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156 CHAPTER 6 WRITING AN ENTRY IN AN EXHIBITION CATALOG

and a full head of hair that is shaped like a natural crown (the ¢cranial pro ]
berance symbolizes his supreme wisdom) stands unaided and make:
confrontational gesture. Although the image is far from realistic, it do
catch the supple, undefined body of a child {(except for the delightful in
cation of the spine), and it interestingly contrasts. the smooth bodi
surfaces with the finely detziled elaborate garment. This Huwwmaoﬁw
image—a smiling infant who commands—itself is an smbodiment of
challenging idea that there is a world different from our visible world’
helpless infants who are bom, grow old and sick, and then die, o
The Buddha at Birth was produced by the lost-wax method: T)
image was made in wax, encased in a clay mold with a drain hole, and th
mold was then heated. When the melted wax ran out, bronze was pouré
into the mold through an let, filling the space where the wax mode! he
been. After the bronze cooled, the mold was broken to free the bron:
image. Details were perhaps refined, and the image was gilded—i.e;
was painted with powdered gold dissclved in mercury, and heated unti
the mercury vaporized, leaving gilt fixed to the surface. . :
Althcugh Buddhism was infroduced to Japan from Korea in the sixt
century, the oldest surviving Japanese Buddhist seulptures are, like thi
one, from the early seventh century. {In later images the face is rounde
less rectangular, and the skirt is longer.) The ‘present sculpture may be the

earliest Japanese gilt bronze in the United States, and Um%mﬁm the earlie
outside of Japan. .

T

WRITING A REVIEW
OF AN EXHIBITION

o oI ; £ it is the least fallible.
Pleasure is by no means an infallible guide, but it is the le W L Auden

Hw& which probably hears more nonsense than anything else in the world

i i in a museus.
is a picture i — Edmond and Jules de Goncourt

WHAT A REVIEW IS

Your instructor may ask %o.:. to write a review of an mwr;uxwoz mn % Hoommm
museum or art gallery. Like other writing about art, a %@Smﬁw shou mMMW "
thc ¢ i history, or enhance the readers exp
thic reader’s understanding of art . anco the readar's cxperiones
deepens the writer’s understanaing :
of works of art, or both. It also ens 4 ders  because
(as this book repeatedly suggests) writing is away of mmﬁbmr :Hmmm.m Hﬁ.row ot
at the heart of an anecdote: When an art critic was .mme& what $ > m
an exhibition she said, “I don’t know; I haven't éﬂﬁmb. my .H.mSMgw nwxw .ﬂo& .
tine i i alytic skill, hut a review is not iden
Writing a review requires an . I L ad
i i ally focuses on one work or a a
n analysis. An analysis usu n one work most S, o
5 i s Guernica) is familiar to
ften the work (let’s say Picasso’s . e iy
) i shibition normally is concerne
he other hand, a review of an e comed with & e
! ; ich may be untamiliar. The P
number of works, many of whic . .
N_me or two of a review usually provides a helpful .Eﬁwomc.o_ao:v mcmw. mwhwm
o:ﬂﬂm:m in which a reviewer writing in a smémmmwmaulrwm a W:ﬁ oNH .
ead by Wommwmcmm:mﬁm]m?mm some vmoano_.Hs& Bmﬁmﬂwﬂ wwwo Ewwmsmvm
+ssatt. not an unknown figure bt not known in the way that Rembr:

r-van Gogh or Picasso is known: :
The Impressionist painter Mary Cassatt Smﬁwpwmmu was a character of

intriguing contradictions. The daughter of a wealthy Huwmmmw_ﬁrwm.wwsmma“
she led a social life of impeccable gentility, but as an artist in Paris in the

v Checklist for Writing a Catalog Entry
Have I asked myself the following mm@mmowm_.u

A Details of artist, title, dimensions, material, owner correct? “
Length of entry appropriate to the assignment? "
Necessary technical words unobtrusively defined? .
Nature and significance of the work communicated?

oo
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3

. If the exhibition is devoted to an artist whose work is likely to be fairly
miliar to the réaders, for instance work by Monet or Rodin or van Gogh or
orman Rockwell, you will not need to do more in your introduction than
t5-announce the topic—though in an interesting way—aned then to get
down to business. If, however, the material is relatively unusual, for
instance, Japanese calligraphy or prehistoric Inuit carving, you probably will
ave to educate your reader at the outset. .
- A review usually includes:

late 1870s, she fell in 4.&% adi
3 sreputable f iders— i
denigrated Impressionists. ’ feng of cutsders—the officially
. MMMH mrM ,molﬂmm on the cutting edge of avant-garde style mwm,_. made
y challenging images. Over and over she depi u i
herself engaged in poli i i o women ke
polite social or doniestic activities or tendi i
: 1 th
children (though she never married or had children). Her mmp.o”._mv‘ @Mw_ .

Cise m_.Hunm meﬁmHTm art ac mu
ent a 11T @...H an n_.wm@_ Y nm u L rs (3]
AM un ed re tatio m.o WOOTNHHHH

Fw“.mb Frcwo:u “Childless But Fascinated by Intimate )
Family Life,” New York Times, December 1, 2000, B37 * Description
» g&v\mwm

Notice that in these opening paragraphs Johnson Evaluati
 Evaluation

. o .
gives us a bit of back s life, i
gves v ground about Cassatt’s life, in a nutshell,
. m_ﬁw.m us some ﬁmm of his view of her work (he says that her art
is “fiercely precise and intelligent” and that it has “acquired an
undeserved reputation for saccharine softness™) .

