks were about to be hung in the White House.36 With acclaim came money. Charlotte Willard’s 1960 “Market Letter” in Art in America remarked that “Today, Pollocks are in the stratosphere,” with paintings by de Kooning, Rothko, and Kline rapidly ascending.37 As Harold Rosenberg disparagingly declared, “The man who started to remake himself has made himself into a commodity with a trademark.”38
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        FIGURE 38. Mark Rothko, Untitled (Seagram Mural), 1959. Oil and mixed media on canvas, 104½ × 113½ inches. The National Gallery of Art. © 1998 Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      This success raised the specter of fraud and counterfeiting, “a slickness of the unslick as well as of the obviously slick,” that Helen Frankenthaler bemoaned in her response to the ARTnews survey.39 Vulgarity could be faked; the journey, the struggle, the privation, could be counterfeited. In order to supplant abstract expressionism, its successors would need to unveil truer, more authentic, forms of American yearning—the real things Americans desired and the real ways they attempted to express these desires. Unsurprisingly, a wide range of artists turned to “popular culture”: comics, movies, advertisements, television, and film—“all the great modern things that the Abstract Expressionists tried so hard not to notice at all.”40 But it was Warhol who most completely integrated the tensions of vulgarity into his artistic production.

      Johns and Rauschenberg sensed the power of popular images and technologies, and the ways in which they rendered abstract expressionism’s rhetoric obsolete—think of Johns’s flags and beer cans, Rauschenberg’s silkscreens and newspapers and advertisements—but they always either staged them as minor elements within a larger assemblage or counterbalanced them with marks of artistic virtuosity. Sympathetic critics immediately dissociated Rauschenberg and Johns from wholly vulgar topics and methods. According to Harold Rosenberg, “The images in Johns’s paintings are familiar without the grossness favoured by the pop artists. . . . [They] are separated from the banal by their abstractness and dignity, qualities which are also outstanding in Johns’s personality.”41 Leo Castelli applied a similar logic to Rauschenberg’s work, “every inch of [which] was thoughtfully considered and hand done—not like Andy Warhol.”42 Rauschenberg and Johns were thought to embody what Pierre Bourdieu called “the detachment of the aesthete,” who “appropriates” mass culture but “displac[es] the interest from the ‘content’ . . . to the form, to the specifically artistic effects which are only appreciated relationally, through a comparison with other works.”43 This aesthetic detachment distances the aesthete from working-class subjects and their supposed propensity to immaturely or animalistically “follow their impulses” toward the enjoyment of brand images and celebrities.44

      Warhol’s work actively rejected this detachment in a variety of ways. First, unlike his peers, Warhol refused to integrate his work into a tradition of avant-gardism, “a comparison with other works.” On a live radio broadcast in 1964, Bruce Glaser asked Claes Oldenburg, Roy Lichtenstein, and Warhol each to recall their first exposure to pop imagery. Lichtenstein and Oldenburg responded by situating their work art historically, citing the influence, respectively, of abstract expressionism and of Céline and Dubuffet. Warhol refused this opportunity: “I’m too high right now. Ask somebody else something else.”45 Warhol’s brainless, narcotic response constituted an absolute rejection of the art historical apparatus of influence and precedent, one that he would reiterate throughout his career. Moreover, he refused to adopt an attitude of detachment toward his source material or to fetishize the “specifically artistic effects” of his work. Instead, he repeatedly proclaimed his interest in, and attachment to, the subjects of his painting; pop art, as he famously told an interviewer, is “liking things.”46 Warhol’s abdication of disinterest and detachment was reiterated in his emphasis on mechanical reproduction, with its connotations of cultural amateurism and striving. All of these déclassé connotations were consolidated in Warhol’s unprecedented public statements concerning his appetite for profit, which never failed to embrace a decidedly interested, non-aristocratic perspective. Although he repeatedly espoused the benefits of high bourgeois or aristocratic sangfroid, Warhol could never quite attain it: “I still care but it would be so much easier not to care.”47 Already in 1963, he would tell an interviewer, “I am going to stop painting. I want my paintings to sell for $25,000.”48 In 1964 he directly rejected the aristocratic ideal of art-making for its own sake. When asked “If you are happy doing what you do, should you be paid for it?” Warhol responded in the affirmative, “Because it will make me more happy.” When asked “How much?” Warhol refused to compromise: “As much as I want.” The interviewer’s final follow-up question hinted at the anthropocentric stakes of this ideal: “Are you human?” Warhol: “No.”49
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        FIGURE 39. Gianfranco Gorgoni, Andy relaxing at home, New York City, 1970. © Gianfranco Gorgoni.

      

      Warhol’s espousal of profit put his works’ thematic transgression in a new light. All previous efforts to equate the artwork with an object of merely pecuniary interest—Duchamp’s above all—had been quickly rehabilitated as meaningful, poetic, or beautiful.50 Warhol’s embrace of a purely financial imperative for art-making raised the possibility that his art was in fact only interesting, that it existed purely to stimulate interest in order to produce sales and therefore profit—an unashamedly vulgar project that challenged the boundaries of art. Like the working-class subject described by contemporary sociologists, Warhol embraced a position in which “immediate gratifications and readiness to express impulses tend to be observed . . . , since [the working-class subject does] not usually perceive meaningful incentives to do otherwise.”51 When an interviewer asked him to comment on Time magazine’s describing his art as “vulgar,” Warhol’s response was again unequivocal: “Yes.” When the interviewer drew the logical conclusion—“Oh. Do you think what you do is really art?”—Warhol offered no comment.52 Where the abstract expressionists had continued to aspire to a state of dignified creativity in which all material concerns would become superfluous, Warhol presented himself as unable to relinquish these concerns. Rosenberg’s verdict was unequivocal: “For de Kooning, art has been a ‘way of living’; for Warhol, it is part of one’s self-projection or something to do for gain.”53

      Warhol, as we have seen, was deeply attuned to the power and the pathos of the vulgar. His critics remarked this emphasis almost immediately, but only occasionally and angrily sensed its political implications. In exceptional cases, however, the links between vulgarity and egalitarianism could be decoded. Writing in the New York Times in 1962, John Canaday argued that vulgar people—a “mass audience”—demanded vulgar art, and vulgar artists produced it: “With the best educational and social intentions in the world, museums and art centers . . . have created across the breadth of the land an appreciation of art as a hobby . . . that is vulgar in all-inclusive definitions of the word.” According to Canaday, “the popular audience” and art’s “essentially aristocratic” “rewards” could not be reconciled without a pernicious vulgarization of art.54 And “vulgar” as Canaday remarked in another article, “is the unkindest cut of all.”55

      One last note on the queer and the vulgar: although I have presented them as two parallel challenges to abstract expressionism in the years of its decline, they cannot ultimately be regarded as separate. Instead, they implicitly overlapped and informed each other throughout this period, since “the Other usually is regarded as vulgar, and the vulgar is almost always seen as other.”56 My sense is that, in his early 1960s work, Warhol’s classed critique screened his queer critique; if the queer modernist response to abstract expressionism had proven illegible to most commentators, a classed response would be given center stage.57 But for others in Warhol’s milieu, these conjunctions were direct. Imagining a new queer aesthetic in the opening lines of his 1958 “Ode to Joy,” Frank O’Hara placed vulgarity at its core:

      
        We shall have everything we want and there’ll be no more dying

        on the pretty plains or in the supper clubs

        for our symbol we’ll acknowledge vulgar materialistic laughter

        over an insatiable sexual appetite

        and the streets will be filled with racing forms

        and the photographs of murderers and narcissists and movie stars

        will swell from the walls and books alive in steaming rooms

        to press against our burning flesh not once but interminably . . .58
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        FIGURE 40. Andy Warhol, Cagney, 1962. Unique silkscreen on paper, 30 × 40 inches. Museum of Modern Art. Digital Image © Museum of Modern Art. Licensed by SCALA/Art Resource, NY. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      These “photographs of murderers and narcissists and movie stars,” these angels with dirty faces—they were Warhol’s inspiration as well. Vulgarity allowed art to communicate, but it also promised an openness—to culture, to one’s surroundings, to others. And in contrast to camp, it faced these others without the shielding effect of irony, the “typically camp inversion” in which “those who are ‘normally’ excluded become the subjects and objects of a cult.”59 For O’Hara, this openness marked the apex of aesthetic experience: “I want to be at least as alive as the vulgar.”60 I think Warhol would have agreed. We see inklings of such an imagining in his unforgettable drawings of feet and branded goods from the 1950s and early 1960s, in which queer attraction seems poised to take on the powerful appeal of the brand image. But when Warhol tried to exhibit his homoerotic work in the 1950s, it was either rejected outright or derided as “coy,” “sly,” “provincial,” and “abound[ing] in private meaning.”61 Even his closeted colleagues Rauschenberg and Johns would reportedly spurn him, not just as “too swish” but as someone who thrives as “a commercial artist” and “buy[s] the work of other artists.” O’Hara spurned him too.62
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        FIGURE 41. Andy Warhol, Feet and Campbell’s Soup Can, ca. 1961. Ballpoint pen on paper, 17 × 13 ⅞ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      And so, in his pop painting, Warhol was careful to balance or even disguise a queer, O’Haraesque vulgarity with a vulgarity that could—and would—be accepted as universally “American”—“more concretely American than the American flag itself,” as Buchloh has put it.63 The brand image works are crucial here, but so are the classic Marilyn paintings, which must have been at least partially inspired by de Kooning’s Marilyn Monroe (1954), “the sensation of an otherwise wholly abstract show of his” in 1955 (plates 15 and 16).64

      By embracing a figure closely associated with the hypermasculinity of abstract expressionism, and with heteronormativity more generally, Warhol protected himself against the homophobic reaction his earlier work had elicited. Yet he could still trade on the frisson of vulgarity these images provoked. After all, Monroe’s vibrant sexuality was closely linked to her disadvantaged background; Life magazine introduced her as having been “brought up at municipal expense in 112 different foster homes in Los Angeles” and resorting to “unclothed pos[ing] for calendar art when she was broke.”65 The Elvis and James Cagney paintings offered similar benefits, calling to mind contemporary stereotypes of “lower class culture,” including “toughness, cunning, chance-taking, search for excitement, [and] trust in ‘luck.’”66 Elvis was the “media archetype” of “working class” rock ’n’ roll: “the poor Southern boy who escaped a life of truck-driving by remaking American music.”67 But where de Kooning was careful to bury his vulgar material in his paintings (“I was painting a picture, and one day—there she was!”), Warhol would bring these vulgar materials to the fore, unmediated, “to press against our burning flesh not once but interminably,” trading on stereotypes of the working-class as being “readier than are middle-class people to engage in physical violence, [and] to express themselves freely in sex.”68 And where de Kooning posited an individual relationship between the painter and the vulgar subject matter, Warhol seemed to present his material mechanically, shorn of all personal specificity (although this mechanical style had expressive connotations of its own).69

      The everything man

      As we have seen in this chapter, Warhol used queer and classed voices to challenge and undermine abstract expressionism’s claims to an “everyday” American voice. In so doing, he devised a response to the dominant art of his time that was distinctively modernist: timely, focused, and critical. But Warhol’s critical response to abstract expressionism was not his only significant contribution to modernism, since his construction of these classed and queered voices was by no means exclusively reactive. The more we learn about the specifics of Warhol’s practice, the more it becomes apparent that he was fascinated by art’s powers to institute change. In this respect, Warhol ought to be recognized as a crucial instigator of what Rancière has described as the “specific impulse” of modernism: “some kind of will to change the world, to connect the forms of artistic practice with forms of life.”70 This remained Warhol’s stated hope for art throughout his career: a fundamentally egalitarian and universalist embrace of creativity with distinctly political implications: “Just ordinary people like my paintings. . . . I’m a mass-communicator.”71 Many of the hierarchies that Warhol challenged corresponded to class structures and stereotypes: boss/worker, sated/hungry, refined/coarse, obedient/rude, rational/impulsive, intelligent/stupid, human/bestial. In every case, Warhol championed the subordinated term, proposing an egalitarian culture that allowed everyone to cash in on neoliberalism’s promises of individualized mobility and cultural participation.

      Blake Stimson has shown that Warhol’s Carnegie Tech professor Robert Lepper urged him to search out an art that was “genuine, earnest and obviously vulgar (common) . . . democratic, constructive, experimental.”72 Warhol’s life’s work as a producer constitutes an incredibly consistent effort to extend art beyond all of its previous boundaries, to produce a truly encompassing creativity. Warhol dramatized this expansion through his carefully constructed persona, which he consistently emphasized as being déclassé, amateur, queer, and improper, but striving nevertheless for participation and recognition: “The Pop idea, after all, was that anybody could do anything, so naturally we were all trying to do it all.”73

      This egalitarian-modernist expansion would be technologically assisted—functionally cyborganic. Warhol was always testing reproductive technologies that promised to increase the accessibility of cultural production. What’s more, his work constantly turned to subjects that had previously been deemed unacceptable by what Rancière calls the representative regime. All forms of appetite—culinary, sexual, commercial, romantic, nostalgic, voyeuristic, puerile, fetishistic, bestial—were fair game for Warhol’s artistic attention, as were the mundane realities of everyday life. Warhol’s desired world was open, immediate, expansive: “Everyone and everything is interesting.”74 His mother memorably called him “the everything man” who encompassed “the good and the bad and the lousy, and the shocking, terrible and the fairies and the girls and the boys and the drugs.”75

      Who, during the postwar period, did more to expand art’s boundaries of production and reception than Warhol? Who pushed harder at the edges of subject matter, technique, and audience? Who posed bolder challenges to the old hierarchies of genius and creativity? This is what made Warhol such a keen modernist in Rancière’s sense: by rejecting all artistic hierarchies, his work opened the door for previously excluded voices to participate in culture, since, through its rejection of “hierarchical presuppositions,” the aesthetic regime “is the theory of the possible community of equals.”76 As Warhol maintained, “I’m not the High Priest of Pop Art. . . . I’m just one of the workers in it.”77

      These hitherto excluded voices recognized Warhol’s contributions in this regard. For Lou Reed, Warhol “put everything together, allowed everything to happen.”78 Kathy Acker cited his “refusal . . . to distinguish between elite and scum . . . his amazing clarity and courage, and his overt proud homosexuality” as profoundly influential on his contemporaries.79 Kara Walker praised Warhol’s “soulful” shallowness as “open and generous in a dumb kind of way . . . accepting of its own fallibility and humanity.”80 Even Warhol’s well-known aphorism regarding “fifteen minutes” of fame seems to have originated in a vision of egalitarianism: “There’s going to be a day when no one will be famous for more than a week. Then everyone will have a chance to be famous.”81 Each of us has only so much time; we ought to find a way to share our moments in the spotlight equally.

      For the reasons addressed in this chapter, this egalitarian Warhol has long been overshadowed in popular and critical discourse by the ironic, Duchampian Warhol, pursuing a postmodern askesis of voice, meaning, and ambition—a great leveling down that left all of the modernist projects behind.82 This reading flattens and caricatures Warhol’s life’s work, and yet it also points to a very real ambivalence therein. It wasn’t that Warhol had given up on art’s radically egalitarian and democratic capacities; rather, he could sense these capacities being stymied and misappropriated, turned into false promises and distractions. Perhaps more acutely than Rancière, Warhol knew that, under neoliberalism, “cultural democracy” could be repackaged as a substitute for actual democracy. Fancy jeans and cheap soup cans could smooth over differences; everyone could drink the same Coke.

      Warhol himself is to blame for some of this. Although he continually professed the appeal of collaboration and accessibility, and gestured toward a break with the artworld paradigm during the 1960s, he was unable to pursue this insurgence consistently. He could never fully embrace a world beyond geniuses and museums, “the creative or productive functions freed of this always reappearing author-function.”83 And although he braved a new trail for queer artists, his intense shame made it difficult for him fully to embrace these new possibilities. Warhol seems to have doubted his own ability to occupy the minoritarian positions his work explored: the downtrodden, the queer, “species promiscuity and the bewilderment of the swarm.”84 He saw his collaborators pushing the limits of these positions; he was inspired by their efforts but also intimidated by the attendant risks.

      Thus, throughout his career, Warhol sensed and bemoaned the moments when his predilections for egalitarianism, collaboration, and expansion (the core principles of Rancière’s modernism) were compromised and undermined. But he also realized that these moments of failure would be entertaining, and made a highly successful and lucrative spectacle out of his purported distance from spectacular productivity. The paradoxes inherent in this strategy account for the strange arc of Warhol’s career and for his works’ lasting power and ambivalence. This ambivalence penetrated every aspect of Warhol’s persona: the notoriously ill-fitting wig (“white hair falling like a comic wig over his ashy face and dark back hair”), the almost imperceptible voice, the intensely blasé affect, the “inanimate” handshake, the aluminium foil pretending to be “silver.”85 And it is equally apparent in Warhol’s aphorisms, where cultural accessibility and egalitarianism are constantly being held out as alluring but impossible dreams: “If your name’s in the news, then the news should be paying you. Because it’s your news.” Or where everyone would be allowed to participate in exchange equally: “People should be able to sell their old cans, their old chicken bones, their old shampoo bottles, their old magazines. We have to get more organized.”86

      These utopian visions are always presented in Warhol’s work and writings as dreamy impossibilities—today, of course, they have been transformed into a “highly capitalized and highly exploitative” “sharing economy” through eBay, Craigslist, and YouTube.87 Warhol would dwell on them for the rest of his life; as he told Paul Taylor in his final recorded interview, “It’s just like a Coca-Cola bottle when you buy it, you always think that it’s yours and you can do whatever you like with it. . . . I don’t get mad when people take my things.”88 The ideas are alluring, but the entertainment value lies in the pathetic inability actually to attain the visions of accessibility and equality; Warhol, of course, did frequently get upset when his things were expropriated.

      Warhol’s work is not, however, vitiated by these shortcomings. The tension between its ambitions and its disappointments is what animates it. Warhol’s bravery in this regard became most apparent when his efforts to expand art’s boundaries were met with direct repression, as in his censored mural for the 1964 World’s Fair, 13 Most Wanted Men. In this work, perhaps more than any other, Warhol’s efforts at egalitarianism demonstrate their full radical potentiality. The traditional bulwarks of artistic hierarchy—the monument, the heteronormative, the genius—were invaded by what they sought to repress: the criminal, the queer, the machine. And the state, sensing this multifarious threat, immediately terminated the project.89
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        FIGURE 42. Andy Warhol, 13 Most Wanted Men, 1964. © 2016 Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      A cinema for everyone

      When Warhol turned to filmmaking in the mid-1960s, the possibilities of cultural egalitarianism continued to inform his production. Across their vast breadth, the films Warhol produced during this period explored three distinctively Rancièrian questions: Can anyone make a movie? Can anyone and anything be in a movie? And can anyone watch a movie? While these questions may sound optimistic, however, the answers Warhol found for them were consistently ambivalent and compromised, tinged by various disparities, including those of class. Yes, in all three cases, Warhol proved that anyone—even the most marginalized—could become involved with the movies. This is the utopian and egalitarian dimension of Warhol’s film that Douglas Crimp celebrates: his ability “not [to] judge the people in his world.”90 But Warhol’s films also repeatedly demonstrate that these marginal voices—including Warhol’s own—would win their entry into cinema through failure. As in the newsprint and brand image works discussed in chapters 2 and 3, the films’ inability to attain to the norms and standards of Hollywood would constitute their entertainment value, their style. “We have to make our movies look the way they do,” Warhol told Joseph Gelmis in 1970, “because if you can make them look better bad, at least they have a look to them. But as soon as you try to make a better movie look good without money, you just can’t do it.”91

      Like his painted and silkscreened work from the early 1960s, the films Warhol produced during the mid-1960s are pervaded by a distinctive technical amateurism. This amateur quality was widely remarked by Warhol’s critics and embraced by his collaborators. Warhol himself stated the basic ethos in 1969: “Well, like everybody else, we always try to do whatever is easiest.”92 Here again, Warhol espoused a stereotypically working-class attitude, with its emphasis on “immediate gratifications” and its aversion to education: “films are better. They’re easier. The camera does all the work.”93 Warhol’s performers noticed this emphasis right away. As superstar Tally Brown observed, “Where I came from when you were making a movie somebody said, ‘Lights! Camera! Action!’ and they told you what to do, and . . . you’d usually learned lines for the occasion and there was somebody behind the camera. . . . [In Warhol’s productions] none of these factors were present.”94

      Callie Angell has remarked that Warhol produced almost all of his movies during this period “with the most basic filmmaking equipment available,” and that the exceptions to this rule, like Empire and Henry Geldzahler, were still markedly subprofessional.95 His first movie camera was a 16-millimeter Bolex purchased in 1963 at Peerless Camera. In perfectly Warholian style, Bolex cameras had been advertised during the 1950s as an affordable link between everyday Americans and Hollywood film production—“easy to handle . . . easy to operate,” beloved by film stars, and only $89.95. Bolex movies were supposed to be practically automatic: “You can switch on the continuous-run lock and get into your own scenes while your Bolex runs by itself.” By the mid-1960s, Bolex was promising that, with its equipment, “home movies won’t have to look like ‘home movies.’”96 Warhol appears to have taken these promises seriously: “I was going to Hollywood. . . . Hollywood is the movie capital of the world so I bought a movie camera to take along. A 16mm Bolex.”97

      Needless to say, a massive technological chasm separated the Bolex from its supposedly similar Hollywood counterparts. The Bolex shot three-minute clips of silent film in black-and-white, clips that could never be mistaken for Hollywood quality. Warhol’s shaky camera work, unedited light flares, and transparent leaders between rolls made his films even more unmistakably nonprofessional. These discrepancies were brilliantly emphasized in Soap Opera (1964), which alternates between silent Bolex clips and appropriated television commercials, including one for the “Wonda-scope,” a $2.49 plastic gadget, reminiscent of the Magic Art Reproducer, that promised to combine microscope, telescope, binoculars, and pharyngoscope into “a useful scientific instrument that no home can afford to be without.” The Wonda-scope’s functions encompassed a variety of Warholian preoccupations: examining “jewelry for flaws,” getting a better view not just of “horse-racing or theater,” but also of “blackheads and ingrown hairs.” The film’s succeeding and final reel—an overexposed shot of a woman dancing naked before a mirror, and being discovered by a “scandalized” Gerard Malanga—draws out the implicitly voyeuristic implications of the Wonda-scope’s pretensions to scopic mastery.

      When Warhol screened his early silent films, he would slow down their frame rate from twenty-four frames per second to sixteen, thus extending their regular three-minute running time to four and a half minutes and accentuating their distance from commercial film. (Bolex advertised a similar feature: a “Magic Switch” on its projector that would “turn any movie into Amazing Slow Motion.”98) This alteration effectively stretched out the films, further emphasizing Warhol’s position as a nonprofessional filmmaker who needed to maximize his limited materials.99 In films like Kiss and Sleep (both 1963), Warhol highlighted this quality of “making ends meet” by joining and repeating dozens of short clips to build a much longer feature. But even as he was maximizing the running time of his camera rolls, Warhol was working to minimize his authorial intervention; Angell pointed out that in almost every early film after Kiss and Sleep, Warhol devoted each reel to only one shot, and in Blow Job and Eat (both 1963–64), single shots span multiple reels without directorial intervention.100

      This commitment to minimal expenditure and intervention persisted even when Warhol acquired more advanced equipment; filming Harlot with an Auricon sound-on-film camera in 1965, “Andy remained close to the camera throughout and frequently watched through the view finder, though, of course, he didn’t touch the camera itself.”101 And when Warhol did intervene, he emphasized the arbitrariness and inexpertise of the intervention; his seemingly unmotivated zooms are a key example. “I just put the motor on,” Warhol told an interviewer in 1963, “and [it] just goes on and shoots and it’s mostly all finished. It’s practically—it is finished.”102 He bragged of Blue Movie (1969) that “it was shot in three hours at a cost of $2,000.”103 Bourdon called this slapdash quality in Warhol’s work “benign neglect” and pointed out that it extended to the film’s public screenings, where reels were “jumbled” and “deleted.”104 From production to distribution, every element of filmmaking tested the ease of amateur cinematic technologies, the advertised promise that they “won’t let you make a mistake.”105

      Just as he tested the limits of technological accessibility in these early films, Warhol also tested the limits of cinematic narrative, searching out premises that had previously been judged either too prurient, too tedious, or both. Kiss, Sleep, Eat, Blow Job, Mario Banana, and the Screen Tests all singled out marginalized or forbidden elements of traditional cinema (auditioning, sleeping, eating, making out, sexual intercourse) and attempted to build movies from them without any supporting framework. Eschewing the standard structures of character and narrative, these films enact a poverty of subject matter that parallels their poverty of technique. Their plots and styles are thus intentionally stupid, a position Warhol embraced, relishing what Rancière would call “‘life’ in its ‘stupidity,’ in its raw existence, without reason.”106 Asked whether he could make the same movies “if you were very stupid,” Warhol concurred: “Yes. . . . Because I’m not very smart.”107 Ronnie Tavel remembered requesting that Warhol screen the films they had just produced so that he might “learn from” them. Warhol “sort of turned his head away and said cynically under his breath: ‘Everyone wants to learn something.’”108

      Through all of these technical and authorial devices, Warhol embraced the position of the lay producer, the nonprofessional enthusiast—blessed with neither genius nor affluence but aspiring nevertheless to cultural participation. Like the stereotypical working-class subject profiled and disparaged by contemporary sociologists, his “orientation [was] local, concrete, face-to-face, relatively deprived of long range considerations,” and focused on “getting by with as little education as possible.”109 But just as he had wanted “to be a machine” when he painted, he now wanted “to be plastic,” like the stars in Hollywood.110 Financing remained an obstacle: “I think movies are the kind of things Hollywood does. We haven’t been able to do that. Because you need a lot of money to do that. So we’re working it out our way.”111 From screenplay to equipment to camerawork to editing to projection, Warhol’s early films consistently proclaimed their nonprofessionalism, their status as amateur productions yearning for a wider audience. This aspiration—the distance between the filmmaker and his mythic Hollywood—held its own dramatic qualities.

      Concurrently, Warhol hoped that the egalitarian dimension of his style would provoke an egalitarian audience. Basic subjects would stimulate lower-class “impulses” and “gratifications.” If unsophisticated audiences just go to the movies to see the star and “eat him up,” why not focus on the actor exclusively—eating, sleeping, cumming?112 If their priority is to “relax and be entertained,” why not “make movies to read by, to eat by, to sleep by.”113 As Warhol told Vogue, “Movies should arouse you, should get you excited about people, should be prurient. . . . Prurience is part of the machine. It keeps you happy. It keeps you running.”114 The split screen in Chelsea Girls would even stave off boredom: “If you get bored with one, you can look at the other.”115 The filmmaker’s playful work provokes and produces the audience’s playful work, a truly participatory culture: “They get involved with themselves and they create their own entertainment. . . . It becomes fun.”116 Warhol’s cinema thus emphasized working-class “norms” described by contemporary sociologists: “fun,” “‘present time’ orientation,” and “enjoying today while [one] can.”117 His fundamental ethical stance—“I just like everybody and I believe in everything”—was presented from a stereotypically working-class perspective: Leticia Kent remembered him making the assertion “in an Andy Hardy voice.”118 The overall goal would be a radically expanded audience, encompassing the “uncivilized” classes: “Pop Art is for everyone. . . . I think [art] should be for the mass of American people.”119 But, like his aspirations to Hollywood success, Warhol acknowledged that these dreams of a playful and universal audience were ultimately improbable; the only truly popular and nonprofessional film he could cite as a model was amateur pornography, “beaver films.”120

      This Rancièrian modernist egalitarianism of technique, technology, subject matter, and audience was paralleled and reinforced in Warhol’s approach to his actors. For Warhol, the superstars “were just the ones who wanted to be in a movie. So that’s how we used them.”121 This is a crucial admission: just as filmmaking was most interesting when it was struggling (and failing) to achieve professional levels of polish, performers were most interesting when they were struggling (and failing) to achieve stardom. Asked if he would like to work with the actress Carroll Baker, Warhol demurred: “She has too much acting ability. . . . I want real people.”122 Because they capture the very moments of aspiration to cinematic participation, the Screen Tests are the paradigmatic investigation of this struggle.123 But a similar aspirational effect pervades all the silent films as a consequence of their slow motion: it is as if each figure were straining to move, to breath, to inhabit the cinematic environment, to bridge “this incredible distance between being ‘a Hollywood star’ and a Superstar.”124 At the limit, this gap between subject and star could be lethal—George Reeves and Marilyn Monroe were exemplary in this regard.

      Warhol had emphasized this distance in his paintings of comics, grocery commodities, and celebrities, and he relished it in his filmmaking. When asked how he got actors “to give . . . their most in front of the camera,” he replied, “I don’t ask for the most.”125 The performers’ Hollywood striving thus mirrored or reiterated the director’s; both parties were intentionally shown to be ill-equipped to achieve the cultural prominence they so craved. And yet paradoxically, this spectacle of failure was what drew paying customers. As Pauline Kael disparagingly remarked, “They were counterfeit stars willing to mock their failure to pass for genuine but nevertheless hoping that the travesty would make them a new kind of star.”126
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        FIGURE 43. Tobacco Road, film still, 1941.

      

      As in his paintings, in Warhol’s films these spectacles of failure were powerfully linked to class, complicating and undermining his professed commitment to egalitarianism. Visitors to the Factory were struck by the presence of figures not typically associated with art-making—“non-actors or freaks,” “the people most excluded by other groups,” even “the head of a 97th Street and Columbus Avenue girl gang.”127 Kael immediately and anxiously recognized that the Warholian Superstar had unpleasant class associations: “like the self-disgusted, gregarious, quarrelsome people in bars and street fights—people to be avoided.” Unlike a film such as Tobacco Road, where degradation was employed comically and fictionally, in Warhol’s “bohemian Tobacco Road, the people flaunted their own dishevelment and their own nausea, and it was all so depressing that even when they did funny things, one didn’t feel much like laughing.”128 For Kael, these lower-class exploits could only be entertaining when they were staged. The real economic and social tensions embodied in Warhol’s superstars brought them a little too close to home. In this respect, the Silver Factory resembled what Jameson has called a proto-utopian “experience of social promiscuity,” like high school or the military, in which members of different classes are forced into contact with one another and antagonisms become individual rather than collective. And like the classless utopia these situations foretell, Warhol’s Factory “welcome[d] the most outrageous self-indulgences and personal freedoms of its citizens in all things”—including narcotics, non-normative sexuality, and eating disorders.129
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        FIGURE 44. Andy Warhol, Poor Little Rich Girl, 1965. 16 mm film, black and white, sound, 66 minutes. © 2016 Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh, a museum of Carnegie Institute. All rights reserved.

