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Although Picasso had already been well represented in the pages of Documents, in the spring of 

1930 an entire issue was given over in hommage to his work. No other artist, indeed no other 

individual – either before or subsequently – received as much of the journal’s critical attention.1 

Clearly there were strategic impulses behind this editorial stance: throughout the previous 

decade, André Breton had repeatedly claimed Picasso for his own, restricted version of 

surrealism, and much of the job of Documents’ special hommage (as of the journal at large) 

seems to have been to disrupt Breton’s hegemonic vision. Thus in his essay for the Picasso 

issue, Georges Bataille, surrealism’s self-described ‘enemy from within,’ pointedly adopted the 

very same solar imagery that Breton had used to characterize the artist’s work in Surrealism and 

Painting.2 But whereas Breton had described Picasso’s cubism as a river of light, ‘high above the 

summit of any mountain,’ a vision of ‘perfect resolution, of ideal reduction,’3 Bataille insinuated 

that that view was itself reductive and idealistic and, as a result, naïvely blinkered: 

 

If we describe the notion of the sun in the mind of one whose weak eyes compel him to 

emasculate it, the sun must be said to have the poetic meaning of mathematical serenity 

and spiritual elevation. If, on the other hand, one obstinately focuses on it, a certain 

madness is implied, and […] it is no longer production that appears in light, but refuse or 

combustion, adequately expressed by the horror emanating from a brilliant arc lamp.4 

 

The move here is one familiar to readers of Documents: in the face of claims to ‘perfect 

resolution’ and self-identity, Bataille uncovers instead duality and irreconcilable contradiction. In 

his own essay for the Picasso issue, Carl Einstein, another of the journal’s founders, one-upped 

even Bataille. ‘The shadow,’ he wrote, perhaps specifically thinking of Bataille’s two suns, ‘is itself 

not a double, but one of numerous emanations from man that are dialectically contrary to him.  It 

is an antagonist…no longer the reflection of the self but a sign of contradiction and 

metamorphosis.’5 

 There were certainly significant differences between the intellectual projects of Einstein 

and Bataille, just as there are between their respective essays on Picasso; yet the two men 

shared a disdain for all conceptions of subjectivity (Breton’s included) that were rooted in self-

identity. If the Bretonian wing of surrealism repeatedly pointed out how in the modern world 

subjects were constantly self-divided, cleaved in two by rationalism’s repression of the 

unconscious and its drives, they nonetheless hoped that in drawing attention to that situation a 

reconciliation might be achieved. Documents’ dissident surrealists were pledged, on the contrary, 
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to thinking through such self-division. And they saw in Picasso’s art – in its multiplicity of styles, 

its seemingly irreducible heterogeneity – a concrete example of the processes of self-

differentiation at work. ‘The different periods in Picasso’s painting,’ Léon Pierre-Quint wrote in his 

hommage to the artist, ‘correspond to the different obsessive ideas the external world has 

induced in him.’6  Similarly Einstein, discussing ‘the diverse periods of Picasso’s admirable life,’ 

saw in that mutability ‘the aim of expressing things [that were] psychically inassimilable and [that 

had arisen] because one is constantly separated from one’s self.’7 Other artists, in the general 

constancy of their ‘personal style,’ only reinforced the notion that subjective experience was a 

matter of identification. Their work implied that style, like the subject of whom it was an 

expression, was at bottom unitary, grounded in an unchanging core to which various ‘non-

essential’ properties were attached.  Even if those properties changed over time, the assumption 

was that the essential core remained unaffected, self-identical. One could speak, then, of stylistic 

change in terms of seamless ‘development’ – and so also of a subjective identity that was not so 

much transformed by experiences as it ‘had’ or ‘made’ them.8 Picasso’s work appeared to 

exemplify, by contrast, complete metamorphosis and dispossession, a self riven by opposing 

forces. As Einstein declared: ‘Picasso is continually separated from himself and lives in a state of 

permanent transformation.’9  

In his Documents hommage, Einstein went on to gloss this transformative self-separation 

as Picasso’s ‘mantic obsession’ [obsession mantique], thereby implying not only a recurrent 

ekstasis but also something quasi-prophetic. The ancient Greek word mantike (from which 

mantique derives) referred both to an ability to augur the future and to that daimonic voice of 

strangeness that spoke through the seer and rhapsode alike. Mantike was considered divination, 

and so to be divinely inspired, only to the extent that the future seemed otherwise wholly 

unpredictable. I take it that something of this sort is implicit in Einstein’s reference to Picasso’s 

