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ABSTRACT

The overall goal of this dissertation is to identify and examine the neglected
aspectsof he | i teratur e d969 pvgect ko mike turalks dodtlse FGud 5 8
Seasons restaurant (see Figd2) in the themewly opened Seagram Building in
Manhattan. These include Rothkob6s attempt
architecture irorder to create an antagonistic environment in the restaurant; how his
visits to Italy before and during the project reinforced this goal; how a good deal of the
figurative paintings from Rothkods earlies
ardhitecturallyrelated themes; the connection between Rothko and Mies van der Rohe,
the architect of the building, in regard to the theme of transcendence; and how his
experiments with architectural subjects and motifs aligned Rothko with some of the most
influential vanguard artists in New York in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Discussions
of these topics will suggest that his carlegrg references to architecture functioned, for
him, as something intended to produce discomfort in the viewer. | will giavinis
acceptance of a lucrative commission to make paintings for a lavish restaurant that might
seem at first to suggest pandering to an élite audience had the paradoxical effect of
condemning that audience. | intend also to demonstrate that Rotidusiood that the
project was not merely about making paintings. Instead, for him, it dealt more with the

challenge of uniting architecture and painting.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

The overall goal of this dissertation is to identify and examine the neglected
aspects of the litert ur e o n Ma r H95Rprdjett to méke muta®ks SoBthe Four

Seasons restaurant (see Figd2) in the themewly opened Seagram Building in

Manhattan. These include Rothkob6s attempt

architecture in order toreate an antagonistic environment in the restaurant; how his

visits to Italy before and during the project reinforced this goal; how a good deal of the
figurative paintings from Rothkods earl.
architecturdy-related themes; the connection between Rothko and Mies van der Rohe,
the architect of the building, in regard to the theme of transcendence; and how his
experiments with architectural subjects and motifs aligned Rothko with some of the most
influential vanguard artists in New York in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Discussions
of these topics will suggest that his carlegrg references to architecture functioned, for
him, as something intended to produce discomfort in the viewer. | will show that his
acceptance of a lucrative commission to make paintings for a lavish restaurant that might
seem at first to suggest pandering to an élite audience had the paradoxical effect of
condemning that audience. | intend also to demonstrate that Rothko undératabd

project was not merely about making paintings. Instead, for him, it dealt more with the
challenge of uniting architecture and painting. Two comments he made during the

project especially suggest thisi1 1958, he remarkedh at fA my pgometimési n g s

€es

ar



described as facades,® Sacondlywhile dt®aestumtih ey ar e
1959) he declaredi | have been painting Greek “templ ec
Taken together, both form a crucial springboard for the current disous

Throughout this dissertation, | will us
Aarchitectural . o Various definitions of w
proposed throughout the long history of architectural discourse. In antiquity, Vitruvius
presengd the notion that good architecture ought to contain durability, utility, and beauty.
I n Rothkods er a, Le Corbusier promoted the
concrete, and with these materials you bui

my heart éThat 2iTakingtheselandtother definitiom intd consideration,

the term Aarchitectureo wil!/ be used in it
Mal | er has referred to as a fdbui IChristiant r uct u
NorbergSc hul z cal | ¢flAmc liidwedtd amal. ® will be use

to something that is not architecture per se but refers to or signifies it, as in a painting of a
buil ding. ASpaceo wi |l thindnecreatsdédylarchitectureerf er t
environments. As Rudolf Arnheim describedlime Dynamics of Architectural Form

architectur al -conpamedentity,nfinleat fihite, @raemptyevehicle,

=)}

! Mark Rothko, fromad58 | ectur e, guoted in Anf am,
Image of the NeSeen: Search for Understandijrihe Rothko Chapel

% Dore AshtonAbout Rothkp147.

3 Vitruvius: Ten Books on Architectyrmgrid Drake Rowland, trans. (New York:
Cambridge Univ. Pies, 1999). Le Corbusiefpward an ArchitectureJohn Goodman,
trans. (Los Angeles: Getty Publications, 2007): 215.

“Alex Maller, fASigns, Systems, Structures
Leonardq Vol. 19, No. 1 (1986): 7-¥7. Christian Norbgy-Schulz,Existence, Space, &
Architecture(New York: Praeger, 1971).



ready and having the capacity to be filledhwitt hi ngs é[ what] Pl ato sp
Timaeus as a nothingness. 0

This dissertation wil/ examine Rothkoos
position architecture as one of the most important concerns throughout his career. | will
also maintainthatRotllkd s i nt erest i n architecture was
stemming from his very first known canvas. It is also important to examine the different
types of architecturally grounded iconographic subjects Rothko painted. Often his use of
these types, s as hybrid architectural spaces that are both interiors and exteriors,
reveal an awareness of important contemporary developments in architecture. Locating
the reasons why he used architectural themes throughout his career will be the driving
force of his dissertation.