      

      Interestingly, as the poet Paul Carroll recognized in 1969, class antagonism in Warhol’s films was often staged in gendered terms. Carroll’s profile of Warhol in Playboy included a detailed typography of Warhol’s actors, noting that the majority of the female stars came from moneyed backgrounds. Almost all of the male stars, by contrast, “are products of tough, lower-class backgrounds” or are associated with them onscreen: “Almost every young man in Warhol movies portrays a street arab, tough but tender and wounded.”130

      While Edie Sedgwick’s appearances in Warhol’s films confirm Carroll’s dichotomy, they also consistently explore fantasies of class shifting and transgression. In homage to his childhood idol, Shirley Temple, Warhol titled Sedgwick’s first star vehicle Poor Little Rich Girl. When these words awaken her from off-screen as the film begins, Sedgwick’s response is succinct: “Fuck you.” The star’s alienation from her class is a recurrent theme, and Edie the heiress is rendered human—her aristocratic aura is undone by the camera’s relentless gaze. As a stoned Sedgwick tells Chuck Wein, when he suggests that she “marry somebody rich”: “I know a lot of rich people but they’re all pigs.” The film allows Sedgwick to perform an abdication of her privilege, to present herself as “an agent of the secret discontent of [her] class with its own rule” who would “like to kill grandma.”131 Sedgwick thus fits neatly into Carroll’s gender/class typology; the film is a “day in the life of a poor little rich girl cut off from the family fortune” who has “two ‘contradictory status positions,’” the higher of which, her class, “can be undercut to resolve the contradiction in favor of the lower status”—her gender.132
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        FIGURE 45. Andy Warhol, Vinyl, 1965. 16 mm film, black and white, sound, 67 minutes. © 2016 Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh, a museum of Carnegie Institute. All rights reserved.

      

      Class drama is similarly prominent in many of Warhol’s other films, but there are instances in which Carroll’s dichotomy does not hold. The subject of Mrs. Warhol (1966) is a recognizably working-class, immigrant woman—Warhol’s mother—unconvincingly pretending to be a former beauty star (plate 17). In The Life and Times of Juanita Castro (1965), the class betrayals of the Cuban revolution are presented as theatrical and sexual in nature, with the various rivalries between Juanita, Che Guevara, and the Castro brothers staged as farce.133 In Vinyl (1965), where class antagonism is figured as an intramasculine struggle, this theatricality becomes more menacing. Victor (Gerard Malanga), who wears a T-shirt and leather jacket, intercepts the delivery of a stack of magazines to an elegant suited figure with an air of undisguised disdain: “Pardon me sir! . . . Pray tell, sir, what does this page mean, sir? . . . I have always had the deepest respect for sirs who know how to read!” If, as J. J. Murphy has argued, Warhol’s cinema is built on a foundation of psychodrama, this drama is frequently staged as class transgression and antagonism.134

      The Little King

      Another notable investigation of class transgression in Warhol’s cinema is Henry Geldzahler, a silent black-and-white film produced in 1964 that features its eponymous star—son of a Belgian diamond broker and curator at the Metropolitan Museum of Art—occupying an armchair for ninety-nine minutes. After setting up the shot, Warhol apparently left the room to conduct Factory business. Geldzahler’s initially “majestic pose” soon broke down into a series of increasingly unflattering twitches, postures, and expressions, seemingly driven by boredom, anxiety, and restlessness, and culminating in a complete regression to the fetal position—one of the least majestic poses imaginable.135

      As Callie Angell first remarked, the film’s most prominent art historical precedent is Picasso’s portrait of Gertrude Stein, which Geldzahler would have seen every day in the Met. Noting the similarities in furniture and pose, Angell argued, “The resemblance is exact enough to have been a deliberate reference on Warhol’s part, and . . . may be read as Warhol’s homage to Geldzahler, whose relationship to Warhol as a patron and supporter of his artistic career echoed that of Stein and Picasso.”136 This positions Geldzahler’s portrait in a lineage that stretches back to Ingres, whose Portrait of Monsieur Bertin has long been considered a crucial precedent for the Stein portrait—a lineage Geldzahler certainly would have known even if Warhol did not. But if they were thinking about Picasso and Stein, Warhol and Geldzahler must also have recognized the queer resonances between these portraits—in each case, an art capital’s most dynamic young upstart was portraying a major tastemaker who was audaciously gay. Could they have sensed what Robert Lubar described as Stein’s “lesbian masquerade,” “her abrogation and/or usurpation of patriarchal authority that Picasso had to disavow in order to complete her portrait”?137 If so, might Geldzahler have been staging this masquerade in reverse, adopting a façade of patriarchal authority only to perform its undoing, smoking and fondling his cigar down to its nub, listlessly sending smoke signals? And might any of the anxiety and resentment that permeated Picasso’s relationship to Stein have leaked into Warhol’s relationship to Geldzahler?

      When asked to explain his actions during the film, Geldzahler gave a variety of answers. In 1965 he credited the film with biographical and art historical significance, claiming that he “had just come back from a long week end with Jasper Johns and the Stellas . . . [and] had a lot to think about.”138 In 1971 he tried a different tack, claiming that the film presented him with an opportunity to produce an encyclopedia of gestures, his “entire vocabulary.”139 Neither of Geldzahler’s explanations acknowledged the regressive transformation that he undergoes over the course of the film, a transformation that has long been muddled by the fact that the film’s two reels were frequently shown out of order, so that viewers were greeted with Geldzahler mid-breakdown and witnessed an abrupt shift to the “majestic pose” midway through the screening.
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        FIGURE 46. Andy Warhol, Henry Geldzahler, 1964. 16 mm film, black and white, silent, 99 minutes at 16 frames per second. © 2016 Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh, a museum of Carnegie Institute. All rights reserved.

      

      Warhol’s own response to Geldzahler’s performance was recorded in 1965, when the Herald Tribune sent Frances FitzGerald to the Factory to write a profile of Geldzahler. The visit coincided with a screening of the film, providing FitzGerald with an opportunity to ask Warhol to comment on his work while they watched it together. Warhol’s initial reaction was characteristically blasé: “His own creation might as well be moving wall paper. He sits at the back of the room collecting invitations from the lovlies [sic] and occasionally glancing at the screen. ‘Nothing happens. Why should I look? It’s just a picture of Henry smoking a cigar for an hour and a half.’”140 What could be more cynical than an automatic portrait of a curator, manufactured for profit and social prestige, by an artist who is too busy to watch it? This is the Warhol with whom we are all familiar: the postmodern oracle, either succumbing to or parodying the world of the spectacle, where “the commodity’s mechanical accumulation unleashes a limitless artificiality in face of which all living desire is disarmed.”141

      In many similar cases, such a response would have been the discernable extent of Warhol’s aesthetic judgment. But in this instance, Warhol briefly experimented with a more analytical interpretation. As he asked FitzGerald, “‘Do you think he’s acting or being himself? . . . He’s acting. He’s playing the Little King.’”142 Warhol’s hypothesis, despite being only seven words long, is remarkably suggestive, both in subject and object. Does “he” refer to the flesh-and-blood Geldzahler or his projected image? Warhol and FitzGerald are looking simultaneously at “the two Henrys,” so we’ll never know. The second part of Warhol’s remark—“playing the Little King”— also points in two directions. As Angell noted, Warhol would have been referring to a comic strip by Otto Soglow, but also to a painting Warhol had made based on the comic four years earlier, in 1961 (plate 18). What might Warhol have wanted to convey through this comparison? How would the Metropolitan Museum’s curator of modern art have stood to benefit from emulating a comic strip for posterity? And the faint tone of skepticism or disdain in Warhol’s rhetorical question—what provoked it? Could he have been noting the similarities between the two figures’ cardioid thrones, or even the phallic resemblances between Geldzahler’s ridiculous cigar and the Little King’s equally absurd crown and beard? Perhaps, and yet Warhol’s brief addendum signals not just his art historical intelligence, as Angell argued, but his political intelligence as well.

      Published as a comic strip in the New Yorker from 1931 to 1934, as a King Features Sunday strip from 1934 to 1975, and as a comic book produced pseudonymously by John Stanley in the mid-1950s, Soglow’s The Little King was an almost exclusively wordless feature that followed the comical misadventures of its eponymous hero. Like Warhol, Soglow had been raised in poverty, and commentators have speculated that he used the figure of the Little King to take humorous revenge on the elite.143 A short and portly figure, vaguely similar in shape to Geldzahler, the Little King constantly undermined his own pretensions to aristocracy through clumsiness, haste, misunderstanding, and appetite.144 Little King strips typically end in a dénouement; the example Warhol chose for his painting has the King driving an automobile into a knight who, in the final panel, is revealed to be nothing but armor “playing” a knight—a shell or pretense with no inner core (plate 19). As is usually the case in these punch lines, either the world disappoints the Little King, or he disappoints the world, or both.

      It could be argued that the figure of the Little King perfectly emblematizes Warhol’s fascination with the Debordian spectacle. After all, in Debord’s analysis, royalty is a proto-spectacular and highly performative formation, wherein “all social life was . . . concentrated in the ornamented poverty of the Court . . . whose apex was the ‘profession of king.’” All kings “play” the “little king”—this concentrated version of the spectacle is later challenged by and then integrated with the diffuse version: “the abundance of commodities” that characterizes “modern capitalism.”145 The Little King would thus have provided Warhol with a suitably charged emblem for spectacular society, a bright and lively homunculus that could stand in for the distorting power of the commodity.

      This spectacular dimension of the Little King’s appeal was mischievously celebrated by Vladimir Nabokov in his 1951 memoir, Speak, Memory, during a description of the author’s first poetic composition. The young poet’s “languid rambles” in the summer of 1914 were interrupted by an encounter with “the admirable and unforgettable village schoolmaster,” “an ardent Socialist, a good man, intensely devoted to my father . . . always smiling, always perspiring,” who, in 1905, had taught Vladimir and his siblings Russian spelling. The chance meeting brought on in young Vladimir a quasi-schizophrenic breakdown, in which he “registered simultaneously and with equal clarity not only [the schoolmaster’s] wilting flowers, his flowing tie and the blackheads on the fleshy volutes of his nostrils, but also the dull little voice of a cuckoo . . . , the flash of a Queen of Spain,” and many other things as well. He began to lose faith in the efficacy of language: the words in his poem “did not look quite as lustrous as they had before the interruption. Some suspicion crossed my mind that I might be dealing in dummies.”146 At this moment, the young poet had come face to face with the challenges of political consciousness—as embodied by the socialist schoolteacher—and their repercussions for language.

      But Nabokov quickly recovered, and it was the Little King who saved the day: “Fortunately, this cold twinkle of critical perception did not last. The fervor I had been trying to render took over again and brought its medium back to an illusory life. The ranks of words I reviewed were again so glowing, with their puffed-out little chests and trim uniforms, that I put down to mere fancy the sagging I had noticed out of the corner of my eye.”147 The intended homage was apparently too subtle. Nabokov later bemoaned commentators who “carelessly” missed in this passage “the name of a great cartoonist and a tribute to him.”148 For Nabokov, Soglow’s Little King “so glowing[ly]” revitalizes language through the repetition of its appealing forms, which march across the page nobly and unyieldingly, like words or letters, distracting us from their actual mechanical materiality, just as the sheer punning accident of their creator’s last name appears to provide them with an inner light, reasserting the aristocratic autonomy of the spectacle against the pressures of political consciousness.

      Warhol must have relished this spectacular dimension of his source material, the dimension that Nabokov found so powerful. But when he turned to the Little King for inspiration, Warhol focused at least as much on the irreproducibility of this spectacle as its appeal, staging the visual reproduction of mass culture as a class-specific agon, a charged and exasperated attempt by a working-class subject to participate in the culture that was targeted to him, using the technologies that promised to facilitate this participation. Strikingly, when he cropped and repainted this image, Warhol isolated the strip’s least dramatic panels, emphasizing the participatory drama and deemphasizing the depicted one—neither the collision nor the dismantled knight was included, and the king’s dripping sweat was transfigured into dripping paint. The tension between the Little King’s expectations and the reality he confronts was replaced by the tension between model and emulator, panel and painter. It is as though Warhol offers a pessimistic addendum to Debord’s concerns about the spectacle: not only is the spectacle massively alienating and appealing for purchase and emulation, it also holds out the false promise that its most powerless consumers might soon become its producers. Warhol was a poster child for these promises. He attempted to replay the Little King, to perform his resuscitation by hand.

      And Warhol was not alone in this endeavor. We have a remarkable record of an alternate, protocinematic version of this amateur cultural participation by one of Warhol’s working-class contemporaries, the poet and philosopher Keith Gunderson, who grew up poor in Minnesota in the 1930s. In his prose poem “A Portrait of My State as a Dogless Young Boy’s Apartment,” Gunderson recalled his and his sister Janice’s childhood interactions with Coca-Cola and the Little King:

      
        Sometimes me and Janice just before we’d fall asleep wouldn’t fight at all because we’d do THE LITTLE KING on the bedroom wall and the way we’d do THE LITTLE KING was to get a teeny Coca-Cola bottle about one finger long that any kid could get for free once a year at the Southside Picnic in Powderhorn Park and make the baby coke bottle stick to a finger by drinking the coke and then sucking the air out and smacking a finger right on the hole part of the top of it and waggling our coke bottle fingers around in front of lamps by our bed so the lamps would shoot shadows of the coke bottles on the wall and the shadows were fatter and bigger than the real coke bottles and were shaped like THE LITTLE KING who was a fat guy in a king suit in a comic strip and he never said anything or did much and was shaped like the shadow of a little coke bottle and me and Janice would make our LITTLE KING shadows walk all over the walls and ceiling and sometimes across our covers and faces and once even across my butt and we would try to say whatever we thought THE LITTLE KING might say and it wasn’t hard because in the comic strip THE LITTLE KING never said anything so we could make our LITTLE KINGS say and do whatever we wanted and it was like running a whole comic strip by ourselves which had two LITTLE KINGS in it and when I got older and could read . . . [I] thought our shadow comic strip had been much better than the real one and even so good it was almost a movie.149

      

      Gunderson’s poem serves as both a precedent and a point of comparison for Warhol’s mass-cultural replications. The young Gundersons rivaled Warhol in their manic creativity, but they differed from him significantly in their tone, their affect. Like Warhol, they experimented with technology, becoming little cyborgs with their lamps and “coke bottle fingers.” Warhol had sent away for a bedroom projector as a child, and would use a projector in his studio for sketching, before he embraced silkscreens and then cinema as alternatives to painting. Like Warhol’s, the Gundersons’ excitement was simultaneously cultural (“running a whole comic strip by ourselves”) and sexual (“and once even across my butt”). They played the Little King with a Rancièrian exuberance, a sense that the world of culture was theirs for the taking—that, as Rancière has argued, Plato’s cave and the society of the spectacle are two moments in the same repressive history, and that the shadows and spectacles could be reappropriated. “From now on,” in other words, “the border between action and life no longer has any consistency. Anything can enter into art. And, in parallel fashion, there is no longer any separation between a refined and an uncouth nature: art no longer has specific producers nor privileged addressees.”150 This remained Warhol’s stated hope for art throughout his career, a fundamentally egalitarian and universalist embrace of creativity with distinctly political implications: “Just ordinary people like my paintings. . . . I suppose it’s hard for intellectuals to think of me as Art. I’m a mass-communicator.”151

      Warhol seems to have recognized that the figure of the bumbling monarch could be refreshingly enabling for its young and unaristocratic readers. Like its commodity doppelgänger (another Warhol icon), this “shadow of a little coke bottle” held out the promise of culture as participatory and accessible, something that could be remade and improved into a very minor cinema by even the smallest readers in even the humblest rooms. But where Rancière and the Gundersons emphasized the glorious emergence of this egalitarianism, Warhol was constantly highlighting its limitations and false promises. His replications tended to be doleful rather than joyful. For Warhol, playing and replaying the Little King was always a way of accentuating a persistent distance from cultural participation even as he pursued—and eventually achieved—it. And this distance effectively figures social and economic marginality. It is a queer distance, but also a class distance, a way of emphasizing that the voice in question has not been granted access to a larger audience. Warhol seems sometimes to have thought of Geldzahler as his compatriot in this regard. As he told the curator when the two men attended Truman Capote’s Black and White Ball in 1966, “Gee, we’re the only nobodies here.”152

      What would it mean, then, to say with a note of disdain, as Warhol did, that Geldzahler was playing the Little King in his filmed portrait? Invariably, in the comic strip, the punch lines come at the Little King’s expense. Again and again, he is exposed as all pretense, comically failing to live up to his regal image. The “puffed-out little chests” that Nabokov celebrated are constantly being deflated in the final frame. But Nabokov recognized that this deflation can paradoxically be beneficial to the health of the regal spectacle. By perpetually bouncing back from its embarrassing weekly mishaps, the sovereign appears indomitable. What’s more, these humorous calamities render the powerful more human—the king lingers among us, bumbling, hungry, distracted. If every king is playing the king, as Debord surmised, might there be a benefit to rendering this performance performative and highlighting its comic shortcomings? Hadn’t Warhol opened the door for such a maneuver in his early pop style, which continually emphasized his distance from the ideals he craved? What might a king, or the son of a Belgian diamond merchant, like Geldzahler, stand to gain from emulating this distance? And could Warhol share these benefits? Were they both actually “nobodies,” or were they in fact “prince[s],” as one mutual friend put it, “operat[ing] on a broad, extravagant level of endless expanse, infinite privilege and freedom”?153

      In 1966 Life magazine called Geldzahler “the connection, the affable fellow who links the multiple and widely separated circles of the world of art.”154 He was writing “a book on European painting since 1900—a drug store book.” His goal was a profitable leveling of aesthetic hierarchies—“making great art available to large numbers of people.” Dell was reportedly “printing 100,000 copies.”155 Warhol seems to have sensed his friend’s talents and aspirations in this area—Geldzahler claimed that they spoke every day on the phone throughout the early and mid-1960s, often for hours.156 Here was another ambitious gay man, an “All-American boy of immigrant parents,” but one who came from money and had learned to navigate every social realm with ease, to break down social and aesthetic hierarchies for profit, “not being selective, just letting everything in at once”—truly, an “independent” curator avant la lettre.157 Geldzahler thought that pop art transformed his career: “Before then . . . curators weren’t famous. Well, I was the Pop curator. . . . A curator in 1958 wouldn’t have dreamed of attention like that.”158

      Performances of regression were becoming Geldzahler’s signature move. A few years before FitzGerald’s visit to the Factory, the curator had graced Claes Oldenburg’s 1961 happening Ironworks/Fotodeath as “the father in a ‘soft family’ of three persons, who sat on a bench while a photographer tried vainly to take their portrait,” getting propped up and then collapsing again and again. And in May 1965 he had taken on a similarly deflationary role for another Oldenburg happening, Washes, “lying in a rubber boat” in a swimming pool, “wearing a terry-cloth robe and smoking a cigar”—a performance he later worried might have jeopardized his future at the Met (plate 20).159 “Who’s afraid of the mass media?” FitzGerald closed her article by asking. “Not its little king.”160 Warhol’s description of Geldzahler would apparently stick as a nickname: “His friends called him the Little King,” Calvin Tomkins reported in 1971, “after the comic-strip character by Soglow.”161

      Social mobility was much more problematic for Warhol. Where Geldzahler could move effortlessly between high and low, rich and poor, Warhol knew the limitations of his own place in this system: “I never can have money and pretend I’m poor. I can only be poor and pretend I’m rich.”162 He was terrified of being accused of social climbing: “It bothers me because it’s not true! . . . the ‘social climbing’ thing just isn’t true. Oh but why does it bother me so much? I don’t know why, it just does, I don’t know.”163 The media seems to have made him deeply uncomfortable; in at least one early interview, he communicated this unease by repeatedly flicking his audience off while brushing his fingers across his mouth.164 There were pillars of the New York artworld who found Warhol’s class background unforgiveable. Frederick Eberstadt described him as “this weird cooley little faggot with his impossible wig and his jeans and his sneakers. . . . The most colossal creep I had ever seen in my life.”165 According to Carter Ratcliff, his effects were profound: Warhol would eventually undermine “the barrier of privilege we hoped would always separate the art world from fashion, entertainment, and everything else art flirts with.”166

      Geldzahler never seems to have encountered these frustrating limitations; he was free to move up and down the social hierarchy with ease, transgressing “the barrier of privilege” when necessary. By nicknaming Geldzahler “the Little King,” Warhol registered his irritation with this imbalance. Perhaps this is also why he made a short film called People Watching Henry (1964) documenting a screening of the longer Geldzahler film, reframing and containing the curator by filming an audience watching him perform. And perhaps it explains Warhol’s decision to let the original Geldzahler film be screened incorrectly for so many years, its reels played out of order, rendering the sitter’s disintegration illegible, thwarting his little-kingly narrative. Warhol might have seen Geldzahler as beating him at his own game, playing the Little King as a gay man from a position of strength, not weakness. “My father used to tell me not to try to swallow the world,” Geldzahler told a reporter in 1966. “I said, ‘Why not try?’”167
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        FIGURE 47. Andy Warhol, People Watching Henry Geldzahler on Screen, 1964. 16 mm film, black and white, silent; 2.7 minutes. © 2016 Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh, a museum of Carnegie Institute. All rights reserved.

      

      These tensions between Warhol and Geldzahler seem to have been undermining their relationship. When the Factory’s power failed during FitzGerald’s visit, Geldzahler mocked Warhol’s efforts to make class performative: “Ask Andy why the lights have gone out. Is it a financial crisis or just camp?”168 Their close friendship apparently dissolved that year. Geldzahler remembered writing, “Andy Warhol can’t paint anymore and he can’t make movies yet,” on a blackboard in the Factory in June 1965. He worried that Warhol never forgot that blithe betrayal.169 But in 1967 Geldzahler introduced Warhol to Fred Hughes, who would become the impresario of Warhol’s second factory. Under Hughes’s tutelage, Warhol would learn to capitalize on his wealthy clients’ downmarket aspirations. Portraiture became a primary source of revenue. Warhol even offered to do Geldzahler’s portrait again, promising that he would “put the art in this time.”170 By 1971 Geldzahler would finally embrace the family business he had long resisted—“I’m a sort of broker, or middle man, between precious objects and the people who buy them. It doesn’t bother me”— and Warhol would refer to himself publicly as “the first Mrs. Geldzahler,” the early wife who had sustained her husband’s ascension and then been abandoned.171 Appointed arts commissioner under Mayor Ed Koch, Geldzahler mockingly remarked the absence of Warhol’s work from his exhibits: “I don’t have any of your art up here.” Warhol would try his best to return the favor: “And I was rude to Henry Geldzahler. He was there trying to get me to introduce him to someone, and I ignored him, I don’t know why—well, yes I do, because Henry’s hurt me so many times that way, I just felt like it.”172

      In films like Henry Geldzahler and Poor Little Rich Girl, and in his burgeoning portraiture practice, Warhol took aristocratic subjects and found ways to deglamorize them, both through his amateurish style and through the pressures of the strained medium. He recognized—from precedents like Soglow’s Little King—that this process would appeal to both his subjects and their everyday viewers. For viewers, the spectacle of deglamorization gratifyingly collapsed the distance between audience and performer, demonstrating that “stars are just like us.” And for his performers, this cultural leveling disguised real social difference, producing the illusion of equality: The Little King had been just as successful in the New Yorker as it was in the daily paper. What’s more, deglamorization had an erotic appeal of its own, since “the socially excluded” often “returned in the form of psychic desire.”173 For his part, Warhol regularly celebrated the power of these moments of deglamorization or downward mobility. Neal Weaver’s 1969 visit to the Factory was “abruptly” concluded when “a flurry broke out in the screening room. . . . Joan Crawford was pinch-hitting for her daughter on a daytime soap opera . . . [and] everyone gathered before the television set to watch the spectacle of Miss Crawford playing a 23 year old girl.” Warhol was spellbound: “Andy watched for a while . . . and then said with quiet satisfaction, ‘This is how television ought to be all the time. Absolutely surreal.’”174 Warhol suspected that commercial television could profit from his innovations. The results would be profoundly lucrative and insidious: reality television, a “midwife of the neoliberal order,” conditioning viewers to a new world of flexible labor, self-sufficiency, and “increasing vulnerability.”175

      These, then, are some of the implications of Warhol’s pursuit of cinematic egalitarianism during the mid-1960s:

      1. Like his pop work from the early 1960s, Warhol’s cinema pursued a Rancièrian expansion of aesthetic experience. It did so in an impressive variety of ways, challenging previous hierarchies of participation, production, subject matter, genre, technology, distribution, and audience. In all of these areas, it deserves to be recognized as a significant moment in cultural history. It undeniably provided a variety of aspiring participants who otherwise would have been deemed too queer, marginal, or impoverished with an opportunity to contribute to culture.176 Warhol’s admirers felt certain that, in this respect, he had permanently transformed the world. As David Bowie observed, “Pork could become the next I Love Lucy, the great American domestic comedy. . . . It’s about people living and hustling to survive. . . . A smashing of the spectacle.”177 No small feat.

      2. But while Warhol’s mid-sixties cinema opened onto distinctly egalitarian possibilities, it was nevertheless frequently premised on the marketability of egalitarianism’s collapse, the expectation that audiences would enjoy watching a film or a performer who conspicuously failed to approximate the mass-cultural standards she/he/it had set out to achieve. The gap between an aspiring cultural participant and her mythic heroes could prove entertaining and therefore profitable. As we have seen, these dramas of ambition and failure were frequently framed in class terms. Many of Warhol’s collaborators would later argue that this project put Warhol in the compromised ethical position of profiting from his friends’ disappointments. For what it’s worth, he made a career out of profiting from his own as well.

      In this respect, Warhol’s work clearly set a precedent for the spectacles of cultural failure that are today so dominant: the Gong Show/American Idol/The Apprentice model of culture, premised on the ideal of pure meritocracy but secretly revealing “the real necessity of social ties and support for success in the arid neoliberal regime.”178 Much of the appeal of these shows lies in the contestants’ inability to reproduce successfully the ideals they emulate, and in the monstrous criticism they frequently receive from “celebrity judges.” Through this process, failure is spectacularized and converted into entertainment, becoming “the country’s great uniter, bringing together rich and poor, blue state and red, Gershwin-loving grandmas and text-happy tweens—a rare instance of cultural consensus in an increasingly fractured age.”179 Instead of being sold only the spectacle of their possible successful participation in mass culture, “consumers” are today simultaneously consoled by the spectacle of their peers’ inability to achieve this same participation. No wonder Warhol was invited, in the 1970s, to be a judge on The Gong Show, or that the interviewer who later asked him about it wrongly assumed that he would have been competing against—rather than evaluating—the contestants.180 Lance Loud of The Loud Family, America’s first reality show, had openly modeled himself on Warhol.181 How gratified Warhol would have been to learn that, in 2015, “MTV is rebranding for the social media age and opening itself up to audience-created videos, changing its tagline from ‘I want my MTV’ to ‘I am my MTV.’”182

      3. Finally, the examples of Henry Geldzahler, Edie Sedgwick, the Little King, and Joan Crawford (along with the expanding list of celebrities and politicians with whom Warhol collaborated throughout the 1970s and 1980s) demonstrate that this aesthetic of failure could prove appealing for an elite that wished to disguise its power, embracing Deleuze and Guattari’s claim that “the new words spoken by the master” are “‘I too am a slave.’”183 For these patrons, collaborating with Warhol meant aligning themselves with a quavering voice from the margins, as Geldzahler had, borrowing and embracing its minor perspective, taking on its weaknesses as their own, and perhaps even learning to enjoy themselves as so many “Napoleon[s] in rags”—without thereby becoming “bitter cultural rebels, ready to dynamite the Corinthian columns of the Met.”184 “Some viewers will probably read into Warhol’s smudged screening and lurid colors an intentional degradation of the subject,” David Bourdon remarked in 1975, “while others will see it as thoroughly glamorizing.”185 This exchange seems to have pervaded Warhol’s society portraits from the very beginning: “Now start smiling and talking,” Warhol is said to have instructed Ethel Scull (nickname: Spike; married to a taxi baron) in 1963 while she posed for her portrait in a 42nd Street coin-operated photobooth, “you’re costing me money.”186

    

  
    
      Conclusion

      Warhol’s Neoliberalism

      During Warhol’s lifetime, social class went from being a principal category of identification and analysis to what Noam Chomsky has called “the unmentionable five-letter word.”1 In a variety of ways, neoliberalism encouraged citizens not to think or talk about class. Many prominent voices claimed it was obsolete, “a meaningless or at least long defunct category” that was no longer descriptively or prescriptively useful.2 Conveniently, while a “majority of the world’s population was being subjected to an unleashed global capitalism . . . the idea of class, was being energetically rejected by the aspiring arrivistes in the West and elsewhere, who believed that they had transcended it.”3 Americans were taught to aspire rather than to advocate or agitate; instead of class consciousness, there is “level consciousness,” wherein “collective involvement” is discouraged, and “the principle motive . . . is to pass up and out of the level in which [one] finds [oneself].”4 And yet this effacement of class disguised decades of “gloves-off . . . class war,” through various strategies of commodification, financialization, privatization, austerity, and deregulation: union busting, the evisceration of the welfare state, the pathologization of the vulnerable, and the reduction of human life to “human capital.”5 Under neoliberalism, as Wendy Brown argues, “All conduct is economic conduct; all spheres of existence are framed and measured by economic terms and metrics,” and yet class “disappears as a category” since it raises difficult questions about inequality, “the Achilles’ heel of the modern economy.”6 Class warfare, during this period, was thus simultaneously socioeconomic and psychological—a vast power grab brought about through “the accelerating erosion of working people’s socioeconomic security” that cloaked itself in the guise of “individual freedom” and classless mobility.7

      Even as it deployed and manipulated recognizable languages of class—through comic books and cheap cameras and canned food—Warhol’s work contributed to this effacement of class, and to the neoliberal illusion of a classless America, defined by aspiration and mobility. One way to describe the general trajectory of this work would be to say that the frustrated yearnings for status and cultural participation expressed in his style became less authentic as Warhol’s stature—and the stature of his clientele—grew increasingly formidable. But the tension between these forces remained active from start to finish. Class was never an easy subject for Warhol.

      Warhol knew that the low can have a strange and dangerous erotic appeal. There is something sexy about the underdog, the dirtbag, the ruffian, since “low domains, apparently expelled as ‘Other’, return as the object of nostalgia, longing and fascination.” Of course, in America, these desires cut both ways; the wealthy are at least as much an “eroticized constituent” of the poor’s fantasy lives as the poor are of the wealthy’s, and nothing is more thrilling than a reversal of fortune.8 Audiences roar with laughter as Martha Stewart faux-menacingly informs them that, “When I did my stretch, all the hoodrats on my cellblock wanted to break off a piece of Martha Stewart’s ass, so I decided some bitch needed to get got.”9 Warhol built a career out of these strange crossings, although he sometimes worried that, as mass media became more pervasive, the pressure of the fantasy lives they promulgated might become unbearable. In his childhood, although he “probably hoped that the movies showed what life was like,” their actual content “was so different from anything I knew about that I’m sure I never really believed it.” But “TV is different”—more realistic—and “people with television dreams are really disappointed with everything in their lives.”10

      The concept of the popular, as Clark reminds us, is a slippery one: “used for ideological purposes, to suggest kinds of identity and contact between the classes . . . which did not exist in their everyday life or organized social practice, but seemed to in the spectacle.”11 For some of its viewers and participants, Warhol’s work demonstrated the possibility of upward cultural mobility through the misadventures of the amateur producer or performer. For others, it provided access to downward cultural mobility, a vulgarization that disguised economic differences and crackled with the frisson of the low. (This vulgarization could, of course, occasionally be taken too far, even for Warhol. “Poor Edie—,” Warhol told his diary when he saw ads for the deceased superstar’s biography on the sides of city buses, “when she went out she’d never even take a cab, it had to be a limo, and now they’ve got her on the bus.”12) Warhol’s work allowed its viewers to cross both ways, to make class a performance. Always keeping things loose, free, easy. Never climbing.