‘mantic’ art: his work was a revelation of the unexpected, and, in that sense, the radically new.  

But its appearance was not to be attributed to the artist’s personal genius; on the contrary, it was 

a matter of dispossession or Dionysian rapture, of the kind that Nietzsche heard in the lyric poetry 

of Archilochus.10 In reading Einstein’s essay, one is insistently reminded, too, of Nietzsche’s 

definition of myth as an utterance performing an ‘orgiastische Selbstvernichtung,’ an orgiastic loss 

of one’s self. For Einstein concluded his hommage with the claim that Picasso was creating ‘for 

our epoch prophetic cycles of myths, with the result that one can assign to this art a profound and 

historic sense: that of a return to divination and mythology.’11  

To be sure, we can also hear in Einstein’s reference to mythology an echo of the various 

invocations of myth in ‘Soleil pourri,’ Bataille’s contribution to Documents’ Hommage à Picasso.  

There Bataille, following his antithetical descriptions of the sun, had observed that ‘[i]n mythology 

the scrutinized sun is identified with a man who slays a bull (Mithra), with a vulture that eats a 

liver (Prometheus)’; and, after a gruesome account of Mithraic sacrifice, he concluded the essay 
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with the assertion that, like the slain bull, Picasso’s art was to be associated with the blinding 

sun.12  

Elsewhere I have argued the pertinence of Bataille’s ‘Soleil pourri’ – in fact, of many of his 

essays for Documents – to Picasso’s art of the 1930s.13 The minotaurs and blind minotaurs that 

inhabit the Vollard Suite, as well as the Minotauromachy etching of 1935, are inextricably caught 

up in the Bataillean labyrinth of thought. In turn, those works’ imbrication with mythology, 

sacrifice, and self-annihilation make Bataille’s ‘Soleil pourri’ read as one of the most effective 

pieces of Picasso criticism from the interwar period. Here, in the relatively brief time and space 

available to me for this paper, I would like to make a similar claim for what I consider the other 

great essay in Documents’ special Hommage à Picasso. Like ‘Soleil pourri,’ Einstein’s 

contribution offers brilliant insights into Picasso’s work – but, again, principally into the Vollard 

Suite and Minotauromachy, which is to say, into work actually done several years after the essay 

was written. In that sense, one might feel, there was something of the mantic not only in 

Picasso’s images but in the pages of Documents as well. 

 

* * * 

 

As Sebastian Zeidler persuasively argues in his own contribution to this issue of Papers of 

Surrealism, in order to appreciate Einstein’s art criticism of the period, it is necessary to 

understand at least something of his larger philosophy of being.14 To get a handle, in turn, on that 

philosophy, it will no doubt be useful for us, too, to avail ourselves of the ‘heuristic fiction’ so well 

narrated by Zeidler. According to that Einsteinian fiction, the world is comprised of two distinct, if 

closely related, levels: 

 

On the first level, there is the world in its immanence: a network of forces modelled on 

Nietzsche’s Will to Power, Ernst Mach’s fabric of functions, and the scintillating 

kaleidoscopic becoming described in the work of Bergson; an immanence that is 

inhabited not by conscious, rational subjects and their re-presentations of the real 

[Einstein’s term for being], but rather by pre- or non-rational subjectivities and their 

functional interactions with the real. On the second level, there are the conscious efforts 

made by humans at relating to this real, at locating themselves within it, and at rendering 

sensible such locating by means of human-made objects called, for example, works of art 

or of philosophy.15 

 