\ description, you recall, is not the same as analysis;

A description tells readers what something looks like: A description in a

review tells us how big the exhibition is, how the worls are displayed

(e.g., crowded together or with plenty of space, on white walls or green,

brightly lit or in what John Milton called “a dim religious light”), and it
tells us what some of the works look like (“He is a large man, and he fills

the canvas’);

An analysis tells readers how some aspects of the eshibition work, how
they interact, how they egert an influence (“The paintings, crowded
together, convey a sense of bristling energy”; “The chronological
arrangement makes seuse, but in this exhibition it unfortunately means

that the last objects a viewer encounters are the weakest”) and what all
parts of the exhibition add up to (“Although the show is chiefly devoted
to African ritual objects created between 1880 and 1920, it includes a
few recent works, all of which are clearly designed for the contempo-
rary tourist trade, These last are interesting in their own way, but their
only connection with the other works is that they were made in
Africa™

- An evaluation tells readers whether the exhibition was worth doing,
-+ how well it has been done, and whether it is worth seeing—and of
course these judgments must be supported with evidence.

If you read reviews of art in Time, Newsweek, The New Yorker, The
ew Criterion, The Nation, and The: New Republic, or a newspaper, you
i vill soon develop a sense of what reviews for a relatively general public
that the readers need. Tf, however, Reif had b HmH._m.ﬁ|.EmoHEmao= ormally do. And of course some journals devoted to art include reviews of
such as African Art, she would Hw t h . wm.ﬁ éﬁcjm in a journa :xhibitions; these reviews will give you an idea of how to write for a spe-
information. ’ ot have provided this m_mEmEmQ ialized audience. You will @Eaﬁv\ notice that reviews of a single artist,
&rmhﬁrm:ummcmH&onmmomm:Nom publications, are for obvious reasons

NM WWMMMN ﬁw wmimmorbmrou here is following the sound principle of letting

ow where they will be going; :

favorable evaluation of Ommmwﬂwméowrmoﬁmu e are .uoé m:.mm_mw.mm.ﬁo read
Next, consider Rita Reif’s first two | rspa

Next, con . paragraphs, again f; pe

m%m mm reviewing an exhibition of African vmm&ﬂo%um. ESMOMM HHNMHMmWW

she doubtless correctly assumes most of hér readers are unfamiliar with X

I i _ ) *
EM West %?.om a omb.EQ ago, wm.m.mé.o% was a status symbol reserved for
o «WM Mum r@mﬁmw. m_aﬂmarmﬂmmamu using gloriously colored glass beads anid
ells, devised the ritual artifacts of great fantasy ass ed i
“Mfrican Beadwork: Traditional Symbols,” ai S biton by Ton
: i ymbols,” an exhibition at the T
Om:ﬂwgmmo East 76th Street in Manhattan, through ..?.Em 28 ) Eugwmb
e 53 pieces on view—crowns, masks, b res- b
X » bags and figures—were proba-
HM mE.um.m JmQMmm: 1870 and 1950. The majority were crafted by M%EUMH
ans in lands now known as Nigeria. The r _w‘ . i
b e \ : est were strung and stitched
leke, g and Bamum craftsmen in regi .
e , pions that are today called
the Cameroon or by the Kuba people in the area now known as Nmﬂd )
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MMWmeM?oE reviews of group shows (“Cubist Art,” “Rivera and H
. “Japanese Photography Today”), and they are different. fro

reviews of exhibitions that cover a fairly large period of art histo

{"American Women Artists: 1900-1950,” “Art of the Maya: 1000 BCE-100

MM ﬁv. You s,.m: m_mo notice that the problems facing a reviewer of “Rothko
Re le_mﬁmoﬁé are different from those facing the reviewer of “Roth
ma\w ommmw M\m%m. .HW@ first reviewer probably takes note of how Rothk
ed over the years, explains the cha
ye ! : . nges, and evaluates the.
Mm Mo “qmﬁ MWWN_%MME mgmv\hém: be more historical than evaluative w%r
o: The Last Works,” however, probably bri :
s - ’ ’ @ﬁ_.
paintings into the context of Rothko’s earlier work and ﬁWms oom\oMHMmﬁ

on discussing a few works
: at some length; i.e., he o I
analysis and evaluation than history. ; v Fshe vy offer i