      Neither of the two great subjects of Warhol’s classic pop work—participatory culture and the “battle of the brands”—constituted a true challenge to capitalism broadly speaking. But each threatened to undermine an important contemporary capitalist structure or assumption. Participatory culture held out the promise of an egalitarian cultural sphere, a Benjaminian world in which those who had traditionally been merely “consumers” could earn compensation as producers and begin to share their thoughts, feelings, and experiences directly with others. The entire hierarchy of cultural production might be overturned. The ascension of generic goods posed a similarly fundamental challenge: the paradigms of corporate competition and market segmentation, and with them the need for an advertising industry, might be growing obsolete as citizens ceased to believe in the qualitative differences between branded and generic commodities. The profitable and mostly imaginary lines between “Coke” and “Pepsi” and “Cola” were seen to be on the edge of collapse at the very moment when everyone was being promised access to cultural participation. A new world of egalitarianism and use-value seemed to be waiting in the wings.

      In both cases, the working class was proposed as a bulwark against these threats to hierarchy and profit. Their alleged insecurity, immaturity, credulousness, and desperation for status would make them easy to manipulate. Participatory culture was sold to them as an outlet for creativity, self-expression, and upward mobility, all for a low monthly payment. And experts claimed that, unlike their wealthier and supposedly savvier contemporaries, the working class could be trusted to believe in an “aristocracy of brand names” that seemed to guarantee security and social mobility through careful shopping—“a fictive United States,” as bell hooks put it, “where everyone has access to everything.”13 Warhol’s work tested these promises against each other, and in so doing, archived and interrogated them. In his indelible work from the early 1960s, he attempted to take these promises seriously, pushing them to their breaking points in his images of superheroes, newspapers, soup cans, and celebrities. Then, in his attempts at an egalitarian cinema in the mid-1960s, he found a way to amalgamate these promises through the invention of the Factory Superstar: the idea that anybody could, with perseverance and Warhol’s blessing, creatively become her own brand.

      Even as they targeted a class-specific audience, however, the participatory culture and brand image strategies that Warhol found so fascinating also contributed to the eradication of class consciousness and to an “increasingly atomized” working class.14 They did so by endeavoring to persuade working-class citizens that they were each fundamentally responsible for their own fate—for their creative growth and their social mobility. Each working-class subject, “eschew[ing] dependency” and refusing to “cling to others,” could supposedly bootstrap herself up the social hierarchy through hard work, creativity, and the conscientious consumption of brand-name commodities; “insecure workers” could become “confident consumers.”15 Warhol’s Superstar strategy consolidated these assurances into the promise of media-assisted self-branding.

      As Jennifer Silva has shown, this new emphasis on self-transformation eased the rise of neoliberalism, as “young people who would seemingly benefit most from social safety nets and solidarity with others” were encouraged instead to “cling so fiercely to neoliberal ideals of untrammeled individualism and self-reliance.”16 For Silva, the core of this promise was the privatization of happiness, the effort to persuade working-class subjects that their emotions were ultimately their own responsibility. Like the working-class millennials profiled in Silva’s research, Warhol embraced this worldview, “grounding [his] adult identities in recovering from [his] painful [past] . . . and forging an emancipated, transformed, and adult self,” instead of pursuing change through collective political action. Warhol’s neoliberal surroundings encouraged him to privatize his own happiness, to consider himself accountable for his own development—“actively fostering a kind of flexibility within [himself], bending with the constant disruptions and disappointments in the labor market, and staunchly willing [himself] to be unbreakable.” The goal was the production of “an emancipated and independent self” who had overcome the challenges posed by previous traumas and, like Warhol, believed they “can live without anything.”17 Already in 1965, Warhol was proclaiming, “I don’t feel my position as an accepted artist is precarious in any way . . . if you feel you have nothing to lose, then there’s nothing to be afraid of and I have nothing to lose.”18 Or, in 1975: “A person can cry or laugh. Always when you’re crying you could be laughing, you have the choice. . . . So you can take the flexibility your mind is capable of and make it work for you.” Warhol seems to have believed that this flexibility was part of his queer identity, that the “missing . . . chemicals” that made him “A—sissy. No, a mama’s boy. A ‘butterboy’” also freed him from the responsibilities that burdened his peers.19

      Silva’s subjects were born long after Warhol, but he might have been their patron saint, anticipating this neoliberal working-class ethos. Like the promises of cultural participation and class mobility detailed in this volume, these promises of adaptability and autonomy were fundamentally deceptive—a mirage of agency in a wasteland of exploitation. Together, they goaded working-class Americans to accept a privatized vision of agency—“a social narcissism” in which creativity, mobility, and happiness were fundamentally individual achievements, and the old structures of class and community could no longer be relied upon for support.20 (Describing his Silver Factory, Warhol noted that “maybe more than anything, silver was narcissism—mirrors were backed with silver.”21) To the extent that we read Warhol as a successful proponent of these promises, having “laid the foundations for an art world where artists . . . are able to climb free and unrestrained up and down the societal ladder,” his work contributes to their dissemination, “help[ing] to effect the transition from the old worlds of God, reason and labour to the new world of consumption we still find ourselves in today.”22 A world in which, as one of Warhol’s contemporary admirers tells his audiences, “there’s only two types of people, there’s dreamers and there’s haters.”23 But, to the extent that Warhol’s work archives and juxtaposes these class-targeted tactics, highlighting their lies and absurdities, it might help us to historicize these promises—to see them as strategic and manipulative, a vast effort to make the idea of class disappear from the minds of those who had the most to gain from retaining it.

      All of these strategies of privatization were staged, during this period, as quintessentially American inventions, and juxtaposed to the rigidity of the Other. American media presented American identities as being exceptionally flexible relative to those of other cultures. This dichotomy was dramatically illustrated in the Lois Lane comic book from which Warhol appropriated Superman, which had Lane traveling to “the near-eastern kingdom of Pahla” to cover an impending revolution for her newspaper.24 A mysterious woman, seemingly identical to Lane, attempts to assassinate the king. Lane is arrested and sentenced to death, but Superman arrives in time to rescue her, discovering that “Bizarro-Lois,” a burka-clad refugee from another planet, has impersonated Lane to gain Superman’s attention: “I look like you, talk like you, am you in every respect! And like you, I’m madly in love with Superman! Gaze upon me and see yourself!” When the alien finally sees Lane in person, she realizes that she cannot live up to her ideal. She stumbles backward and falls into the ocean—Superman is unable to save her.

      Unlike her alien doppelgänger, Lane has access to the benefits of privatized identity. Ever the good consumer, she is able to switch roles and ethnicities easily—everything is billed to her expense account, and she remains emotionally untouched by her travails. Bizarro-Lois, by contrast, is forced to steal a burka and a gun; her disguise is an act of desperation that conceals an inexpungible ugliness.25 The revolutionary Other is thus staged as a bad consumer, jealous of the flexibility of her American counterpart, while revolutionary action is figured as a desperate and hopeless appeal for spectacular recognition. Lane, the good, self-reliant consumer, is rewarded for her flexibility; she ends up in Superman’s arms, since, as a four-year-old working-class television connoisseur recognized, “Superman . . . knows when you are fooling and that’s why he doesn’t come.”26 The story dramatizes the differences between sumptuary regimes, in which “the body is a site for the inscription of a variety of signs and values about identity and difference,” and fashion regimes, which “make the body of the consumer itself potentially ephemeral and manipulable”—open to branding. Warhol is, for many, a hero of the fashion regime, with its new emphasis on “the pleasure of ephemerality.”27 But “consumers” needed to be disciplined into accepting these new priorities. No wonder the old world was directly associated, in the comics, with death; as Lane puts it, on the story’s last page, “Maybe this poor, weird duplicate of myself is better off dead!”28

      Occasionally, Warhol’s work illuminated alternatives to this brave new world of privatized happiness, creativity, and mobility. Neoliberal privatization presupposed “a belief in progress as a mode of temporality”—measurable improvement over measurable time.29 Warhol sometimes expressed his doubts about the value of these metrics. In Clocks (Two Times) (1962), he challenged the “abstract and reified” temporal structure of “clock-time” that characterizes capitalism. Clocks traditionally administer this “alien force far stronger than any human will or power” through their “hands.”30 In the course of a life of labor, this alien force becomes “an ingrown clock” that structures one’s days, “a thing you just get used to.”31 With its offset pair of ineffectual, handless faces, Clocks (Two Times) quietly proposes a world freed from these powerful illusions, a world in which even a pair of clocks, which should presumably confirm each other, are powerless to govern human behavior. Reimagined through Warhol’s impetuous silkscreen, the numbers on these cheap “Westclox” start to blur and tremble, and time opens up beyond the conventional strictures of hours, minutes, seconds toward “a lyric, disruptive, present tense.”32 A similar disruption of clock-time was attempted in Warhol’s cinema. Through repetition and uneventfulness, Warhol’s early movies promised to render clocks obsolete: “When people call up and say ‘What time does the movie start?’ you can just say ‘Any time.’”33

      In his 1963 Crowd silkscreens, Warhol tried his hand at representing the collectivity that neoliberalism urged him to abandon (fig. 49). With characteristic economy, he filled one such print with the same image of a crowd printed five times: a seemingly complete image takes up most of the page starting in the lower right-hand corner, three partial images fill in the blanks above it and along the left-hand side, and the sliver of a fifth is used to cover the upper right lateral edge. Foster notes that “the mass appears as a truncated blur of a newspaper photo or a television image barely seen or remembered,” while John Curley argues that these images demonstrate that “repetition can be misleading.”34 And yet, as in the Bonwit Teller paintings, Warhol’s pencil scrawls in the gaps between the images seem to figure a doomed effort to make the crowd whole by hand, to complete its continuity—a task that the silkscreen process had left forever unfinished, and that hasty, anxious scrawling could never convincingly complete.35
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        FIGURE 48. Andy Warhol, Clocks (Two Times), 1962. Silkscreen ink on linen, 82½ × 32 inches. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      During this period, Warhol’s Silver Factory offered the possibility of a truly anonymous and collaborative practice, freed from the constraints of clock-time and individualism, a swarm inspired by Warhol’s “sort of . . . boyfriend” and collaborator, Billy Name.36 This vision of freedom and community would persist in Warhol’s imagination for the rest of his life. In 1986 he recounted a dream: Billy Name was “living under the stairs at my house and doing somersaults, and everything was very colorful. It was so weird, because his friends sort of invaded my house and were acting crazy in colorful costumes and jumping up and down and having so much fun and they took over, they took over my life. . . . It was like clowns.”37 Here, Warhol seemed tempted by a truly wild and egalitarian creativity that Adorno called “a fundamental layer of art”: “the constellation animal/fool/clown,” playfully oblivious to the world of clocks, names, and privatization.38
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        FIGURE 49. Andy Warhol, Crowd, 1963. Graphite and silkscreen ink on Strathmore paper, 28½ × 22 ⅝ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        FIGURE 50. Gerard Malanga, On the set with the movie Vinyl, 1965. From left to right: Billy Name w/ light-meter, Andy Warhol, Gerard Malanga and Edie Sedgwick, Ronald Tavel w/ back to camera. © Gerard Malanga.

      

      In contradistinction to “major Warhol”—Warhol the ur-postmodernist—we might describe these egalitarian visions of timelessness, collectivity, and collaboration as “minor Warhol”: deterritorialized, political, and collaboratively oriented against “a majority culture’s authority over the ‘real.’”39 These works poignantly pursue the unspeakable and unthinkable, embodying “a politics of desire that questions all situations.”40 As we have seen, this minoritarian politics of desire informed even Warhol’s most familiar and “universal” artworks: the soup cans, soda bottles, and superheroes that now seem so apolitical. Beneath their class-coded infatuation with mass culture is a collective voice yearning for access to cultural participation. Like Leo and Caleb Proudhammer, like Janice and Keith Gunderson, like Eva Narcissus Boyd and Tommy Edwards, they speak for a world of consumers “who live in a language that is not their own” and who wish to become producers.41 Each believing that “nothing, not even something this terrible, is beyond transformation.”42 But these egalitarian and participatory visions were often staged as distant and unachievable ideals in Warhol’s work, scrawled or hallucinated, entertaining as failures rather than successes: “because if you can make them look better bad, at least they have a look to them.”43

      Warhol learned that these entertaining failures could be massively profitable. In his Factories, where he espoused the virtues of egalitarian creativity, he also tested the possibilities of a truly neoliberal mode of artistic production, in which “shares of our company” could be sold “on the Wall Street stock market” and performers and collaborators would be “treated as so much capital to be shaped and reshaped.”44 Like a good neoliberal citizen, he embraced an “ethos of work” in which “being alive” is work and “having sex” is work and “people are working every minute.”45 He privatized his Factory telecommunications by substituting a pay phone for an office phone, since “he didn’t want people running up long distance calls on his dime,” and dreamed of having a computer for a boss.46 As a successful corporate manager, Warhol knew how to divide and conquer his employees; Malanga bragged in 1969 that Warhol “encourages rivalry among us. It keeps things from getting dull—and we often do a better job because of it.”47 At the limit, these collaborators would be so desperate for labor, and so disorganized, that they were eager to work for free: “Andy assumed . . . that if he started paying everyone . . . the end-result would be of a lesser quality. He was convinced of this.”48 Warhol’s Factory nickname, Drella, perfectly encapsulated these contradictions: raw innocence mixed with unblushing greed, Cinderella and Dracula all in one, “so sweet and nice,” as Keith Haring put it, but also “need[ing] fresh blood all the time.”49

      On some level, Warhol seems to have known that neoliberalism’s promises of privatized mobility and happiness were lies. The prospect of actually conversing with a working-class subject remained deeply problematic for him, almost paralyzing: “When I go to a hotel, I find myself trying to stay there all day so the maid can’t come in. I make a point of it. Because I just don’t know where to put my eyes, where to look, what to be doing while they’re cleaning. It’s actually a lot of work avoiding the maid, when I think about it.”50 Working-class Others—“those desperate people” unwilling or unable to pursue the benefits of privatization—were too dirty, too unpredictable, too different to look at, let alone speak with.51 This work of avoiding the actual corporeal realities of work and class—this too is part of Warhol’s legacy. The fact that he and the maid could both buy the same beautiful can of Coke only partially mitigated his anxiety and shame.

      For the most part, Warhol seems to have had a difficult time imagining his own place or agency in a larger political world, let alone combatting the “disciplining and disempowerment of the working class” that was going on around him.52 He was never one for marches or demonstrations. Even elections intimidated him; he complained that the voting machine confused him so much that he “pulled the wrong lever” and wished there had been a “practice model.”53 He gave up voting for fear of jury duty, but “offer[ed] his employees bribes of Election Days off if they gave their word they’d vote Democratic.”54 He admired a machine used by Democratic fundraisers “that puts stamps on letters crooked because then you get a better response—more homey.”55 Pier Paolo Pasolini wondered, skeptically, whether Warhol had ever seriously considered the possibility of revolution, the possibility that “history can be divided . . . [having] a moment in which a way of its being finishes and another one begins?”56 Warhol seems not to have dwelled too much on these pivotal moments. He yearned instead to forget or ignore history: his ideal was “very light, cool, off-hand, very American. . . . Just play it all on one level, like everything was yesterday.”57 He claimed that he had “no memory,” that “every day is a new day because I don’t remember the day before” and “every minute is like the first minute of my life”—a perfect disorder for the neoliberal world of flexibility, where “forgetting becomes an adaptive strategy.”58 Faced with world leaders, his demands were meager. He once told Nancy Reagan that she should institute a lottery to select one family a night for dinner at the White House. Reagan wasn’t interested: “There are tours, of course, Andy.”59
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        FIGURE 51. Andy Warhol, Farah Dibah Pahlavi (Shahbanou [Queen] of Iran), ca. 1977. Screen print on Curtis Rag paper, 45 × 35 ⅛ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.

      

      Like the stereotypical working-class subjects described by contemporary sociologists, Warhol “[felt] modern problems, and even many of his own personal problems, [were] too big for him to solve.”60 He saw change as a distinctly individual achievement and claimed that the best way to overcome challenges was to learn to say, “So what,” adding, “It took a long time for me to learn it, but once you do, you never forget.”61 His experience of direct political engagement was mostly mediated through television news, which “privatizes . . . at the same time as it provides a subjective experience of participation in publicness.”62 He didn’t seem able to recognize the televised looters during a 1977 Manhattan power outage as initiating a “potlatch of destruction,” let alone to empathize with their frustrations with the “centaur state” that profited from their criminalization.63 Instead, they reminded him of Roots, since “they’re all chained together and they’re all black and Puerto Rican.” But he did remark the spectacular irony of the TV floodlights, which counterproductively “enabled [the looters] to see better to steal more.”64 And Warhol was forever intrigued both by the little-kingliness of actual royalty and by the possibility of their deposition. “On TV,” he had bragged to his diary earlier that year, “I got a big mention when Barbara Walters interviewed the empress of Iran. In with the other art they did a big closeup on my Mick print and Barbara said, ‘And surprisingly, they have a painting of rock star Mick Jagger by Andy Warhol,’ and the empress said, ‘I like to keep modern.’”65 Two years later, the empress’s regime was overthrown. Again, Warhol was watching on television: “And Iran really fell. It’s so weird watching it all on TV, it really could happen here.”66 Insurrection at the doorstep and using pop to “keep modern”: two remarkable trajectories for Warhol’s egalitarian dreams.

    

  
    
      Notes

      Introduction

      
        
          1. “Ted Carey, New York, 16 October 1978,” in Patrick S. Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films (Ann Arbor, MI: UMI Research Press, 1986), 254. According to Carey, Warhol suspected that Lichtenstein had seen his comic-book paintings when they were exhibited in a Bonwit Teller department-store display in April 1961, and had ripped off his idea.

        

        
          2. The closest competitor would be Jasper Johns’s Painted Bronze (1960), with its Ballantine Ale cans, which is typically classified as a sculpture.

        

        
          3. Robert Seguin, Around Quitting Time: Work and Middle-Class Fantasy in American Fiction (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2001), 40.

        

        
          4. Kristine Stiles, Concerning Consequences: Studies in Art, Deconstruction, and Trauma (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2016), 328–29.

        

        
          5. Quoted in Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography (New York: Da Capo, 2003), 135; “Emile de Antonio, New York, 14 November 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 293. For an illuminating discussion of de Antonio’s politics, see Branden Joseph, “1962,” October, no. 132 (Spring 2010), 114–34.

        

        
          6. Marco Livingstone, “Do It Yourself: Notes on Warhol’s Techniques,” in Andy Warhol: A Retrospective, ed. Kynaston McShine (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1989), 66.

        

        
          7. Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (From A to B and Back Again) (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), 150.

        

        
          8. See, for example, Life, January 5, 1959, 31, and February 1, 1960, 27. Ronald Tavel claimed that Life was “compulsory reading” for Warhol (Tavel, “The Life of Juanita Castro,” unpublished manuscript, accessed November 15, 2015, http://www.ronaldtavel.com, 94).

        

        
          9. The Warhol catalogue raisonné provides a dated source for Coca-Cola [1] and undated source collages for Peach Halves and Coca-Cola [2] (Georg Frei and Neil Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 1, Painting and Sculpture 1961–1963 [London: Phaidon, 2002], 60, 63). I have located a slightly modified version of the Peach Halves advertisement that ran in 1960, 1961, and 1964 (see Ottawa Citizen: Weekend Magazine 10, no. 44, November 26, 1960, 19). The text included in the Coca-Cola [2] collage (figure 2) establishes that the painting was definitely produced after April 1961 and probably after June: the meeting of the Church of Scotland described in the excerpt took place in April but was not widely reported until June; the text bemoans a delay without specifying its duration (see “‘Sensationalizing’ Protestants Talks with R.C.s,” Glasgow Herald, June 8, 1961, 12, and Ronald Walls, Love Strong as Death: The Autobiography of Fr Ronald Walls [Petersham, MA: St. Bede’s Publications, 2000], 246).

        

        
          10. “Appendix 2: Warhol’s Studios,” in Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:468. Warhol would later claim to have used slides and light boxes for projection as well; see Barry Blinderman, “Modern Myths: Andy Warhol” (1981), reprinted in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 295.

        

        
          11. Peter Schjeldahl, “Warhol and Class Content” (Art in America 68, no. 5 [May 1980]: 112–19), reprinted in The Hydrogen Jukebox: Selected Writings of Peter Schjeldahl, 1978–1990 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 47.

        

        
          12. Bob Colacello, Holy Terror: Andy Warhol Close Up (New York: HarperCollins, 1990), 15.

        

        
          13. See Blake Stimson, Citizen Warhol (London: Reaktion, 2014), 90–91.

        

        
          14. Warhol, Philosophy, 237.

        

        
          15. Susan Cheever Cowley, “Bobby Zarem, Superflack,” Newsweek, January 31, 1957, 58. For “personal enterprise,” see Pierre Dardot and Christian Laval, “The New Way of the World, Part 1: Manufacturing the Neoliberal Subject,” e-flux, no. 51 (January 2014), accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.e-flux.com.

        

        
          16. Wilbur Schramm, Jack Lyle, and Edwin B. Parker, Television in the Lives of Our Children (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961), 112; Pierre D. Martineau, “The Pattern of Social Classes,” in Marketing’s Role in Scientific Management, ed. Robert L. Clewett (Chicago: American Marketing Association, 1957), 246.

        

        
          17. Louis Schneider and Sverre Lysgaard, “The Deferred Gratification Pattern: A Preliminary Study,” American Sociological Review 18, no. 2 (April 1953): 148.

        

        
          18. Bob Dylan, “Like a Rolling Stone” (Columbia Records, 1965). The Napoleon-as-Warhol reading is suggested by Bockris in Warhol, 229. For more on Warhol and Dylan, see Thomas Crow, The Long March of Pop: Art, Music, and Design, 1930–1995 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2014), 281, 306.

        

        
          19. Martineau, “Pattern of Social Classes,” 235.

        

        
          20. “The Quality Revolution—New Hope for National Brands,” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, March 7, 1962, 72 (quoted text italicized in original). I will use “private” and “generic” interchangeably throughout.

        

        
          21. “Ultra Violet,” in John Wilcock, The Autobiography and Sex Life of Andy Warhol (New York: Other Scenes, 1971), n.p.

        

        
          22. Quoted in Bockris, Warhol, 170.

        

        
          23. Sidney J. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” in On Knowing the Consumer, ed. J. Newman (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966), 154.

        

        
          24. Quoted in Jean Stein, Edie: An American Biography (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1982), 189.

        

        
          25. “Andy Warhol’s Interview,” Unmuzzled Ox 4, no. 2 (1976): 43. Although Warhol would die a wealthy man, his financial concerns were not completely overstated; see Eva Meyer-Hermann, “Other Voices, Other Rooms: TV-Scape,” in Andy Warhol: A Guide to 706 Items in 2 Hours 56 Minutes, ed. Meyer-Hermann (Rotterdam: NAi Publishers, 2007), 216.

        

        
          26. Steven Shaviro, “Warhol’s Bodies,” in The Cinematic Body (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993). 206. See also Jennifer Dyer, “The Metaphysics of the Mundane: Understanding Andy Warhol’s Serial Imagery,” Artibus et Historiae 25, no. 49 (2004): 33–47.

        

        
          27. “Tally Brown, New York, 11 November 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 244.

        

        
          28. David Graeber, Revolutions in Reverse: Essays on Politics, Violence, Art, and Imagination (Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia, 2011), 60.

        

        
          29. bell hooks, Where We Stand: Class Matters (London: Routledge, 2000), vii.

        

        
          30. Beverley Skeggs, Class, Self, Culture (London: Routledge, 2004), 3.

        

        
          31. Seguin, Around Quitting Time, 16.

        

        
          32. G. M. Tamás, “Telling the Truth about Class,” Socialist Register 42 (2006): 242, 244.

        

        
          33. As August Carbonella and Sharryn Kasmir put it, “Reigning academic wisdom has it that class as a social formation has simply disappeared over the last 30-odd years” (Carbonella and Kasmir, “Dispossession, Disorganization and the Anthropology of Labor,” in Anthropologies of Class: Power, Practice, and Inequality, ed. James G. Carrier and Don Kalb [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015], 41).

        

        
          34. Helen Peters, quoted in Studs Terkel, Division Street: America (New York: Pantheon, 1967), 159; Radhika Desai, “Neoliberalism and Cultural Nationalism: A danse macabre,” in Neoliberal Hegemony: A Global Critique, ed. Dieter Plehwe, Bernhard Walpen and Gisela Neunhöffer (New York: Routledge, 2006), 228. Although the onset of neoliberalism in America is typically dated to the late 1960s or early 1970s, the underlying ideas date to the 1950s (see Daniel Stedman Jones, Masters of the Universe: Hayek, Friedman, and the Birth of Neoliberal Politics [Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012], 85–272). In what follows, I read Warhol’s classic pop work as anticipating neoliberal mores and ideals.

        

        
          35. Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks, ed. and trans. Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York: International Publishers, 1992), 244.

        

        
          36. Michael Perry, “The Brand: Vehicle for Value in a Changing Marketplace,” Advertising Association, President’s Lecture, July 7, 1994, London; cited in Yiannis Gabriel and Tim Lang, The Unmanageable Consumer (London: Sage, 1995), 34.

        

        
          37. Matt Stahl, Unfree Masters: Popular Music and the Politics of Work (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2013), 236n7.

        

        
          38. See Stimson, Citizen Warhol, 69–87, 124–45, 214–31; Rainer Crone, Andy Warhol, trans. John William Gabriel (London: Thames & Hudson, 1970), 21, 23, 29, 32.

        

        
          39. “Artist-Huckster Sketches Customers and Wins Prize,” Pittsburgh Press, November 24, 1946, 2.

        

        
          40. Like Sartre’s Flaubert, Warhol seems to have undergone an instructive alienation from his family’s class early on. In both cases, “to discover social reality inside and outside oneself, merely to endure it is not enough; one must see oneself with the eyes of others” (Jean-Paul Sartre, “Class Consciousness in Flaubert,” part 1, trans. Beth Archer, Modern Occasions 1, no. 3 [Spring 1971]: 381).

        

        
          41. Pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production, trans. Geoffrey Wall (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978), 133 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          42. As Skeggs has observed, “Certain practices associated with the working-class are seen to confer authenticity upon their users” (Class, Self, Culture, 107).

        

        
          43. John Urry, Sociology beyond Societies: Mobilities for the Twenty-First Century (London: Routledge, 2000), 17; cited in Skeggs, Class, Self, Culture, 48.

        

        
          44. Seguin, Around Quitting Time, 12.

        

        
          45. James G. Carrier, “The Concept of Class,” in Carrier and Kalb, Anthropologies of Class, 31.

        

        
          46. Clementine Paddleford, “What’s in the Name on the Shelf?” Los Angeles Times, May 7, 1961, E25.

        

        
          47. T. J. Clark and Anne M. Wagner, Lowry and the Painting of Modern Life (London: Tate Publishing, 2013), 16.

        

        
          48. Billy Name has claimed that the doctors who operated on Warhol after he was shot in 1968 had resigned themselves to his dying until the gallery owner Mario Amaya (who was also wounded) objected: “You can’t let him die. He’s rich. He’s gotta lot of money, and he’s a famous artist.” (Legs McNeil and Gillian McCain, “Andy Warhol Wanted Lou Reed to Be His ‘Mickey Mouse,’” accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.vice.com).

        

        
          49. Peter Stallybrass and Allon White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986), 152. These cultural crossings mark a sharp departure from the early twentieth-century “cultural gulf” described by Lawrence W. Levine in Highbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 213.

        

        
          50. Warhol, Philosophy, 103.

        

        
          51. Calvin Tomkins, “Raggedy Andy,” in The Scene: Reports on Postmodern Art (New York: Viking Press, 1976), 47. This was one of many moments when Warhol tied poverty to animality rhetorically.

        

        
          52. Aby Rosen, quoted in Emma Allen, “Landlord,” New Yorker, June 19, 2014, 19.

        

        
          53. Andy Warhol, The Andy Warhol Diaries, ed. Pat Hackett (New York: Grand Central Publishing, 1989), 759. The first mention of this outfit in the Diaries is September 25, 1977.

        

        
          54. Dylan, “Like a Rolling Stone.”

        

        
          55. Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, ed. Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2002), 136.

        

        
          56. Crispin Sartwell, “Andy Warhol and the Persistence of Modernism,” New York Times, June 19, 2013, accessed November 1, 2016, http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com.

        

        
          57. Jennifer M. Silva, Coming Up Short: Working-Class Adulthood in an Age of Uncertainty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 22.

        

        
          58. Warhol, Diaries, 676.

        

        
          59. David Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 202.

        

        
          60. John Steinbeck, The Winter of Our Discontent (New York: Penguin Classics, 2008), 53.

        

        
          61. Steinbeck, Winter of Our Discontent, 57–58. Steinbeck may have been referencing Aldous Huxley, who “once wrote that poets rarely write of money: they find it a vulgar subject” (Aline B. Louchheim, “The Automobile in Modern Art,” New York Times, September 20, 1953, x11).

        

        
          62. Warhol, Philosophy, 129, 137, 238. See Stiles, Concerning Consequences, 313.

        

        
          63. See Bockris, Warhol, 69.

        

        
          64. Forbes Quotes, accessed July 27, 2014, http://thoughts.forbes.com.

        

        
          65. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 110; Aaron A. Fox, Real Country: Music and Language in Working-Class Culture (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2004), 250; Martineau, “Pattern of Social Classes,” 246.

        

        
          66. Steinbeck, Winter of Our Discontent, 232.

        

        
          67. David Bourdon, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” Art in America 75, no. 5 (May 1987): 139.

        

        
          68. Andy Warhol and Pat Hackett, Popism: The Warhol ’60s (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1980), 7. Kelly M. Cresap points out that the promise of this musical “blasting” would be extended to a broader audience five years later in advertisements for Warhol’s Exploding Plastic Inevitable (Cresap, Pop Trickster Fool: Warhol Performs Naivete [Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2004], 121).

        

        
          69. “Ivan Karp, New York, 12 October 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 351.

        

        
          70. “David Bourdon, New York, 16 October 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 225.

        

        
          71. Victor Bockris and Gerard Malanga, Up-Tight: The Velvet Underground Story (London: Omnibus Press, 2002), 11.

        

        
          72. “Pop Art? Is it Art? A Revealing Interview with Andy Warhol” (Art Voices, December 1962), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 4; Aline B. Saarinen, “Explosion of Pop Art,” Vogue, April 15, 1963, 87.

        

        
          73. Michael T. Bertrand, Race, Rock, and Elvis (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2004), 61.

        

        
          74. Peter Coviello, “Call Me Morbid,” Journal of Popular Music Studies, 23, no. 4 (December 2011): 382. In “Sally Goes Round the Roses,” this is a distinctly queer utopia, with the female singer lamenting, “The saddest thing in the whole wide world / is to see your baby with another girl” (Will Stos, “Bouffants, Beehives, and Breaking Gender Norms: Rethinking ‘Girl Group’ Music of the 1950s and 1960s,” Journal of Popular Music Studies 24, no. 2 [June 2012]: 126).

        

        
          75. Dickey Lee, “I Saw Linda Yesterday” (Smash Records, 1962, 45 rpm); Little Eva, “The Loco-Motion” (Dimension, 1962, 45 rpm); Homer and Jethro, “Does the Spearmint Lose Its Flavor?” (RCA Victor, 1950, 45 rpm).

        

        
          76. Stahl, Unfree Masters, 5–6.

        

        
          77. See Peter E. Berry, And the Hits Just Keep on Coming (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1977), 118. Similar exploitation pervaded the comic-book industry, another of Warhol’s great sources; see, for example, Deborah Friedell, “Kryptonomics,” New Yorker, June 24, 2013, 80–81.

        

        
          78. Bourdon, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” 139.

        

        
          79. Jacques Rancière, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, trans. Steven Corcoran (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2009), 31.