In his essay for Documents’ special hommage, Einstein implies that Picasso’s 

‘hallucinations’ – the forms that he ‘mantically’ or ‘psychographically’ generates – are drawn more 

or less directly from the field of immanence, as actualizations of the real.  And it is because of 
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Picasso’s ability to do this – owing, that is, to the ‘intensity of his mantic obsession’ – that he 

avoids conventionality and manages to evade the stultifying and pervasive ‘mechanical 

normalization of experience,’ which is to say, the constant denial of the real toward which modern 

subjects otherwise gravitate. Interestingly, in an earlier essay for Documents on André Masson, 

Einstein had made very similar claims for Masson’s automatic drawings (which Einstein referred 

to as ‘psychograms’). The evident mobility of Masson’s line, and the concomitant emphasis on a 

processual becoming, seemed to him to render visible the fully Dionysian nature of being, 

unchecked by any rationalist censorship.  There is ‘no congruity,’ Einstein wrote,  between  

  

…the flow of ideas of the consciousness and the succession of [Masson’s] hallucinatory 

signs.  We see a division between the spontaneous and causality […].  We continue to 

appreciate causality and consciousness as excellent instruments but we see them as 

obstacles to spontaneous processes. The rationalist, for his part, finds chaos in all 

psychological processes. But it is precisely in this incongruity between the hallucinatory 

and the structure of objects that one tiny chance for freedom lies: in the possibility of 

changing the order of things. Mechanism, which has become a veritable object of 

worship, is cast aside and mnemotechnic repetitions are suspended. The flow of 

psychologically direct signs is maintained as far as possible.16 

 

If much of this argument is repeated in his hommage to Picasso, suggesting an implicit analogy 

between Masson’s automatic drawing and the ‘mantic’ genesis of Picasso’s forms, Einstein 

nonetheless seems to have changed his mind in one important respect during the year that 

intervened between the writing of the two essays. In the Picasso tribute, he states the matter 

bluntly: ‘The passive psychograms of intuition are no longer sufficient.’17 Rather, he argues, 

Picasso’s art is exceptional because it neither takes refuge in conventionality – indeed, it is said 

to continually shatter convention, to shake up the order of things – yet nor does it wholly 

capitulate (as presumably Masson’s work did) to the ‘hallucinations’ of the real: 

 

[Picasso] compensates for his fanatical abandon to the visions that impose themselves 

on him – in other words, to his passivity before the obsession – by the construction of 

forms.  To the fatality of the unconscious, he opposes a prodigious power of clearly 

intelligible figuration.18 

 

 ‘To the fatality of the unconscious’: all of Einstein’s language up to this point had 

associated death exclusively with reified convention and static ‘tectonic’ form. These latter, he 

claimed, were impediments to any recognition of the vital flux and perpetual becoming of the real.  

In his ‘Picasso’ essay for Documents, Einstein substantially complicated that argument by 
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suggesting that the ‘unconscious’ – i.e., the stream of ‘hallucinations,’ in contact with the real, 

which provoked both the Massonian ‘psychogram’ and Picasso’s continual transformations – was 

itself possessed of a fatal power. Elsewhere Einstein would refer to that power as the Weltzwang, 

the ‘equally deadly and vital compulsion of the world,’ and he would do so with an ambivalence 

recalling Bataille’s soleil pourri.  Zeidler, once again, has summarized the argument admirably: 

 

If the stern formal order of the tectonic is a resentful – a violent but merely defensive – 

reaction against the onrush of the real by a human subject seeking to preserve its false 

integrity, then the psychogram stands for the moment in which that subject […] retreats 

from reaction to passivity, and, overpowered by the flow of intensity, dissolves into it, as 

in the formless tangle of the pyschographic record.  