Rot hkods written accounts on the subjec
transcendence, space, and other relevant subjects form an indispensible component of this
project® Two i mportant col | ect iborefesenaed thrdughouh k 0 6 s
These include Rot hk ©héArtistsiéalityn Phdobophies ah&rth u s c r i
which he probably wrote while in a state of depression in 1940 and 1941, during a period

when he had temporarily abandoned paintifithe £cond isWritings on Art a

For more on the role of artistso6 stateme
community, sednn Eden Gi bson, AThe Rhetoric of AEL
Critical D e WAbstract pxpressidnism: @he Critical Developmef#93;
AAbstract Expr essi oniAstdodrsal Volv4d,No.8Mewof Langu
Myths for Old: Redefining Abstract Expressionigkatumn, 1988): 20214; andssues
in Abstract Expressionism: Thetist-Run Periodical§Ann Arbor, MI: Univ. of
Michigan Press, 1990).

®Mark RothkoThe Arti st ds Re al ChiisiopherRdéthkd, @s ophi es
(New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2004). A registrar of the Rothko estate
discovered the 22page sloppilyconstructed manuscript in a warehouse in 1988.



compilation of nearly one hundred letters and statements that Rothko authored at various

points throughout his careerCommentary from the individuals who knew Rothko well,

as well as the ideas about his work as promotedtyitics and art historians, will

naturally factor prominently. | will also be reference the art and architectural works that

he admired, along with his experiences with these objects and places, in addition to the

key works by Rothko from throughout lesuvre. All of these sources will bring into

clearer focus Rothkods many comments about

are not pictures, 0 Rothko said to Dore Ash

studio and saw his Seagramworkss nead, as he told A&hton, 0
In 1954, the Joseph E. Seagram and Sons Corporation announced that its new

headquarters would be located at 375 Park Avéniliee new building would

commemor at e t h ehucdoedttpamnivarsanits dedigh was owerseen by

Phyllis Bronfman Lambert, the daughter of

an important figure in the world of art, architecture, patronage, and colléRtikg she

described in her 1959 ¢dsadylLambdewtaeBuypiladin

Rot hkods son Christopher Rothko, a psychot
publication.
" Mark Rothko,Writings on Arf Miguel LopezRemiro, ed. (New Haven and London:
Yale Univ. Press, 2@).
® Mark Rothko, quoted in Dore AshtoAbout Rothk@Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press,
1983): 155.
For more on the many stages ofThehe buil d
Philip Johnson Tapes: Interviews by Robert A. M. Stéazys Vernelis, ed. (NeWork:
Monacelli Press, 2008): 13650.
19| ambert was so dissatisfied with the Califorbsed firm Luckman and Pereira
(who landed the initial commission for the project) that her father turned the decision of
an architect up to her. After consultingthvPhilip Johnson (then Director of the
Department of Architecture at the Museum of Modern Art in New York), she made a
shortlist of the most important architects. Included in this list were Walter Gropius,
Louis Kahn, Eero Saarinen, Marcel Breuer, |.m&i, Frank Lloyd Wright, Le Corbusier,
and Mies van der Rohe.



ultimately selected Mies. She noted that
is needed nowo and that audiences might ha
her view, Mi esb0s desihagsewés hei ybenget menp
generation, are talking?!iShethuseosncesedths Mi es o
building from the start as something especially revolutionary. This is precisely why the
corporation gave Mies free reign over the pegja factor that led to the lavish budget for

that time of $45 million to complete the building. Lambert succeeded in this task. Upon

its completion, the building became the triumphant symbol of modernist architecture.

Ada Louise Huxtable describeddts o n e o {walledib@ldingssthateaee khe pride

of modern cities and the symbol -lioefitowmeo der n
of today 6 s?' fihe building ha®malntdined importance decades later.

Nearly thirty years after t s compl et i on, Huxtable observert
simple logic of the despised Mi®eMiieassndsver na
bi ographer Franz Schulze noted something u
reputation for desiging architectural objects as sedfferential bodies independent

of...the context in which they found themselves...it is decidedly not true of the Seagram

Bui | d% Imother@ords, Mies considered the location of the building and its

relationship to a@cent structures to be essential to the project. In this way, it became

part of an architectural tapestry, dissolving itself into its surroundings. Along with the

YPhyllis Lambert, fHUVassaeAluBnaé MadazifEgh. Get s Bu
1959): 13.
2Ada Louise Huxtabl e, AThe Soaring Towers

York TimegAug. 19, 1969)reprinted in Huxtable, 166.

“Ada Louise Huxtabl e, NéwlYork Tilvékc InIP85Hh f a Ma
reprinted in Huxtable, 174.

1 Schulze, 27Z3.



thennewly opened Skidmore, Owings & Merrdesigned Lever House (completed in

1952 at39 Par k Avenue), Miesds building promot
America®® Al | of these details point toward the
American postwar architecture, and it is unthinkable that Rothko was unaware of how

lavish the building \as when he accepted the commission for the murals.