        

        
          80. Viva quoted in Leticia Kent, “Andy Warhol: ‘I Thought Everyone Was Kidding,’” Village Voice, September 12, 1968, 1.

        

      

      Chapter One

      
        
          1. Ivan Karp, recorded during a 1965 CBC television interview of Andy Warhol, accessed December 8, 2014, http://www.youtube.com.

        

        
          2. John Jones, “Tape-recorded Interview with Roy Lichtenstein, October 5, 1965, 11:00 AM,” in Roy Lichtenstein: October Files, ed. Graham Bader (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2009), 21, 27.

        

        
          3. David Barsalou, “Deconstructing Roy Lichtenstein,” accessed May 20, 2016, http://davidbarsalou.homestead.com/LICHTENSTEINPROJECT.html and http://www.flickr.com. Barsalou’s entries typically identify the original panel’s artist but not the issue from which the panel was borrowed.

        

        
          4. The source for this panel is misidentified by the Roy Lichtenstein Foundation as Our Fighting Forces, no. 66 (February 1962), 7; the correct source is Our Fighting Forces, no. 74 (February 1963), 11. See Roy Lichtenstein Foundation’s Image Duplicator, accessed May 20, 2016, http://www.imageduplicator.com/main.php.

        

        
          5. See Bart Beaty, “Roy Lichtenstein’s Tears: Art vs. Pop in American Culture,” Canadian Review of American Studies 34, no. 3 (2004): 249–68.

        

        
          6. Douglas McClellan, “Roy Lichtenstein, Ferus Gallery,” Artforum, July 1963, 47.

        

        
          7. Arthur Danto, Andy Warhol (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2010), xiii.

        

        
          8. Danto, Andy Warhol, xiii.

        

        
          9. Adam Gopnik, “Comics,” in Kirk Varnedoe and Adam Gopnik, High and Low: Modern Art and Popular Culture (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1990), 199.

        

        
          10. Lawrence Alloway, “Popular Culture and Pop Art” (1969), in Pop Art: A Critical History, ed. Steven Henry Madoff (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 170.

        

        
          11. See James Rondeau and Sheena Wagstaff, Roy Lichtenstein: A Retrospective (Chicago: Art Institute of Chicago, 2012), 48. For an important exception, see Thomas Crow, The Long March of Pop: Art, Music, and Design, 1930–1995 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2014), 106–35, which argues that, although Lichtenstein initially projected a “rustic” image, he “had grown up in affluent circumstances on the Upper West Side” (107).

        

        
          12. G. R. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part I,” ARTnews 62, no. 7 (November 1963): 25 (emphasis in original). Anne Wagner points out to me that, in describing mass culture as “brazen and threatening,” Lichtenstein should be recognized as an early deviator from the long-standing association between femininity and mass culture described by Andreas Huyssen (see, for example, Huyssen, “Mass Culture as Woman: Modernism’s Other,” in Studies in Entertainment: Critical Approaches to Mass Culture, ed. Tania Modleski [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986], 188–207). For an alternative view, see Cécile Whiting, “Borrowed Spots: The Gendering of Comic Books, Lichtenstein’s Paintings, and Dishwasher Detergent,” American Art 6, no. 2 (Spring 1992): 19.

        

        
          13. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part I,” 63.

        

        
          14. Michael Lobel, Image Duplicator: Roy Lichtenstein and the Emergence of Pop Art (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002), 26–27. Lobel argues that Lichtenstein’s work attempted to protect painting by homeopathically injecting it with the mechanical.

        

        
          15. Donald Judd, “Roy Lichtenstein,” Arts Magazine 36, no. 7 (April 1962): 52.

        

        
          16. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part I,” 63.

        

        
          17. Cited in Jennifer Farrell, “Reflections on a Gift: Richard Brown Baker and Roy Lichtenstein,” Yale University Art Gallery Bulletin, Recent Acquisitions (2008), 50.

        

        
          18. Allene Talmey, “Art Is the Core,” Vogue 144, no. 1 (July 1, 1964): 123. Compare Aldous Huxley, responding to Baudelaire: “To the aristocratic pleasure of displeasing other people, the conscious offender against good taste can add the still more aristocratic pleasure of displeasing himself” (Huxley, “Vulgarity in Literature,” in Complete Essays, vol. 3, 1930–1935, ed. Robert S. Baker and James Sexton [Chicago: Ivan Dee, 2001], 30).

        

        
          19. “Run for Love,” Secret Hearts 83 (National Comics Publications, November 1962), 3.

        

        
          20. “Run for Love,” 7.

        

        
          21. Quoted in Deborah Solomon, “The Art behind the Dots,” New York Times, March 8, 1987, A42.

        

        
          22. “The Painting,” Strange Suspense Stories 1, no. 72 (Charlton Comics, October 1964), 17.

        

        
          23. See Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), §43, 182–83, for Kant’s distinction between art and handicraft.

        

        
          24. “The Painting,” 22.

        

        
          25. See Diane Waldman, “Brushstrokes, 1965–66,” in Roy Lichtenstein (New York: Guggenheim Museum, 1994), 151; Kevin Hatch, “Roy Lichtenstein: Wit, Invention, and the Afterlife of Pop,” in Pop Art: Contemporary Perspectives, exh. cat. (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2007), 57.

        

        
          26. “The Painting,” 23.

        

        
          27. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art, Part I,” 63. Crow argues that this aestheticization of violence may have helped Lichtenstein ward off his own wartime trauma (Crow, Long March of Pop, 127–28).

        

        
          28. The sources are Our Fighting Forces, nos. 68 (May 1962), 8; 69 (July 1962), 8; and 74 (February 1963), 11.

        

        
          29. Rosalind E. Krauss, The Optical Unconscious (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1994), 246.

        

        
          30. Our Fighting Forces, no. 74 (February 1963), 2, 5.

        

        
          31. Our Fighting Forces, no. 69 (July 1962), 9.

        

        
          32. See Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 232–309.

        

        
          33. Graham Bader, Hall of Mirrors: Roy Lichtenstein and the Face of Painting in the 1960s (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2010), xxv (emphasis in original).

        

        
          34. Art Spiegelman, “High Art Lowdown,” Artforum (December 1990): 115 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          35. Bruce Glaser, “Oldenburg, Lichtenstein, Warhol: A Discussion,” Artforum 4, no. 6 (February 1966): 23.

        

        
          36. For more on Oldenburg’s and Muschinski’s interest in these energies, and their “obdurate but ambivalent resistance to this increasingly ordered and legible New York,” see Joshua Shannon, The Disappearance of Objects: New York Art and the Rise of the Postmodern City (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009), 10–48, quote at 188.

        

        
          37. Claes Oldenburg, Store Days: Documents from The Store (1961) and Ray Gun Theatre (1962), selected by Claes Oldenburg and Emmett Williams (New York: Something Else Press, 1967), 8, 15.

        

        
          38. Gene Baro, Claes Oldenburg: Drawings and Prints (London: Chelsea House Publishers, 1969), 104; cited in Genevieve Waller, “Unattributed Objects: The Mouse Museum, the Ray Gun Wing, and Four Artists,” in Sculpture and the Vitrine, ed. John C. Welchman (Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing, 2013), 174n9.

        

        
          39. Yve-Alain Bois, “Ray Guns,” in Bois and Rosalind E. Krauss, Formless: A User’s Guide (New York: Zone Books, 2000), 176. See also Eva Ehninger, “What’s Happening? Allan Kaprow and Claes Oldenburg Argue about Art and Life,” Getty Research Journal 6 (2014): 195–202, which demonstrates Oldenburg’s commitment to a distinction between art and life.

        

        
          40. Calvin Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” New Yorker, November 6, 1971, 90.

        

        
          41. “Claes Oldenburg” (1965), in David Sylvester, Interviews with American Artists (London: Chatto and Windus, 2001), 203.

        

        
          42. Paul Cummings, “Oral history interview with Charles Alan, 1970 Aug. 20–25,” Archives of American Art, accessed November 19, 2012, http://www.aaa.si.edu.

        

        
          43. Oldenburg, Store Days, 62.

        

        
          44. Grace Glueck, “Soft Sculpture or Hard—They’re Oldenburgers,” New York Times Magazine, September 21, 1969, 103.

        

        
          45. Sigmund Freud, “The Taboo of Virginity” (1918), trans. James Strachey, in Sexuality and the Psychology of Love (New York: Touchstone, 1997), 66.

        

        
          46. Quoted in David Sylvester, About Modern Art (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001), 238.

        

        
          47. Patty Mucha [Patricia Muschinski], “Soft Sculpture Sunshine,” in Sid Sachs and Kalliopi Minioudaki, Seductive Subversion: Women Pop Artists, 1958–1968 (New York: Abbeville Press, 2010), 146. See also Julian Rose, “Objects in the Cluttered Field: Claes Oldenburg’s Proposed Monuments,” October, no. 140 (Spring 2012), 113–138.

        

        
          48. For Lichtenstein’s art historical reference points, see his 1997 interview with David Sylvester, Roy Lichtenstein: Some Kind of Reality (London: Anthony d’Offay Gallery, 1997).

        

        
          49. Alex Potts, “Disencumbered Objects,” October, no. 124 (Spring 2008), 186–87.

        

        
          50. Oldenburg, Store Days, 48.

        

        
          51. Herbert Marcuse, “Commenting on Claes Oldenburg’s Proposed Monuments for New York City,” Perspecta: The Yale Architectural Journal 12 (1969): 76. Marcuse’s optimism would be belied by Oldenburg’s work from the 1970s and after, in collaboration with Coosje Van Bruggen, where similar monuments proved perfectly capable of peacefully inhabiting the capitalist cityscape.

        

        
          52. Mucha, “Soft Sculpture Sunshine,” 148.

        

        
          53. Cited in Tom Williams, “Lipstick Ascending: Claes Oldenburg in New Haven in 1969,” Grey Room 31 (Spring 2008): 132, which also discusses the monument’s political function (117).

        

        
          54. Mucha, “Soft Sculpture Sunshine,” 146.

        

        
          55. Michael Fried, “Art and Objecthood,” Artforum 5 (June 1967): 12–23.

        

        
          56. G. R. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part II,” ARTnews 62, no. 10 (February 1964): 62.

        

        
          57. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art, Part I,” 63.

        

        
          58. Glaser, “Oldenburg, Lichtenstein, Warhol,” 23.

        

        
          59. David Bourdon, “Warhol Interviews Bourdon” (unpublished manuscript, 1962–63), in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 8.

        

        
          60. Warhol, quoted in John Giorno, “Andy Warhol Interviewed by a Poet” (unpublished manuscript, 1963), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 23.

        

        
          61. It is therefore no surprise that, as Michael Lobel has pointed out, “the brand name is consistently effaced in [Lichtenstein’s] work” (Image Duplicator, 42). Lobel argues that brand names “would otherwise have pointed to the previous authorship of these images” and thereby undermined Lichtenstein’s artistic authority (47).

        

        
          62. Quoted in Lawrence Alloway, Roy Lichtenstein (New York: Abbeville Press, 1983); cited in Lobel, Image Duplicator, 42.

        

        
          63. For “Vulgarists,” see Doris Brown, “Two Douglass Professors Are Leading the Pop Art Charge,” Sunday Home News, April 28, 1963, 20; for “Vulgarians,” see Max Kozloff, “‘Pop’ Culture, Metaphysical Disgust, and the New Vulgarians,” Art International, March 1962, 35–36; for pop art’s “anti-popular” agenda, see Stuart Preston, “On Display: All-Out Series of Pop Art,” New York Times, March 21, 1963, 8.

        

        
          64. Marianne Hancock, “Soup’s On,” Arts Magazine 39 (May–June 1965): 16.

        

        
          65. Jean Stein, Edie: An American Biography (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1982), 246.

        

        
          66. “Oral history interview with Tom Wesselmann, 1984 January 3–February 8,” Archives of American Art, accessed June 15, 2014, http://www.aaa.si.edu.

        

        
          67. Ronnie Tavel made the interesting claim that this expansion was intentional and coordinated: “He wants to be a Leonardo da Vinci type. That’s why he did the novel; he wants to cover every area” (“Ronnie Tavel,” in John Wilcock, The Autobiography and Sex Life of Andy Warhol [New York: Other Scenes, 1971], n.p.).

        

        
          68. Bernard Weintraub, “Andy Warhol’s Mother,” Esquire 64, no. 5 (November 1966): 158.

        

        
          69. Mirko Tobias Schäfer, Bastard Culture! How User Participation Transforms Cultural Production (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2011), 10. For “participatory culture,” see Henry Jenkins, Textual Poachers: Television Fans and Participatory Culture (New York: Routledge, 1992), 23, 46, 290. Jenkins has defined “participatory culture” as having “relatively low barriers to artistic expression and civic engagement[;] strong support for creating and sharing creations with others[;] some type of informal mentorship whereby what is known by the most experienced is passed along to novices[;] members who believe that their contributions matter . . . [and] who feel some degree of social connection with one another” (Jenkins et. al., Confronting the Challenges of Participatory Culture: Media Education for the 21st Century [Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2009], 5–6). But where Jenkins tends to focus on the positive possibilities of participatory culture, Warhol seemed more interested in the ways official culture simultaneously invites and thwarts amateur cultural participation, while commodifying its failures.

        

        
          70. Blake Stimson, Citizen Warhol (London: Reaktion, 2014), 90.

        

        
          71. David Graeber, “Caring Too Much: That’s the Curse of the Working Classes,” Guardian, March 26, 2014, 34.

        

        
          72. Quoted in Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography (New York: Da Capo, 2003), 31.

        

        
          73. Stuart Zane Charmé, Vulgarity and Authenticity: Dimensions of Otherness in the World of Jean-Paul Sartre (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1991), 20.

        

        
          74. David Bourdon, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” Art in America 75, no. 5 (May 1987): 139.

        

        
          75. Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production, trans. Richard Nice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), 70.

        

        
          76. Quoted in Richard Goldstein, “A Quiet Night at Balloon Farm,” in The Da Capo Book of Rock and Roll Writing, ed. Clinton Heylin (New York: Da Capo, 1992), 217. Lou Reed’s record label had called his first band “The Primitives.”

        

        
          77. Sidney J. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” in On Knowing the Consumer, ed. J. Newman (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966), 159.

        

        
          78. Lou Reed, quoted in Billy Name, The Silver Age: Black & White Photographs from Andy Warhol’s Factory (London: Reel Art Press, 2014), 300.

        

        
          79. Peter Schjeldahl, “Warhol and Class Content” (Art in America 68, no. 5 [May 1980]: 112–19), reprinted in The Hydrogen Jukebox: Selected Writings of Peter Schjeldahl, 1978–1990 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 47.

        

        
          80. Schjeldahl, “Warhol and Class Content,” 47.

        

        
          81. Guy Debord, Society of the Spectacle, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 2006), 22.

        

        
          82. Richard Meyer, “The Art Historical Problem of Andy Warhol,” Artscene, May 2002, n.p. For an exemplary recent investigation of these questions, see John R. Blakinger, “Death in America and Life Magazine: Sources for Andy Warhol’s Disaster Paintings,” Artibus et Historiae 33, no. 66 (2012): 269–285.

        

        
          83. Arthur Danto, “Warhol,” in Encounters and Reflections: Art in the Historical Present (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 287. Or, as Amelia Jones argues, “The art museum . . . celebrates (and markets) the artist as a genius because he critiques the institution: a situation epitomized by the mass marketing of Andy Warhol” (Jones, Irrational Modernism: A Neurasthenic History of New York Dada [Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004], 20; emphasis in original).

        

        
          84. Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, “Andy Warhol’s One-Dimensional Art: 1956–1966,” in Neo-Avantgarde and Culture Industry: Essays on European and American Art from 1955 to 1975 (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), 465.

        

        
          85. Steven Shaviro, Connected, or What It Means to Live in the Network Society (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003), 72.

        

      

      Chapter Two

      
        
          1. Donna De Salvo, “‘Subjects of the Artists’: Towards a Painting without Ideals,” in Hand-Painted Pop: American Art in Transition, 1952–1962, ed. Russell Ferguson (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), 86; see also 92.

        

        
          2. Barbara Rose, “In Andy Warhol’s Aluminum Foil, We All Have Been Reflected,” New York, May 31, 1971, 54

        

        
          3. Robert Smithson, “Production for Production’s Sake” (1972), in Robert Smithson: The Collected Writings, ed. Jack Flam (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 378.

        

        
          4. Andy Warhol, The Andy Warhol Diaries, ed. Pat Hackett (New York: Grand Central Publishing, 1989), 379.

        

        
          5. Warhol, Diaries, 11.

        

        
          6. Warhol, Diaries, 347–48.

        

        
          7. See Kristine Stiles’s remarkable reading of shadows and “Warhol’s traumatic subjectivity” in Stiles, Concerning Consequences: Studies in Art, Deconstruction, and Trauma (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2016), 309–38.

        

        
          8. Warhol, Diaries, 358.

        

        
          9. Warhol, Diaries, 354.

        

        
          10. Michael Fried, “New York Letter,” Art International 6, no. 10 (December 1962): 57, reprinted in Art and Objecthood: Essays and Reviews (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 287-88.

        

        
          11. Artforum, September 1963; reproduced in Mark Rosenthal, Marla Prather, Ian Alteveer, and Rebecca Lowery, Regarding Warhol: Sixty Artists, Fifty Years (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2012), 252; Georg Frei and Neil Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 1, Painting and Sculpture 1961–1963 (London: Phaidon, 2002), 215. On the status of predilections, see Clement Greenberg, “Review of the Whitney Annual,” Nation, December 28, 1946, reprinted in The Collected Essays and Criticism, ed. John O’Brian, vol. 2 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988), 118.

        

        
          12. For more on the censorship of homoeroticism in early Warhol, see Richard Meyer, “Warhol’s Clones,” Yale Journal of Criticism 7, no. 1 (1994): 79–109; and Meyer, “Most Wanted Men: Homoeroticism and the Secret of Censorship in Early Warhol,” in Outlaw Representation (New York: Beacon Press, 2002), 95–158.

        

        
          13. “Andy Warhol, New York, 6 November 1978,” in Patrick S. Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films (Ann Arbor, MI: UMI Research Press, 1986), 522.

        

        
          14. Fried, “New York Letter,” 288.

        

        
          15. Arthur Danto, “Warhol and the Politics of Prints,” in Andy Warhol Prints: A Catalogue Raisonné, 1962–1987, ed. Frayda Feldman and Jörg Schellmann, 4th rev. ed. (New York: D.A.P./Ronald Feldman Fine Arts/Andy Warhol Foundation, 2003), 10–11, 13. Although Danto did not cite Fried’s article in this text, he mentioned it approvingly in Andy Warhol (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2010), 45. Danto’s effort to see these myths as purely affirmative and innocuous is exemplified by his description of another print in the Myths series, the segregation-era “Mammy,” “as the emblem of our daily bread” (11).

        

        
          16. Danto, “Warhol and the Politics of Prints,” 13.

        

        
          17. Fried, “New York Letter,” 57.

        

        
          18. Barbara Rose also remarked this quality in Warhol’s work: “The images he leaves will be the permanent record of America in the sixties: mechanical, vulgar, violent, commercial, deadly and destructive” (Rose, “In Andy Warhol’s Aluminum Foil,” 54).

        

        
          19. T. J. Clark, Farewell to an Idea: Episodes from a History of Modernism (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1999), 378; Thorstein Veblen, Theory of the Leisure Class (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 225.

        

        
          20. Arthur Danto, “The Artworld,” Journal of Philosophy 61, no. 19 (October 15, 1964): 580–82.

        

        
          21. Billy Name, The Silver Age: Black & White Photographs from Andy Warhol’s Factory (London: Reel Art Press, 2014), 100.

        

        
          22. Arthur C. Danto, The Transfiguration of the Commonplace: A Philosophy of Art (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981), 208.

        

        
          23. Danto, Andy Warhol, 13, 16 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          24. Danto, Andy Warhol, 16.

        

        
          25. José Esteban Muñoz, “Famous and Dandy like B. ’n’ Andy: Race, Pop, and Basquiat,” in Pop Out: Queer Warhol, ed. Jennifer Doyle, Jonathan Flatley, and Muñoz (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 153.

        

        
          26. Jonathan Flatley, “Warhol Gives Good Face: Publicity and the Politics of Prosopopoeia,” in Doyle, Flatley, and Muñoz, Pop Out, 102–3.

        

        
          27. Sidney J. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” in On Knowing the Consumer, ed. J. Newman (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966), 156.

        

        
          28. David Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 42.

        

        
          29. For analyses of the problem of class in pop art, see Peter Schjeldahl, “Warhol and Class Content” (Art in America 68, no. 5 [May 1980]: 112–19), reprinted in The Hydrogen Jukebox: Selected Writings of Peter Schjeldahl, 1978–1990 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993); Sara Doris, Pop Art and the Contest over American Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Christin J. Mamiya, Pop Art and Consumer Culture: American Super Market (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1992); Cécile Whiting, A Taste for Pop: Pop Art, Gender, and Consumer Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); and Roger Cook, “Andy Warhol, Capitalism, Culture, and Camp,” Space and Culture 6, no. 1 (February 2003): 66–76.

        

        
          30. Wilbur Schramm, Jack Lyle, and Edwin B. Parker, Television in the Lives of Our Children (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961), 110; Pierre D. Martineau, “The Pattern of Social Classes,” in Marketing’s Role in Scientific Management, ed. Robert L. Clewett (Chicago: American Marketing Association, 1957), 246.

        

        
          31. Beverley Skeggs, Formations of Class and Gender: Becoming Respectable (London: Sage, 1997), 6; Skeggs is drawing on the discussions of “structures of feeling” in Patricia Williams, Alchemy of Race and Rights: Diary of a Law Professor (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991).

        

        
          32. Henry Jenkins, Textual Poachers: Television Fans and Participatory Culture (New York: Routledge, 1992), 23. My approach to cultural participation in this book has been informed by Kaja Silverman’s investigations of the superego, which “puts the ego in a vicious double bind; it says not only, ‘you cannot take your father’s place,’ but also, ‘you must take your father’s place’” (Silverman, “Untitled Response,” October, no. 123 [Winter 2008], 142). Warhol addressed cultural participation as a similarly double-binding structure.

        

        
          33. Warhol, quoted in “Andy Warhol Interviews Henry Santoro,” in Image Machine: Andy Warhol and Photography, ed. Raphaela Platow, Synne Genzmer, and Joseph Ketner (Nürnberg: Verlag für moderne Kunst, 2012), 194.

        

        
          34. John Leonard, “The Return of Andy Warhol,” New York Times, November 10, 1968, SM150. Warhol constantly referenced these technologies in his work; even the Flowers paintings from 1964 were derived from an article in Modern Photography magazine on developing color film at home.

        

        
          35. Veblen, Theory of the Leisure Class, 132. See also Paul Fussell, Class: A Guide through the American Status System (New York: Touchstone, 1983), 72.

        

        
          36. David Antin, “Warhol: The Silver Tenement,” ARTnews 65, no. 4 (Summer 1966): 59.

        

        
          37. John Giorno, “Andy Warhol Interviewed by a Poet” (unpublished manuscript, 1963), in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 22.

        

        
          38. Roland Barthes, “Myth Today,” in Mythologies, trans. Annette Lavers (New York: Hill and Wang, 1972), 125, 142.

        

        
          39. Barthes, “Myth Today,” 156.

        

        
          40. Lawrence W. Levine, Highbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 195. Levine charts the shift from a “relatively open” and collective range of cultural participation during the nineteenth century to an increasingly disciplined and individuated “passive politeness” during the early twentieth (195, 197).

        

        
          41. Christoph Heinrich, “Freezing a Motion Picture: An Interview with Gerard Malanga,” in Andy Warhol: Photography (Zurich: Edition Stemmle, 1999), 115.

        

        
          42. Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, “Drawing Blanks: Notes on Andy Warhol’s Late Works,” October, no. 127 (Winter 2009), 3.

        

        
          43. Emile de Antonio, “Marx and Warhol,” unpublished draft, Emile de Antonio Papers, Wisconsin Center for Film and Theater Research, box 12, file 8; quoted in Branden Joseph, “1962,” October, no. 132 (Spring 2010), 114.

        

        
          44. Quoted in Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography (New York: Da Capo, 2003), 136.

        

        
          45. See Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:57. The catalogue raisonné bases its chronology of these works purely on “stylistic criteria.”

        

        
          46. Bonwit Teller figures prominently as a sign of class aspiration in Philip Roth’s early fiction. See “Eli the Fanatic” (1958) and “Goodbye, Columbus” (1959), both reprinted in Goodbye Columbus (New York: Vintage, 1994). For an overview of the history of department store window dressing leading up to Warhol’s Bonwit Teller display, see Whiting, Taste for Pop, 9–22.

        

        
          47. Warhol seems to have relished this disparity. For another Bonwit window display, he had “built a wood fence out of scrap lumber and decorated it with graffiti and flowers and suns and the kind of stick people that kids draw. The mannequins looked fabulous against it” (Calvin Tomkins, “Raggedy Andy,” in The Scene: Reports on Postmodern Art [New York: Viking Press, 1976], 40).

        

        
          48. Frederick Schruers, “Andy Warhol: Why Not?” Globe and Mail, November 8, 1978, F10.

        

        
          49. For a thorough psychoanalytic analysis of the painting, see Bradford R. Collins and David Cowart, “Through the Looking-Glass: Reading Warhol’s Superman,” American Imago 53, no. 2 (1996): 107–37. See also Michael Moon, “Screen Memories, or Pop Comes from the Outside: Warhol and Queer Childhood,” in Doyle, Flatley, and Muñoz, Pop Out, 89.

        

        
          50. Jack Gould, “TV: Don Juan in Hell,” New York Times, February 16, 1960, 75. Philip Pearlstein’s Superman painting, produced in 1952 and now in the collection of the Museum of Modern Art, is another potential reference.

        

        
          51. Carol L. Tilley, “Seducing the Innocent: Fredric Wertham and the Falsifications That Helped Condemn Comics,” Information and Culture 47, no. 4 (2012): 387.

        

        
          52. Harrison E. Salisbury, “Youth Gang Members Tell of Lives, Hates and Fears,” New York Times, March 25, 1958, 1, 26.

        

        
          53. Charles G. Spiegler, “A Teacher’s Report on a ‘Tough’ School,” New York Times, November 24, 1957, 239.

        

        
          54. Dorothy Barclay, “That Comic Book Question,” New York Times, March 20, 1955, SM48.

        

        
          55. See, for example, “Television Programs: Sunday, Monday, Tuesday,” New York Times, November 1, 1959, x14, and “Television: Saturday, October 15, 1960,” New York Times, October 15, 1960, 47.

        

        
          56. George Lipsitz, Time Passages: Collective Memory and American Popular Culture (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1990), 44; Gary R. Edgerton, The Columbia History of American Television (New York: Columbia University Press, 2009), 107.

        

        
          57. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” 155. See also Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 247.

        

        
          58. Kent Geiger and Robert Sokol, “Social Norms in Television-Watching,” American Journal of Sociology 65, no. 2 (September 1959): 174, 176–77. This despite the fact that the working class is vastly underrepresented on television; see Richard Butsch, “Class and Gender in Four Decades of Television Situation Comedy: Plus Ça Change . . . ,” Critical Studies in Mass Communication 9 (December 1992): 387–99, cited in Julie Bettie, “Class Dismissed? Roseanne and the Changing Face of Working-Class Iconography,” Social Text 45 (Winter 1995): 127.

        

        
          59. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 167; Geiger and Sokol, “Social Norms,” 176, quoted in Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 111 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          60. Adeline Gomberg, “The Working-Class Child of Four and Television,” in Blue-Collar World: Studies of the American Worker, ed. Arthur B. Shostak and William Gomberg (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1964), 434–36.

        

        
          61. Philip Hone, quoted in Levine, Highbrow/Lowbrow, 177.

        

        
          62. See “Sugar Smacks—1950s Superman Cast,” YouTube, accessed May 16, 2016, http://www.youtube.com.

        

        
          63. For more on narratives of class reconciliation in television advertising, see Lipsitz, Time Passages, 48–75.

        

        
          64. Les Daniels, Superman: The Complete History: The Life and Times of the Man of Steel (San Francisco: Chronicle Books, 2004), 19. See also José Esteban Muñoz, who points out that, “in working through the Superman character, its creators were able to intervene in another phobic anti-Semitic fantasy that figured the Jew’s body as weak and sickly” (Muñoz, “Famous and Dandy,” 154).

        

        
          65. Daily News, June 17, 1959, 3.

        

        
          66. Matt Stahl, Unfree Masters: Popular Music and the Politics of Work (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2013), 5–6.

        

        
          67. Reeves’s death thus establishes the painting as a precedent for Warhol’s more direct focus on the problem of celebrity and death in the silkscreened paintings of the coming years. See Thomas Crow, “Saturday Disasters: Trace and Reference in Early Warhol,” in Modern Art in the Common Culture (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1996), 49–65; Hal Foster, “Death in America,” October, no. 75 (Winter 1996), 36–59.

        

        
          68. For versions of these arguments, see Arthur Danto, “Warhol and the Politics of Prints,” 10–11; Collins and Cowart, “Through the Looking-Glass,” 129.

        

        
          69. In a late interview, Warhol claimed to have considered using Reeves as the model for a Superman image; see Barry Blinderman, “Modern Myths: Andy Warhol” (1981), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 20–24. Walter Hopps described having Warhol show him a large painting depicting Superman carrying Lois Lane (Jean Stein, Edie: An American Biography [New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1982], 193–94). If it did, in fact, exist, the painting has since been lost.

        

        
          70. Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (From A to B and Back Again) (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), 63.

        

        
          71. See Jonathan D. Katz, “From Warhol to Mapplethorpe: Postmodernity in Two Acts,” in Warhol and Mapplethorpe: Guise and Dolls, ed. Patricia Hickson (Hartford: Wadsworth Atheneum Museum of Art, 2015), 22.

        

        
          72. The alterations are remarked without further comment in Mark Francis, ed., Pop: Themes and Movements (New York: Phaidon, 2005), 85.

        

        
          73. Marco Livingstone, “Do It Yourself: Notes on Warhol’s Techniques,” in Andy Warhol: A Retrospective, ed. Kynaston McShine (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1989), 67; Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, “Andy Warhol’s One-Dimensional Art: 1956–1966,” in Neo-Avantgarde and Culture Industry: Essays on European and American Art from 1955 to 1975 (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), 498.

        

        
          74. This reading would be complicated by Wayne Koestenbaum’s claim that Warhol was left-handed (Andy Warhol [New York: Penguin, 2001], 31). Although it is possible that Warhol was born left-handed, Matt Wrbican points out that photographs show Warhol eating and writing with his right hand (personal correspondence, July 2015).

        

        
          75. See “Nathan Gluck, New York, 17 October 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 314.

        

        
          76. George Hartman, quoted in Steven Watson, Factory Made: Warhol and the Sixties (New York: Pantheon, 2003), 27 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          77. For the centrality of imitation for early childhood learning, see Michael Tomasello, “The Human Adaptation for Culture,” Annual Review of Anthropology 28 (1999): 509–29.

        

        
          78. Schruers, “Andy Warhol: Why Not?” F10.

        

        
          79. Quoted in Bockris, Warhol, 36. For Warhol, these early enthusiasms seem to have been sexually motivated: “I had two sex idols—Dick Tracy and Popeye. . . . My mother caught me one day playing with myself and looking at a Popeye cartoon” (Ultra Violet, Famous for 15 Minutes: My Years with Andy Warhol [New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1988], 154–55; quoted in Moon, “Screen Memories,” 83). See also Bradford R. Collins, “Dick Tracy and the Case of Warhol’s Closet: A Psychoanalytic Detective Story,” American Art 15, no. 3 (2001): 54–79.