. within the context of related exhibitions; e.g., “Unlike [ast year’s
show of van Gogh’s self-portraits, the current exhibition gives
a broad overview. . . .~ .
. A wm:.mmgww (or two or three) on the installation, including the
explanatory wall plaques (if any) and the lighting. Some exhibi-
 tions treat the objects as self-sufficient works of art, “form as
content,” perhaps giving them a sort of jewel-case setting with
spot (“boutique”) lighting, whereas other exhibitions treat the
objects as artifacts that encode the values of a culture and display
them with abundant contextual material such as long labels, wall
texts, and brochures. Exhibitions of this second sort commonly
avoid spotlights, using instead an overall wash of light. An exhibi-
tion that seeks to reproduce or at least to suggest an historical
context—for instance, Egyptian objects in a tomb-like setting or
- standing on sand; or Greek sculpture in a setting of clagsical
colnmns—is said to be an environmental installation. Remember,
the curator has shaped the exhibition by choosing certain works,
and the designer has collaborated by displaying them in a certain
way. But curators and designers are not entirely free: They must
work within a given architecture. Thus, you may also want to
comment on the architectural problems that the curator faced.
For instance, Robert Hughes in a review (in Nothing If Not
Critical, page 207) of David Smith’s sculpture says, “The National
Gallery’s East Wing, with its choppy transitions of level, is a
confusing place for large sculpture; the background is always
in the way.” Hughes then goes on to say that Smith’s sculpture
triumphs over the environment. Reviews often comment, too,
on whether the installation of the material helps or hinders the
viewer's experience. .
+ Afew %mwmmwmwrm on the strengths, if any {for instance, the exhibi-
" tion presents unfamiliar work, or work that although it is familiar is
nevertheless of such high quality that one can see it again and
 again). If the exhibition includes work by several artists, the
feviewer singles out those who are especially interesting,
A few paragraphs on the weaknesses, if any (perhaps too much
space is devoted to a certain period, or to certain artists, or to cer-
tain forms of art, or perhaps too many objects are crowded into the
space). If you include such comments make sure that you do not
sound self-satisfied. :
A coneluding paragraph in which the reviewer in effect summarizes
(but in fresh language) the point—the thesis—that has been

Drafting a Review

In brief. ; , .
brief, in drafting and revising a review-—as in drafting and revist

almost any other piece of writi . :
yourself two questions: iting you produce in college-—keep askin

* What do my readers need to know? { : :
? (You will have t i
M\wﬂ memmmwQ background information. ) e toprovide
. at do [ want my readers to think? (You wi
. ] ; will have to off
evidence that supports the thesis yon are arguing.) o

Speaking broadly, a review commonly has a structure, something like .ﬁ?

though the position of
revereed: position of the paragraphs on strengths and on é.mm.rbmmm may be

* A title that engages the reader, such as “Is Norman Rockwell - :
G:mm?w.m.ﬁo%: rather than “Norman Rockwell: A .mo,,.ﬁ._mé -
An opening paragraph that informs the reader of the subject- -the.
name or names of the artist{s), the time period and mcw.%oﬁ matt
oo<ma.mmlmbn~ that establishes the tone of the review QH_EE m% .
tone in a .EoEobc. A reviewer may comment on the slight! .
mﬂﬂwm title of an exhibition, explaining, for instance, mmﬁ Nmm,mg
e L ummmmrw_u_.m“ The Art of Kara Walker” is an exhibition of
! er’s ﬂmw_oﬂoum of slavery. In any case, by the end of the
QWMHMW ﬁow MMmmow should also sense the reviewer’s thesis,
A few wmwmm.aﬁrm that go into further detail about the theme
purpose, or idea, or scope embodied in the exhibition, _.umﬂrmmum
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rovisi ibiti ised vour draft,

o If possible, revisit the exhibition after you have revised y

momwﬁ you ean improve the review (probably by adding concrete

" details) before handing it in. ) . .

' Give your review an interesting title: not “A Review of an
Exhibition of van Gogh’s Self-Portraits™ but wm?m@m “Van Gogh
Looks at Vincent.” The final version of the title will probably be
almost the last thing you write, but make certain that the final draft

_of the review fulfills expectations that the title arouses.

+For help in thinking about standards of evaluation, consult

- Chapter 10, especially pages 2923--36.

For a valuable discussion of the ways in which objects have been exhib-
- see Victoria Newhouse, Art and the Power of Placement (2003).

emerging throughout the review. A relevant quotation by an artis
can often help you write a paragraph that does much more than -
lamely say, “As I have already pointed ont, . . .» :
Tone—the writer’s personality as the reader perceives it, for example cous
teous or stutfy or bullying—is largely a product of the writer’s attitud
toward the subject and toward the readers. The tone of a review, therefor
depends partly on the publication in which it will appear: A review i
scholarly journal will have a different tone from a review in a popular m
azine. Unless your instructor has told you to write a review aimed at
readers of a specific journal, imagine that your classmates are your reade
forgetting of course that they may be reviewing the same exhibition you ar
Remember, too, it’s always productive to treat both your readers and yo
subject with respect. Be serious but don’t be stutfy. (For more on tone, wi
examples of writings that unintentionally convey off-putting personalitie
see pages 190-94,) :

Some final tips:

ote on Reviewing an Exhibition of Non-Western Art

ewing (like exhibiting) non-Western art, especially sub-Sahara >MM.5§..“
nic, and Pre-Columbian material—works from m.o;_EHm t mw. is
m&.mmm as “the Other—can be especially chalienging, It is .mm.ﬂwmmm mmﬂ.mm,._w
iee this challenge in exhibitions than in H@Smém" If _nrm exhibited Ewﬁ.mﬁ Y
oooaﬁmimm by abundant contextual material, for E%mﬁﬂm EcMM MEB
‘photomurals showing how the people who mﬁnm.ﬁnmm the wor s use ; m.ﬁ
rituals, viewers may complain that the mx?_u.:oa are mmoﬂomﬁEm MH. M. .
condescending to it, or are implying that it _mmwm cwm&%& mmum_ﬁ etic
:m...Hm however, the exhibited material is om@ﬂ@ as 8.@ with little con-
stualizing material, viewers may complain .nr& it is wwmr:m.. Cohat
The West, furthermore, has preity much invented the .&mm of what is
what is not the West: The West includes Europe, $.5 mso_mu.#. mew mer
ent Egypt, and the Americas (but not the Indian Qmmﬁon.m in the
ricas). Thus, the concept of “the West” is as much cultural as it is geo-
Jic. And non-Western art is defined in 85;. of émmwmwb mﬁ.” szﬂ:mm
ulpture rank higher than Umw_nmﬁw\ msmmﬁwvmﬂmmu which until recently
o2 as works of craft rather than ot art. .
m MMWMMMWH& it appropriate to indicate why the material is considered

* Read any texts that are on the walls. (You may learn from them-:
you may find them intrusive.} . .