In 1958, Philip Johnson invited Rothko to paint a series of works for the Seagram
corporationds new headgqguarters. The contr
corporation issued a purchase oraerf ABui | di ng Decorati onso.
stipulated that Rothko would receive $35,0
destined to be installed in the Grill Room of the Four Seasons restaurant, located at the
ground floor of the Seagram Building

Commissions given to painters to make something for an architectural
environment are often problematic, something Harold Rosenberg understood:

Architects have different problems than studio painters and sculptors, but many

are very knowledgeable akiquainting and sculpture. Occasionally, an architect

wishes to include paintings or sculptures into buildings he is plaiirang offers

a commission to some wedhown artist. Quite often such offers are turned down

by the artist, though he needs thermay and the prestige. Why? Whatever

conditions may have been in the Renaisséartbe Renaissance is always brought

as an argument in these situatioresgreat difference exists today between the

architect producing his work according to public comatisi and the artist

pursuing his aims more or less in solitude. The difference is so great as to make

genuine cooperation between the two professionals very difficult, if not
impossible the fact is that most serious contemporary artists who have executed

15 The style was coined in 1931 by Alfred Barr after a debate with Philip Johnson and
HenryRussellHi chcock, thus replacing Hitchcockos
1930 bookModern Architecture See Alice Goldfarb Marquiglfred H. Barr, Jr.,

Missionary for the Moder(Chicago: Contemporary Books, 1989): 85. It was
popularized by the Johnson/Hitch&earganized exhibitio®Modern Architecture:
International Exhibition at the Museum of Modern Arrthe Museum of Modern Art.



architectural commissions have been dissatisfied and avoid doing more if they can
help it*®
However, even with the complexities the project must have presented for Rothko, it
appears that at least three factors compelled the artist to go along Witistithe needed
an outlet for his experiments with uniting painting and architecture. Secondly, by 1958,
he desired to evolve beyond his signature style, in which he had been painting for nearly
a decade. As Dan Rice, his assistant on the projecliea:ca
| believe he actually felt that he had gone as far as he could in painting until the
proposal for the Seagram Building mur al
he had the concept that his work must or should hang together in a permanent
environme, fixed only by the work itseff’
Although the Grill Room only had enough spacedadewof his paintings,
Rothko worked intensely for eight months at the end of 1958 and the earlier part of 1959,
producing thirty murabized canvase€$ While the worksare variously titled in the

catalogue raisonné as sketches or murals, it is unclear which Rothko believed to be more

finished works, or which might have been preparatory mgakof later workd® The

YHarold Rosenberg, APr ob |Aetdosrnalvol. 24, Ne Teach
2 (Winter, 196465): 135. Rosenberg delived the essay as a speech in1962 at the
Midwest College Art Conference at Ohio State University.
" The 19581959 Murals ex. cat., Dan Rice interviewed by Arnold Glimcher (New
York: The Pace Gallery, 1978): n.p. The contract for the Seagram project gake Ro
carte blanche, with no stipulation for the size, shape, or color, of the paintings, nor of
how they would be lit or installed. He was essentially guaranteed that he would have the
absolute control over the project that he notoriously clavaded te project; carved
control; or both, please clarifylWhile he exhibited such control at various points
throughout his career, Rothko was especially careful in planning the installation of the
Seagram paintings.
% See Anfam camnos. 634663
9 For his @nation to the Tate Gallery, which will be discussed later in this
ssertation, Rot hko grouped together what

di
Aimur al sections. 0



murals are now dispersed, with ten at the Nationde@ain Washingtorf® nine at the
TateGallery,”* seven at the Kawamura Memorial Museum of Art in Chilea, Japari?
and four in private collectiorfs. In 1958, Rothko described the various stages and the
evolution of his style throughout the project. Heeab

So far [as of October 1958] 106ve
this Seagram job. The first one
panels separately as individual paintings. The second time | got

the basic idea, but began to modifas | went along because, |

guess, | was afraid of being too stark. When | realized my mistake,

| started again, and this time I 6m hold
conceptior!

o T
-
o —
S5 S
o
—~+ O

In all thirty, two formal ingredientgan be found In additionto a much darker
palette, all are in a mural scale and hetearly dscernible architectural forms.
Beginning with the large scale glsmallest paintinylural Sketch [Seagram Mural
Sketch](1958, Kawamura Memorial Museum of Art, Chilian) is sixtysix by sixty
inches, and the largelghtitled [Seagram Mural Sectior{]L959, National Gallery of Art)
measuring just over one hundred six by one hundred eighty inches. At this scale, they are
larger than anything Rothko painted previously. The largest weopgamted before the
Seagram series 0. 16 (Red, Brown and Blaci)958, The Museum of Modern Art,
New York) at just over one hundred six by one hundred seventeen idbes6was an
exception to the standard scale of his signature abstractions.kRotb s pai nt i ngs

1950s generally fall within the range of approximately between six to seven feet tall to

20 See Anfam cat. nos. 634, 640, 643, 646-539and 655.

1 See Anfam cat. nos. 63642, 644, 647, 657, 658, 660, 661, and 663.

22 5ee Anfam cat. nos. 635, 639, 641, 654, 656, and 659.

23 See Anfam cat. no$37, 645, 648, and 662.

24 Mark Rothko,accordingta) ohn Fi sher . S e e PoRraitsotthee r , A N
Artistasan AngryM n, 0 i n f T hHea rEpaesryd sC(bivyail§74)zdie23.e
The set of thirty stemmed from the second and third phases.



roughly four to five feet wide. The expansive fifteferet canvases thus overwhelm the
spae in which they are installed. Rothko conceivéd space for the restaurant defined
by multiple largescale paintings surroumd) and enveloping the vieweFinally, all of
the canvases in the series have an unmistakable red or black door/window form. These
forms draw attention to architecture mot®sgly than anything Rothko had painted
since he first embraced abstraction, ca. 1@46as they reference specific architectural
ornamentation Michelangelo used in the Laurentian Librévhile Rothko denounced a
link between landscapes and his signa@bstractions, he promoted a connection
between the Laurentian forms and his Seagram shapes.