        

        
          80. Vito Giallo, quoted in Bockris, Warhol, 114. Giallo reported that Warhol “could have been making anywhere from $35,000 to $50,000 a year” (114). By the mid-1950s, Warhol’s work had been awarded an Art Director’s Club gold medal and appeared in McCall’s, Ladies Home Journal, Vogue, and Harper’s Bazaar (Bockris, Warhol, 100). In 1955 Warhol landed what Bockris calls “his biggest account of the fifties,” a weekly advertisement for the posh shoe store I. Miller in the New York Times (117).

        

        
          81. The source is identified in Francis, Pop: Themes and Movements, 85; the issue’s contents have never been discussed in scholarship on the painting.

        

        
          82. Tom De Haven, Our Hero: Superman on Earth (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2011), 33.

        

        
          83. Fredric Wertham, The Seduction of the Innocent (New York: Rinehart and Company, 1954), 209.

        

        
          84. Leticia Kent, “Andy Warhol, Movieman: ‘It’s hard to be your own script,’” Vogue, March 1970, 204; quoted in Jennifer Doyle, Sex Objects: Art and the Dialectics of Desire (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2006), 60. See also Lucy Mulroney, “Editing Andy Warhol,” Grey Room 46 (Winter 2012): 46–71.

        

        
          85. Murray Forman, One Night on TV Is Worth Weeks at the Paramount: Popular Music on Early Television (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2012), 79. The issue’s corresponding story is significantly more complicated than the cover image, and touches on two key Warholian themes: sexual reproduction (Lane worries that Superman will never be “the perfect husband” because he cannot give her “a marriage, a home and children!”) and artificial hair (her otherwise perfect suitor is ultimately revealed to be wearing a wig).

        

        
          86. See, for example, the inside back cover of Life with Millie, December 1961, and Amazing Adult Fantasy, November 1961, 33.

        

        
          87. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000), 28. David Ogilvy concurred: “The father of the Labor movement . . . used to say that the tragedy of the working class was the poverty of their desires. I make no apology for inciting the working class to desire less Spartan lives” (Ogilvy, Confessions of an Advertising Man [London: Southbank Publishing, 2004], 189).

        

        
          88. Glenn O’Brien, “Interview: Andy Warhol” (High Times, August 24, 1977), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 234–35. See also Fred Lawrence Guiles, Loner at the Ball: The Life of Andy Warhol (London: Black Swan, 1990), 29.

        

        
          89. Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), §43, 182–83.

        

        
          90. Warhol’s own art education at Carnegie Tech emphasized similar benefits; see Nan Rosenthal, “Let Us Now Praise Famous Men: Warhol as Art Director,” in The Work of Andy Warhol, ed. Gary Garrels (Seattle: Bay Press, 1989), 38.

        

        
          91. Most such comics had one or two pages of these ads per issue, as well as multiple “reader-created” and credited outfits and hairstyles. The November 1961 issue of Linda Carter, Student Nurse devoted four of its thirty-six pages to such competitions.

        

        
          92. Anne Wagner has pointed out to me that both Sylvia Plath and Eva Hesse entered and won fashion magazine talent contests (at Mademoiselle and Seventeen, respectively), which helped to launch their careers. Matt Wrbican directed my attention to a “Coloring Contest” in Warhol’s Interview magazine in 1972, with the winner promised Warhol’s signature on her entry.

        

        
          93. See Popular Science, May 1943, 26; March 1944, 28; December 1947, 45.

        

        
          94. Popular Science, March 1944, 26.

        

        
          95. Warhol, Philosophy, 92.

        

        
          96. Famous Artists Schools advertisement, Los Angeles Times, September 13, 1959, 17 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          97. Famous Artists Schools advertisement, New York Times Magazine, August 4, 1957, 5. This ad was widely and prominently disseminated; see also Los Angeles Times, June 16, 1957, G5, and Life, August 5, 1957, 9. Ads with similar text appeared in comic books that were contemporary with Warhol’s sources. See, for example, the back cover of Amazing Adult Fantasy, December 1961.

        

        
          98. Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1984), 155.

        

        
          99. Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cobb, The Hidden Injuries of Class (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 229 and footnote, 222.

        

        
          100. Matt Wrbican tells me that the Warhol Museum has two of Warhol’s projectors, a Beseler Vu-Lyte and a Vu-Lyte III, in its collection.

        

        
          101. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 112.

        

        
          102. Norton Products advertisement, Kathy, the Teen-Age Tornado, October 1961, 25. See a similar ad in Linda Carter, Student Nurse, November 1961, 7. The device was also regularly advertised in the back pages of Cool, Popular Mechanics, Popular Science, the New York Times, and the Los Angeles Times. Warhol bemoans his “shaking hand” in Philosophy, 150.

        

        
          103. Quoted in John Heilpern, “The Fantasy World of Warhol,” Observer, June 12, 1966, 12.

        

        
          104. Bruce Glaser, “Oldenburg, Lichtenstein, Warhol: A Discussion,” Artforum 4, no. 6 (February 1966): 22. Compare Malanga, who claimed that Warhol “was just an utter fright if he had to deal with something mechanical, so he never really pursued it” (Heinrich, “Freezing a Motion Picture,” 115), and William S. Wilson, who pointed out that, “since a machine is capable of endless and perfect repetitions . . . , and since Warhol is not, . . . he can only . . . succeed in showing that when repetition is an ideal, it is unattainable” (Wilson, “Prince of Boredom: The Repetitions and Passivities of Andy Warhol,” Art and Artists 3 [March 1968]: 14).

        

        
          105. Elenore Lester, “So He Stopped Painting Brillo Boxes and Bought a Movie Camera,” New York Times, December 11, 1966, 169.

        

        
          106. Louis Schneider and Sverre Lysgaard, “The Deferred Gratification Pattern: A Preliminary Study,” American Sociological Review 18, no. 2 (April 1953): 148; Skeggs, Formations of Class and Gender, 6.

        

        
          107. Quoted in Bockris, Warhol, 170. Dave Hickey describes this tendency in Warhol’s work as “getting it exactly wrong” (Hickey, “The Importance of Remembering Andy,” in Robert Lehman Lectures in Contemporary Art, ed. Lynne Cooke, Karen Kelly, and Bettina Funcke [New York: Dia Art Foundation, 2004], 61).

        

        
          108. Warhol, Philosophy, 54.

        

        
          109. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 15. The present chapter focuses on the attraction and frustration this “dominant competence” produces, but also the places in the work where “a microscopic event upsets the local balance of power” (15).

        

        
          110. Vito Giallo, Warhol’s assistant in 1958 and 1959, recalled that during this period Warhol used a light box for tracing: “Andy would go through magazines for ideas, Life magazine for instance. And then he’d tear something out and put it in the light box and make a drawing from there. Or trace over it” (John O’Connor and Benjamin Liu, Unseen Warhol [New York: Rizzoli, 1996], 22).

        

        
          111. Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:20. Malanga has stated that many of Warhol’s key pop images were provided to him by John Rublowsky, who “was working for one of these sleazy tabloids” (Heinrich, “Freezing a Motion Picture,” 121).

        

        
          112. Mark Pendergrast, For God, Country and Coca-Cola (New York: Scribner’s, 1993), 259.

        

        
          113. Skeggs, Formations of Class and Gender, 6. Skeggs is paraphrasing Annette Kuhn’s observations in Family Secrets: Acts of Memory and Imagination (London: Verso, 2002).

        

        
          114. Henry Geldzahler would later describe Warhol’s obsession with diamonds: “Andy’s whole diamond thing I find extremely fascist also. He’s collecting diamonds, he’s painting diamonds, he wants to trade everything he has for diamonds” (Michel Auder, Chelsea Girls with Andy Warhol, 1976). But Warhol could also sense the falseness of the myth of the diamond; see Warhol, Philosophy, 241.

        

        
          115. Stanley Kunitz, in Peter Selz, Henry Geldzahler, Hilton Kramer, Dore Ashton, Leo Steinberg and Kunitz, “A Symposium on Pop Art,” Arts 37, no. 7 (April 1963): 42. One critic, writing in 1968, was able to grasp the participatory stakes of Warhol’s project: “If all of us had movie cameras and tape recorders and silk-screens; if we designed our own furniture, shaped our own glassware, wove our own tapestries, set our own type, we might knit up the raveled sleeve of self. . . . But, of course, we do none of these things. We consume—unseen, autistically—the play of others” (Leonard, “Return of Andy Warhol,” SM151).

        

        
          116. See Wilson, “Prince of Boredom,” 13.

        

        
          117. Schneider and Lysgaard, “Deferred Gratification Pattern,” 148.

        

        
          118. See Whitney Davis, Queer Beauty: Sexuality and Aesthetics from Winckelmann to Freud and Beyond (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 185. As Joshua Shannon has pointed out, paintings like 16 Jackies (1964) render the hegemonic celebrity image simultaneously material and immaterial (Shannon, The Disappearance of Objects: New York Art and the Rise of the Postmodern City [New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009], 189–91).

        

        
          119. Warhol, Philosophy, 129.

        

        
          120. James Baldwin, Tell Me How Long the Train’s Been Gone (1968; New York: Random House, 1998), 32. In Baldwin’s 1965 story “The Rockpile,” one brother is described as “drawing into his schoolbook a newspaper advertisement which featured a new electric locomotive”—an activity that carries the promise of social mobility through cultural participation (Baldwin, Going to Meet the Man [New York: Dial Press, 1965], 17). For more on Baldwin and Warhol, see Jonathan Flatley, “Skin Problems,” chap. 4 in Like Andy Warhol (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2017).

        

        
          121. Walter Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility,” trans. H. Zohn and E. Jephcott, in Walter Benjamin: Selected Writings, 1938–1940, ed. Howard Eiland, Michael W. Jennings, and Gary Smith (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1999), 255.

        

        
          122. David Graeber, Revolutions in Reverse: Essays on Politics, Violence, Art, and Imagination (Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia, 2011), 60. As Flatley has shown, Warhol’s eccentric collecting practices offered an alternate solution to this problem; see “Like: Collecting and Collectivity,” October, no. 132 (Spring 2010), 78–83.

        

        
          123. Harvey, Brief History, 203.

        

        
          124. Michael Lüthy, “The Apparent Return of Representation: Ambivalence Structures in Warhol’s Early Work,” trans. Michael Robinson, in Andy Warhol: Paintings 1960–1986, ed. Martin Schwander (Stuttgart: Hatje, 1995), 49.

        

        
          125. Anonymous viewer, quoted in Grace Glueck, “Art Notes: Boom?” New York Times, May 10, 1964, X19.

        

        
          126. Martineau, “Pattern of Social Classes,” 243.

        

        
          127. The company touted its redesigned European packaging as “draw[ing] inspiration from the Andy Warhol ‘Pop Art’ movement of the 1950s” (“Press Releases—Burger King® unveils new global packaging design,” July 2010, accessed December 9, 2011, http://www.burgerking.co.uk). It is unclear whether Burger King was aware of Warhol’s earlier googly-eyed rendezvous with its products (“Andy Warhol eating a hamburger,” YouTube, accessed December 9, 2011, http://www.youtube.com).

        

        
          128. Guy Debord, Society of the Spectacle, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 2006), 46. Advertisers were well aware of this vulnerability; James Playsted Wood worried that “some day, the sated customer, surfeited to lazy discomfort with all the goodies he has been able to swallow and all the shiny objects he has been able to cover with down payments, may be able to take no more” (Wood, The Story of Advertising [New York: Ronald Press, 1958], 499n4).

        

        
          129. T. J. Clark, “On the Very Idea of a Subversive Art History,” unpublished conference paper, 1992, 26. I am grateful to Jeremy Spencer for sharing this paper with me.

        

        
          130. J. D. Taylor, Negative Capitalism: Cynicism in the Neoliberal Era (Washington, DC: Zero Books, 2013), 102, 104.

        

      

      Chapter Three

      
        
          1. A more complete accounting would have to include the following works, listed by number in Georg Frei and Neil Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 1, Painting and Sculpture 1961–1963 (London: Phaidon, 2002): 38, 39, 41, 42, 43–50, 51–67, 76–79, 80, 82, 85, 86–102, 185–186, 190, 201–210, and 211–216.

        

        
          2. Warhol’s first pop art exhibit, in August 1962 at the Ferus Gallery in Los Angeles, was devoted exclusively to the soup can paintings. Two months later, The New Realists, a group exhibition at New York’s Sidney Janis Gallery, included four works by Warhol, two of them soup can paintings. In Warhol’s first New York solo pop show, that November at the Stable Gallery, the celebrity paintings were more prominent, but large soda bottle and coffee can paintings were included, as well as a Coca-Cola matchbook cover painting. Warhol’s only major exhibition in 1963 was a group of Elvis paintings at the Ferus Gallery. In January 1964 he showed his Disaster paintings at the Galerie Ileana Sonnabend in Paris, and that April, in his second New York solo show, he debuted the Brillo, Campbell’s Soup, and Heinz boxes at the Stable Gallery.

        

        
          3. For an example of the trickle-down argument, see Charles C. Parlin, National Magazines as Advertising Media (Philadelphia: Curtis Publishing Company, 1931), 68–69.

        

        
          4. “Who Needs National Brands?” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, April 11, 1962, 88. In what follows, I will use “private” and “generic” interchangeably.

        

        
          5. Vance Packard, The Hidden Persuaders (Brooklyn, NY: Ig Publishing, 2007), 124.

        

        
          6. Louis Cheskin (Color Research Institute), paraphrased in Packard, Hidden Persuaders, 124.

        

        
          7. “Who Needs National Brands?” 88.

        

        
          8. Michael Perry, “The Brand: Vehicle for Value in a Changing Marketplace,” Advertising Association, President’s Lecture, July 7, 1994, London; cited in Yiannis Gabriel and Tim Lang, The Unmanageable Consumer (London: Sage, 1995), 36.

        

        
          9. Thomas Frank, in The Conquest of Cool: Business Culture, Counterculture, and the Rise of Hip Consumerism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997), compellingly argues that the countercultural innovations of the 1960s were welcomed and intensified by the fashion and advertising industries (see 8–9, 32–33), a dynamic in which Warhol certainly participated.

        

        
          10. Thomas Crow’s scholarship is very much an exception here. See also Mark Francis, “No There There or Horror Vacui: Andy Warhol’s Installations,” in Andy Warhol: Paintings 1960–1986, ed. Martin Schwander (Stuttgart: Hatje, 1995), 67; John Roberts, “Warhol’s ‘Factory’: Painting and the Mass-Cultural Spectator,” in Varieties of Modernism, ed. Paul Wood (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2004), 357; and John J. Curley, A Conspiracy of Images: Andy Warhol, Gerhard Richter, and the Art of the Cold War (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2013).

        

        
          11. Arthur Danto, Beyond the Brillo Box: The Visual Arts in Post-Historical Perspective (New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1992), 41. See also Michael J. Golec, The Brillo Box Archive: Aesthetics, Design, and Art (Hanover, NH: Dartmouth College Press, 2008).

        

        
          12. Kirk Varnedoe, “Campbell’s Soup Cans, 1962,” in Andy Warhol: Retrospective, ed. Heiner Bastian (Los Angeles: Museum of Contemporary Art, 2001), 42.

        

        
          13. “Discussion,” in Gary Garrels, ed., The Work of Andy Warhol (Seattle: Bay Press, 1989), 127.

        

        
          14. Mary Anne Staniszewski, “Capital Pictures,” in Post-Pop Art, ed. Paul Taylor (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1989), 168.

        

        
          15. Robert A. Nisbet, “The Decline and Fall of Social Class,” Pacific Sociological Review 2, no. 1 (Spring 1959): 11.

        

        
          16. bell hooks, Where We Stand: Class Matters (London: Routledge, 2000), 82.

        

        
          17. Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (From A to B and Back Again) (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), 100–101.

        

        
          18. Warhol, Philosophy, 100, 102.

        

        
          19. Thomas Crow, “Saturday Disasters: Trace and Reference in Early Warhol,” in Modern Art in the Common Culture (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1996), 63.

        

        
          20. “Two Tuna Sandwiches,” Newsweek, April 1, 1963, 76; reproduced in Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:369.

        

        
          21. “The Slice-of-Cake School,” Time 79, no. 19 (May 11, 1962): 56.

        

        
          22. Peter Selz, Henry Geldzahler, Hilton Kramer, Dore Ashton, Leo Steinberg and Stanley Kunitz, “A Symposium on Pop Art,” Arts 37, no. 7 (April 1963): 38–9.

        

        
          23. Barbara Rose, “Pop Art at the Guggenheim,” Art International 7, no. 5 (May 25, 1963): 22.

        

        
          24. Wealthier shoppers tended to use full-service groceries, where a clerk would help the customer select her goods and then transfer them from the shelves to the counter; see Louis P. Bucklin, “Competitive Impact of a New Supermarket,” Journal of Marketing Research 4, no. 4 (November 1967): 360.

        

        
          25. Selz et al., “Symposium on Pop Art,” 42.

        

        
          26. As Pierre D. Martineau argued in 1957, “The most important function of retail advertising today, when prices and quality have become so standard, is to permit the shopper to make social class identification” (Martineau, “The Pattern of Social Classes,” in Marketing’s Role in Scientific Management, ed. Robert L. Clewett [Chicago: American Marketing Association, 1957], 242).

        

        
          27. William D. Tyler, “The Image, the Brand, and the Consumer,” Journal of Marketing 22, no. 2 (October 1957): 164–65 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          28. Packard, Hidden Persuaders, 34.

        

        
          29. For more on this film’s relevance to Warhol’s work, see Curley, Conspiracy of Images, 133–34.

        

        
          30. Brett Gorvy, quoted in “Release: Andy Warhol’s Coca-Cola/The Icon of American Pop Art,” Christie’s, November 11, 2013, accessed May 5, 2015, http://www.christies.com/about/press-center/releases/pressrelease.aspx.

        

        
          31. Dwight Macdonald, “Masscult and Midcult,” in Against the American Grain (New York: Da Capo, 1983), 34. John Updike perpetuated this dim view of working-class grocery-store shoppers—these “sheep” or “houseslaves”—in a 1961 short story when his narrator claimed, “I bet you could set off dynamite in an A & P and the people would by and large keep reaching and checking oatmeal off their lists and muttering ‘Let me see, there was a third thing, began with A, asparagus, no, ah, yes, applesauce!’ or whatever it is they do mutter” (Updike, “A & P,” New Yorker, July 22, 1961, 22).

        

        
          32. I have not been able to locate any discussions of the working class–targeted brand image advertising discussed in this chapter in contemporary scholarship. As Victoria de Grazia and Lizabeth Cohen have argued, “Insofar as consumption was about class, it appeared to be only about the bourgeoisie or the false consciousness of workers succumbing to commodity fetishism and class envy” (de Grazia and Cohen, “Introduction: Class and Consumption,” International Labor and Working-Class History 55 [Spring 1999]: 1). For more on Macfadden, see Ann Fabian, “Making a Commodity of Truth: Speculations on the Career of Bernarr Macfadden,” American Literary History 5, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 51–76; and Shelley Nickles, “More Is Better: Mass Consumption, Gender, and Class Identity in Postwar America,” American Quarterly 54, no. 4 (December 2002): 581–622.

        

        
          33. Carl Spielvogel, “Battle of Brands Growing Fiercer,” New York Times, November 11, 1956, 185.

        

        
          34. A & P Supermarket advertisement, Chicago Daily Tribune, September 9, 1956, 27

        

        
          35. Spielvogel, “Battle of Brands,” 185.

        

        
          36. “Who Needs National Brands?” 88.

        

        
          37. Fred Farrar, “Store Display Ad Group Eyes Sunny Trend,” Chicago Tribune, October 14, 1963, C8.

        

        
          38. Peter Bart, “Advertising: Competing with House Brands,” New York Times, November 12, 1962, 45. The president of Compton Advertising was cited in the article as claiming that, in one major chain store, generic labels accounted for 85 percent of orange juice sales and 33 percent of instant coffee and light-duty detergent sales.

        

        
          39. Peter Bart, “Advertising: Blue Collars and Brand Names,” New York Times, August 14, 1961, 34.

        

        
          40. Bart, “Blue Collars and Brand Names,” 34; Bart is paraphrasing and quoting Robert L. Young, vice president and advertising director of Macfadden.

        

        
          41. “Surging ahead,” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, May 15, 1961, 32; Wall Street Journal, 11; Chicago Tribune, C6 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          42. “Can Advertising Block Sales?” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, December 20, 1961, 68.

        

        
          43. “Which Half of the Market Needs National Brands?” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, May 16, 1962, 84.

        

        
          44. “Can Advertising Block Sales?” 68.

        

        
          45. Beverley Skeggs, Formations of Class and Gender: Becoming Respectable (London: Sage, 1997), 7; “The woman who packs this pail will decide the future of national brands!,” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, August 8, 1961, 60.

        

        
          46. “Who Needs National Brands?” 88; “Can Advertising Block Sales?” 68.

        

        
          47. Lee Rainwater, Richard P. Coleman, and Gerald Handel, Workingman’s Wife: Her Personality, World, and Life Style (New York: Oceana Publications, 1959), 209.

        

        
          48. Rainwater, Coleman, and Handel, Workingman’s Wife, 166.

        

        
          49. Peter Bart, “Advertising: A Shift for Dristan,” New York Times, June 27, 1962, 51.

        

        
          50. "Who Needs National Brands?"

        

        
          51. Bart, “Shift for Dristan,” 51. For more on Warhol’s taste for gold paint, see Thomas Crow, The Long March of Pop: Art, Music, and Design, 1930–1995 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2014), 163–67.

        

        
          52. Robert Lewis Taylor, “Profiles: Physical Culture: III—Physician, Heal Thyself!” New Yorker, October 28, 1950, 42. These black-and-white advertisements also dominated Macfadden’s racier titles, like True Romance. When brand image advertising appeared in these titles, it focused primarily on “feminine hygiene” products—Tampax, Kotex—that were not featured in True Story; see, for example, the inner cover advertisements in the June 1962 issue of True Romance.

        

        
          53. Clementine Paddleford, “What’s in the Name on the Shelf?” Los Angeles Times, May 7, 1961, E25.

        

        
          54. This is true of one of the two early Coca-Cola works, Peach Halves, and the Mönchengladbach-type Campbell’s Soup Cans. See Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 1, figures 23–4, 27, 28, 60, 63.

        

        
          55. Jerry Doolittle, “The Working Class Rises to an Olfactory Defense,” Washington Post, Times Herald, October 21, 1962, E2.

        

        
          56. Bob Colacello, Holy Terror: Andy Warhol Close Up (New York: HarperCollins, 1990), 23 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          57. David Bourdon, “Warhol Interviews Bourdon” (unpublished manuscript, 1962–63), in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 8. Contemporaries like Billy Al Bengston, Peter Blake, Derek Boshier, Rudy Burckhardt, Vija Celmins, Allan D’Arcangelo, William Eggleston, Marisol Escobar, Lee Friedlander, Dorothy Grebenak, Raymond Hains, Richard Hamilton, Jann Haworth, David Hockney, Ray Johnson, William Klein, Eduardo Paolozzi, Larry Rivers, Glauco Rodrigues, Mimmo Rotella, Ed Ruscha, Ushio Shinohara, Jacques de la Villeglé, Wolf Vostell, Tom Wesselmann, and Garry Winogrand included brand images in their art—variously through appropriation, reproduction, and depiction—but these images were always integrated into a larger whole, brimming with metaphor or facture or both.

        

        
          58. G. R. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part II,” ARTnews 62, no. 10 (February 1964): 64.

        

        
          59. Varnedoe, “Campbell’s Soup Cans,” 43. Warhol almost never worked with readymade appropriations during the 1960s. Exceptions are the Stockholm-type Brillo Boxes; the You’re In series, a group of silver painted Coca-Cola bottles from 1967; and Bomb ’67, a silver-sprayed air force practice bomb from the same year. In all three of these cases, Warhol introduced a gap between the commodity and the artwork—through paint, or through missed expectations (as in the Stockholm Brillo Boxes, where the cardboard objects substitute for painted objects).

        

        
          60. Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:63, 68. The undated sources for these projected images are provided in the catalogue raisonné; I have located their exact publication dates in Life magazine: September 8, 1961, 59, and January 12, 1962, 51.

        

        
          61. Quoted by Samuel Adams Green, Andy Warhol (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Institute of Contemporary Art, 1965), n.p.

        

        
          62. Paddleford, “What’s in the Name on the Shelf?” E25; “Can Advertising Block Sales?” 68.

        

        
          63. Wilbur Schramm, Jack Lyle, and Edwin B. Parker, Television in the Lives of Our Children (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961), 110.

        

        
          64. Sidney J. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” in On Knowing the Consumer, ed. J. Newman (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966), 159.

        

        
          65. “Ted Carey, New York, 16 October 1978,” in Patrick S. Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films (Ann Arbor, MI: UMI Research Press, 1986), 262.

        

        
          66. Quoted in John Heilpern, “The Fantasy World of Warhol,” Observer, June 12, 1966, 12. Contemporary documentation confirms this claim; see Nat Finkelstein, Andy Warhol: The Factory Years (Edinburgh: Canongate Books, 1999), 4–5.

        

        
          67. According to Bourdon, the paintings “have plain gold circles because the giant figure was too difficult to stencil” (“David Bourdon,” in John Wilcock, The Autobiography and Sex Life of Andy Warhol [New York: Other Scenes, 1971], n.p.).

        

        
          68. See Georg Frei and Neil Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 2B, Painting and Sculpture 1964–1965 (London: Phaidon, 2004), 190–205.

        

        
          69. The Martinson Coffee brand image also contains an emblem, although it is not framed in “gold” and does not explicitly denote quality.

        

        
          70. Bart, “Blue Collars and Brand Names,” 34.

        

        
          71. Clarence E. Eldridge, “Advertising Effectiveness: How Can It Be Measured,” Journal of Marketing 22, no. 3 (January 1958): 249 (emphasis in original). See also “Dan Graham Interviewed by Ludger Gerdes,” in Two-Way Mirror Power: Selected Writings by Dan Graham on His Art, ed. Alexander Alberro (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999), 71, where Graham surmises “that these fascist structures had actually infiltrated mass psychological subliminal consciousness through advertising. I think Pop art was alluding to this.”

        

        
          72. Eldridge, “Advertising Effectiveness,” 250. Noting that Campbell’s purchased prime advertising in Life magazine during the 1950s and early 1960s, Curley has argued that “the soup can was a historical actor in these pages,” connoting “safety and security” (Curley, Conspiracy of Images, 127, 63).

        

        
          73. Coca-Cola Annual Report to Stockholders, 1956 (New York: Coca-Cola Company, 1956), 7.

        

        
          74. Campbell’s Soup advertisement, Life, December 28, 1959, 70.

        

        
          75. Mark Pendergrast, For God, Country and Coca-Cola (New York: Scribner’s, 1993), 259.

        

        
          76. “To a startling degree, prole America is about sweet . . . [and] you could probably draw a trustworthy class line based wholly on the amount of sugar consumed by a family” (Paul Fussell, Class: A Guide Through the American Status System [New York: Touchstone, 1983], 100). Warhol never shied away from his vulgar taste for sugar, tying it to his own prolonged childishness; see Warhol, Philosophy, 103.

        

        
          77. Coca-Cola Annual Report to Stockholders, 1957 (New York: Coca-Cola Company, 1957), 7.

        

        
          78. The ghost lettering is barely visible under the cropped “Coca-Cola” script.

        

        
          79. Mark Pendergrast, Uncommon Grounds: The History of Coffee and How It Transformed Our World (New York: Basic Books, 1999), 198, 240–41.

        

        
          80. “Can Advertising Block Sales,” 68.

        

        
          81. Jonathan Flatley, “Warhol Gives Good Face: Publicity and the Politics of Prosopopoeia,” in Pop Out: Queer Warhol, ed. Jennifer Doyle, Flatley, and José Esteban Muñoz (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 119; “Two Tuna Sandwiches,” 76.

        

        
          82. “The Quality Revolution—New Hope for National Brands,” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, March 7, 1962, 72.

        

        
          83. Peter Schjeldahl, “Warhol and Class Content” (Art in America 68, no. 5 [May 1980]: 112–19), reprinted in The Hydrogen Jukebox: Selected Writings of Peter Schjeldahl, 1978–1990 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 47; “Can Advertising Block Sales?” 68.

        

        
          84. “Quality Revolution,” 72.

        

        
          85. Aldous Huxley, “Vulgarity in Literature,” in Complete Essays, vol. 3, 1930–1935, ed. Robert S. Baker and James Sexton (Chicago: Ivan Dee, 2001), 23.

        

        
          86. Arthur Danto, “Replies to Essays,” in Danto and His Critics, ed. Mark Rollins, 2nd ed. (Malden: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 288.

        

        
          87. Danto, “Learning to Live with Pluralism,” in Beyond the Brillo Box, 225.

        

        
          88. Danto, “The Artworld,” Journal of Philosophy 61, no. 19 (October 15, 1964): 574–76.

        

        
          89. John O’Connor and Benjamin Liu, Unseen Warhol (New York: Rizzoli, 1996), 35.

        

        
          90. Whitney Davis, “The Aesthetics of Indiscernibles,” unpublished manuscript, 3. See Georg Frei and Neil Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 2B, Painting and Sculpture 1964–1965 (London: Phaidon, 2004), 53–101. Warhol occasionally broke this pattern and exhibited the commercial boxes themselves as a substitute for the painted boxes, as in the Stockholm type boxes (78).

        

        
          91. David Antin, “Warhol: The Silver Tenement,” ARTnews 65, no. 4 (Summer 1966): 59.

        

        
          92. George Klauber, cited in Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography (New York: Da Capo, 2003), 90.

        

        
          93. For more on Warhol as a fan, see Staniszewski, “Capital Pictures,” 166; Carter Ratcliff, “Starlust: Andy’s Photos,” Art in America 68, no. 5 (May 1980): 122.

        

        
          94. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 47, 110; Martineau, “Pattern of Social Classes,” 246; Malvina Lindsay, “Norms of Middle Class Slipping,” Washington Post and Times Herald, May 14, 1959, A22.

        

        
          95. Aaron A. Fox, Real Country: Music and Language in Working-Class Culture (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2004), 250. Although some of the discourses of marketing during this period conceptualized their working-class targets as women or “wives,” other prominent versions, like those of Tyler and Martineau, did not. A 1957 study entitled “The American Male . . . On Ascendancy as Force in Food Purchases,” claimed that 40 percent of food shoppers were male, and that men were “much more prone to impulse buying than women” (June Owen, “Food: Did I Buy That?” New York Times, May 31, 1957, 32). For the gendered structures underlying the Race Riots, see Anne M. Wagner, “Andy Warhol’s Patriotism,” in A House Divided: American Art Since 1955 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2012), 25–45.

        

        
          96. Grace Glueck, “Art Notes: Boom?” New York Times, May 10, 1964, X19; Danto, “Artworld,” 581.

        

        
          97. Danto, “The Philosopher as Andy Warhol,” in The Andy Warhol Museum, ed. Fannia Weingartner (New York: Distributed Art Publishers, 1994), 80.

        

        
          98. Harold H. Kassarjian, “The Negro and American Advertising, 1946–1965,” Journal of Marketing Research 6, no. 1 (February 1969): 36, 39. See also Marcus Alexis, “Pathways to the Negro Market,” Journal of Negro Education 28, no. 2 (Spring 1959): 115, 121.