* Ifabrochure is available at the exhibition, take it, read it after you
have walked through the exhibition once, and then walk through
the exhibition at least once more. On this second trip, you may
want to record (in the form of marginal jottings) your responses to
comments made in the brochure. Save the brochure, or buy a cata
log if one is available; such material will provide sources for the -
illustrations in your paper. ' T

* Ifan audio program is available, listen to it as you-go through
the exhibition. Take notes on the comments you think are
noteworthy—and be sure to acknowledge the program if you
use any of the material in your review.

e Take notes while you are at the exhibition; don’t assume you will;
remember titles and dates, or the ways in which works are juxta-
posed, or even all of your responses to individual works.

* Inyour first draft, don’t worry about limitations of space. Put do
whatever you think is worth saying, and later revise the review to:
bring it within the established length, .

* Express your opinions—subjectivity is inherent— but go easy on
such terms as “I think,” “I feel,” “In my opinion.” Express opinion
chiefly by calling attention to details that will in effect compel the
reader to share your responses. ‘

Beauty of form?

Excellence of craftsmanship?

Preciousness of materials? \

Importance within its own culture? . . .
.Hﬂ%:gom on Western art (e.g., African sculpture on Picasso, Navajo

sand paintings on Jackson Pollock)?
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What advice can be given? Only this: Be aware that

* if you give a fair amount of context, of background, readers may

mistakenly infer that you are implying that the work is mmm,%mmo&_w
weak, but .

* if you give relatively little context readers may mistakenly infer tha
you subscribe to mystical universal values.

When you reread your draft ?mw as when you read any of your other drafts
imagine yourself in your reader’s shoes and consider whether the review |
open to these possible objections. Think hard about your assumptions an

make whatever revisions seem necessary. The challenge is great, but if yor
face it you will produce a thoughtful review. .

A Note on Reviewing a Highly
Controversial Exhibition

Viewed one way, every exhibition is controversial—why this material, sho
in this way?—but with most exhibitions (for instance, van Gogh’s selt
portraits, or Mary Cassatt’s prints, or Chinese ceramics of the Soro o+
Dynasty) such questions are asked by very féw viewers. Some exhibitio

however, raise questions that may inflame a general public. Exhibitions;
this sort are likely to include

ot Tyler, What Is the Proper Way to
isplay a U.S. Flag? Installed at the Art
nstitute of Chicago, 1989. Scott Tyler
Aka Dread Scott).

* images that have been looted (antiquities illegally excavated and -
then smuggled out of the country of origin, or paintings stolen from
Jews by Nazis and now in the hands of recent purchasers)
images showing nudity or sexual acts (
masochism or pederasty), or .
images that seem to some viewers sacrilegiots (for instance, Andre
Serrano’s Piss Christ (1987), a photograph of a plastic crucifix
submerged in urine, or Chris Ofili’s The Holy Virgin Mary (1996),
a collage executed in part with elephant dung and inchiding image
of female genitalia clipped out of pormographic magazines, or
objects that stir strong patriotic responses {in Scott Tyler’s exhibi-
tion, viewers were invited to step on an American flag). .

, or
especially implying sado-

t is an invitation to step on it.”

il

. riously
Reviews of such exhibitions are likely to become chiefly attacks or defenses

rather than thoughtful analyses. If you are writing about a highly controve
sial exhibition, be sure to go beyond merely reasserting your preconcep
tions: Malke a diligent effort to understand what the artist is doing.

Let’s look briefly at Scott Tyler's work, an installation (i.e., a site~-specifie
work, usually consisting of an ensemble of several units designed for

ational Review) or for a left-wing
bout examining their own ideas or
re preaching to the choir—but ot

.5_:5 A REVIEW IS 165

particular place) created in 1959 by
an African-American student at the
School of the Art Institute of
Chicago. (Tyler is also known as
Dread Scott Tyler.) The work, in an
exhibition of work by minority artists,
was tHtled What Is the Proper Way to
Display a U.S. Flag? On the wall was
the title; beneath the title were
photographs showing oo*,mn-%mmwm.
flags and South Koreans burning
an American {flag; beneath the
wvo.nomwmwwm, attached to the wall,
was a shelf on which rested a blank
notebook in which viewers could

_write their comments; beneath the

shelf, on the floor, an American flag
extended outward from the wall.
Veterans groups were outraged,

_security at the exhibition had to be

heightened, a teacher who walked on
the flag was arrested, the matter was
taken, to court, and Judge Kenneth
Gillis dismissed the suit, mmo_maﬁ..m
that no state or federal law had beén--
violated. In the course of his ruling

the judge said, “This exhibit is as much an invitation to think about the flag as