Another important innovation duringthegpf ect i s Rot hkods embr
exaggeratetiorizontal formaftor the majority of the paintings in the series, sevantde
the thirty. Thisformat mirrored the rectangular shape of the Grill Room, atdiftyby
twenty-seven feetlt also mimicked the shapes of the three-mondowed walls in the
room. It is impossible to know where exactly in the Grill Room Rothtensted to
install the paintingsAs curator Thomas Kellein proposed,his arrangement of some of
the murals int@n environment for the exhibitidlark Rothko: Kaaba in New Y ost
theKunsthalle Basel, held in the first half of 1988e east/entry whkbf the room
greeting visitorsvas likely meant to have includéuree of the largest horizontal
canvase$® As the chapters progress, it will become clearer that Rothko employed the
vertical/signature formdbr nearly all ofhis signature abstractiots mirrorthe upright

proportions of viewersandadoptedhe horizontatonfigurationfor most of the murals

2> From north to south (left to right on the wall) they Ardam cat. nos641, 645,
and 642. Segéhomas KelleinMark Rothko: Khaba in New YorkBasel: Kunsthlle
Basel Publications, 1989).



make the Seagram paintings more architectirah  Dan Ri ced6s vi ew, t he
format draws more attention to the vertical shapes in tmsipgs, makig them seem

mor e | i ke® MAsa cesuli, fonRsce, the architectural character prevented the

paintings from being associated with landscapes, despite the fact that the horizontal

format is conventionally associated with landsc&pes.

Excerpts from a foupage draft Rothko wrote in 1961, in preparation for his 1961
retrospective at MOMA, clarify how the thirty works fit into the various stages of
producti on. Rot hkods written passage neve
Seagran paintings at MOMA that year, raising the intriguing question of whether he had
yet to fully come to terms with why he took and later rejected the commission. Itis
essential that key excerpts be included in this context:

In the spring of 1958 | receidea phone call. It proved to be a commission to fill

a space which was to be used as a private room. My one condition that the place

be an enclosed space. In so far as | have always maintained that if | should be

given an enclosed space which | couldeund with my work it would be the

reali zation of a dream t hat [ have al wa

What was obvious that there was in me the need to undertake a conception of a
place contained nd absol utely mineé

The first pictures | made were in my old style [asmkddi by largescale canvases

with translucent washes of color and rmlvjective rectangular colorfields]. But

soon | discovered that the old image would not serve the purpose. It became clear
that to be a public man required a different attitude. Ofic&urps are made for
nowhere. But once a specific place and permanence and the heterogeneousness of
a public situation were involved a new image would have to be evolved.

There followed a series of steps in which every step was further and further
reducd and at the | ast the extent of reduc

%6 Dan Rice, inThomas KelleinMark Rothko: Kaaba in New YofBasel: Kunsthalle
Basel Publications, 19893.
T bid., 23.
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| locked the door and did not see the pictures for the next two months. When |
saw them again their conviction persisted. By this time the place and the spirit for
which they were made was furanting. Then | saw the completed destination. It
was obvious that the two were not for each other.

Then if not for this place, what other places. Banks, lobbys [sic], ctipels.

During Rothkoods I ifetime, ninebpedi nting
in seven venues, at exhibitions in New York, London, Amsterdam, Brussels, Basel,
Rome, and PariS. The first exhibition to include all nine works witark Rothko held
from January 18varch 12, 1961 at the Museum of Modern Art. There they occuapied
key position: installed in a gallery by themselves. Robert Goldwater, who reviewed the
exhibition, condemned what he believed to
observed that:
The exhibition as hung at the Museum of Modern Art magnifies the,stati
apparitional character of Rothkobés worKk
thirty-two exhibiting years. Half the canvases in the show have been done during
the last six, and many of these belong to the large mural series 652958hus
eventhe movement of development has been underplayed, and the insights of
origins has been denied the spectator, who is confronted by a vision without

sources, posed with a finality that permits no questions and grants no dialogue. It
demands acquiescencegddailing that, stimulates rejectiofl.

8 Mark Rothko, inRothkq Oliver Wick (Milan: Skira Editore S.p.A2007): 169
170.
29 For Mark Rothko The Museum of Modern Art (January-March 12, 1961), see
Anfam cat. nos. 639, 641, 642, 645, 657, 658, 660, 661, 663. With the exception of no.
641, the other eight works were exhibitedMark Rothko: A Retrospectivexkibition,
Paintings 19451960 Whitechapel Art Gallery, London (October-November 12,
1961); and the exhibitioklark Rothko which travelled to the Stedelijk Museum,
Amsterdam (November 2Becember 27, 1961), Palais des Beauts, Brussels
(January €9, 1962), Kunsthalle Basel (March&pril 8, 1962), Galleria Nazionale
doArte Moder naMayRoadne, (1APG2A), 2a/nd t he Mus®e
Ville de Paris (December 5, 19G2nuary 13, 1963).
Robert Gol dwater, ARefil@ertdoind. omi dhe RD
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The Seagram paintings are shown, even highlighted in their own space, but are not
sufficiently explained in the context of R
for the catalogue, Assistant Curator Aliciadg included a brief mention about the

Seagram paintings:

In 1958 he began a series of murals for a large private dining room on Park
Avenue, New York. After eight months of work, when the paintings were
completed, the artist decided they were not gppae for the setting and

therefore did not deliver the work. Some of these panels are being shown in the
exhibition*

With this passing comment, art historical
remarks, in his catalogue essay, are worthuthiolg in detail, as they laid the groundwork
for how the Seagram works came to be understood:

In 1958, when he began to paint murals commissioned for a large private dining
room, they turned out to be paintings which may be interpreted as celebrating the
death of civilization. In these vast canvases he abandoned solid color areas for
rectangular frames of a single hue set in a field of solid color.