So it is that, hypostatised in isolation, both the tectonic and the psychogram must end 

in death: the death of the real in one case, the death of the subject, who is yet part of the 

real, in the other.19 

 

Both in his ‘Picasso’ essay for Documents and in the section on that artist in the 1931 edition of 

Art of the Twentieth Century, Einstein singled out the Spaniard’s work as exemplary – perhaps 

even unique – in its ability to bring into conjunction the tectonic and the psychographic.  The latter 

text cast the argument in explicitly Nietzschean terms: ‘Dionysian rapture’ complementing ‘the 

Apollonian state of meditative purification.’20  In the Documents essay, we read only of an ‘interior 

dialectic,’ of images ‘suspended between two psychological poles’: 

 

It must be said: With Picasso, things and forms have a psychographic (mantic) genesis.  

But Picasso reinforces them in compensating for the isolation of the subject by tectonic 

construction and analogies.21 

 

 

* * * 

 

The principal frustration in reading the ‘Picasso’ essay – or any of Einstein’s criticism, for that 

matter – is that he rigorously avoided discussing specific works. Wary of the de-realizing figurality 

of language, especially in relation to art and other material objects, he allowed only a few 

photographs to accompany his texts, and even these he refused to reference.22 The burden of 

establishing any relation between his writings and particular works falls, as a result, entirely on 

the reader. Of course, there may be a sense in which looking for particular works, at least in 

conjunction with Einstein’s writings on Picasso, is somewhat misguided. As I suggested earlier, 

much of what Einstein and others seem to have admired in Picasso’s oeuvre was its apparently 
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irreducible heterogeneity, the way it made visible, from one painting to the next, the processes of 

continual transformation. It might be, then, that we want to see the ‘two psychological poles’ 

described by Einstein as, in effect, inhabiting different planes – let’s call them the paradigmatic 

and the syntagmatic. In that case, the hardened forms of Picasso’s art of the late 1920s – that 

whole parade of ossified beings and personnages sculpturaux – might in fact appear, in their 

evident immutability, to be the ‘tectonic’ complement to the constant, ‘mantic’ metamorphosis 

played out in the images’ succession. 

Yet there are certainly passages within Einstein’s text that suggest the existence of 

individual works exhibiting both the ‘tectonic’ and the ‘psychographic.’ As usual, though, the 

passages in question are devoid of references to particular paintings; and if we attempt to identify 

some for ourselves, few if any – even among those personally selected by Einstein to accompany 

his writings – really fit the bill. In ‘Life and Death from Babylon to Picasso,’ Zeidler claims that 

there is at least one painting by the artist from the late 1920s – The Milliner’s Workshop, now in 

the Musée National d’Art Moderne, Paris – to which Einstein’s analysis seems wholly adequate. 

The argument is compelling. And still we may feel a bit disappointed by the results. Does it – and 

should it – matter to us that Einstein’s criticism, for all its intellectual interest and nuance, is able 

to gain a purchase on only a single work of the period (and even then, apparently, one Einstein 

himself didn’t have in mind)? Would it have mattered to Picasso?  

My own sense is that, at some level, it did matter to the artist; Einstein’s criticism did 

make a difference to his work. Indeed, as I suggested earlier, whatever its shortcomings in regard 

to Picasso’s art of the 1920s, Einstein’s text seems uncannily – or, better, mantically – 

appropriate to several ambitious works of the 1930s, above all the Vollard Suite and 

Minotauromachy.  Obviously, there’s a danger of lapsing into causal or deterministic explanations 

here – a danger that would be lethal to any appreciation of the ‘hallucinatory’ aspects of Picasso’s 

art, in that, according to Einstein, the principal effect of such hallucinations is to ‘introduce blocs 

of “a-causality”’ into our understanding of the world.   Rather than speaking in terms of ‘causes,’ 

then, we might want to imagine the relation of Einstein’s criticism to Picasso’s prints on a 

Bergsonian (or Deleuzian) model of recollection and memory.  As one commentator succinctly 

explains: 

 

In memory the past exists virtually as a collection of past instants or percepts in a state of 

‘relaxation,’ i.e., in a condition in which these percepts are not organized in any particular 

way with relation to each other. They exist as a dissociated set of singularities […]. 