The judge’s words are wise; an exhibition of this mmﬁ mm. mM pﬂsﬁwﬁ_ﬂﬂwsﬂ”
think, not to shout the first thing that comes to ones Ewb ; Emw& ost
ews of such exhibitions probably proceed m.BE strong fee Emﬂrmw e
ly to be worded strongly, but if reviewers want to m_w more har mmmﬁ
mething off their chests, if they really want .ﬂ.o convince .n M:. _MMmS sl
this-or that exhibition is outrageous {or, on the contrary, s to g

), mumu\ will have to do more than @%ﬂmmm ﬁ.rm:. oc.D..mmo. I,
For one thing, reviewers might well begin _uu\. mME.dEEmM o
Ssampti Reviewers who write for a right-wing journa (say;

T en journal (say, The Nation) need not worry
about convincing their readers—they
her reviewers are rightly coucerned
bout learning from the exhibition and about communicating their views to
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erso :
WQEMWMMWMN :m# share .&wE. Such writers want to set forth their vie
ko s Mm w as @wmm_zmp not because they think readers wi
but Tmnmﬂwmm the o iews will say, u.wmmv of course, you have converted ni
o s m?msmM Mﬁﬁa want their views to be thoughtful and mrmv\.éwm
t0 show that the vi omu.w;m by Hmmmmw.m who may have other views, They wan
porsom. OF conres mmmm they m%mwom in the essay can be held by a reasoriabl
settle if the readers %V\m%ocﬁ like to persuade their readers, but they will
writer has offered mH MM%%%&%MH Mmmwma.ﬁ m: mrm argument, concede that the
someone who is neither stupid nor wowwwmmwm%ﬁo%wzwﬂﬂﬂos can be rmﬁ vh

_ Rec gnizing that such views have somet
oviewer might nevertheless.go on to
gunds,

WHAT A REVIEW IS 167

the image is visually attractive, at least until one reads the title or

learns what exactly is depicted;

- in our demberatic society, artists—like all other people—are enti-

tled to express their ideas freely;
“artistic freedom” is'not just a matter of indulging in the nonsense

of artists; our society benefits when art is not censored.

hing to recommend them, the
and aesthetic

argue, on mioral
t have said

that the work is trivial and crude (Serrano might at leas

Consider a reviewer writi s
Serrano’s large colored @romwwmmﬁwwﬁwwwww% Nrw.?soz that included Andr vine” instead of “piss”), thatwe need not believe Serrano’s comments
called Piss Christ (1987), an image showi e feet 8: m.bm three feet wid ut his aims and his religion, and that—without disputing Serrano’s right
golden glow. {In fact, as Bmaaowmo d earli ng Mo«ﬁo&m in a luminous ros Xpress himself—work that deeply offends many Americans should not
artier, the photograph is of a plast upported by taxpayers’ dollars (Serrano had received a grant of $15,000
i the National Endowment for the Arts). A reviewer might well argue

M%WM wﬂnﬁmmwwm ina E.mﬁm_mm tank of the photographer’s urine mixed
o m#ﬁma.wmbﬁ Mu:m Mmmg\ma_ whatever their final positions, will do m
il byt e MME asphemy or enthuse about artistic freedom; they
i ihderstand ¢ e Mw&.uowmmm Om.wr.omm spectators who were oﬁwm.m@w
ol oo o M ound the image impressive, meaningful, and acithe ,
fon ) sueces - In short, they will try to understand the counter-argyini
position, s S

For instance, a H..m.i@é.mw.é
found m._m image offensive and ult
mately valueless might neverthele;
recognize that )

¥.* Serrano-was brought upina

devout Roman Catholic family;
- * Serrano may have wanted to |
-+ assert that, for believers, Jesus

w..maoﬁmoﬁwbm an artist’s freedom of expression is one thing,

the artist with taxpayers’ money is a ve
- On the other hand, a reviewer who v
wareness of such thoughts as these:

* in

¢ most viewer:

but subsidizing

ry different thing,
alued the work ought to show -

the title is deeply offensive to many people;

the eyes of many wmow_mv immersing a crucifix in urine is

able to the blasphemous act of nrinating on a crucifix;

s cannot be expected to know that the artist may be
expressing some thoughts about the human nature of Jesus;
taxpayers may reasonably argue that although an artist (like every-
one else) has the right to express ideas that offend some people,
government funds should not be used to support work that either .

advances or derides religious beliefs.

" compar

ter-arguments, the reasons

mm&bm shown some m:&mﬂmﬁn%bm of the coun
0% ﬁdmmmlwzm having

why viewers might be deeply disturbed by Serran
hieved this understanding by the process of drafting and writing—the
viewer might then go on to offer arguments to the effect that the image
evertheless has value. Probably the essay will not win many converts, but
r\ readers who remain unconvinced may recognize the good faith of the
riter and the complexity of the issue. : .
A question: If a work of art offends us, and we later héar that the artist’s
tention was praiseworthy, need we modify our response? (For a brief dis-
ssion of intention, see pages 223-25.) :
Perhaps we can go a bit further and be a bit more specific: The

oviewer probably will also examine as fairly as possible

was fully human as well as divine:
Piss Christ by its title jolts viewes
out of unthinking conventional -
responses to religious images, -
forcing them to think freshly .
about the significance of the
Incarnation and the Crucifixion;