The open rectangles suggest the rims of flame in containing fires, or the entrances

of tombs, like the daws to the dwellings of the dead in Egyptian pyramids, behind
which the sculptors kept kda Buunlikethegs fal i
doors of the dead, which were meant to shut out the living room from the place of
absolute might, even of patian death, these paintirj®pen sarcophadi

moodily dare, and thus invite the spectator to enter their orifices. Indeed, the

whole series of these murals brings to mind an Orphic cycle; their subject might

be death and resurrection in classical, not arismythology: the artist

descending to Hades to find the Eurydice of his vision. The door to the tomb

opens for the artist in search of his muse.

For about eight months, Rothko was completely occupied with the execution of

his mural commission. Whetwas finished, and the artist had actually created

three different series, it was clear to him that these paintings and the setting did

not suit each other. One may go so far as to say that this modern Dance of Death

had developed into an ironic commawytan the elegant Park Avenue dining

room for which it had originally been i
these murals really seem to ask for a special place apart, a kind of sanctuary,

31 plicia Legg, Mark Rothko(New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1961): 8.
12



where they may perform what is essentially a sacramentaldancthis is not an

absurd notion when one considers the profoundly religious quality of much

apparently secular modernarindeed the work of art has for a small but

significant number of people (including spectators as well as artists) taken on

somethig of the ecstatic and redeeming characteristics of the religious

experience. Perhaps, like medieval altarpieces, these murals can properly be seen

only in an ambiance created in total keeping with their mféod.

Perhaps due to the psychic depth of thekegust mentioned, the installation of
the ten murals provoked diametrically opposed critical interpretations. Max Kozloff
called the wor ks Ro t*hOfferidigsa cdmpletelydifferemaigwg r  mi s
Robert Goldwater praised the installatidritee Seagram murals in the exhibition. In his
catalogue essay for the exhibitibtark Rothko: A Retrospective Exhibition, Paintings
1945196Q held at the Whitechapel Art Gallery in London later that year, Goldwater
called the instagdami pai mfi Rps htklnd s Best s
of the New York exhibitiori* After the close of the exhibitioMlark Rothkaat the
Mus®e dO6Art Moderne de |l a Ville de Pari s,

3> after Rothkods death

exhibited unt.i
In the mid1960s, Rothko assembled a set of nine works from the series, what he

likely believed to be the best of the thirty, and donated them to the Tate Gallery in

%2 peter Selz, in Ibid., 134.

¥Max Kozl off, fAMar k Ro ArhJownalyol. B0eNw.3Ret rospe
(Spring, 1961): 148.

*Robert Gol dwat ¢ he MRRe¢ fhikec BadkRothko:d%0D n, 0 i r
1970 (London: Tate, 1987): 34. The essay was originally printédts\Vol. 35 (March
1961): 4245, and was published later in 1961 in the catalogue for the London exhibition.
SeeMark Rothko: A Retrospect\Exhibition, Paintings 194%960(London:
Whitechapel Art Gallery, 1961): 225. Eight of the nine Seagram works included in the
1961 New York show were sent to London. See Anfam cat. nos. 639, 642, 645, 657,
658, 660, 661, and 663.

% The first work tobe exhibited after his death was Anfam cat. no. 635, which was
included in the exhibitioMark Rothkemet t he Museo dO6Arte Modern
(June 210ctober 15, 1970).

13



London® In October, 1965, Norman Reid, thBirector of the Tate, visited Rothko in

New York, proposing a permanent gallery at the Tate for the Seagram paintings. Rothko
jumped at the chance. The two corresponded and visited again, beforeétledo

Rothko Room (see Fig. 13) officially opened on May 28, 187Bormer Tate Director

Al an Bowness explained that Rothko had agr
because he fAicame to feel, correctly, that
warm reception in the country of [Joseph M. W.] Turner, and he had many friethds an

admi rers among painter s, ®Rortihkiocéss acnldo ugdeyn ecro

had already been compared, by that point,
Rosenblum observed, fAcarry us bemuatatie r easo
viewer's imaginatiof The nine paintings arrived in Lot

suicide, on February 25, 1970.
In addition to the nine works on view at the Tate, three Seagram works were

exhibited in the early 19708. The first important psthumous exhibit of part of the

% See Anfam cat. nos. 636, 642, 644, 647, 657, 658, 660, 661, 663.

