


sisted of exchanging grand narratives for a
visual ‘essay’ argued through the works on
show. This in no way reduces the burden of
defining just what we mean by ‘the studio’ –
against, say, the Italian bottega – or examining
the ways in which the modern definition was
shaped by the academy, the art market and
Romantic ideals of creative life. It is therefore
to Elderfield’s credit that he does precisely this
in his catalogue essay, which also presents an
opportunity to illustrate canonical works that
necessarily influenced the paintings on show
but would have been unavailable and unsuit-
ed to an exhibition of this size.7
The necessarily broad strokes thus executed

by the essay cleared a path for the emergence
of an incisive and coherent narrative of the
studio space through the exhibition. Given
that Elderfield first developed the concept for
this show with the late David Sylvester, it was
unsurprising to find that this space was a phe-
nomenological one in which the route to art
is sustained through the reiteration and revi-
sion of the artist’s relationship to the model,
their tools and materials, objects arranged for
study, assorted ephemera and the space itself.
However, it was also established as a space
through which the history of art and pictorial
conventions become live. 
This vision was typified by a room of post-

War American paintings in which the studio
wall functions as a musée imaginaire, with
reproductions of other works, pop-cultural
images and press cuttings collaged across its
face. These were divided between works
which included such walls within broader
views of the studio, such as The wall by Larry
Rivers (1957; p.143; Fig.71),8 and those that
treated the surface of the picture as a wall in
itself, as with Rauschenberg’s Caucus (spread)
(1980; p.161).9 These objects clearly represent

the apotheosis of Elderfield’s argument. For
this precise reason, however, they are also the
objects about which we learn the least. It
might indeed be said that the exhibition’s sig-
nal achievement was to make a condition of
art that was self-evident to the likes of
Rauschenberg and Johns – the interdepend-
ence of the activity of making, its sources and
its outcomes – inextricable from the tradition
of studio painting as a whole. 
Thus, Braque’s Studio with black vase (1938;

p.101; Fig.72), with its hard-edged planes,

bolt-upright trompe-l’œil easel and two canvas-
es depicted within the picture, finds itself cast
among the American painters and usefully
prefiguring their attention to surface. Small
still lifes by Jean-Baptiste-Siméon Chardin
(p.117) and François Bonvin meanwhile des-
ignated the studio as a place in which objects
may be invested with a distinct vocabulary.
The latter’s exemplary The sign of the artist, a
trompe l’œil with palette (1866; p.119; Fig.70) is
understood as a ‘surrogate self-portrait’ com-
posed of the painter’s professional shop sign,
the mahlstick, palette and brushes signifying
his vocation, and a black-and-white image of
a work by Pieter de Hooch pinned behind the
palette as a token of Bonvin’s artistic lineage.10
A significant sub-category of works was given
over to a more straightforward exposition of
the modern studio’s development, such as
François Louis Dejuinne’s portrait drawing –
depicting his master, Anne-Louis Girodet,
painting Pygmalion and Galatea (1819; p.83) –
which is claimed to be the first record of a
painting executed under artificial light. How-
ever, the exhibition ultimately privileged the
discursive over the documentary, and in
doing so gave new voice to well-studied but
thoroughly deserving works. While it may be
difficult to resist tacking appendices onto
Elderfield’s ‘essay’ – Picasso’s 1920 painting
Studies, in the Musée Picasso, Paris, comes to
mind – this says far more about its vigour than
its omissions.11
Peter Galassi cultivated a fundamentally dif-

ferent idea of the studio, but one that magni-
fied two key aspects of Elderfield’s exhibition:
the hang – which is not only chronological
but opens out into increasingly larger works
that chip away at the bounded studio interior
– and the ever-present function of the studio
as an extension of the artist’s persona. The first
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71. The wall, by Larry Rivers. 1957. Canvas, 81.3 by 111.8 cm. (Hall Collection; exh. Gagosian Gallery, West 21st
St., New York).