* blood is commonly shown in '
images of the Crucifixion, so -
another bodily fluid also might be.
used to help describe Jesus .
humanity;

mﬁ..mwdmi& (1987). Andres Serrano © the
artist. Photo © Pavla Cooper Gallery, N Y.
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erial and formal i
the element mal properties (what is i BT
: : is it m 3 ,‘.
are combined), and the aesthetic HE@movmma of, ho PLE'REVIEWS

* the context {for ins
: tance, socia liti . :
? » political, or religi
gious) that the (1903-1970}, an

s, all of exhibitions by Mark Rothko
oday is Latvia.

re are three review

or the organizer of
the exhibition i .
. i 101N 15 WO i .
the meaning(s) of the work(s) in their owﬂﬂwﬂw: o drawing on; - stract expressionist painter born in a part of Russia that t
thko came to the United States as a child and became a naturalized
Citenin 1938
The first review is about 1,000 words long, the approximate equivalent

This exhibition, showing works from the
ational Gallery of Art, in Washington,
useum in New York. The reviewer
s, is able to make some interest-
e the review appeared in Art
with contemporary art, read
de to other artists without
aders know who these

f four double-spaced typed pages.
ttist’s entire career, opened at the N
,..O..y and then went to the Whitney M
w the exhibition in both venues and, thu
g comparisons about the installation. Becaus
ournal (Spring 1999), a publication concerned
by artists and art histoxians, the reviewer can allu
en briefly identifying them; she knows that her re
. people are. .

The next two review
e other about one hundr

g are shorter; one about three hundred words, and
d words. In some ways, a short review is harder
to write than a long one—writers of short reviews have to be very clear in
their minds about what are the major points that must be made, what is the
ngle best example to give, and so forth. (Professors of journalism tell a
tory about & shrewd newspaper editor who told a columnist, “Write a long

eview, you don’t have time to write a short one.”)

v Checklist for Revising a Review
Have I asked myself the following @rmmmoﬁu

U Is my title informati
mative and engaging? (A ¢ . .
RN g? (A coj -,
go#%oﬁﬂ%ﬂﬂ Mm%mmﬂ%rmm:\m my readers the m@@%@ﬂ“m_v -
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; , I-8 P
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e mms Mﬁ%ﬂ:m%mwﬂ expressed in the review (both of individs
1f the review § Moww QH ition mh a whole) supported by eviden .Eu vidu

o . udes an i i e ce:

| _M%@a to see an Mamozmi_wmmﬂwuop does this illistration help the

. o _. . @.HO P . - . i

- Jina ém%@%mﬂ%w@:ﬂ% oow.s.ow@a&&u have 1 stated at least one other vie

" familiagity with .m.mcmm\ its proponents and, thus, d orview

e ty with the issue and your fairness? > thus, demonstrated my

| one appropriate? (S : _ -

~ Is the review the mmamzmm _MHMMM%W is rarely appropriate.)

that you saw the exhibition, try to evaluate the
e longest review make some point that the
ould have made, even in their extremely
the longer review omit some especially
horter review makes? If so, do you

momd%

Although it is unlikely
ceviews. Does the author of th
suthors of the shorter reviews sh.
limited space? Or does the author of
interestinig point that an author of a s
think the first antbor should have made this
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MARK RoTHKO
Phyllis Tuchman*

W_Mwnﬂmw WMM@MMW Wmﬁ ﬁ.»mmr_.a..mﬁo:q D.C.: National O&_QQ of Art
and ! gm:ocﬁrd ale University Press, 1998, Texts by John Gage.
R fancus ngaro, Barbara Novak, Brian O’Doherty, ?mmm m

murmm:mon?mwom mﬁmémﬂ.mﬁ PP, 120 color ills., 50 b wmw.
D M m|>;mo MHEQ National Gallery of Art, /Qmmrmswﬁou..
New Yorl, mmwﬁmﬁ_wow ,H,u.%lwmwow\r:mﬁ% 0. ooy merican .>_,m ,
Moderne de 1a Ville de w.miwu ?HNHMQQMIWWM_@%% MHW\M%mm fo Fart

The Mark Rothko retri : ,
Gallery of Art in %m%:mgwﬁzp which opened at the National