37 Currently, the works are in the Rothko Room of the Tate Modern, as opposed to the
Tate Gallery. Rot hkods donation was the o
debilitating aneurysm on April 20, 1968, which exacerbated his already failing
mental/physial health and forced him to deal with the inevitability of his own looming
death, suggests that he likely viewed the works as a key component of his posthumous
legacy.

8 Alan Bowness, preface tdark Rothko: 190381970 (London: Tate, 1987): 7.

®RobertPsenbl um, AThe ARDnewdfolas® tNo.3Wu(Beb.i me , o
1961): 58. See also Burke,556 ( Secti on | V, Part 1 1): Alt
clear, and another to make it affecting to

0 Anfam cat. no. 635 was exhibited in ehibitionMark Rothkaat the Museo
d6Arte Moder na Ca 0-Petaber 1501970)V &losi685¢64(, dnd 668 2 1
were included in the exhibitiodlark Rothkg Kunsthaus Zurich (March 2Way 9,

1971). The exhibition travelled to Staatliche MuseeruBsischer Kulturbesitz, Neue
Nationalgalerie, Berlin (May 28uly 19, 1971); Stadtische Kunsthalle Disseldorf
(August 240ctober 3, 1971); Museum Boymawan Beuningen, Rotterdam (November

14



series occurred later in the decade, with the exhibMark Rothko: The 1958959

Murals at the Pace Gallery in New York, held in October and November of 1978. Ten

paintings were included in the shéWThe nine works oriew in London at that time

along with the additional ten shown in New York made this the first occasion when

nearly twothirds of the set were on public display at one time, though in different

locales, Another milestone within the scholarship oftherad s was Arnol d Gl

vital interview of Rothkods assistant Dan
Also in 1978, a major exhibition of Rot

R. Guggenheim Museum in New Yotk.Organized by Diane Waldmaren Curator of

Exhibitions, it was the most comprehensive

I n the catalogue, Waldman identified the <c

including his shift to larger canvases, more opaque colors, arelsamber mood.

While no Seagram works were included in the exhibitibe,aso rightly pointed out that

Rothko had achieved, with the Seagram project, a series of firsts: the first time he painted

in a series, his first acceptance of a mural commisgierfjrst time he used dodike

shapes in his abstract phase, and the first time he used the horizontal format for his

abstractions. These are some of the reasons why the project became, Waldman argued,

ithe first time...the amdr*Buiashenthadpositom g, f o

the series as the catalyst for the drastic shift, Waldman instead argued that the shift was

20, 1973January 2, 1972); and in part to the Hayward Gallerydban(February 2
March 12, 1972).
*1 See Anfam cat. nos. 635, 638, 639, 641, 649, 650, 652, 654, 656 and 659.
2 SeeMark Rothko, 1903970: A Retrospectiy®iane Waldman (New York: Harry
N. ﬁ\g)rams, Inc., in collaboration with The Solomon R. Guggenheinmdration, 1978).
Ibid., 65.
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Aiclarified and emphati calflPjortottedSeagarh ed i n
paintings, Rot lwksaondeed |srge adale butméveranbral sizec
Similarly, he made significantly dark paintings only occasionally before the Seagram set.
Five years | ater, i n AbGuBRdthkpDwdedca As ht onod
per sonal account tadtolditimoagh the lens &f someonelwhdakeew a n d
him firsthand®> Ashton devoted nearly an entire chapter to the Seagram project,
reinforcing the importance of a lecture Rothko gave at Pratt Institute in New York, on
October 29, 1958. Ashton attended tHle, tand published her notes originally in 19%8.
Since the |l ecture occurred during the Seadg
comments form a crucial piece of the foundation of scholarship on the Seagram project.
Two additional contributionsiAs ht ondés chapter <clarified ho
195859 project. First, she noted:
At the time he was working arduously on the Seagram commission, he was
having an intense debate with himself about the meaning of art. He sought out
friends who thenelves were given to searching questions. There were long
philosophical evening¥.

Ashtonds contention that fARothkods peculia

individualismd is a cruci¥dl springboard fo

4 SeeMark Rothko, 1903970: A Retrospectiv®iane Waldman, edNew York:
Harry N. Abrams, Inc., in collaboration with The Solomon R. Guggenheimdadion,
1978):65.

*>See Dore AshtorAbout Rothk@Oxford: Oxford Univ. Pess, 1983).

“®The first thorough account of the lectur
R ot h Kew,Yark Time@Oct. 31, 1958). See also Dore AshtAbput RothkdNew
Yor k: Oxford Uni v. Press, 1983): sw. A t

Pratt I nstitute, N o v @ntibgs on A Migu8l bopazRemiMa r Kk RO
ed. (New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2006):125%

*Ibid., 150.

“Ibid., 154.
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The late 1980sver e a period of reinvigorated in
and in particular his Seagram paintings. This fruitful period of scholarship followed the
decision by the Mark Rothko Foundation, earlier in the decade, to encourage more
research ofthe Fodnat i onds col |l ecti on. In 1986, Don
Foundation, clarified the function of the
a thoughtful manner for making losigrm loans and outright gifts, or a combination of
both,tod eser ving institutions at home and abro
itself fAa fiduciary and i nt*tAsmeslit, Bonnie f or t
Clearwater, who became the curator of the Foundation, worked with the Foundation
boardand staff to donate works of art to tweimiiype American and foreign museums, an
undertaking completed in 1986. The National Gallery of Art in Washington received the
|l ionds share of t he -fivepalhktsgsandsihundted€vo hundr ed
additional pieces. The Foundation also paved the way fdvitlhvk Rothko: 19031970
retrospective at the Tate Gallery, in 1987
on canvas, published in 1998.