Recollection is a process of actualizing this virtuality, of differentially repeating the 

percepts along a particular series, […] a way of bringing the past to bear on the present.  

Moreover, we should note that for Deleuze this actualization of recollection is not 

intentional; it arises at the intersection of the demands of the present situation and the 
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virtual structure of the past. Even when we intentionally dredge up a memory we do not 

have control over the way in which the various elements are actualized. 23 

 

In light of this model it seems important to insist that, if Einstein’s criticism did help to 

shape Picasso’s work of the 1930s, it was only one element among a myriad of other, virtual ones 

inhabiting the field of immanence out of which those works arose.  If his criticism was nonetheless 

not the least ‘influential’ of those elements – if, on the contrary, it seems to stand today in some 

sort of explanatory relation to Picasso’s prints – it is presumably because it also had multiple 

points of contact with several of the other (retrospectively important) elements actualized in the 

prints’ making. One might offer a similar argument for Bataille’s writings; indeed it could be said 

that those writings’ numerous points of tangency to Einstein’s aided in the prints’ ‘recollection’ of 

them both.  One might, then, also be tempted to say that it is in just this sort of recollection that 

the two separate connotations of mantic – the ecstatic and the prophetic – are themselves 

brought into closest conjunction. 

 

* * * 
 

Let’s consider first the Vollard Suite. Produced over the course of many years (roughly from 1930 

to 1939), and comprising some 100 separate prints, the Suite must be counted not only among 

Picasso’s most ambitious works but also as his most explicitly heterogeneous. In some ways we 

might see it as equivalent in that heterogeneity to his entire corpus of paintings from the 1920s, 

but now condensed into a ‘single’ work so as to force into the open questions of diversity and 

coherence. The Suite presents us with a multiplicity of techniques (etching, drypoint, aquatint) 

and an even greater range of subjects and styles – so great, in fact, that for a time the Suite’s 

status as a suite went largely unacknowledged. At issue, of course, was the lack of any theme or 

element common to all of the plates that would enable them to be seen as constituting a unified 

whole. In my earlier study of Picasso’s prints, I argued that, despite the fact that it had no unifying 

idea or theme – and so no single concept under which the whole might be thought – the Vollard 

Suite nonetheless constituted a cohesive group of images.24 Each of the plates, that is, can be 

tied to at least one other on the basis of shared characteristics, with the result that the entire Suite 

might be seen as comprising a vast, complex and irregular network of diversely interrelated 

images. In the earlier study I invoked Wittgenstein’s notion of ‘family resemblances’ – ‘for the 

various resemblances [among] the members of a family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait, 

temperament, etc. etc. overlap and criss-cross in the same way.’25  In the present context, 

however, it might be better to say that the Suite is a ‘totality,’ in the very specific sense given that 

term by Einstein: ‘For a totality exists only insofar as it is “concrete” – insofar as it resists being 
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subsumed under a concept – and only insofar as it is differential – insofar as it resists being 

conceived as an identity in the subject’s own image.’26 

In my previous study I also suggested that the Suite is, in effect, a ‘recollection’ of several 

earlier literary and artistic works, including, significantly, the Metamorphoses of Ovid. In 1930, 

when Picasso produced the first of the plates that were to become part of the Vollard Suite, he 

was just finishing work on a project undertaken with Albert Skira for an illustrated edition of the 

Metamorphoses.27 As Picasso would have realized in his own reading of that text, metamorphosis 

is not only the subject of many (though, crucially, not all) of the poem’s individual mythological 

tales; it also functions as a compositional principle, so that each story, no matter how divergent, 

manages to lead ingeniously and without pause into the next. That continuity is partially 

disrupted, however, even as the overall composition is more tightly woven together, by the 

numerous cross-references among episodes widely separated in the text. Some of these 

references Ovid created through the repetition of a particular motif or phrasing; others were 

provided more or less ready-made by the corpus of Greek mythology, with its complex latent 

structure of interrelated characters and events. As the anthropologist Marcel Mauss wrote in 

1939, ‘[m]yth is the mesh of a spider’s web and not a definition in the dictionary.’28  By attending 

to this aspect of his mythological material, Ovid was able to produce a poem that was both 

amazingly heterogeneous and shot through with links of every sort, thematic as well as formal. 