        

        
          99. “The Forgotten 15,000,000 . . . Three Years Later,” Sponsor 6 (July 1952): 76; cited in Alexis, “Pathways,” 121.

        

        
          100. Raymond A. Bauer, Scott M. Cunningham, and Lawrence H. Wortzel, “The Marketing Dilemma of Negroes,” Journal of Marketing 29, no. 3 (July 1965): 2.

        

        
          101. Laurie A. Rodrigues, “‘SAMO© as an Escape Clause’: Jean-Michel Basquiat’s Engagement with a Commodified American Africanism,” Journal of American Studies 45, no. 2 (May 2011): 227–43. See also José Esteban Muñoz, “Famous and Dandy like B. ’n’ Andy: Race, Pop, and Basquiat,” in Pop Out: Queer Warhol, ed. Jennifer Doyle, Jonathan Flatley, and Muñoz (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 144–79.

        

        
          102. Lauren Berlant, Cruel Optimism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011), 188.

        

        
          103. Quoted in Heilpern, “Fantasy World of Warhol,” 12.

        

        
          104. For readings of Benjamin’s relevance to Warhol, see Rainer Crone, Andy Warhol, trans. John William Gabriel (London: Thames & Hudson, 1970); Andreas Huyssen, “The Cultural Politics of Pop,” in Taylor, Post-Pop Art, 45–77; Mark Francis, “Still Life: Andy Warhol’s Photography as a Form of Metaphysics,” in Andy Warhol: Photography (Pittsburgh: Warhol Museum, 1997), 19–24; and Matthew Tinkcom, “Warhol’s Camp,” in Who Is Andy Warhol?, ed. Colin McCabe, Mark Francis, and Peter Wollen (London: British Film Institute, 1997), 107–16.

        

        
          105. As True Story put it, in the same year Benjamin’s “The Author as Producer” was first delivered (trans. E. Jephcott, in Walter Benjamin: Selected Writings, 1931–1934, ed. Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith [Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1999] 768–82), “Every man and woman has lived at least one big story which has that ring of truth for which authors of fiction strive” (True Story, February 1934, 61; cited in Fabian, “Making a Commodity,” 63).

        

        
          106. See Donald C. Bacon, “Camera Makers Automate, Simplify Picture Snapping, See New Lines as Spur to Sales,” Wall Street Journal, March 30, 1959, 5; Thomas O’Toole, “Photography Industry Expects Sales To Hit High in ’58 Despite Recession,” Wall Street Journal, April 8, 1958, 4.

        

        
          107. Elenore Lester, “On the Eve of Destruction, What Was Andy Warhol’s Gang Up To?” Eye, August 1968, 95. Gerard Malanga recalled that Warhol “wanted everything to be totally easy, like push the button and let it roll” (quoted in Steven Watson, Factory Made: Warhol and the Sixties [New York: Pantheon, 2003], 97; emphasis in original).

        

        
          108. Guy Debord, Society of the Spectacle, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 2006), 153.

        

        
          109. Gretchen Berg, “Nothing to Lose: Interview with Andy Warhol,” Cahiers du Cinema in English, May 1967, 43.

        

        
          110. Sterling McIlhenny and Peter Ray, “Inside Andy Warhol” (1966), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 98.

        

        
          111. Debord, Society of the Spectacle, 18.

        

        
          112. Anonymous “lady,” quoted in Robert Mazzocco, “aaaaaa . . . ,” New York Review of Books, April 24, 1969, accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.nybooks.com.

        

        
          113. Leon Kraushar, quoted in William K. Zinsser, Pop Goes America (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), 28. One crucial archive for thinking about class and its spectacular consumption during this period is the television program The Beverly Hillbillies (1962–1971). In the opening scene of an episode that first aired on October 23, 1963, Jethro eats corn flakes while Granny Clampett outlines her menu for the night’s dinner guests: “Possum stew! Grits and jowls! Some corn pone, and some pickled crawdads!” It turns out that the guests, the wealthy Fenwicks, have been mistaken by the Clampetts as a local charity case. The Fenwicks, meanwhile, are eager to appropriate the Clampetts’ signature look: a poverty-stricken “style” they think the Clampetts have intentionally affected. As Cynthia Fenwick tells her mother, “Don’t you understand mummy? The latest thing is to look . . . basic and understated! . . . let’s not be the last millionaires in Beverly Hills to get the new look—the Clampett Look!” As in Warhol’s brand image artworks, déclassé mores are sold as styles to the elite, and the televised spectacle of this strange transaction is then resold to a mass audience as a farce that minimizes class differences.

        

        
          114. Angus Maguire, head of contemporary art at Bloomsbury Auctions, cited in Dalya Alberge, “Move over Picasso: Mass Appeal Pushes Warhol to the Top of Art Market,” Times (London), April 30, 2007, accessed August 16, 2014, http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/arts/visualarts/article2422133.ece.

        

        
          115. Adam Arvidsson, Brands: Meaning and Value in Media Culture (London: Routledge, 2006), 93.

        

        
          116. “New Coca-Cola Museum to Host Andy Warhol’s Coke Art,” May 2, 2007, accessed August 3, 2014, http://usatoday30.usatoday.com. The twists and turns of this history offer an interesting addendum to the arguments advanced in Frank, Conquest of Cool. Although Coke had been quick to threaten legal action when Warhol violated its trademark, it ultimately embraced Warhol as an innovator and by 2007 could exhibit this threat as a badge of honor.

        

        
          117. Quoted in Ruth La Ferla, “The Selling of St. Andy,” New York Times, October 26, 2006, G5; cited in Mark Rosenthal, “Dialogues with Warhol,” in Rosenthal, Marla Prather, Ian Alteveer, and Rebecca Lowery, Regarding Warhol: Sixty Artists, Fifty Years (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2012), 136.

        

        
          118. Tyler, “Image,” 165.

        

        
          119. Danto, Beyond the Brillo Box, 41.

        

        
          120. Tyler, “Image,” 165.

        

        
          121. “Quality Revolution,” 72.

        

        
          122. Pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production, trans. Geoffrey Wall (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978), 133 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          123. “Ted Carey, 16 October 1978,” 254.

        

        
          124. “Ronnie Tavel,” in Wilcock, Autobiography, n.p. (emphasis in original).

        

        
          125. Ta-Nehisi Coates, Between the World and Me (New York: Spiegel & Grau, 2015), 111. See Warhol’s drolly related “story-book fairy tale”: “Halston arrived in white, with Bianca on his arm in white fur, with Dr. Giller in white, in a white limo, with a white driver” (Andy Warhol, The Andy Warhol Diaries, ed. Pat Hackett [New York: Grand Central Publishing, 1989], 94).

        

        
          126. Angela P. Harris, “Race and Essentialism in Feminist Legal Theory,” Stanford Law Review 42, no. 3 (February 1990): 597. For more on “Hunky” as an ethnic slur, connoting “the Central European immigrant industrial laboring class,” and its relevance to Warhol, see Blake Stimson, Citizen Warhol (London: Reaktion, 2014), 69–87.

        

        
          127. Warhol, Diaries, 161. Steve Rubell had dumped the garbage can of cash over Warhol at his birthday party at the 21 Club two days earlier. Warhol enthused that “it really was the best present” (160).

        

      

      Chapter Four

      
        
          1. Jed Perl, “The Curse of Warholism,” New Republic, December 6, 2012, accessed May 11, 2015, http://www.newrepublic.com.

        

        
          2. Lawrence W. Levine approvingly citing John Russell, in Levine, Highbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 247; Robert Motherwell, “On the Humanism of Abstraction: The Artist Speaks, 1970,” in The Writings of Robert Motherwell, ed. Dore Ashton and Joan Banach (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2007), 253.

        

        
          3. Crispin Sartwell, “Andy Warhol and the Persistence of Modernism,” New York Times, June 19, 2013, accessed August 5, 2016, http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com.

        

        
          4. T. J. Clark, “Origins of the Present Crisis,” New Left Review 2 (March/April 2000): 95–96.

        

        
          5. “Can Advertising Block Sales,” Macfadden advertisement, New York Times, December 20, 1961, 68.

        

        
          6. Jacques Rancière, Aisthesis: Scenes from the Aesthetic Regime of Art, trans. Zakir Paul (London: Verso, 2013), 262. Hal Foster has written that this element of Rancière’s argument is not novel to art history (Foster, “What’s the Problem with Critical Art?” New Left Review 35, no. 19 [October 10, 2013]: 14–15). Thomas Crow has emphasized pop’s egalitarianism without linking it to Rancière; see Crow, The Long March of Pop: Art, Music, and Design, 1930–1995 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2014), viii–ix.

        

        
          7. Jacques Rancière, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, trans. Steven Corcoran (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2009), 32. Rancière rejects both sides of the Greenbergian modernism/postmodernism dichotomy; see “A Politics of Aesthetic Indetermination: An Interview with Frank Ruda and Jan Voelker,” trans. Jason E. Smith, in Jason E. Smith and Annette Weisser, eds., Everything Is in Everything: Jacques Rancière between Intellectual Emancipation and Aesthetic Education (Pasadena, CA: Art Center Graduate Press, 2011), 18.

        

        
          8. Thomas Crow, “Warhol among the Art Directors,” in Andy Warhol Enterprises, ed. Sarah Urist Green and Allison Unruh (Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2010), 109n18.

        

        
          9. Jean Baudrillard, The Consumer Society: Myths and Structures (1970), trans. Chris Turner (Thousand Oaks, CA, 1998), 118.

        

        
          10. Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition (1968), trans. Paul Patton (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 299. See also Michel Foucault, “Theatrum Philosophicum” (1970), in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Essays and Interviews, ed. Donald F. Bouchard, trans. Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry Simon (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977), 189.

        

        
          11. Baudrillard, Consumer Society, 121 (emphasis in original); Roland Barthes, “That Old Thing, Art” (1980), in Post-Pop Art, ed. Paul Taylor (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1989), 30 (emphasis in original). In 1988 Baudrillard would reverse his judgment, calling Warhol “the hero or anti-hero of modern art” (Baudrillard, “De la marchandise absolue” [1988], reprinted as “Absolute Merchandise,” trans. David Britt, in Andy Warhol: Paintings 1960–1986, ed. Martin Schwander [Stuttgart: Hatje, 1995], 20).

        

        
          12. Fredric Jameson, Postmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1991), 175. Although this summary judgment is directed at “neofigurative painting today,” Warhol is singled out earlier in the chapter as a key instigator in this tradition (158).

        

        
          13. Jonathan D. Katz, “The Art of Code: Jasper Johns and Robert Rauschenberg,” in Significant Others: Creativity and Intimate Partnership, ed. Whitney Chadwick and Isabelle de Courtivron (London: Thames & Hudson, 1996), 205, 201–2. There are exceptions to this rule; see the exchange of letters between Hilton Kramer and Jasper Johns in “Month in Review,” Arts 33, no. 5 (February 1959): 49, and 33, no. 6 (March 1959): 7.

        

        
          14. See Whitney Davis, A General Theory of Visual Culture (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2011), 175; I am grateful to Davis for pointing out the “puff” double-entendre.

        

        
          15. Rudolf Arnheim, interview with John Jones, October 16, 1965, Archives of American Art, Washington, DC; quoted in Katz, “Passive Resistance: On the Success of Queer Artists in Cold War American Art,” Queer Cultural Center, accessed August 10, 2014, http://www.queerculturalcenter.org/Pages/KatzPages/KatzLimage.html.

        

        
          16. Vivian Gornick, “Pop Goes Homosexual,” Village Voice, April 7, 1966, accessed July 12, 2015, http://www.villagevoice.com; cited in Katz, “The Silent Camp: Queer Resistance and the Rise of Pop Art,” in Visions of a Future: Art and Art History in Changing Contexts, ed. Hans-Jörg Heusser and Kornelia Imesch (Zurich: Swiss Institute for Art Research, 2004), 156.

        

        
          17. Susan Sontag, “Notes on Camp,” in Against Interpretation and Other Essays (New York: Octagon Books, 1978), 292. See also Gloria Steinem, “The Ins and Outs of Pop Culture,” Life, August 20, 1965, 84. An important exception to this rule is Time magazine’s infamous “Essay: The Homosexual in America,” January 21, 1966, 40; see Gavin Butt, Between You and Me: Queer Disclosures in the New York Art World, 1948–1963 (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2006), 41–43.

        

        
          18. Steinem, “Ins and Outs,” 75. The exceptions in Warhol’s oeuvre are works from 1961 like the Typewriter, Toilet, and Telephone paintings, all of which derive from recognizably dated advertisements and have a distinctly campy tone; see Sara Doris, Pop Art and the Contest over American Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 10. Warhol seems to have mostly reserved this interest in the outdated for his private collecting; see David Bourdon, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” Art in America 75, no. 5 (May 1987): 139.

        

        
          19. Maggie Nelson, Women, the New York School, and Other True Abstractions (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 2007), 52. T. J. Clark has remarked that, “apart from Greenberg, the strongest early readings of Pollock’s work . . . all came from gay men,” and that even Greenberg’s criticism was charged with “erotic hero worship” (Clark, Farewell to an Idea: Episodes from a History of Modernism [New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1999], 394).

        

        
          20. Walter Hopps, quoted in Jean Stein, Edie: An American Biography (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1982), 198.

        

        
          21. Friedel Dzubas, “Is There a New Academy, Part II,” ARTnews 58, no. 6 (September 1959): 37, 59.

        

        
          22. Note dated March 28, 1952, William Chapin Seitz papers, 1934–1995, Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, cited in Valerie Hellstein, Grounding the Social Aesthetics of Abstract Expressionism: A New Intellectual History of The Club, diss., Stony Brook University, 2010, 1; Jack Tworkov, “Is There a New Academy, Part II,” ARTnews 58, no. 6 (September 1959): 38.

        

        
          23. Irving Sandler, “The New Cool-Art,” Art in America 53, no. 1 (February 1965): 100.

        

        
          24. Larry Rivers, “New York in the Eighties,” New Criterion 4, no. 11 (Summer 1986): 50; quoted in Bradford R. Collins, “Life Magazine and the Abstract Expressionists, 1948–51: A Historiographic Study of a Late Bohemian Enterprise,” Art Bulletin 73, no. 2 (June 1991): 297.

        

        
          25. Ruth Kligman, “My Love Affair with Jackson Pollock,” New York Magazine, October 29, 1973, 52.

        

        
          26. Quoted in Stein, Edie, 198.

        

        
          27. De Kooning, quoted in Mark Stevens and Annalyn Swan, De Kooning: An American Master (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004), 285.

        

        
          28. Clark, Farewell to an Idea, 401.

        

        
          29. T. J. Clark, The Painting of Modern Life, rev. ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 156.

        

        
          30. Clark, Farewell to an Idea, 389. For a corroborative reading, see Bonnie H. Erickson, “Culture, Class, and Connections,” American Journal of Sociology 102, no. 1 (July 1996): 221.

        

        
          31. Peter Stallybrass and Allon White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986), 191.

        

        
          32. Thomas B. Hess, Willem de Kooning (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1968), 6; see also 76.

        

        
          33. Willem de Kooning, “Symposium: ‘What Art Means to Me’” (1951), in Theories of Modern Art: A Source Book by Artists and Critics, ed. Herschel B. Chipp (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968), 560. See also Donald Kuspit, “The Unveiling of Venus: de Kooning’s Melodrama of Vulgarity,” Vanguard, September 1984, 19–23. De Kooning claimed that Woman I was inspired by shoppers at “the bargain center . . . how greedy and nasty they are . . . just tearing the bargains to pieces . . .” (quoted in Stevens and Swan, De Kooning, 338).

        

        
          34. David Smith, “Aesthetics, the Artist and the Audience” (1952), in Art in Theory, 1900–1990: An Anthology of Changing Ideas, ed. Charles Harrison and Paul Wood (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 578.

        

        
          35. “Oral history interview with Robert Motherwell, 1971 Nov. 24–1974 May 1,” Archives of American Art, accessed June 15, 2015, http://www.aaa.si.edu.

        

        
          36. Hilton Kramer, “Editorial,” Arts 34, no. 4 (January 1960): 13.

        

        
          37. Charlotte Willard, “Market Letter” Art in America 48, no. 1 (January 1960): 4.

        

        
          38. Harold Rosenberg, “The American Action Painters,” in The Tradition of the New (New York: Horizon Press, 1959), 35. See also Crow, Long March of Pop, vii.

        

        
          39. Helen Frankenthaler, “Is There a New Academy, Part I,” ARTnews 58, no. 5 (Summer 1959): 34.

        

        
          40. Andy Warhol and Pat Hackett, Popism: The Warhol ’60s (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1980), 3.

        

        
          41. Harold Rosenberg, “Jasper Johns: Things the Mind Already Knows,” Vogue, February 1, 1964, 175.

        

        
          42. Quoted in Lawrence Alloway, “‘The World Is a Painting’: Robert Rauschenberg,” Vogue, October 15, 1965, 157.

        

        
          43. Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1984), 34. Dave Hickey’s account of Warhol’s egalitarianism, in which audiences recognized that Warhol “knew what was right and [was] doing it wrong for reasons of style or conviction,” is vulnerable to Bourdieu’s critique (Hickey, “The Importance of Remembering Andy,” in Robert Lehman Lectures in Contemporary Art, ed. Lynne Cooke, Karen Kelly, and Bettina Funcke [New York: Dia Art Foundation, 2004], 61).

        

        
          44. Wilbur Schramm, Jack Lyle, and Edwin B. Parker, Television in the Lives of Our Children (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961), 110.

        

        
          45. Bruce Glaser, “Oldenburg, Lichtenstein, Warhol: A Discussion,” Artforum 4, no. 6 (February 1966): 21, 22.

        

        
          46. G. R. Swenson, “What Is Pop Art? Part I,” ARTnews 62, no. 7 (November 1963): 26.

        

        
          47. Lane Slate, “USA Artists: Andy Warhol and Roy Lichtenstein” (1966), reprinted in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 81.

        

        
          48. John Giorno, “Andy Warhol Interviewed by a Poet” (unpublished manuscript, 1963), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 25.

        

        
          49. “Andy Warhol: Interviewed by Gerald Malanga” (1963; Kulchur 16 [Winter 1964–65]), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 49. “Oh,” Warhol told an interviewer in 1978, “I never got ‘out of’ commercial art” (Frederick Schruers, “Andy Warhol: Why Not?” Globe and Mail, November 8, 1978, F10).

        

        
          50. Artists affiliated with Dada had rejected the inviolability and autonomy of art but had avoided reducing it to a purely monetary endeavor; see Marcel Duchamp, “Apropos of ‘Readymades,’” reprinted in Theories and Documents of Contemporary Art, ed. Kristine Stiles and Peter Selz (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 820.

        

        
          51. Sidney J. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” in On Knowing the Consumer, ed. J. Newman (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966), 159.

        

        
          52. Robert Reilly, “Untitled Interview,” unpublished manuscript, Andy Warhol Archives, Pittsburgh, Spring 1966, reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 111.

        

        
          53. Harold Rosenberg, “Warhol: Art’s Other Self,” in Art on the Edge: Creators and Situations (New York: Macmillan, 1975), 106.

        

        
          54. John Canaday, “Art in a Democracy, or Mass Audience vs. Select Product,” New York Times, June 3, 1962, 130.

        

        
          55. John Canaday, “Action Evokes the Touchy and Totally Elusive Question of Obscenity in Art,” New York Times, October 14, 1965, 52.

        

        
          56. Stuart Zane Charmé, Vulgarity and Authenticity: Dimensions of Otherness in the World of Jean-Paul Sartre (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1991), 20.

        

        
          57. As Ted Carey put it, in a discussion of Warhol’s reluctance to exhibit his Cock Drawings, “He’s afraid to be himself and to do something personal at the risk of losing universal audience (“Ted Carey, New York, 16 October 1978,” in Patrick S. Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films [Ann Arbor, MI: UMI Research Press, 1986], 261).

        

        
          58. Frank O’Hara, “Ode to Joy,” in The Collected Poems of Frank O’Hara, ed. Donald Allen (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1971), 281.

        

        
          59. Fabio Cleto, “Introduction: Queering the Camp,” in Camp: Queer Aesthetics and the Performing Subject: A Reader, ed. Cleto (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1999), 31. For an alternate reading of the relationship between O’Hara, pop, and camp, see Hazel Smith, Hyperscapes in the Poetry of Frank O’Hara: Difference/Homosexuality/Topography (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2000), 166–94.

        

        
          60. O’Hara, “My Heart,” in Collected Poems, 231.

        

        
          61. For critical responses, see S. P., “About Art and Artists,” New York Times, May 22, 1954, 13, and S. P., “About Art and Artists,” New York Times, March 3, 1956, 37. Warhol’s drawings of boys seem to have been twice rejected by the Tanager Gallery; see Tony Scherman and David Dalton, Pop: The Genius of Andy Warhol (New York: Harper, 2009), 33.

        

        
          62. Warhol and Hackett, Popism, 11–12. For O’Hara’s response to Warhol, see Reva Wolf, Andy Warhol, Poetry, and Gossip in the 1960s (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997), 18–31. Warhol seems to have attempted to emphasize a class bond with Rauschenberg through his 1962 portraits of the artist, including Let Us Now Praise Famous Men, which, as Neil Printz and Georg Frei point out, “established a link between [Rauschenberg’s] working-class, Depression-era origins and Warhol’s” (Frei and Printz, eds., The Andy Warhol Catalogue Raisonné, vol. 1, Painting and Sculpture 1961–1963 [London: Phaidon, 2002], 266).

        

        
          63. Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, “Andy Warhol’s One-Dimensional Art: 1956–1966,” in Neo-Avantgarde and Culture Industry: Essays on European and American Art from 1955 to 1975 (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), 499.

        

        
          64. Selden Rodman, Conversations with Artists (New York: Capricorn, 1961), 105; quoted in Marcia Brennan, Modernism’s Masculine Subjects: Matisse, the New York School, and Post-Painterly Abstraction (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004), 47. See also Donald Kuspit, “Art Is Dead, Long Live Aesthetic Management,” in Redeeming Art: Critical Reveries, ed. Mark Van Proyen (New York: Allworth Press, 2000), 137.

        

        
          65. “Hollywood Topic A-Plus: Whole Town’s Talking about Marilyn Monroe,” Life, April 7, 1952, 104, 101.

        

        
          66. Malvina Lindsay, “Norms of Middle Class Slipping,” Washington Post and Times Herald, May 14, 1959, A22.

        

        
          67. Simon Frith, Sound Effects: Youth, Leisure, and the Politics of Rock ’n’ Roll (New York: Pantheon, 1981), 64.

        

        
          68. Rodman, Conversations with Artists, 105, quoted in Brennan, Modernism’s Masculine Subjects, 47; Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 110. De Kooning reportedly confronted Warhol at a party: “You’re a killer of art, you’re a killer of beauty, and you’re even a killer of laugher. I can’t bear your work!” (Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography [New York: Da Capo, 2003], 320).

        

        
          69. “Machine-made goods of daily use are often admired and preferred precisely on account of their excessive perfection by the vulgar and the underbred who have not given due thought to the punctilios of elegant consumption” (Thorstein Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007], 106).

        

        
          70. Jacques Rancière, Artemy Magun, Dmitry Vilensky and Alexandr Skidan, “You Can’t Anticipate Explosions: Jacques Rancière in Conversation with Chto Delat,” Rethinking Marxism 20, no. 3 (July 2008): 404. Rancière’s brief discussions of Warhol acknowledge his importance to this history, while worrying (as I do) about the supposed “criticality” of Warhol’s innovations and the ways in which they have been recommodified. Rancière singles out “Warhol’s introduction of soup tins and Brillo soap boxes into the museum” for having “worked to denounce great art’s claims to seclusion” (Rancière, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, 51). But he also describes “the Pop era” as “a time when the blurring of boundaries between high and low . . . seemed to counter-pose their critical power to the reign of commodities. Since then, however, commodities have teamed up with the age of mockery and subject-hopping” (Rancière, The Future of the Image, trans. Gregory Elliott [London: Verso, 2007], 51, see also 104). And he has savaged readings of pop that ascribe to it “criticality,” pointing out that they “[correspond] to a rather simplistic view of the poor morons of the society of the spectacle, bathing contentedly in a flood of media images” (Future of the Image, 28).

        

        
          71. Quoted in John Heilpern, “The Fantasy World of Warhol,” Observer, June 12, 1966, 11. When Warhol’s contemporary critics recognized this egalitarianism, they tended to conceptualize it as an expansion of art’s dignified purview, rather than a challenge to it; see Henry Geldzahler, “Andy Warhol,” Art International 8, no. 3 (April 25, 1964): 35.

        

        
          72. Robert Lepper, “Comments on a Vulgar Art,” Architectural Forum, May 1940, 350; quoted in Blake Stimson, Citizen Warhol (London: Reaktion, 2014), 133.

        

        
          73. Warhol and Hackett, Popism, 169. This, I believe, is where my view of Warhol most closely resembles the argument put forward by Jonathan Flatley—surely the most empowering ethical reading of Warhol’s work yet developed—which explores the artist’s ability “to help us expand our own capacities for liking” (Flatley, “Like: Collecting and Collectivity,” October, no. 132 [Spring 2010], 72). My sense of Warhol has been continuously inspired and challenged by Flatley’s work.

        

        
          74. Leticia Kent, “Andy Warhol, Movieman: ‘It’s hard to be your own script,’” Vogue, March 1970, 167.

        

        
          75. Julia Warhola, quoted in Andy Warhol: Transcript of David Bailey’s ATV Documentary (London: Bailey Litchfield/Mathews Miller Dunbar, 1972), roll 26, n.p.

        

        
          76. Gavin Arnall, Laura Gandolfi, and Enea Zaramella, “Aesthetics and Politics Revisited: An Interview with Jacques Rancière,” Critical Inquiry 38, no. 2 (Winter 2012): 296.

        

        
          77. Gretchen Berg, “Nothing to Lose: Interview with Andy Warhol,” Cahiers du Cinema in English, May 1967, 40.

        

        
          78. Quoted in Schruers, “Andy Warhol: Why Not?” F10.

        

        
          79. Kathy Acker, “Blue Valentine,” in Warhol’s Film Factory, ed. Michael O’Pray (London: British Film Institute, 1989), 65.

        

        
          80. Matthea Harvey, “Kara Walker,” Bomb 100 (Summer 2007), accessed October 15, 2015, http://bombmagazine.org.

        

        
          81. Frances FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler, What’s New?” New York Herald Tribune, November 21, 1965, 15. The “15 minutes” version of this aphorism was not publicized until 1968: “In the future, everybody will be world-famous for 15 minutes” (Kasper König, Pontus Hultén, Olle Granath, and Andy Warhol, eds., Andy Warhol [Stockholm: Moderna Museet, 1968], n.p.).

        

        
          82. See Stephen Burt, “Galaxies inside His Head,” New York Times Magazine, March 24, 2015, accessed April 23, 2015, http://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/29/magazine/galaxies-inside-his-head-poet-terrance-hayes.html. Stimson’s Citizen Warhol takes a different approach, arguing that Warhol’s “afflictions of class, closet and commodity” produced and determined his postmodernism (212).

        

        
          83. Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Dialogues, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam (New York: Columbia University Press, 1987), 27. See Anthony E. Grudin, “Warhol’s Animal Life,” Criticism 56, no. 3 (Summer 2014): 607–12.

        

        
          84. Fredric Jameson, “An American Utopia,” in An American Utopia: Dual Power and the Universal Army, ed. Slavoj Žižek (London: Verso, 2016), 66. “Part of the pathos of Warhol’s career,” Richard Meyer observes, “is that, for all the erotically charged images of men the artist produced, he was rarely able to find his own image appealing or to imagine that others would” (Meyer, “Warhol’s Clones,” Yale Journal of Criticism 7, no. 1 [1994]: 104).

        

        
          85. Marianne Hancock, “Soup’s On,” Arts Magazine 39 (May–June 1965): 16; Sterling McIlhenny and Peter Ray, “Inside Andy Warhol” (1966), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 97. To my mind, the great precedent for Warhol’s studied indifference is not Duchamp, but rather Manet’s barmaid at the Folies-Bergère: “If one could not be bourgeois . . . then at least one could prevent oneself from being anything else: fashion and reserve would keep one’s face from any identity. . . . Expression is its enemy . . . for to express oneself would be to have one’s class be legible” (Clark, Painting of Modern Life, 253; emphasis in original).

        

        
          86. Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (From A to B and Back Again) (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), 78, 145 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          87. David Harvey, “Neoliberalism Is a Political Project,” Jacobin, accessed July 31, 2016, https://www.jacobinmag.com.

        

        
          88. Paul Taylor, “The Last Interview” (1987), in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 391.

        

        
          89. See Larissa Harris, ed., 13 Most Wanted Men: Andy Warhol and the 1964 World’s Fair (New York: Queens Museum; Pittsburgh: Andy Warhol Museum, 2014).

        

        
          90. Douglas Crimp, Our Kind of Movie: The Films of Andy Warhol (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2012), 12. Like Crimp, I have chosen not to engage the Paul Morrissey films, since I generally concur with his assessment that “Morrissey seems . . . to have cynically attached himself to Warhol and adopted a great many of Warhol’s formal strategies only to put them to a very different, even opposite purpose” (17).

        

        
          91. Joseph Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” in The Film Director as Superstar (New York: Doubleday, 1970), 69 (emphasis in original). As Hal Foster has observed, “Although failure can be the outcome of any test, it often appears to be the purpose in Warhol” (Foster, The First Pop Age: Painting and Subjectivity in the Art of Hamilton, Lichtenstein, Warhol, Richter, and Ruscha [Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2011], 171).

        

        
          92. Neal Weaver, “The Warhol Phenomenon: Trying to Understand It,” After Dark 10, no. 9 (January 1969): 30.

        

        
          93. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” 159; Clem Goldberger, Joanna Romer, and Jan Lavasseur, “We Talk to . . . Andy Warhol,” Mademoiselle 65 (August 1967): 325.

        

        
          94. “Tally Brown, New York, 11 November 1978,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 233 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          95. Callie Angell, “Some Early Warhol Films: Notes on Technique,” in Andy Warhol: Abstracts, ed. Thomas Kellein (Münich: Prestel Verlag, 1993), 73. Angell reads what I call Warhol’s amateurism as “a process of careful experimentation and conceptualization, [in which] Warhol isolated the most basic components of filmmaking—the single shot, the roll, the splice, the stationary camera, projection speed . . .” (73).

        

        
          96. Bolex advertisement, 1964, Bolex Collector, accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.bolexcollector.com.

        

        
          97. “Pop Goes the Video Tape: An Underground interview with Andy Warhol,” Tape Recording 12, no. 5 (September–October 1965): 15.

        

        
          98. Peerless Camera advertisement, New York Times, August 24, 1961, 26. The feature was advertised nationally throughout the early 1960s.

        

        
          99. As Andrew Sarris noted, “Each scene runs out of film before it runs out of talk” (Sarris, “The Sub–New York Sensibility,” Cahiers du cinéma in English 10 [May 1967]: 43).

        

        
          100. Angell, “Early Warhol Films,” 75–76. Angell argues that these qualities in Kiss produce a “parody of the Hollywood kiss film” and in Blow Job a parody of pornography. Andrew Uroskie has persuasively claimed that Sleep overturned the dominant Hollywood “model of spectatorial discipline,” a reversal that is ultimately linked to a Rancièrian interest in the “perpetual undoing of the distinction between art and non-art” (Uroskie, Between the Black Box and the White Cube: Expanded Cinema and Postwar Art [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2014], 44, 236).