. ton, D.C., and ) :
Whitn ) , and was next o :
vmmw QMM H,M_,MM:E of American Art in New York, Sﬁﬂ“%hmw.ﬁ wr_m :
o mumm._ w@omrw responded accordingly. Answering t Em&v\
mmmomsmmmmowoﬁr@.&m a w&w field and they will come,” mmm Mﬁw.,ma_ .
es ! is spectacular display. . 'S,
M_,Mow ’ éwwow featured about 110 Whmu%%mmmms  ysited the exhl
st made between 1936 and 1969, 5
of sixty-si , J, a year before he died
QEMWWHMMMMM m&%ﬁ% were filled. Abstract art is once Mmmwwﬁwmmowmm.
it is made. wh Mﬂ as others, appear to care passionately about :o? B
highest <mm:mm M Mr. mom.s address, and its ability to communicate F..M
rak € i1 a nonrepresentational, vi . .
Exhibitine hi : ional, visual |
never FMMM:W .wﬁ.a work Hm.m.im&\ from the forties OSWMMmWWmQW .
Besides the H.MMOMMM mm ention during his lifetime or after rwm mmm%o
: ctive mounted at The Mi i
in 1961 when he was fif ¢ Museum of Modern Art
St . .Q.mm,\mz, Rothko represent ;
o mHMM Mwmww.\_mm at the Venice Biennale and in Mwmonm“mmo%wsgumﬁmm .
in Kassel, Morcover, dring the G and early i, when the
places s pam?mzombm was .H.E.oa\ seen m_uuommw his art ﬁwm<m~mm ﬁm
e :zﬂ as Berlin, Paris, Caracas, Caleutta, and Madri mo
several beck ere QE@ been other in-depth survey mmm:.g.mosm N m g
e wrm mw& catalogues devoted to Rothko’s art durin mﬂ_w
Jatost Hm@omwmmﬂ. <Mowmmm since his suicide, the magnificence om ?M
; ane as a surpri .
Wi ] rprise to many. Th
_OM__M%M%WWMOEWQ of go:mm.&-omaﬁwwz mmwwﬁmwmmam
> ody of work will hew i tona
th er again look th
author .om The Popular Culture of Ec&mﬁ;m“»& nd o oM MM“&. MW@
- of the

works on paper the

Tuch

*Phyllis Tuchman, “Mark Rothko,”

. Art . e
mar. Used with pezmission, Journal, Spring, 1999. Copyright 1999 Phyllis. .

‘National Gallery and the Bost
“Pjcasso: The Early Years, 189
turns out to have quite an eye, a
 Weiss’s discriminating selection from Ro
“anything else, set this group of canvases an
those seen previously.

' floor gallerie

- text within wh
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on Museum of Fine Art’s exhibition
2-1906,” this talented art historian
s well as a searching intellect.
thko's oeuvre, more than
d drawings apart from

At the Whitney, Rothko’s B@Hommimﬂo:& pictures from the
thirties and forties benefited from their proximity to the new fifth-
s displaying the permanent collection. Having a con-
ich to view these awkward, not quite resolved
ther light on the period in which they were exe-
e artist’s own example, a number of critics
ive works never should have been exhib-
g, Rothko tried to distance himself
H.H.mmmﬁ@@ to or exhibited them).
ye to bear on them, ‘choosing

canvases shed fur
cuted. Following th
averred that these tentat
ited (years after their makin
from these canvases and neve

However, Weiss brought a fresh e

paintings with strong blocks of color serving as backgrounds. They
do indeed suggest possibilities the artist later went on to develop:

Another group of works, the late acrylics on paper mounted on

s from 1969, were also broadly criticized for being unre-
ossibly unfinished. It was suggested that they, too,
¢ have been shown. But consider this scemario.
¢ thirties was influenced by what the then-young
around him. Eventually, as a mature painter,
e work generated another. But there came
A he was an older “contemporary” amid
0, he again glanced at what was being

canva
solved and p
should neve
Rothko’s art of th
artist saw being done
he hit his stride, and on
a moment when he realize
anew emergent generation. S

created by others.
Where decades earlier, his eyes, which he depicted in a self-

portrait from 1936 as nuggets of blue, had turned toward older
artists, they now rested on what artists fifteen or twenty years
YOUDEET, Some of whom were Minimalists, were doing. Surrounding
Rothko's greatest paintings of the late fifties and early sixties with
both earlier and later work reveals the ways in which he was
affected by the periods in which he flourished. Tt also adds a touch
of poignancy to this retrospective. : .
stll, it is Rothko’s gift for color that we treasuxe most. He used
a range of blues and tangerines, as well as shades of chartreuse and
saffron, the way Mozart arranged a musical score with the instru-
ments of a symphony orchestra. With consummate grace, ‘this
Russian-boin, Yale-educated artist used his palette as if it were a
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keyboard. And his paintings react to different viewing circum:-

stances the way a concerto is altered by the interpretation of its con-

ductor, the company, and the hall in which it is performed. At the
National Gallery, where the rectangular galleries seemed narrower,.

the walls darker, and the lights lower than they were at the %rmgox
sensations of color rather than individual paintings swept over view-

ers. For instance, in a room where canvases with orange predomi- -

nating hung along one wall and others with blue were across from

these, peripheral vision took hold. It was as if your left eye saw one

hue and your right eye perceived the other set of tones.

At the Whitney it was easier to focus on each individual pic-

 ture. The works seemed a bit less mysterious, and you could easily
concentrate on how Rothko had actually executed them. You could

readily parse how the artist put one color on top of another and -

perhaps one or two others on top of those. The complexities of his
art were never more evident. .