 The similar structure of the Vollard Suite would seem to justify (again, albeit several years 

after the fact) Einstein’s claims for the mythological character of Picasso’s art, the assertion that 

he was ‘producing prophetic cycles of myths.’29 (It seems no less prophetic in this context that 

Marcel Mauss himself also wrote a brief hommage for Documents’ special issue on the artist.30)  

One could reasonably argue that the format of the Suite is even better suited than that of the 

Metamorphoses to bringing out the full complexity of the work’s web of interrelations. Because its 

plates are unbound, the Suite can be continually rearranged, with each rearrangement producing 

a qualitatively different experience of the individual prints.31  

Indeed it seems likely that it was a desire for just this sort of constant mutability that, in 

1930, suggested printmaking to Picasso (who had never been much of a printmaker before). 

Specifically, the Vollard Suite appears as a revival or recollection of the tradition of capricci, those 

open-ended, improvisatory series first produced by Jacques Callot and brilliantly taken up by 

Goya.32 Unconstrained by the thematic consistency demanded with other types of series, the 

‘capricious’ artist could allow his imagination and attention to wander as they would. The 

individual plates of his series served both to track the course of those wanderings and to supply 

points of departure for others yet to come. In this regard, the production of capricci also shares 

much with the surrealist practice of psychic automatism – so that we might see the Vollard Suite 

as analogous to Masson’s ‘psychograms,’ except that its ‘hallucinatory’ aspect is extended over 

the range of dozens and dozens of images. Flux is built into its very structure. Shuffling through 
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the plates of the Vollard Suite, one experiences a bit of the same ‘mantic obsession’ – the same 

‘hallucinatory’ delirium – that presumably generated the images’ production in the first place. 

There is, however, a group of plates within the Suite that constitutes something of an 

exception in this regard. I’m thinking specifically of the images often referred to collectively as 

‘The Sculptor’s Studio’ (that collective thematic reference itself serving to demonstrate my point).  

The greater similarity among these images – and the fact that their differences tend to fall out into 

more or less ordered oppositional pairs (active/passive, human/bestial) – means that in and 

around them the hallucinatory intensity slows.33 What makes this relative quiescence all the more 

intriguing is that it occurs in relation to a series of prints depicting, specifically, the quiescent 

contemplation of art. Moreover, in the majority of plates, that art is figured as classical sculpture, 

its tectonic forms suggesting stasis: if not reification (the statues are always a bit more animated 

than that) then at least an ‘Apollonian state of meditative purification.’ The relative structural 

stability of the ‘Sculptor’s Studio’ images within the generally restless totality of the Suite seems 

perfectly captured by Einstein’s earlier commentary on Picasso’s art: ‘To the fatality of the 

unconscious, he opposes a prodigious power of clearly intelligible figuration.’ Yet at the same 

time, that clarity and intelligibility are constantly challenged. Even when focused on the ‘Sculptor’s 

Studio,’ our attention is frequently diverted to the Suite’s various competing images of bullfights or 

circus performers – led astray, that is, by other, digressive associations. As Einstein again 

presciently remarked: ‘But the closures [Picasso] thereby erects, he subsequently shatters, with a 

curiosity that they have made only more acute.’34 In short, the Vollard Suite seems to have 

emerged out of, and continues to exist within, the tension between the ‘two psychological poles’ 

described by Einstein: there is, on the one hand, the tectonic stability both figured in ‘The 

Sculptor’s Studio’ plates and organizing their interrelations, and, on the other, the centrifugal pull 

of the Suite as a disorganizing, ‘Dionysian’ totality.   

