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posnl Sulblly. in this case, e mioed
media sculptures lookad on as you
fumbbled throwgh the documents spread
out before tham. As il you had bean
called to deliver the verdict.)

But the exhibition veersd bélwean
stating and overstaling its ponl: pans
repeated themselves—the same lacts,
the same images over and over again,
{roen tape to manuscnpl, slides to sculp-
led tableaus 1o xenoxes of laces. The
poant was made, and then ower-made,
the wviewar informed, hen over-
saluraled. The lape of Millell reading
lroem hae manuscrpd told Syivia's story,
wiich was really Millett's reading of the
story. it was the camer of heawvies! emo-
tion, and seemed anificial, the story
manipulated, manipulative, in places,
like propaganda. In terms of s effect. it
transfoemed the gallery nlo a church. A
church or @ king, where we lived the
lofure, died the dealth, and than leh,
hawing done it for the week, feeling
good, fealing brave, bul having donse
nothing

This, Hhink, is dangerous. Maybe the
whole exhibiticn was dangesous, bul in
thie wrong sense of the word, because it
was an end in itsell, the communion with
others, the purge. It hadn't the shull to
slirmulate a reaction cwside of itselt. 11
had wamed to incite action, it didn't, it
even encouraged a shp back o pas-
sivity. And all that because the ex-
Ribiteom—mone specmcatll,'_ LU EELE

id oo much of the work for us
I think that the informaton alone, pee-
sented 13 years after the fact, at one

removie lrom the press coverage, the
courts, the sensaticnalism of 1965,
could have accomplished mare

I've neves believed, as GERHARD
AICHTER once claimed, thal pciures
can be made ACCONInG 10 eCiDes,
wilhoul parsonal involvernent, that the
maksng of piclures ign'l an amishe act
v s thought this missson impossi-
ble ever had anything to do wilh how of
wiy Richter paints. The remark is 13
years old, but 1's been quoted again on
an information sheet for his recent ex-
mbation. It comas from a “texicollage”
Richter made with Sigmar Polke,
another artesl, in 1965 (it was later axhib-
ilad in Hannower), when ey wena both
shudenls al the an academy in DOssel-
dorl. Their '60s tabula rasa was de-
signed 1o rid pasnting of its stifling ich
thiz gesiune, the subjpectivity; Polke da-
cided that all dols wene his fhends
{ancther quate), and polka-dotled his
paintings (o simulate the raster of the
printed pagel Richter, painting afer
amateur pholos, said the paintings thal
resulted were really photographs, He
siressed the “arbilrariness™ of his selec-
fion, the banalkdy of the wews, and (ned
1o drain pasnting of its Zwang 1o present
a worid view, as | said before, 1o kiss
Qoodtye I e ich

It mever worked: as s0on as he de-
cided on 8 cenain Soufce Mabenal,
selected somathing, began to paind,
decisions were made, and a cefan
esthelic propacied, even when the
esthatic posed as no esthabic, | have

always seen a statement made in the
ald pamings. which was a naufral,
apathatic statement, but still a8 state-
mant. | was always mysiified, granted,
al the recognition of forms in the paint-
imgs for naught; al the way Richier gave
thiam a comtent which really wasnt any
At lhe way they had no political or social
message. They always seemed com-
promises to me, paint, vamish and sur-
faces, images. paindings in the sinciest
sense of the word, that tried nol 10 be
any. They are (he mast indecisive paint-
ings | know

50, in the new painlings you recog-
nize Miagara. jet irails, [@louse; you've
g1 a hold. you move closer, but the
image blurg, becomes unreadable as
your bry 1o see more—il knocks al your
knuckles unbl you let go. The same
game i Deing played with youwr ayes
and expeciations, by piclures that in-
wite, bul don'l wani. 1o be undarsiood
The images you see are there, bl they
mean nothing

The pictures underming their cwn
content, and lorce you Back (o concens
frating on surfaces alone. And these ara
wall-painted. fascinaling surfaces you
canlose yoursell in, Surdace is so scintil-
Iating in fact. everything so maticuloushy
painted, thal i"s hard 1o Decome con-
vinced of the hands off, "obectve,”
"painting 15 idiocy” posstion many credil
Richies far rmainainmg, 10 make the
paintings mone conceptual than they
arer, and Richiar himsell mose intellec-
tual, mare in contro! than he is, I've
newar made the leap of faihe | like

looking at ihese paintings, which is a lot
as far as | am concerned, but I've nevar
bought the thearetical grouncwork that
goes along with them. I've always falt it
was the work of people who Bked o look
at the pictures as | do. but went too farin
axplaining why.

Richter puts a lot of his ideas inlo
paint; new painiings seldom ook like
what he's done before, and all his works
together raflect a wersalility that used o
fascanate me. | saw in the wersatility a
I~'.|5|-:::|:|i|:'.!,.I of |hn'ﬁ'ng and 1P fuis 1o
paint whatewer hewanled. But today the
variations book like empty mowes, skit-
tishness,. a lure for rather than a trick on
the market, A look 1o Polke axplaing a
lot, because he shared the Deginning,
and fior a long tima acted out the Sams
inconsistencies, with dot paintings,
cloth pantings, Maminga paintings,
potato houses, paintings left in their
packing wrappers (Kunsthalle Dissel-
dorl, 1976). no paintings. Alvays stylis-
tically inconsistent while ideclogically
vory consistent, # arrogance, wit and
firally drupplng ol can be consigerad
an ideclogy. Richter. for his part, has
remasned the sencus player, Bul with-
oul a stralegy of play the movas he
makes bEcome uminlenesiing.