        

        
          101. Howard Junker, “Andy Warhol, Movie Maker,” Nation, February 22, 1965, 208.

        

        
          102. Ruth Hirschman, “Pop Goes the Artist” (1963), transcript of KPFK radio broadcast, published in Annual Annual, 1965, The Pacifica Foundation, Berkeley, CA, reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 40.

        

        
          103. Kent, “Warhol, Movieman,” 204.

        

        
          104. David Bourdon, “Warhol as Filmmaker,” Art in America 59, no. 3 (May–June 1971): 50.

        

        
          105. Bolex advertisement, 1964, Bolex Collector, accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.bolexcollector.com.

        

        
          106. Jacques Rancière, “L’historicité du cinéma,” in De l’histoire au cinéma, ed. Antoine de Baecque and Christian Delage (Bruxelles: Éditions Complexe, 1998), 57; quoted in Joseph Tanke, Jacques Rancière: An Introduction (New York: Continuum, 2011), 113. Andrew Sarris immediately recognized this quality in Warhol’s films: “Warhol’s ideas on direction are simple to the point of idiocy—or genius. He puts the camera on a tripod, and it starts turning, sucking in reality like a vacuum cleaner” (Sarris, “Films,” Village Voice 11, no. 8 [December 9, 1965], accessed November 1, 2016, http://blogs.villagevoice.com).

        

        
          107. “Andy Warhol: Interviewed by Gerard Malanga” (1963; Kulchur 16 [Winter 1964–65]), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 49.

        

        
          108. Dorothy Krasowska and Ronald Tavel, “Collaborating with Warhol: An Interview with Ronald Tavel,” Cabinet 8 (Fall 2002), accessed November 1, 2016, http://cabinetmagazine.org/issues/8/krasowska.php.

        

        
          109. Levy, “Social Class and Consumer Behavior,” 159; Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 112.

        

        
          110. Quoted in Stephen Koch, Stargazer: The Life, World and Films of Andy Warhol (London: Praeger, 1973), 23.

        

        
          111. Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” 69.

        

        
          112. Berg, “Nothing to Lose,” 40.

        

        
          113. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 112; Warhol, quoted in Junker, “Andy Warhol, Movie Maker,” 208. Junker was quick to dismiss Warhol’s egalitarianism: “I think Andy was being ironic” (208). Warhol can be seen here as hearkening back to an American tradition of sociable and disorderly audiences; see Levine, Highbrow/Lowbrow, 179–99.

        

        
          114. Kent, “Warhol, Movieman,” 204 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          115. Warhol, quoted in Elenore Lester, “So He Stopped Painting Brillo Boxes and Bought a Movie Camera,” New York Times, December 11, 1966, 169.

        

        
          116. Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” 72.

        

        
          117. Schramm, Lyle, and Parker, Television, 112, 113.

        

        
          118. Kent, “Warhol, Movieman,” 204. For Hardy’s working-class background, see Gwendolyn Audrey Foster, Class-Passing: Social Mobility in Film and Popular Culture (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 2005), 12.

        

        
          119. Berg, “Nothing to Lose,” 40.

        

        
          120. Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” 66, 68. “I’d always wanted to do a movie that was pure fucking, nothing else, just the way Eat had been just eating and Sleep had been just sleeping” (Warhol and Hackett, Popism, 256). For a brilliant discussion of Warhol, pornography, and the figure of the prostitute, see Jennifer Doyle, Sex Objects: Art and the Dialectics of Desire (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2006), 45–70.

        

        
          121. Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” 67.

        

        
          122. David Ehrenstein, “An Interview with Andy Warhol” (Film Culture [Spring 1966]), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 65. Dave Hickey emphasizes the egalitarian ambitions of this project without acknowledging the artist’s wariness regarding their feasibility: Warhol “propos[ed] ‘celebrity’ as a democratic right rather than an elitist privilege, as an extension of our right to be represented” (Hickey, “Importance of Remembering Andy,” 52; emphasis in original).

        

        
          123. As Hal Foster has argued, “They are pure tests of the capacity of the filmed subject to confront a camera, hold a pose, present an image, and sustain the performance for the duration of the shooting” (Foster, First Pop Age, 164). Foster points out that slow motion also exacerbates the strain on the viewer.

        

        
          124. “Tally Brown,” in Smith, Andy Warhol’s Art and Films, 244.

        

        
          125. “Pop Goes the Video Tape,” 18. Weaver described Warhol’s superstars as “people who grew up and cut their teeth on the old Hollywood and built a dream world around it” (Weaver, “Warhol Phenomenon,” 30).

        

        
          126. Pauline Kael, “Mothers,” in Deeper into Movies (New York: Little, Brown and Company, 1973), 195. This emphasis would persist in Warhol’s television shows, which included, as Eva Meyer-Hermann points out, “(second rate) actors, models, and other hopefuls who are given the opportunity to shine” (“Other Voices, Other Rooms: TV-Scape,” in Andy Warhol: A Guide to 706 Items in 2 Hours 56 Minutes, ed. Meyer-Hermann [Rotterdam: NAi Publishers, 2007], 217).

        

        
          127. Stanley Kauffmann, “First Love/Trash/The Great White Hope,” New Republic 163, no. 18 (1970): 30; Bibbe Hansen, quoted in Billy Name, The Silver Age: Black & White Photographs from Andy Warhol’s Factory (London: Reel Art Press, 2014), 280; Roger Vaughn, “Superpop, or A Night at the Factory,” New York Herald Tribune, August 8, 1965, 9. Vaughn was probably referring to Hansen.

        

        
          128. Kael, “Mothers,” 195.

        

        
          129. Jameson, “American Utopia,” 62, 81.

        

        
          130. Paul Carroll, “What’s A Warhol?” Playboy, September 1969, 280. Elenore Lester had noticed a similar socioeconomic dichotomy in Warhol’s factory between “the neglected, rejected, over-psychoanalyzed children of the rich, and the runaways from jobs as supermarket check-out clerks in the bleak suburbs of New Jersey” (Lester, “So He Stopped Painting,” 169).

        

        
          131. Walter Benjamin, “The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” trans. Harry Zohn, in The Writer of Modern Life: Essays on Charles Baudelaire, ed. Michael W. Jennings (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 2006), 261n300; Sedgwick in Poor Little Rich Girl.

        

        
          132. “Poor Little Rich Girl,” Filmmakers Cooperative Catalogue, no. 3 (New York: Filmmakers Cooperative, 1965), 153; Richard Butsch, “Class and Gender in Four Decades of Television Situation Comedy: Plus Ça Change . . . ,” Critical Studies in Mass Communication 9 (December 1992): 387.

        

        
          133. Warhol had apparently read about their family discord in Life magazine. See Warhol Stars, accessed November 1, 2016, http://www.warholstars.org and Juanita Castro, “My Brother Is a Tyrant and He Must Go,” Life, August 28, 1964, 22–33.

        

        
          134. J. J. Murphy, The Black Hole of the Camera: The Films of Andy Warhol (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2012), 73–74. Murphy reads this scene as a dialogue between Victor and Pub (74). While Victor’s first use of “sir” directly addresses Pub, the focus of his address seems to shift to the seated man early in the conversation, when Pub remarks that “these are the sir’s books.” The dialogue is adapted from Anthony Burgess’s Clockwork Orange, but Warhol’s version heightens the class dynamics by replacing “brother” with “sir” as the form of address; see Burgess, Clockwork Orange (New York: Norton, 2012), 11–12.

        

        
          135. Callie Angell, The Films of Andy Warhol: Part II (New York: Whitney Museum of American Art, 1994), 19. See also Amy Taubin, “My Time Is Not Your Time,” Sight and Sound, June 1994, 24.

        

        
          136. Angell, Films of Andy Warhol, 19.

        

        
          137. Robert S. Lubar, “Unmasking Pablo’s Gertrude: Queer Desire and the Subject of Portraiture,” Art Bulletin 79, no. 1 (March 1997): 73.

        

        
          138. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 15.

        

        
          139. Calvin Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” New Yorker, November 6, 1971, 94.

        

        
          140. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 15.

        

        
          141. Guy Debord, Society of the Spectacle, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 2006), 44–45 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          142. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 15. Angell used Warhol’s questions as the epigraph to her catalogue essay.

        

        
          143. See Jeet Heer, “Cartoon Monarch: Otto Soglow and the Little King,” Comics Journal, May 21, 2012, n.p.; Jared Gardner, “The American King,” in Cartoon Monarch: Otto Soglow and the Little King, ed. Dean Mullaney (San Diego: IDW Publishing, 2012), 9–41.

        

        
          144. The strip from which Warhol borrowed was Otto Soglow, The Little King, New York Journal-American, April 2, 1961; reproduced in Frei and Printz, Catalogue Raisonné, 1:35.

        

        
          145. Debord, Society of the Spectacle, 104, 42, 8. Debord and Rancière obviously could not be more opposed concerning the usefulness of spectacle as a concept. I bring them into dialogue here because their conflicting perspectives on this issue illuminate a similar tension in Warhol’s work.

        

        
          146. Vladimir Nabokov, Speak Memory: An Autobiography Revisited (New York: Vintage International, 1989), 218–19, 154.

        

        
          147. Nabokov, Speak Memory, 219 (emphasis added). The pun and homage are discussed in Clarence Brown, “Krazy, Ignatz, and Vladimir: Nabokov and the Comic Strip,” in Nabokov at Cornell, ed. Gavriel Shapiro (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2003), 259.

        

        
          148. Nabokov, foreword to Speak Memory, 15.

        

        
          149. Keith Gunderson, “A Portrait of My State as a Dogless Young Boy’s Apartment,” in Growing Up in Minnesota: Ten Writers Remember Their Childhoods, ed. Chester G. Anderson (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1976), 134–35.

        

        
          150. Jacques Rancière, “A Politics of Aesthetic Indetermination,” 15. For Plato’s cave and the society of the spectacle, see Rancière, The Emancipated Spectator, trans. Gregory Elliott (London: Verso, 2009), 44–45.

        

        
          151. Quoted in Heilpern, “Fantasy World of Warhol,” 11.

        

        
          152. Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” 96.

        

        
          153. Quoted anonymously in Bockris, Warhol, 139.

        

        
          154. “Henry Here, Henry There . . . Who is Henry?” Life, February 18, 1966, 42.

        

        
          155. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 20.

        

        
          156. Henry Geldzahler, “Andy Warhol: A Memoir,” in Making It New: Essays, Interviews, and Talks (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1994), 44.

        

        
          157. “Henry Here, Henry There,” 42; Geldzahler, quoted in Warhol and Hackett, Popism, 16. In this respect, Warhol and Geldzahler helped to inaugurate the new age described by Hal Foster, in which “the institution . . . becomes the spectacle, it collects the cultural capital, and the director-curator becomes the star” (Foster, The Return of the Real: The Avant-Garde at the End of the Century [Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001], 198). For a critique of the “independent” curator, see Claire Bishop, “What Is a Curator,” IDEA arts + society 26 (2007): 12–21.

        

        
          158. Ingrid Sischy, “An Interview with Henry Geldzahler,” in Geldzahler, Making it New, 5.

        

        
          159. Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” 82, 106. Tomkins dates the second piece to 1966, but see Claes Oldenburg, “Washes,” Tulane Drama Review 10, no. 2 (Winter 1965): 108, which dates the performances to May 1965.

        

        
          160. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 20.

        

        
          161. Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” 94.

        

        
          162. Warhol, Philosophy, 133.

        

        
          163. Andy Warhol, The Andy Warhol Diaries, ed. Pat Hackett (New York: Grand Central Publishing, 1989), 433 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          164. “Andy Warhol interview 1966,” YouTube, accessed June 16, 2016, https://www.youtube.com.

        

        
          165. Quoted in Bockris, Warhol, 140. “Cooley” is probably a mistranscription of “coolie,” “a person of low (social) status” (Oxford English Dictionary Online, accessed May 5, 2015, http://www.oed.com).

        

        
          166. Carter Ratcliff, “Andy Warhol: Inflation Artist,” Artforum 23, no. 7 (March 1985): 75.

        

        
          167. “Henry Here, Henry There.” 42.

        

        
          168. FitzGerald, “What’s New, Henry Geldzahler?” 15.

        

        
          169. Bockris, Warhol, 256.

        

        
          170. Geldzahler, “Andy Warhol: Virginal Voyeur,” in Making It New, 368.

        

        
          171. Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” 112, 60.

        

        
          172. Warhol, Diaries, 139, 403 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          173. Stallybrass and White, Politics and Poetics, 167.

        

        
          174. Weaver, “Warhol Phenomenon,” 30. Christina Crawford was actually twenty-four at the time; see Robert Windeler, “Joan Crawford Takes Daughter’s Soap Opera Role,” New York Times, October 23, 1968, 95.

        

        
          175. Matt Stahl, Unfree Masters: Popular Music and the Politics of Work (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2013), 41. Asked for his opinion on the ascendance of reality television, Rancière demurred: “I don’t watch TV very much, or those shows” (Truls Lie and Jacques Rancière, “Our Police Order: What Can Be Said, Seen, and Done,” Eurozine, accessed May 14, 2016, http://www.eurozine.com/articles/2006-08-11-lieranciere-en.html).

        

        
          176. Kenneth Silver memorably claimed that “Warhol’s art makes Americans recognize a collectivity of experience—forges a collectivity—that might otherwise not exist . . . originat[ing] in working-class Forest City, Pennsylvania, in the mind of a brilliant, effeminate boy” (Silver, “Andy Warhol: 1928–1987,” Art in America 75, no. 5 [May 1987]: 141; emphasis in original).

        

        
          177. Quoted in Craig Copetas, “Beat Godfather Meets Glitter Mainman,” Rolling Stone, February 28, 1974, 27. Bowie was referring to Warhol’s play Pork (1971), which was widely expected to be adapted for film or television.

        

        
          178. Stahl, Unfree Masters, 59.

        

        
          179. Josh Eells, “So You Think You Can Sing?” Blender, October 2007, 90.

        

        
          180. Glenn O’Brien, “Interview: Andy Warhol” (High Times, August 24, 1977), reprinted in Goldsmith, Wolf, and Koestenbaum, I’ll Be Your Mirror, 257. In his diaries, Warhol mentions judging a Madonna look-alike contest in 1985, and a male beauty contest at a Manhattan club sometime before 1979 (Diaries, 655, 243).

        

        
          181. See “He Dyed His Hair Silver,” An American Family advertisement, New York Times, January 18, 1973, 82.

        

        
          182. Fact Team, “MTV Rebrands as the Channel of Social Media Video,” Fact, June 25, 2015, accessed June 30, 2015, http://www.factmag.com.

        

        
          183. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000), 254.

        

        
          184. Bob Dylan, “Like a Rolling Stone” (Columbia Records, 1965). “At Home with Henry,” Time, February 21, 1964, 68, reassured readers that, despite their taste for pop art, Ethel and Robert Scull had not been radicalized.

        

        
          185. David Bourdon, “Andy Warhol and the Society Icon,” Art in America 63, no. 1 (January/February 1975): 43.

        

        
          186. Quoted in Bourdon, “Andy Warhol and the Society Icon,” 42. Barbara Rose was quick to remark the benefits that Warhol conferred on his patrons: “The Sculls learned everything they knew from Andy Warhol. . . . [They] transformed their banal, nouveau riche selves into personalities by not being afraid to own up to being all that was considered lowbrow, déclassé, grasping, and publicity-seeking. They made a thing out of being vulgar, loud, and over dressed. They were, in short, shameless; and it was their shamelessness that finally got them the spotlight they ached for” (Rose, “Profit without Honor,” New York, November 5, 1973, 80). Robert Scull said that he and Geldzahler “became lifelong friends in ten minutes” (Tomkins, “Profiles: Moving with the Flow,” 88).

        

      

      Conclusion

      
        
          1. Noam Chomsky, The Prosperous Few and the Restless Many (Berkeley: Odonian Press, 1993), 66–72.

        

        
          2. David Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 202.

        

        
          3. Don Kalb, “Introduction: Class and the New Anthropological Holism,” in Anthropologies of Class: Power, Practice, and Inequality, ed. James G. Carrier and Don Kalb (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 3.

        

        
          4. Robert A. Nisbet, “The Decline and Fall of Social Class,” Pacific Sociological Review 2, no. 1 (Spring 1959): 17.

        

        
          5. Sasha Lilley, “Introduction,” in Capital and Its Discontents: Conversations with Radical Thinkers in a Time of Tumult (Oakland: PM Press, 2011), 11.

        

        
          6. Wendy Brown, Undoing the Demos: Neoliberalism’s Stealth Revolution (New York: Zone Books, 2015), 10, 38; Richard Sennett, The Culture of the New Capitalism (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2006), 54. G. M. Tamás conclusively demonstrates that while capitalism has undermined “castes,” it has perpetuated “classes” (“Telling the Truth about Class,” Socialist Register 42 [2006]: 242–5). See also Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000), 254–55.

        

        
          7. Matt Stahl, Unfree Masters: Popular Music and the Politics of Work (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2013), 5.

        

        
          8. Peter Stallybrass and Allon White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986), 191, 5.

        

        
          9. The Comedy Central Roast of Justin Bieber, Comedy Central, March 30, 2015.

        

        
          10. Andy Warhol, America (New York: Harper & Row, 1985), 188–91.

        

        
          11. T. J. Clark, The Painting of Modern Life, rev. ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 205.

        

        
          12. Andy Warhol, The Andy Warhol Diaries, ed. Pat Hackett (New York: Grand Central Publishing, 1989), 498.

        

        
          13. bell hooks, Where We Stand: Class Matters (London: Routledge, 2000), 80.

        

        
          14. Lilley, “Introduction,” 14.

        

        
          15. Sennett, Culture of the New Capitalism, 46; Wolfgang Streeck, How Will Capitalism End? Essays on a Failing System (London: Verso, 2016), 2–3 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          16. Jennifer M. Silva, Coming Up Short: Working-Class Adulthood in an Age of Uncertainty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 25.

        

        
          17. Silva, Coming Up Short, 10, 95, 19; Warhol, Diaries, 676. Compare with the aristocratic ethos embodied by Edie Sedgwick, who “had no goals other than to enjoy herself to the fullest” (Malanga, quoted in Billy Name, The Silver Age: Black & White Photographs from Andy Warhol’s Factory [London: Reel Art Press, 2014], 169).

        

        
          18. Gretchen Berg, “Nothing to Lose: Interview with Andy Warhol,” Cahiers du Cinema in English, May 1967, 40.

        

        
          19. Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (From A to B and Back Again) (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), 112, 111, 112. When those peers failed to match his level of flexibility, Warhol was infamously unforgiving. “Forced to be flexible in the labor market,” Warhol, like Silva’s subjects, “[became] hardened outside it . . . race emerges as a source of resentment and fear” (Coming Up Short, 30). See, for example, the deeply ambivalent feelings Warhol expressed in his diaries regarding Basquiat.

        

        
          20. Lynne Layton, “Some Psychic Effects of Neoliberalism: Narcissism, Disavowal, Perversion,” Psychoanalysis, Culture and Society 19 (2014): 169.

        

        
          21. Andy Warhol and Pat Hackett, Popism: The Warhol ’60s (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1980), 65.

        

        
          22. Takashi Murakami, “On the Level,” in Mark Rosenthal, Marla Prather, Ian Alteveer, and Rebecca Lowery, Regarding Warhol: Sixty Artists, Fifty Years (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2012), 138; Blake Stimson, Citizen Warhol (London: Reaktion, 2014), 39.

        

        
          23. Andrew Kahn and Forrest Wickman, “The Gospel According to Yeezus: The Complete ‘Rants’ of Kanye West’s 2013 Tour,” Slate, November 30, 2013, accessed September 2, 2016, http://www.slate.com.

        

        
          24. Lois Lane, April 1961.

        

        
          25. Disguise and mistaken identity were recurring themes in the Adventures of Superman television program. See, among many other examples, “The Superman Silver Mine” (March 10, 1958), “Divide and Conquer” (February 17, 1958), “The Tomb of Zaharan” (March 29, 1957), and “King for a Day” (October 15, 1955).

        

        
          26. Adeline Gomberg, “The Working-Class Child of Four and Television,” in Blue-Collar World: Studies of the American Worker, ed. Arthur B. Shostak and William Gomberg (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1964), 436.

        

        
          27. Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996), 84, 83.

        

        
          28. There is an inkling here that weakened citizenship and weakened states might be related somehow, and that these forces might eventually produce failed citizenship and failed states—the preconditions, at home and abroad, for anti-imperialist uprisings. See Retort, Afflicted Powers (London: Verso, 2005), 32–33.

        

        
          29. Fredric Jameson, “An American Utopia,” in An American Utopia: Dual Power and the Universal Army, ed. Slavoj Žižek (London: Verso, 2016), 48.

        

        
          30. Jonathan Martineau, Time, Capitalism and Alienation: A Socio-Historical Inquiry into the Making of Modern Time (Boston: Brill, 2015), 145.

        

        
          31. “Mike Lefevre, Steelworker,” in Studs Terkel, Working: People Talk about What They Do All Day and How They Feel about What They Do (New York: Pantheon, 1974), 7.

        

        
          32. Lauren Berlant, “’68, or Something,” Critical Inquiry 21, no. 1 (Autumn 1994): 134.

        

        
          33. Ruth Hirschman, “Pop Goes the Artist” (1963), transcript of KPFK radio broadcast, published in Annual Annual, 1965, The Pacifica Foundation, Berkeley, CA, reprinted in I’ll Be Your Mirror: The Selected Andy Warhol Interviews, ed. Kenneth Goldsmith, Reva Wolf, and Wayne Koestenbaum (New York: Carroll & Graf, 2004), 44. See Tan Lin, “Warhol’s Aura and the Language of Writing,” Cabinet 4 (Fall 2001), accessed October 15, 2015, http://www.cabinetmagazine.org/issues/4/lin.php.

        

        
          34. Hal Foster, “Death in America,” October, no. 75 (Winter 1996), 48n38; John J. Curley, A Conspiracy of Images: Andy Warhol, Gerhard Richter, and the Art of the Cold War (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2013), 172.

        

        
          35. On Warhol, the Factory, and collectivity, see Jonathan Flatley, “Like: Collecting and Collectivity,” October 132 (Spring 2010), 88–95.

        

        
          36. Glenn O’Brien, “Factory Workers Warholites Remember Billy Name,” Interview, November 30, 2008, accessed October 20, 2015, http://www.interviewmagazine.com.

        

        
          37. Warhol, Diaries, 370.

        

        
          38. Theodor Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, ed. Gretel Adorno and Rolf Tiedemann, trans. Robert Hullot-Kentor (New York: Continuum, 2002), 119. The argument could be made that Warhol was merely sensing a transitional moment in oppositional culture: away from the “centralized” Factory that mirrored Fordism, and toward the “networking, decentralized, non-hierarchical” model that mirrored neoliberalism (Harvey, “Neoliberalism Is a Political Project,” Jacobin, July 23, 2016, accessed July 31, 2016, https://www.jacobinmag.com).

        

        
          39. Berlant, “’68, or Something,” 134.

        

        
          40. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature, trans. Dana Polan (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1986), 42.

        

        
          41. Deleuze and Guattari, Kafka, 19.

        

        
          42. Pete Coviello, “Our Noise,” Avidly, April 18, 2016, accessed April 20, 2016, http://avidly.lareviewofbooks.org.

        

        
          43. Joseph Gelmis, “Andy Warhol,” in The Film Director as Superstar (New York: Doubleday, 1970), 69 (emphasis in original).

        

        
          44. Quoted in Paul Carroll, “What’s a Warhol?” Playboy, September 1969, 278; Hal Foster, The First Pop Age: Painting and Subjectivity in the Art of Hamilton, Lichtenstein, Warhol, Richter, and Ruscha (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2011), 170.

        

        
          45. Kathi Weeks, “Utopian Therapy: Work, Nonwork, and the Utopian Imagination,” in Žižek, American Utopia, 250; Warhol, Philosophy, 97, 96.

        

        
          46. Malanga, quoted in Name, Silver Age, 61; Warhol, Philosophy, 96.

        

        
          47. Carroll, “What’s a Warhol?” 280.

        

        
          48. Gerard Malanga, “Working with Warhol,” Art New England, September 1998, 8.

        

        
          49. Keith Haring, quoted in Victor Bockris, Warhol: The Biography (New York: Da Capo, 2003), 464. For more on Drella, see Stimson, Citizen Warhol, 211–12.

        

        
          50. Warhol, Philosophy, 102.

        

        
          51. Warhol, Diaries, 676.

        

        
          52. Lilley, “David Harvey: The Rise of Neoliberalism and the Riddle of Capital,” in Capital and Its Discontents, 47. Curley argues for a more politically conscientious Warhol, whose work “recognize[d] the interdependent nature of global trauma and the everyday diversions under capitalism as deployed by forces of the mass media” (Conspiracy of Images, 75). To support this claim, he cites a 1961 Life magazine photograph by Terrence Spencer of a dying boy in the Congo that Warhol apparently used as a palette (75); the troubling artifact, seemingly used by Warhol haphazardly to catch drips and blot his brushes, might as compellingly evidence disassociation and disengagement as recognition.

        

        
          53. Warhol, Diaries, 304.

        

        
          54. Pat Hackett, introduction to Warhol, Diaries, xvi; cited in Stimson, Citizen Warhol, 214.

        

        
          55. Warhol, Diaries, 494.

        

        
          56. Pier Paolo Pasolini, “Andy Warhol’s Ladies & Gentlemen” (1975), trans. Rodney Stringer, in Andy Warhol, Ladies & Gentlemen (New York: Skarstedt Gallery, 2009), 5. As an egalitarian, Warhol could imagine “the abolition of caste lead[ing] to equality” but not “the abolition of class lead[ing] to socialism” (Tamás, “Telling the Truth about Class,” 245; emphasis in original).

        

        
          57. Warhol, Philosophy, 111.

        

      

    

  
    
      
        
          58. Warhol, Philosophy, 199; Mark Fisher, Capitalist Realism: Is There No Alternative? (Washington, DC: Zero Books, 2009), 56.

        

        
          59. Warhol, America, 74.

        

        
          60. Wilbur Schramm, Jack Lyle, and Edwin B. Parker, Television in the Lives of Our Children (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961), 112.

        

        
          61. Warhol, Philosophy, 111, 112.

        

        
          62. Lauren Berlant, “The Epistemology of State Emotion,” in Dissent in Dangerous Times, ed Austin Sarat (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2005), 49.

        

        
          63. Guy Debord, “The Decline and Fall of the Spectacle-Commodity Economy” (1966), in Situationist International Anthology, ed. Ken Knabb, rev. ed. (Berkeley: Bureau of Public Secrets, 2006), 197; Loïc Wacquant, Punishing the Poor: The Neoliberal Government of Social Insecurity (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2009), 43.

        

        
          64. Warhol, Diaries, 62.

        

        
          65. Warhol, Diaries, 40.

        

        
          66. Warhol, Diaries, 204.

        

      

    

  
    
      Index

      Page numbers in italics refer to figures.