Because of how the exhibition was instailed, the way one

group of works led into another possesed a clarity that revealed

Rothkos appeal to the Minimalists who followed his lead. “The
verticals,” Donald Judd wrote about one of his predecessor’s paint-
ings in the September 1963 issue of Arts Magazine, “are simulta-
neously areas, color, light, and volume—which is intrinsic to
Rothko’s suceessful work.” The multiforms from the late forties,
with their patches of color scattered across the canvases, have an
unexpected liveliness (and make evident that the artist was as
much influenced by Ad Reinhardt as he was by Clyfford Still at this
point). As stacks of various hues grow larger and more expansive,
the emotional range of these abstractions amazes. You become
aware as well of how the artist applied pigments to his flat surfaces
with broad arm movements, delicate flicks. of the wrist, rubbing
motions, and a swoosh from time to time. As you look, uniformity
gives way to the discovery of scores of irregularities. Eventually
blocks of chocolate and maroon become as dense and smooth as

ice. UE,.Em the early sixties, a void rather than a luminous glow .

entered Rothko's paintings. Curtains of black took over; and in the
darkened room at the National Gallery in which the canvases from
the mid-sisties hung, you felt the artist’s pain and were brought to
tears as if this were the tragic end of a long, arduous adventure.
~Soon after the retrospective opened in New York, its excellent
publication was joined by David Anfam’s exemplary catalogue
raisonne of the artist’s works on canvas. A British scholar who has

Abstract Expressionism as well as on Franz Kline,

"more th

. Suggesting

THREE SAMPLE REVIEWS 173

ibiti itten bhooks on
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revious authors have, Weiss creates a new way to &ﬂﬂm_ﬂ”w
WOHESW urban achievements from those of, say, umowmc: o ock
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. i Long Island. Mor g
i nast outside of East Hampton on ng Is :
W%mmmmw essay on Rothko’s painting practices in the Hmﬂowm%ﬁm_
tive’s catalogue also can be applied to the m:EE_bm oMEﬁmM M sl
i on. Solely tocuse
e the two bad so much in common. Sole ; .
WMMWMW output, Anfam is more limited in ?mHMH.__umSSQME.. mMsMMM_Eo
i i he does, Anfam should be read in ta
is very good with what hould ba reac o e
i i 1d complain bitterly !
th Weiss. Rothko, who wou /o amo
M_H.m:mmwm such as myself that be had begun to wmm._ old ngmﬂ%mhw
would be delighted that unlike his colleagues r@. is now the subj
-of all sorts of books devoted to his art and the big picture.

text sit
Anfam has

ZCEN ROTHKO ™
‘A PAINTER’S PROGRESS: THE YEAR 1949
Ken Johnson*
Pace Wildenstein
39 Edst 57th Street, Manhattan
' Through Feb. 23 |
| If you have time to see just one New York m&ﬁ@ mﬂ?ﬂﬁm
this _Bwsﬁr this knee-buckling selection of wm:&mm.w y Ma
Rothko from the year 1949 should be it.

New York Times, Feb, 6, 2004. Copyright © mook.h ,wurm
rmission and protected by the Copyright
redistribution, or retransmission of the

*Ken Johnson, “Mark Rothke,”
New York AwEwm. All rights reserved. Used vu\.mw

ws of the United States. The printing, copying, dted
Material without express written permission 1s prohibited.
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By 1949 Rothko had left behind the more traditional repre-
sentational painting of the 30's and the Surrealist work of the 40’;
he was into pure abstraction—a flattened, glowing, soft-focused
kind of Cubism. .

This is the year that he finally broke free of the obligation to
make interestingly varied compositions and discovered the power
of large, simple, symmetrically ordered blocks of color. e began
to make the paintings that we now view as classic Rothkos.

So part of the excitement is seeing the moment when an artist
dares to become fully himself. The other part is sheer beauty.
Rothko came to be thought of as a tragic visionary, but with this set
of pictures he seems an ecstatic hedonist drunk on color, tropical
light and the erotic touch of brush on canvas, You may feel intima-
tions of cosmic poetry, but the thrill is mainly sensory.

Here in diaphanous washy fields, there in throbbing opaqué
blocks, color appears shamelessly savory; blackberry, plum, water-
melon, mango, blueberry and buttery yellow. Rothko varies and .
balances darks and lights and warmth and coolness like a master
chef. It’s hard to believe that such unabashedly voluptuous work
was made on the eve of the decade of gray flannel repression, cold
war and nuclear fear,

8
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HOW TO WRITE AN
EFFECTIVE ESSAY

I love being a writer. What [ can’t stand is the @mmmgom.w_

— Peter de Vries

ship in it like anything else.

iting i aft. You have to take your apprentice:
Ve — Katherine Anne Porter

.. i i i i ithout pleasure.
is written without effort, in general is read wi
Whatiswt —Samuel Johnson

A writer is someone for whom writing is more difficult than it 'is for other

people. —Thomas Mann

Earlier pages have touched on aspects of the writing process, but now is the
- New York Times, February 6, 2004, B39 time for a fuller discussion.

Now for the shortest, unsigned review—teally just an extended note in o
a list in a magazine of what is going on at art galleries. .

MARK ROTHKO®

These Rothkos put the reproductions in art-history books to
shame. They all come from 1949, the year the Ab Ex master made
his breakthrough. First he gives himself permission to banish rep-
resentation. Next he covers his surfaces with patches of bold, shim-
mering color. Then in “Untitled 1949,” on loan from the National
Gallery, he breaks into five-part harmony with registers of yellow,
purple, green, black, and orange. The paintings are reunited for
the first:time in half a century and arranged chronologically (taking
into account some customary date-fudging by the artist) so that you
can witness inspiration and discovery unfolding. Through Feb. 23,
(Pace Wildenstein, 32 W, 57th St., 212-491-3292,)

New Yorker, February 9, 2004, 12

*Anonymous. “Mark Rothko.” The New Yorker, Feb. 9, 2004, page 12. Copyright Noom
Conde Nast Publications. Originally Published in The New Yorker. Reprinted by permission.