Writing this review has been a wres-
tlnsg match wath works | ledt at first gave
mie oo bitle to goon. HEIDI GLUCK's
paintings looked too skeletal, the
Signposts 100 scanl: there were lines,
geametric lorms, emply blocks of
space between lorms—the forms your
eyes skelched intg the emply Spaces
You read from left to right, coverad
ground or kept bme with your eyas
which wara heldd in, and sent back and
forth, by the clearly marked edges of the
CAnvas

Some of the longer paintings on can-
was ook like the las! possible paintings
one could make short of working di-
recily on the wall, as i they have been
stretched to a point at which all larms
and colors must maintain a delicate
balance 1o keep the whola thing from
breaking. The paintings hold tightly to-
gather, ang 1Mangs n themgelves, suc-
cinct, tense, self-sufficient, mast of all,
rational, Bul some of those tnangles are
really crocodiles with irrational under-
sides: they're not platonic forms, they
hawe their s1an infantasy. Thivy look B
what they're nos rational, cool, di-
agrammanc lomms, crypic

Likewise the short, wverlical linas
{slops) in ihe painbings and the spaces
whach they mark oul.  Qur eyes busily
fillin the mirros images of other forms or
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Gerhard Richter

Sperone Westwater Fischer Gallery
By Barbara Flynn

I’ve never believed, as Gerhard Richter once claimed, that pictures can be made ac-
cording to recipes, without personal involvement, that the making of picturesisn’t an
artistic act. I’ve never thought this mission impossible ever had anything to do with
how or why Richter paints. The remark is 13 years old, but it’s been quoted again on an
information sheet for his recent exhibition. It comes from a “textcollage” Richter made
with Sigmar Polke, another artist, in 1965 (it was later exhibited in Hannover), when
they were both students at the art academy in Disseldorf. Their ’60s tabula rasa was
designed to rid painting of its stifling ich, the gesture, the subjectivity; Polke decided
that all dots were his friends (another quote), and polka-dotted his paintings (to sim-
ulate the raster of the printed page); Richter, painting after amateur photos, said the
paintings that resulted were really photographs. He stressed the “arbitrariness” of his
selection, the banality of the views, and tried to drain painting of its Zwang to present
a world view, as | said before, to kiss goodbye to the ich.

It never worked; as soon as he decided on a certain source material, selected some-
thing, began to paint, decisions were made, and a certain esthetic projected, even
when the esthetic posed as no esthetic. | have always seen a statement made in the
old paintings, which was a neutral, apathetic statement, but still a statement. | was
always mystified, granted, at the recognition of forms in the paintings for naught; at
the way Richter gave them a content which really wasn’t any. At the way they had no
political or social message. They always seemed compromises to me, paint, varnish
and surfaces, images, paintings in the strictest sense of the word, that tried not to be
any. They are the most indecisive paintings | know.

So, in the new paintings you recognize Niagara, jet trails, jalousie; you’ve got a hold,
you move closer, but the image blurs, becomes unreadable as you try to see more—it
knocks at your knuckles until you let go. The same game is being played with your
eyes and expectations, by pictures that invite, but don’t want, to be understood. The
images you see are there, but they mean nothing.

The pictures undermine their own content, and force you back to concentrating on
surfaces alone. And these are well-painted, fascinating surfaces you .can lose yourself
in. Surface is so scintillating in fact, everything so meticulously painted, that it’s hard
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to become convinced of the hands off, “objective,” “painting is idiocy” position many

credit Richter for maintaining, to make the paintings more conceptual than they are,
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and Richter himself more intellectual, more in control than he is. I’ve never made the
leap of faith. | like looking at these paintings, which is a lot as far as | am concerned,
but I’ve never bought the theoretical groundwork that goes along with them. I’ve al-
ways felt it was the work of people who liked to look at the pictures as | do, but went
too far in explaining why.

Richter puts a lot of his ideas into paint; new paintings seldom look like what he’s done
before, and all his works together reflect a versatility that used to fascinate me. | saw
in the versatility a flexibility of thinking and the guts to paint whatever he wanted. But
today the variations look like empty moves, skittishness, a lure for rather than a trick
on the market. A look to Polke explains a lot, because he shared the beginning. and
for along time acted out the same inconsistencies, with dot paintings, cloth paintings,
flamingo paintings, potato houses, paintings left in their packing wrappers (Kunsthal-
le Disseldorf, 1976), no paintings. Always stylistically inconsistent while ideologically
very consistent, if arrogance, wit and finally dropping out can be considered an ide-
ology. Richter, for his part, has remained the serious player. But without a strategy of
play the moves he makes become uninteresting.

—Barbara Flynn