      
        $199 Television (Warhol), 55

        A & P Supermarket advertisement, 83, 84

        abstract expressionism, 1–3, 11–13, 25, 38, 49, 67, 95, 110–23. See also specific artists and artworks

        Acker, Kathy, 124

        Advertisement (Warhol), 50, 55, 66, 67, plate 6

        advertising: class dimensions of, 3–5, 12, 73–76, 80, 84–91, 175n26; effectiveness of, 83–93, 99, 178n71; emotions and, 5, 68, 107; function of, 80–83; irony and, 73–74, 174n127; Lichtenstein and, 165n61; race and, 13, 52, 104, 108–9; Warhol’s art on, 75–76, 93–94; Warhol’s newspaper work in, 56, 94, 171n80. See also consumerism; gender stereotypes; specific artworks; specific brands

        aesthetic detachment, 117–18

        Agee, James, 111

        Alan, Charles, 30

        Alloway, Lawrence, 21, 35

        amateurism, 3–7, 47–48, 56–63, 73, 118, 123–30, 138–39, 147, 186n95, 187n106

        American Journal of Sociology, 51

        American myths: of celebrities, 52–53, 72–73, 173n118; class and, 44, 46–47, 147–48; participatory culture and, 40–48, 173n115. See also consumerism; popular culture

        Andy relaxing at home (Gorgoni), 118

        Andy Warhol Diaries, The (Warhol), 11, 40, 147, 157, 162n53, 190n180, 192n19

        Angell, Callie, 127, 134, 136, 186n95

        animality, 4, 10, 27, 161n51

        Antin, David, 47, 102

        Arnheim, Rudolf, 112

        Arrrrrff! (Lichtenstein), 26, 27

        Art in America, 116

        Art Instruction, Inc. advertisement, 58–61, 59

        ARTnews, 113, 117

        artwork by Warhol. See Warhol, Andy—artwork

        Bader, Graham, 27–28

        Baker, Richard Brown, 22

        Baldwin, James, 12, 72–73, 173n120

        Barclay, Dorothy, 51

        Barker, Anthony, 67

        Barsalou, David, 18, 20, 22–23, 163n3

        Barthes, Roland, 48, 111–12

        Basquiat, Jean-Michel, 104, 192n19, plate 14

        Batman (Warhol), 54

        Baudrillard, Jean, 111–12, 181n11

        Bed (Rauschenberg), 45, 112

        Before and After [1] (Warhol), 50, 55, 64, 65, plate 6

        Bengston, Billy Al, 182n57

        Benjamin, Walter, 73, 105, 179n105

        Berlant, Lauren, 104, 151, 154, 157

        Bertrand, Michael, 15

        Beverly Hillbillies, The, 180n113

        Big Torn Campbell’s Soup Can (Pepper Pot) (Warhol), 75, 95–96, plate 11

        Blake, Peter, 182n57

        Blow Job (Warhol film), 128, 129, 187n100

        Blue Movie (Warhol film), 128–29

        Bois, Yve-Alain, 29

        Bolex 16mm film camera, 127–28

        Bomb ’67 (Warhol), 177n59

        Bonwit Teller store exhibit, 49–50, 159n1, 169n47, plate 6

        Boshier, Derek, 182n57

        Bourdieu, Pierre, 62, 117

        Bourdon, David, 15, 37, 129, 145

        Bowie, David, 144

        box sculpture series (Warhol), 101–2, 104, 174n2, 178n90

        Boyd, Eva Narcissus (Little Eva), 15, 16, 154

        Boy for Meg [1], A (Warhol), 49, 55, 68

        Boy for Meg [2], A (Warhol), 49, 70–72, plate 5

        Brach, Paul, 113

        brand names and imagery. See advertising; consumerism; specific brands

        Brillo Box series (Warhol), 5, 12–13, 45–46, 75, 93, 101–2, 112, 174n2, 177n59, 185n70, plate 13

        Brillo Soap Pads Box (Warhol), plate 13

        Brown, Tally, 7, 127

        Brown, Wendy, 146

        Brushstrokes (Lichtenstein), 25–26, plate 3

        Buchloh, Benjamin H. D., 38, 48, 54, 76, 122

        Burckhardt, Rudy, 182n57

        Burger King, 74, 174n127

        Cagney (Warhol), 104, 120, 122

        Cagney, James, 73

        Cale, John, 37

        camp art, 112–13, 121, 182n18

        Campbell’s Soup (brand), 3, 5, 46, 73, 75, 83, 99–100, 178n72, plate 12

        Campbell’s Soup Can (Old-Fashioned Tomato Rice) (Warhol), 97, plate 11

        Campbell’s Soup Can (Tomato Rice) (Warhol), 1, 3, 55, 95

        Campbell’s Soup Can series (Warhol), 1, 75, 94–99, 98, 101, 121, plate 10, plate 11, plate 12

        Canaday, John, 119

        Carat (Warhol), 68, 69, 173n114

        Carey, Ted, 1, 98, 159n1, 184n57

        Carroll, Paul, 132–33

        Castelli, Leo, 117

        castes, 8, 191n6

        celebrity myth, 52–53, 72–73, 173n118. See also American myths; Hollywood culture

        Celmins, Vija, 182n57

        Chelsea Girls (Warhol film), 9, 130

        Chicago Daily Tribune, 84

        Chicago Times, 83

        Chicago Tribune, 86

        Chomsky, Noam, 146

        cinema. See Warhol, Andy—films

        Claes e Pat Oldenburg (Mulas), 31

        Clark, T. J., 10, 45, 74, 110, 114–15, 147, 182n19, 186n85

        class consciousness: cultural reproduction and, 65–68; egalitarian cinema, 126–34, 139, 143–45; music and, 15–16; neoliberalism and, 39, 46–47, 51; pop art and, 106–7; postmodernism and, 114–15; Warhol and, 4–11, 102, 141, 160n33, 161n40, 161n42. See also egalitarianism; neoliberalism; social mobility

        class stereotypes: advertising and, 3–5, 12, 51, 63, 73–76, 80, 84–91, 97, 175n26; American myths and, 44, 46–47, 147–48; comic books and, 50–51; social category of class, 8–9, 13–15, 129, 160n33, 161n40, 161n42; television show on, 180n113. See also gender stereotypes; race and advertising

        Clocks (Two Times) (Warhol), 151–52, 152

        Coca-Cola (brand), 77, 94, 99–100, 107, 180n116

        Coca-Cola, “Standard and King Sized” (Warhol), 1–2, 2

        Coca-Cola [1] (Warhol), 1, 55, 159n9

        Coca-Cola [2] (Warhol), 1, 55, 159n9

        Coca-Cola [3] (Warhol), 100

        Coca-Cola series (Warhol), 1–2, 2, 99–101, 159n9

        Cock Drawings (Warhol), 184n57

        Cohen, Lizabeth, 176n32

        comic books: class and, 36, 50–51, 56–57; industrial norms in, 23; Lichtenstein’s use of, 18, 22–23, 163n3. See also DC Comics; specific artworks

        commodity logos. See advertising

        consumerism: brand versus generic, 176n38; class and, 5–10, 80–91, 176n32; cynicism and, 36, 74, 174n128; shopping and shopper-types, 14, 52, 75, 93, 175n24, 175n31, 179n95. See also advertising; American myths

        correspondence art schools, 48, 58–63

        Coviello, Peter, 16, 154

        Crimp, Douglas, 127

        Crow, Thomas, 77, 111, 160n18, 163n11, 164n27, 175n10, 181n6

        Crowd (Warhol), 151, 153

        cultural reproduction, 5–7, 6, 47–49, 58–68, 72. See also participatory culture

        curator, 13, 134–36, 140–41, 189n157. See also Henry Geldzahler (Warhol film)

        Curley, John J., 152, 178n72, 193n52

        cynicism, consumer, 36, 74, 174n128. See also consumerism; irony in advertising

        Dance Diagram (Warhol), 12, 69

        Daniels, Les, 52

        Danto, Arthur, 21, 38, 44–46, 76, 80, 101, 167n15

        D’Arcangelo, Allan, 182n57

        Davis, Whitney, 102, 182n14

        DC Comics: Our Fighting Forces, 19, 27; Secret Hearts, 23–25, 24; Strange Suspense Stories, 25, plate 4. See also specific artworks

        de Antonio, Emile, 1–2, 49

        Death and Disasters exhibit, 101

        Debord, Guy, 74, 105, 136–38, 140, 189n145

        “Decline and Fall of Social Class, The” (Nisbet), 76

        de Grazia, Victoria, 176n32

        de Kooning, Willem, 114, 122, 183n33, 185n68, plate 15

        de la Villeglé, Jacques, 182n57

        Deleuze, Gilles, 27–28, 60, 65–67, 111, 145, 154, 173n109

        Del Monte, 94, 100

        Del Monte (Warhol), 101

        De Salvo, Donna, 40

        desire, 3, 8–10, 16, 27–28, 38–39, 47, 60–67, 80, 102, 115–17, 143, 147, 171n87; disarmed, 136; politics of, 154

        diamonds, 173n114

        Dick Tracy (Warhol), 54, 79, 171n79

        Do it Yourself (Sailboats) (Warhol), plate 9

        Do it Yourself series (Warhol), 12, 69

        Donahue, Troy, 42–43, 43, 112

        Doolittle, Jerry, 93

        Doonan, Simon, 107

        Drowning Girl (Lichtenstein), 23, 23, 25

        Dr. Scholl’s Corns (Warhol), 55

        Duchamp, Marcel, 17, 38, 97, 119

        Dylan, Bob, 5

        Dzubas, Friedel, 113

        Eat (Warhol film), 128, 129

        Eberstadt, Frederick, 141

        egalitarian cinema, 126–34, 139, 143–45, 148. See also Warhol, Andy—films

        egalitarianism, 9–11, 16, 36, 47, 77, 111, 115, 119–26, 148, 154–57. See also class consciousness; modernism; neoliberalism

        Eggleston, William, 182n57

        Eldridge, Clarence, 99

        Elvis (Warhol), 104, 122

        emotions and advertising, 5, 13, 68, 107, 149–51

        Empire (Warhol film), 127

        Escobar, Marisol, 35, 182n57

        Exploding Plastic Inevitable (Warhol), 37, 70, 162n68

        Fabian, Ann, 176n32

        Factory Superstars, 7, 105, 130–32, 148–50, 152–54, 188n125. See also specific persons

        Famous Artists Schools advertisement, 62

        Farah Dibah Pahlavi (Shahbanou [Queen] of Iran) (Warhol), 156

        fashion, 10–11, 61, 114, 172nn91–92

        Feet and Campbell’s Soup Can (Warhol), 121

        femininity. See gender stereotypes

        Ferus Gallery, 21, 42, 97, 174n2

        films by Warhol. See Warhol, Andy—films

        FitzGerald, Frances, 135–36, 141–42

        Flatley, Jonathan, 46, 101, 173n122, 185n73

        Flatten–Sand Fleas (Lichtenstein), 27

        flexibility, personal, 9, 13, 149

        Flowers (Warhol), 168n34

        Foster, Hal, 151–52, 186n91, 188n123, 189n157

        Foucault, Michel, 111

        Frankenthaler, Helen, 117

        Fried, Michael, 34, 42–47, 101, 107

        Friedlander, Lee, 182n57

        Front and Back Dollar Bills (Warhol), 71

        Geiger, Kent, 51

        Geldzahler, Henry, 16, 134–35, 135, 140–43, 145, 173n114, 189n157, 191n186, plate 20. See also Henry Geldzahler (Warhol film)

        Gelmis, Joseph, 127

        gender stereotypes: ads on idealized masculinity, 57–58, 171n85; ads targeted to women, 58, 61, 75, 91, 172nn91–92, 176n45; in comics, 23–25; of male shoppers, 179n95; Warhol’s interest in, 65, 104–5, 122. See also Before and After [1] (Warhol); class stereotypes; homosexuality and art; race and advertising

        Giallo, Vito, 171n80

        Giorno, John, 47

        Girl with Ball (Lichtenstein), 27–28

        Gluck, Nathan, 102

        Gomberg, Adeline, 51–52

        Gopnik, Adam, 21

        Gorgoni, Gianfranco, 118

        Gornick, Vivian, 112

        Graeber, David, 7, 37–38, 73

        Grebenak, Dorothy, 182n57

        Grrrrrrrrrrr! (Lichtenstein), 19, 20, 20, 27

        Guattari, Félix, 27–28, 60, 65–67, 145, 154, 173n109

        Gunderson, Janice, 138–39, 154

        Gunderson, Keith, 138–39, 154

        Hains, Raymond, 182n57

        Hamilton, Richard, 182n57

        happiness, privatization of, 13, 149–51, 155. See also emotions and advertising

        Haring, Keith, 155

        Harlot (Warhol film), 128

        Hartman, George, 94

        Haworth, Jann, 182n57

        Heinz (Warhol), 101

        Henry Geldzahler (Warhol film), 13, 127, 134–43, 135. See also “Little King, The” (comic strip)

        Herald Tribune, 135

        Hess, Thomas B., 115

        Hickey, Dave, 172n107, 183n43, 188n122

        Hidden Persuaders, The (Packard), 81–82, 86

        Hockney, David, 182n57

        Hollywood culture, 7, 12, 52–53, 127–31, 187n100, 189n157. See also celebrity myth; popular culture

        homosexuality and art: critics and, 112–13, 182n19; egalitarian cinema, 126–34, 139, 143–45; of Geldzahler, 134, 140, 142; pop music and, 162n74; vulgarity and, 119–26; Warhol and, 13, 42, 68, 104, 112–14, 124–25, 149. See also gender stereotypes; sexuality and art; specific artists

        hooks, bell, 7, 77, 148

        Hopeless (Lichtenstein), 23, 25

        Hopps, Walter, 114, 170n69

        Hughes, Fred, 109, 142

        Huxley, Aldous, 101, 162n61, 164n18

        Icebox (Warhol), 55

        I. Miller advertisement, 103, 171n80

        Indiana, Robert, 35, 36

        individualism: advertising and, 75–76; American myths and, 44; Factory and, 132; neoliberalism on, 8–9, 146, 149, 152; Rancière’s modernism on, 111; Warhol’s understanding of, 13–14, 123, 132. See also emotions and advertising; social mobility

        intersectionality, 7–10; myths and, 44; of pop art, 107–9; Warhol on, 13, 46, 104, 107, 132–33, 140. See also class stereotypes; gender stereotypes; race and advertising

        Ironworks/Fotodeath (Oldenburg), 141

        irony in advertising, 73–74, 174n127. See also advertising; cynicism, consumer

        Jameson, Fredric, 111, 112, 125, 131–32, 151

        Jenkins, Henry, 166n69

        Johns, Jasper, 112–13, 117, 122, 135, 159n2, 181n13

        Johnson, Ray, 182n57

        Jowett Institute of Body Building advertisement, 57, 57–58, 67

        Judd, Donald, 22

        Kael, Pauline, 131

        Karp, Ivan, 15, 16, 17, 35

        Katz, Jonathan, 53, 112–13

        Kellogg’s, 52, 73

        Kellogg’s (Warhol), 101

        Kiss (Warhol film), 13, 128, 129, 187n100

        Kiss, The (Lichtenstein), 21

        Klein, William, 182n57

        Kligman, Ruth, 114

        Kramer, Hilton, 79–80, 116, 181–82n13

        Krauss, Rosalind E., 27

        Kubert, Joe, 19, 20

        Kuhn, Annette, 68

        Kunitz, Stanley, 79–80, 83, 84

        Lennon, John, 40

        Leo Castelli gallery, 1, 107

        Lester, Elenore, 65, 188n130

        Levine, Lawrence, 169n40

        Levy, Sidney J., 7, 37, 46, 51, 98, 119, 127, 129

        Lichtenstein, Roy, 18–28, 30, 32–36, 38, 45, 117; archive of source material of, 18, 22–23, 163n3; brand imagery and, 165n61; critical review of, 20–22, 163n14; on pop culture, 18, 21, 35; Warhol’s art as likeness to, 1, 159n1

        Life (magazine), 122, 140, 178n72, plate 12

        Life and Times of Juanita Castro, The (Warhol film), 133

        Life with Millie, 53

        Lipstick (Ascending) on Caterpillar Tracks (Oldenburg), 32, 33

        Little Eva (Eva Narcissus Boyd), 15, 16, 154

        “Little King, The” (comic strip), 50, 136–42, 143, 145, plate 19. See also Henry Geldzahler (Warhol film)

        Little King, The (Warhol), 13, 50, 55, 136, plate 6, plate 18

        Livingstone, Marco, 54–55

        Lobel, Michael, 22, 163n14, 165n61

        “Loco-Motion, The” (Little Eva), 15, 16

        Los Angeles Times, 62

        Loud, Lance, 144

        Love (Escobar), 35

        Lubar, Robert, 134

        lunch pail campaign. See Macfadden Publications, Inc. advertisements

        Lyle, Jack, 4, 15, 47, 51, 63, 97, 104

        Lysgaard, Sverre, 4, 65, 72

        Macfadden, Bernarr, 176n32

        Macfadden Publications, Inc. advertisements, 82–84, 85, 86, 87–90, 91–95, 99, 101, 104, 105

        Macy’s department store, 68

        Magic Art Reproducer advertisement, 6, 63, 95, 172n104

        Make Him Want You (Warhol), 55

        Malanga, Gerard, 7, 15, 48, 65, 154, 155

        Man and Superman (Shaw), 50

        Manchurian Candidate, The (film), 81, 81–82

        Marcuse, Herbert, 33, 165n51

        Marilyn (Warhol), 72, 122

        Marilyn Monroe (de Kooning), 122, plate 15

        Mario Banana (Warhol film), 129

        marketing. See advertising

        Martinson Coffee, 94, 100, 177n69

        masculinity. See gender stereotypes

        McClellan, Douglas, 21

        Meyer, Richard, 38, 167n12, 186n84

        modernism, 9–11, 13–14, 77, 110–11, 122–26. See also consumerism; egalitarianism; popular culture; postmodernism

        money, 14–15, 71, 72, 108, 109, 162n61, 181n127. See also class consciousness

        Monroe, Marilyn, 42, 43–45, 53, 122, 130, plate 15, plate 16

        Motherwell, Robert, 115

        Mott’s (Warhol), 101

        Mrs. Warhol (Warhol), 133, plate 17

        Mulas, Ugo, 31

        Muñoz, José Esteban, 46, 170n64

        Murphy, J. J., 134, 188n134

        Muschinski, Patty, 11, 17, 18, 28–36, 31, 164n36

        Myths: Howdy Doody (Warhol), 41

        Myths series (Warhol), 40–42, 41

        Nabokov, Vladimir, 137–38, 140

        Name, Billy, 45, 105, 152–53, 154, 161n48

        Natalie (Warhol), 72

        National Enquirer, 67, 173n111

        Nelson, Maggie, 113

        neoliberalism, 8–10, 13–14, 16, 39, 46, 53, 105–7, 110, 146–57, 193n38; advertising and, 73–74; class and, 39, 46–47, 51, 123–24; reality television and, 143–44; rise of, 161n34. See also class consciousness; participatory culture; social mobility

        newsprint artworks, 11–12, 49–69, 95, 127, plate 1, plate 2, plate 5, plate 6, plate 7, plate 8, plate 18, plate 19

        Newsweek, 79, 101, 108, 109

        New York Daily News, 68

        New Yorker, 100, 136

        New York Journal American, plate 19

        New York Times, 119; advertisements in, 5, 85, 86, 87–90, 103; on brand commodities, 83, 99; on comic books and poverty, 50–51; on Warhol as ur-postmodernist, 110; work by Warhol in, 56, 94, 171n80

        New York Times Magazine, 56

        non-normative sexuality. See homosexuality and art

        “Ode to Joy” (O’Hara), 120

        Ogilvy, David, 171n87

        O’Hara, Frank, 120–22

        Oldenburg, Claes, 29, 32, 34, 117, 165n51; collaborations with Muschinski, 11, 17, 18, 28–36; Geldzahler and, 141; on pop culture, 18; on Warhol as machine, 64–65

        On the set with the movie Vinyl (Malanga), 154

        Orange Car Crash (Warhol), 38, 96, 96, 101

        Our Fighting Forces (DC Comics), 19, 27

        Packard, Vance, 81, 82, 86

        Painting with Two Balls (Johns), 112

        Panel of Experts (Basquiat), plate 14

        Paolozzi, Eduardo, 182n57

        Parker, Edwin B., 4, 15, 47, 51, 63, 97, 104

        participatory culture, 40–74; American myths and, 40–48, 173n115; art reproduction and, 56–68; emotions and, 13; Lichtenstein and, 22; Warhol’s vision of, 3–4, 7, 36, 139–40, 152–57, 166n69. See also class consciousness; consumerism; neoliberalism; social mobility

        Pasolini, Pier Paolo, 157

        Pat Sewing (Oldenburg), 33, 34

        Peach Halves (Warhol), 1, 3, 95–96, 159n9, plate 1, plate 2

        People Watching Henry Geldzahler on Screen (Warhol), 141, 142

        Pepsi advertisement, 66, 67

        personal responsibility, 13–14, 148–50. See also emotions and advertising; individualism

        Philosophy of Andy Warhol, The (Warhol), 77

        Picasso, Pablo, 134

        Platzer, Robin, 108

        Playboy (magazine), 132

        Pollock, Jackson, 76, 114, 115, 115, 116, 182n19

        Poor Little Rich Girl (Warhol film), 13, 132, 132–33

        pop art: versus camp, 112–13; class and, 106–7; defined, 17–18, 35; early criticism of, 76, 79–80; vulgarity of, 119–24, 185n70. See also specific artists and artworks

        Popeye, 50, 51, 171n79

        pop music, 15–16, 37, 122, 162n74

        popular culture: Hollywood and, 7, 12, 52–53, 127–31, 187n100, 189n157; Lichtenstein on, 18, 21, 35; Muschinski and Oldenburg on, 18, 28; reproduction of, 5–7, 6, 47–49, 58–68, 72; vulgarity and, 47; Warhol on, 35–37. See also advertising; consumerism

        Pork (Warhol play), 144, 190n177

        pornography, 130, 188n120. See also Blow Job (Warhol film)

        “Portrait of My State as a Dogless Young Boy’s Apartment, A” (Gunderson), 138–39

        Portraits of the 70s exhibit, 38

        postmodernism, 5–11, 13, 16, 39, 73–74, 110–15, 124, 135–36, 154. See also modernism; neoliberalism

        Potts, Alex, 33

        poverty: animality and, 4, 10, 161n51; comic books and, 36, 50–51, 56–57. See also class consciousness

        Presley, Elvis, 122

        primitivism, 37, 70, 108–9. See also vulgarity

        privatization of happiness, 13, 149–51. See also emotions and advertising

        race and advertising, 13, 52, 104, 108–9. See also class stereotypes; gender stereotypes

        Race Riots (Warhol), 104

        Rancière, Jacques, 13, 111, 123–26, 129, 130, 133, 139, 185n70, 189n145, 190n175

        Ratcliff, Carter, 141

        Rauschenberg, Robert, 7, 112–13, 117, 122, 184n62

        Reagan, Nancy, 40, 157

        Reagan, Ron, 40

        Reed, Lou, 37, 124, 166n76

        Reeves, George, 52–53, 130, 170n67, 170n69

        reproduction, 5–7, 6, 47–49, 58–68, 72. See also participatory culture

        Rivers, Larry, 114, 182n57

        Rodchenko, Alexander, 111

        Rodrigues, Glauco, 182n57

        Rodrigues, Laurie, 104

        Rose, Barbara, 40, 79, 168n18, 191n186

        Rosenberg, Harold, 116, 117, 119

        Rosenquist, James, 34–36, 94–95

        Rotella, Mimmo, 182n57

        Rothko, Mark, 76, 116, 116

        Rubin Gallery, 30

        “Run for Love” (comic strip), 23–25, 24

        Ruscha, Ed, 182n57

        “Sally Goes Round the Roses” (Jaynetts), 15, 162n74

        Sartwell, Crispin, 13, 110

        Saturday’s Popeye (Warhol), 50, 171n79, plate 6

        Schelstraete, Peter, 107

        Schjeldahl, Peter, 38, 101

        Schlitz beer, 94, 100–101

        Schneider, Louis, 4, 65, 72

        Schramm, Wilbur, 4, 15, 47, 51, 63, 97, 104

        Screen Tests (Warhol film), 129, 130

        Scull, Ethel, 145, 190n184, 191n186

        Scull, Robert, 22, 190n184, 191n186

        Secret Hearts (DC Comics), 23–25, 24

        Sedgwick, Edie, 132, 132–33, 145, 147, 154, 191n17

        Sennett, Richard, 63, 146, 149

        sexuality and art: deglamorization as, 143; Muschinski and Oldenburg on, 30, 32–34; vulgarity and, 114–22. See also homosexuality and art

        Shaviro, Steven, 7, 39

        Shaw, George Bernard, 50

        Shinohara, Ushio, 182n57

        shopping. See consumerism

        Shuster, Joe, 58

        Sidney Janis Gallery, 174n2

        silkscreen printing, 7, 12, 40–42, 47, 63, 72–73, 79, 105, 117, 127, 151

        Silva, Jennifer, 13, 149–50, 192n19

        Silver Clouds (Warhol), 105

        Silver Factory. See Factory Superstars

        Silverman, Kaja, 168n32

        Skeggs, Beverley, 7, 47, 68, 161n42

        Sleep (Warhol film), 128, 129, 187n100

        Smith, David, 115

        Smithson, Robert, 40

        Soap Opera (Warhol film), 13, 128

        social class. See class consciousness; class stereotypes

        social mobility: 4, 8–10, 13, 16, 18, 39, 53, 76, 173n120; deglamorization in film, 143; individualism and, 73, 110, 123–25; Warhol on, 123, 141, 143, 146–50, 155. See also class consciousness; neoliberalism; participatory culture

        Social Research, Inc., 91

        Soglow, Otto, 136. See also “Little King, The” (comic strip)

        Sokol, Robert, 51

        Sonnabend Gallery, 101, 174n2

        Sontag, Susan, 112

        Speak, Memory (Nabokov), 137

        spectacle, 60–61, 105, 107, 125, 135–40

        spectacle of failure, 13, 58, 64, 73–74, 131, 143, 144, 155

        Spiegelman, Art, 28

        Stable Gallery, 10, 42, 45, 174n2

        Stahl, Matt, 9, 16, 53, 143, 144

        Stallybrass, Peter, 10, 115, 143, 147

        Staniszewski, Mary Anne, 76, 80

        Stein, Gertrude, 134

        Steinbeck, John, 14–15, 162n61

        Stewart, Martha, 147

        Stimson, Blake, 36, 123, 150, 180n126, 186n82

        Store/Ray Gun Mfg. Co., The (Muschinski and Oldenburg), 28–30, 29

        Strange Suspense Stories (DC Comics), 25, plate 4

        Strong Arms and Broads (Warhol), 55

        Superman, 1, 46, 51, 52–53, 58, 95, 112, 170n64, 170n67, 170n69

        Superman (Warhol), 12, 50, 53–54, 55–56, 65, 170n69, plate 6, plate 7

        Superman’s Girl Friend Lois Lane (DC Comics), 56–58, 57, 59, 150–51, plate 8

        Swenson, G. R., 21

        Tamás, G. M., 8, 191n6, 193n56

        Tavel, Ronald, 108, 129, 154, 166n67

        Telephone [1] (Warhol), 55

        television, 4, 44, 51–53, 58, 61, 117, 128, 143–45, 147, 151, 152, 157, 170n58. See also consumerism; popular culture

        Tell Me How Long the Train’s Been Gone (Baldwin), 72–73, 173n120

        13 Most Wanted Men (Warhol), 125–26, 126

        Three Marilyns (Warhol), plate 16

        Time (magazine), 79, 119

        Tobacco Road (film), 131, 131

        Tomkins, Calvin, 141, 169n47, 191n186

        Toyota, 74

        Troy (Warhol), 42–43, 43, 112

        True Romance (magazine), 82, 176n52

        True Story (magazine), 82, 92, 93, 179n105

        Tunafish Disaster (Warhol), 12, 77–79, 78, 96, 101

        Tworkov, Jack, 113

        Tyler, William D., 80, 82

        Untitled (Seagram Mural) (Rothko), 116

        Updike, John, 175n31

        Uroskie, Andrew, 187n100

        Varnedoe, Kirk, 76

        Veblen, Thorstein, 45, 47, 185n69

        Velvet Underground, 37, 70, 162n68

        Village Voice, 112

        Vinyl (Warhol film), 13, 133–34

        Vogue, 22, 130

        Vostell, Wolf, 182n57

        voting, 155–57

        vulgarity: abstract expressionism and, 114–17; death and, 101; Huxley on, 101; Johns and, 117; Krauss on, 27; Lichtenstein on, 21–22, 27; mass culture and, 50, 52, 185n69; pop art and, 17–18, 35, 79, 185n70; queer and, 119–22; Rauschenberg and, 117; Warhol and, 10, 16, 37, 42–47, 106, 117–24, 147. See also primitivism

        Wacquant, Loïc, 157

        Wagner, Anne, 10, 163n12, 172n92, 179n95

        Walker, Kara, 124

        Wallowitch, Edward, 95

        Wall Street Journal, 86

        war comics, 26–27

        Ward, Eleanor, 10

        Warhol, Andy, 108, 118, 154; The Andy Warhol Diaries, 11, 40, 147, 157, 162n53, 190n180, 192n19; assassination attempt and treatment of, 10, 161n48; class consciousness and, 4–11, 102, 106–7, 141, 160n33, 161n40, 161n42; cultural contemporaries of, 8, 111, 177n57; on diamonds, 173n114; early life of, 4, 36, 60, 161n40; egalitarianism and, 77, 122–26; on fashion, 11, 124; on fifteen minutes of fame, 185n81; financial situation of, 4, 7, 160n25, 171n80; Geldzahler and, 140–43; on Henry Geldzahler film, 135–36; homosexuality and art and, 13, 42, 68, 104, 112–14, 124–25, 149; left-handedness of, 54n74; on likeness to Lichtenstein’s art, 1, 159n1; mechanical skills of, 63–65, 172n104; mother of, 36, 37, plate 17; on music, 15–16; on participatory culture, 3–4, 7, 36, 139–40, 152–57, 166n69; The Philosophy of Andy Warhol, 77; political engagement of, 155–57; on pop culture, 35–37; presents for, 108, 109, 181n127; universalism of, 184n57. See also Warhol, Andy—artwork; Warhol, Andy—films; specific titles

        Warhol, Andy—artwork: abstract expressionism and, 1–3, 11–13, 25, 38, 49, 67, 95, 110–23; amateurism and, 127–29, 186n95, 187n106; Bonwit Teller store exhibit, 49–50, 159n1, 169n47, plate 6; brand image art, 75–76, 94–102; critical reviews of, 73–74, 76, 173n115; gallery exhibits of, 10, 42, 45, 75, 97, 101, 174n2; incompleteness and scrawls on, 1, 7, 50, 54–56, 65–68, 95, 152–54; irregularities in, 102–3; mediums and modalities of, 36, 166n67; modernism and, 110–12, 122–26; newspaper ad work of, 56, 94, 171n80; portraiture work by, 13, 79, 134–35, 140–43; production techniques in, 67, 72, 97–98, 173n110; reproductive gadgetry for, 47, 63–64, 74, 104–5, 127–28; sexuality and, 68, 112–14, 122; source material of, 67, 93–94, 173n111; vulgarity of, 10, 37, 42–47, 114–24. See also Warhol, Andy; specific artworks

        Warhol, Andy—films: amateurism of, 127–29, 186n95, 187n106; egalitarian cinema, 126–34. See also Warhol, Andy; specific titles

        Warhola, Julia, 36, 37, 133, plate 17

        “Warhol revels with gift ‘trash’” (Platzer), 108

        Warren (Warhol), 70, 72

        Washes (Oldenburg), 141, plate 20

        Washington Post, 93

        Washington School of Art, 61

        Weaver, Neal, 143, 188n125

        Wesselmann, Tom, 35–36, 182n57

        West, Kanye, 150

        White, Allon, 10, 115, 143, 147

        whiteness, 1, 13, 49, 104, 107–9, 180n125, 180n126. See also race and advertising

        Whitman, Walt, 111

        Wigs (Warhol), 55

        Willard, Charlotte, 116

        Winogrand, Garry, 182n57

        Winter of Our Discontent, The (Steinbeck), 14–15

        Wood, James Playsted, 174n128

        working class. See class consciousness; class stereotypes; poverty

        Workingman’s Wife (Social Research, Inc.), 91

        You’re In (Warhol), 177n59

      

    

  
    
      
        [image: ]

        Plate 1. Andy Warhol, Peach Halves, 1961. Casein and wax crayon on linen, 70 × 54 inches. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 2. Andy Warhol, mechanical source for the painting Peach Halves, 1961. 13½ × 10¾ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 3. Roy Lichtenstein, Brushstrokes, 1965. Oil and magna on canvas, 48¼ × 48¼ inches. © Estate of Roy Lichtenstein.
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        Plate 4. Strange Suspense Stories, October 1964, 23. All DC comic artwork, its characters, and related elements are trademarks of and copyright DC Comics or their respective owners.
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        Plate 5. Andy Warhol, A Boy for Meg [2], 1962. Oil on canvas, 72 × 52 inches. National Gallery of Art. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 6. Nathan Gluck, Five Andy Warhol Paintings in Bonwit Teller Window Display, New York, April 1961. C-print. Photo © Nathan Gluck Estate, courtesy of Luis De Jesus Los Angeles.
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        Plate 7. Andy Warhol, Superman, 1961. Casein and wax crayon on cotton duck, 67 × 52 inches. © 2016 Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 8. Superman’s Girl Friend Lois Lane, April 1961, 5. All DC comic artwork, its characters, and related elements are trademarks of and copyright DC Comics or their respective owners.
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        Plate 9. Andy Warhol, Do It Yourself (Sailboats), 1962. Acrylic, graphite, and Letraset on linen, 72¼ × 100 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 10. Andy Warhol, Campbell’s Soup Can (Old Fashioned Tomato Rice), 1961. Casein on cotton, 48 × 41 inches. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 11. Andy Warhol, Big Torn Campbell’s Soup Can (Pepper Pot), 1962. Casein and graphite on canvas, 71⅝ × 52 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 12. Campbell’s Soup Advertisement, Life Magazine, September 8, 1961, 59.

      

      
        [image: ]

        Plate 13. Andy Warhol, Brillo Soap Pads Box, 1964. Silkscreen ink and house paint on plywood, 17 × 17 × 14 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 14. Jean-Michel Basquiat, Panel of Experts, 1982. Acrylic and oil pastel on paper mounted on canvas, 5 x 5 feet. Montreal Museum of Fine Arts, gift of Ira Young. Photo: The Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. © Estate of Jean-Michel Basquiat/ADAGP, Paris/ARS, New York 2016.
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        Plate 15. Willem de Kooning, Marilyn Monroe, 1954. Oil on canvas, 50 × 30 inches. Collection Neuberger Museum of Art, Purchase College, State University of New York. Gift of Roy R. Neuberger. Photo: Jim Frank. © 2016 Willem de Kooning Foundation/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 16. Andy Warhol, Three Marilyns, 1962. Acrylic, silkscreen ink, and graphite on linen, 14 × 33½ inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 17. Andy Warhol, Mrs. Warhol, 1965. 16 mm film, color, sound, 67 minutes. © 2016 Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh, a museum of Carnegie Institute. All rights reserved.
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        Plate 18. Andy Warhol, The Little King, 1961. Casein on canvas, 46 × 40 inches. © 2016 Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts/Artists Rights Society (ARS), NY.
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        Plate 19. New York Journal American, April 2, 1961, source image for painting The Little King, 1961. Ink on newsprint, 21½ × 15 inches. Collection of the Andy Warhol Museum, Pittsburgh. © Little Kings. Distributed by King Features Syndicate, Inc.
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        Plate 20. Henry Geldzahler performs in Washes, a happening by Claes Oldenburg, Al Roon’s Health Club, New York, NY, May 22 and 23, 1965. Photograph by Robert McElroy. © Claes Oldenburg.
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