 

* * * 
 

In my book I wrote at some length about Picasso’s minotaurs, which not only inhabit the Vollard 

Suite but also generally dominate the artist’s graphic production of the 1930s.35 Here, I will keep 

my comments relatively brief and, at least initially, on the level of review. In my earlier study, I 

was particularly concerned to trace the various, multiple threads linking the Vollard Suite’s blind 

minotaurs to Bataille’s writings on art and sacrifice. I argued that, although the figure of the blind 

minotaur was nowhere specifically mentioned in Bataille’s writings (including in ‘Soleil pourri’), 

because of its numerous connections to figures and images that were, it effectively created and 

came to stand at a major crossing within the Bataillean labyrinth of thought. Much the same could 

be said (and was) about the Minotauromachy [fig. 1]; I emphasized especially its figures’ 
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inherently self-divided nature and their numerous references to the sorts of sacrificial practices 

that had fascinated Bataille. 

 

 
Fig. 1: Pablo Picasso, Minotauromachy, 1935, Etching on paper, 49.8 x 69.3 cm, Musée National d’Art 

Moderne, Centre Georges Pompidou, Paris. Photo RMN – Gérard Blot. © Succession Picasso/DACS 2007  
 

In respect to the Minotauromachy, I also noted that many of its figures had, in effect, 

been repeated – albeit with some notable differences – from the plates of the Vollard Suite.36  

Given the multiple ‘sources’ within the Suite for each of these figures, I suggested that we regard 

the composition of the Minotauromachy as having been overdetermined, in a fairly straightforward 

Freudian sense, by the imagery of the Vollard plates. It strikes me now, however, that the relation 

between the two works might equally well be described in light of the ‘heuristic fiction’ used to 

explain Einstein’s ontology. In this scenario, the Vollard Suite would serve to model the real, its 

field of forces and ceaseless flux finding their analogue in the ever-changing structure of the 

‘totality’ of the prints. The Minotauromachy would then occupy the second level in our model, its 

group of figures recollecting and actualizing elements drawn from the field ‘below.’ Here we might 

also want to see the etching’s dense, overall cross-hatching as resembling, and so referring to, 

the chaos of the ‘psychogram,’ with the figural elements of the image appearing to individuate 

themselves, at least partially, from that formless tangle. 
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It’s important to mention, too, that, beyond its overdetermination by the plates of the 

Vollard Suite, the imagery of the Minotauromachy also recollects numerous works – the 

Hellenistic Sleeping Ariadne, for example, as well as Titian’s Rape of Europa, Rembrandt’s 

Descent from the Cross, and certain prints by Goya – disparately drawn from the larger history of 

art. The effect of such recollections is to make us aware that that ‘history’ also inhabits the field of 

immanence, precisely not as a linear sequence, but rather as a virtual collection of images 

existing in a state of ‘relaxation.’ The Minotauromachy weaves elements of this field into a wholly 

new and hugely compelling composition, though one that still feels in some sense only 

provisional; given its divergent, overlapping ‘sources,’ we can easily imagine the composition 

unravelling, its figures pulled elsewhere, to join into new, psychically invested constellations.37 At 

some level at least, the image seems to be about just this kind of process: creation as an act of 

largely involuntary memory, arising where the demands of the present intersect with the virtual 

structure of the past. 

Again, part of that past for Picasso was the criticism of his work that he had read in 

Documents.  Above all, what I hope to demonstrate in this paper was how Picasso’s graphic work 

of the 1930s sustained that criticism, living up to its terms, though not quite in the way that they 

had initially been delivered.  Another way we might phrase the point is to say that Picasso’s art 

was transformed by his experience of reading Documents’ Hommage.  But of course that works 

the other way around as well: it is impossible to read the essays of the Hommage now, especially 

‘Soleil pourri’ and Einstein’s ‘Picasso,’ as one would have read them in 1930.  They have, in 

effect, been transformed through the experience afforded by Picasso’s prints.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                     
1 For more on Picasso and Documents, see C.F.B. Miller, ‘Picasso,’ in Dawn Ades and Simon 
Baker (eds), Undercover Surrealism: Georges Bataille and DOCUMENTS, London and 
Cambridge, MA: Hayward Gallery and MIT Press, 2006, 214-221. 
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