72. Studio with black vase, by Georges Braque. 1938. Oil and sand on canvas, 99 by 132.1 cm. (Kreeger Museum,
Washington; exh. Gagosian Gallery, West 21st St., New York).
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room of Galassi’s exhibition reimagined the
studio as a meticulously constructed but
moveable theatre, balancing the camera’s
capricious relationship to the closed environ-
ment of the studio space and its unique dispo-
sition, with the advent of Hollywood, to
artifice and the construction of identity. This
model brought all manner of subjects and
styles into view, from Peter Stackpole’s
images of servicemen posed against the trivial-
ly painted sets of a sidewalk photo booth on
Broadway (1944; p.51) to Lucas Samaras’s
AutoPolaroids (1971; p.103), in which we stare
down the length of the artist’s tensile body
and the studio itself is pushed to the periphery.
However, certain well-timed moments in the
exhibition illustrated how the divergent con-
cepts of staging and performance displayed by
such images emerge, at their roots, from the
subtlest permutations of the tripartite relation-
ship between the camera, the subject and the
spaces they inhabit. Irving Penn’s photo-
graphs of Truman Capote, who kneels on a
chair sandwiched between two screens, and
Elsa Schiaparelli, who stands upright in total,
languid ownership of the same space (1948;
pp.60–61), provided one such moment.
Like Elderfield, Galassi proved to be less

interested in telling than showing. Brassaï’s
portrait of Matisse working from a nude model
in the studio has immense documentary value,
but in this context its power was generated by
the contrast between the familiar but distant

figure of Matisse and his painted odalisque
made flesh and hair, bangles and sandles (1939;
p.92). The incursion of the real within the
carefully procured continued in the rooms
upstairs, beginning with André Kertész’s Chez
Mondrian (1926; p.115). Rather than shoot
this most archetypal of modern studios, the
photographer turns to face the stairwell. This
set the tone for a display of images from four
studios – belonging to Mondrian, Samaras,
Josef Sudek and Constantin Brancusi – that
have provided fertile ground for photographic
experiment. Galassi’s best work here was drawn
out by Brancusi, whose extensive catalogue 
of photographs (the Centre Pompidou holds
no less than 560 negatives and 1,250 prints)
aches for serious attention in an exhibition.
Galassi has identified and exploited trends in
this body of work that introduce a refreshing
variation of the sculptor’s vision for his fabled
white atelier: in particular, the personification
and dramatic, often witty, placement of certain
sculptures, such as Plato (c.1919–23, the severed
head of which is now in the Tate collection)
and Leda (c.1920; see Fig.73).
Such consideration and verve would have

greatly benefited a selection of Brancusi’s pho-
tographs currently on show at Waddington
Custot, London, as part of Rodin, Brancusi,
Moore: Through the sculptor’s lens (to 11th July).12
Instead, the gallery displays a number of 
prints developed from well-known and fre-
quently published images, largely bending the

idiosyncratic character of Brancusi’s camera
work to the task of showing his sculptures.
While there is some interest in contrasting
John Hedgecoe’s photographs of Henry
Moore’s work with those taken by the sculptor
himself, opportunities for more enlightening
and enlivening comparisons have been missed:
Edward Steichen’s images of Rodin’s sculp-
tures, not included here, are among the most
technically innovative that he commissioned,
while Steichen’s influence on Brancusi’s
photography is a subject ripe for examination.
Galassi sets a high bar, but if previously neg-
lected images such as these are to be taken
 seriously, it is a height to which others, with or
without Gagosian’s clout, must at least aspire.
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73. View of the
studio: Endless

 column, Leda, and
Plato, by

 Constantin
 Brancusi. Before
25th May 1922.
Gelatin silver
print, 29.8 by

24.1 cm. (Private
collection; exh.

Gagosian Gallery,
980 Madison
Ave., New

York).
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