A significant amount of important scholarship accompatiied_ondon
exhibition, which showcased the Tateds nin
Compton, then Keeper of Museum Services at the Tate, the exhibit provided a greater
context for the murals within theesbagsr ger s
by Irving Sandler, Robert Rosenblum, Robert Goldwater, David Sylvester, Michael

Compton, Bonnie Clearwater, and Dana Cranmer, the research presented in the exhibition

““Donald Blinken, Il n€Emnatiogthe ObstacleaBen Ov er v i
the Painter and the Observédew York: Mark Rothko Foundation, 1986): 16.

*Y See David AnfamMark Rothko: The Works on Canvéew Haven and London:
Yale Univ. Press, 1998).
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was by far the most thorough to date. As a result, the murals were toutly, dsane
of Rothkobs great achievements. Sandl er 0s

themes of Rothkodo¥Twesk andl sdeoRatkibps f

commentary of art critics, thewokthee of art
influence of Henri Mati sse and Milton Aver
Greenbergds formalist analyses of his work

sublime as Edmund Burke defined it, spirituality, and myth. Continuinijtef

i nquiry into Rothko6és Pratt | ecture, Sandl

that time, noting that Rothko Afelt the ne

gi vingo?Mcreeavadrk,, Sandl er arfgrmdated histselft Rot h k

i mage as*@omptromstefderences Rothkodés 1959 |

Bowery studio, pictorial characteristics of the three sets of Seagram murals, and a theory

concerning how Rothko might have installed the muralkerréstaurant. No references

are given to Rot hkeabrsc hdietseicrteu rtaol ucnointcee rpnisc.t

explanation for why Rothko rejected the commission follows the scholarly consensus that

Rot hko fAdid not want hitsheieatuirregs dfo thlee apr
Two exhibitions in 1989 made important contributions to the study of the

Seagram works. In Basel, the largest grouping of Seagram canvases, even up to the

present, was assembled for the exhibititark Rothko: Kaaba in NewWorkat the

*1 The essay was published three years earlier.VBele Rothko: Paintings1 %4
1969 Irving Sandler (New York: The Pace Gallery, 1983). The exhibition at the Pace
ran from April 230, 1983.

'rving Sandl er, AMar k Rot hkMark(Rotikko.me mor y
19031970 (London: Tate, 1987): 15.

>3 |rving Sandler, in Ibid.16.

**Mi chael Compton, fMark RoMarkRothko:t1902 Subj e
197, 62.
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Kunsthalle Basel, held in the first half of 1989. Tweatght out of the original thirty
works were displayetf. As Thomas Kellein explained in his catalogue essay, the main
thrust of the Basel show waess mentionedp attempt to reconstctthow Rothko might
have arranged the series at the Four Sed8dFitse exhibition was quickly followed by
the exhibitionMark Rothko, The Seagram Mural Projettthe Tate Gallery, Liverpool.
In his catalogue essay for the Liverpool show, Michael Commpeated some of the
major threads of preexisting scholarship on the Seagram paintings, referencing the
Boscoreale frescoes and Rothkods 1959 Euro
important additions to the literature: the inclusion of architecpleals of the Four
Seasons as well as photos of the spaces Rothko was commissioned to augment. Both
encouraged a more-gtepth reading of the paintings in relation to the architecture of the
space.
James E. B. Bresl i nds iahisbographyarkof t he S
Rothko: A Biography1993), also added significantly to the Seagram liter&fufhat
the book begins with an account of the Seagram works suggested that Breslin attempted
to challenge the marginalization of the project within masthRo scholarship to date.
As with his predecessors, Breslin provided details of the Bowery studio, the logistics of
the commi ssion, Rothkods ambivalence about
why Rothko might have taken on such a project. Urpiker Rothko scholars, Breslin

provided more detailed information both about the Seagram corporation and the reasons

*>The two works not included were Anfam cat. nos. 643 (the weakest of the set) and
no. 648 (the only Seagram work owned exclusively by Christopher Rothko).

*® Thomas Kellein,Mark Rothko: Kaaba in New YotBasel: Kunsthalle Basel
Publications, 1989p-9.

°’ See James E. B. BresliMark Rothko: A BiographgChicago: Univ. of Chicago
Press, 1993): 37410.
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its leader Samuel Bronfman sought to make such an impressive and atteetorg

building® Its publication provided an even clearevggiaphical context for the
exhibitions and publications that foll owed
the Solomon R. Guggenheim Museussued boolark Rothko in New Yoy Diane

Waldman. It highlighted the fortgyine works by RothkoinNeWor k Ci t ydés fi ve

art museums at that time: the Brooklyn Museum, the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the

Museum of Modern Art, the Whitney Museum o
own coll ection. Il n her revi ewpasafgrapRsdd hk o0 s
the Seagram project, |l ocating the works 1in

Later in the decade, tiMark Rothkaretrospective held at the National Gallery in
Washington in 1998, became the mosmhcecompr e
the 1978 Guggenheim showhe ambitious installation reflected the donation of nearly
one thousand Rothko works by the Foundation to the Gallery, in 1985 and\1&&&us
catalogue essays provided key details about the Seagram project. Johrnvieageire
the |literature on Rothkob6s color, and in t
color juxtapositions of the Seagram paintings and similar juxtapositions found throughout
Rot hkods ab’Btar datr ap Nroivak. and BnissaesofOd Doher
tragedy, spectatorship, and spirituality, highlighting the ways that Rothko employed the
theme of tragedy in various career phases. They argued that the Seagram paintings

Al aunch the viewer on a sea e6eksqaghingih stret

*8 See also Michael Robert Marr&amuel Bronfman: The Lignd Times of
Se agr amob gBodton:.UniveraitymPress of New England [for] Brandeis Univ.,

1991) . Marrus suggests that Bronfmands ne
Jewish might have triggered his desire to have such apnagjle and lavsh
headquarters.

*John Gage, fRothko: CoIMarkRothiedSd2pect , 0 J
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the darkness for what % Vheauthorhatso rdisedthe issue gf b e
whether the paintings are dark enough in mood to trigger a darkened response from
viewers. Here they seem to suggest that this in fact doesmeraglg occur. Novak and
O6Doherty observe that t herepesentational natuoerofp o s i t
the paintings fimay-generdted ilusions that He breshemestakesh er s
for pr of Theiddsdessmentthdtthe§gaam pai ntings reflect
Aspiritual Qquesto encourages interpretatio
abstraction§?

Two important recent exhibitions focused even more attention on the Seagram
murals. The first wablark Rothko held at he Palazzo delle Esposizioni in Rome, in
200708% The second shoviRothkg held at the Tate Modern, in 2008, was the first
comprehensive examination of Rothko late works, ca. 195®°* It included galleries
devoted to the Seagram murals, withoreimn gal |l ery housing the T
from the series installed together in a single oversized gallery with an additional five
murals. Installing the works in this manner, in close proximity to one another, drew
attention to the serial nature of tBeagram paintings in order to show how repetition

influenced Rothkobs subsequent work, inclu

®“Rot hkods preoccupation with the theme of
chapterBar bara Novak and Brian OO0 Dmadedyartdy, @ Rot
V o i MarkoRothko Jeffrey Weiss, ed., 271.

*pid., 271.

%2 1bid., 272.

®3 SeeRothkgq Oliver Wick ed.(Milan: Skira Editore S.p\., 2007).

%4 SeeRothkg Achim BorchartHume, ed. (London: Tate, 2008).
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and the black/ gray paintings he made |just

thing is worth doing once, itissvr t h doi ng ov&®r and over agai
Several ideas, however, have either not been addressed in the literature, or have

been significantly downplayed. Aiming to correct this, the next chapter will examine

issues of space, as defined by the environmentgedrég the installation of a set of

abstractions by Rothko. Rot hkods many att

abstractions will be revisited in this context as evidence for his desire to combine painting

and architecture. His interest in whah@w considered to be spectatorship, or the types

of relationships we can have with a work of art, will also play a role here, to flush out that

Rothko was more interested in what he wanted the viewer to do within an environment of

his works rather than ithe individual paintings that made up that environmi&nt.will

°5 Breslin, 707.

® For pioneeringworksos pect at or shi p, see David Carri
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticis#5-1 (1986): 51 8, Mi chael Ann Hol |
L o o k iCntigal Inquiry 16-2 (1990): 37196, and HollyPast Looking: Historical
Imagination and the Rhetariof an Image(lthaca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press, 1996). For
specific spectatorial analyses by the authors mentioned, see also Ernst Gofnbanoh,
lllusion: A Study in the Psychology of Pictorial RepresentaiiBrinceton: Princeton
Univ. Press, 196%9nd GombrichMeditations on a Hobby Horse and Other Essays on
the Theory of Art(London: Phaidon, 1963); Leo Steinbew), c hel angel ods Las
Paintings (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1972) and Steinb@ther Criteria:
Confrontations with Twentiet@entuy Art, (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1972);
Michael Fried Absorption and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in the Age of
Diderot, (Berkeley and Los Angel es: Univ. of C
Structure of BeBuwaladOrmams Gritical IGqoity © Fune 18983):
666, 676; Michel Foucaulf;he Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences
(London and New York: Routledge, 200Epucault: A Critical ReaderDavid Couzens
Hoy, ed. (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 198Robert Rosenblun®n Modern American
Art: Selected Essay@New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1999); Allan Kapro&ssays on the
Blurring of Art and Life (Berkeley, Univ. of California Press, 1993), and Kaprow,
Assemblages, Environments, and Happeni(dsw York: Harry N. Abrams, 1966); and
Abstract Expressionism: The Critical DevelopmeMghael Auping, ed. (New York:
Harry N. Abrams, 1987).
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also clarify how Rothko ultimately prioritized space(s) over object(s) in the Seagram
project. | will show that assembling spaces with his canvases was, throughout the 1950s,
just as impo#nt for Rothko as making individual paintings, and that his fascination with
space provided one of the primary reasons why he accepted the commission. The second
chapter will al so analyze Rothkods interes
issues to the architecturalhlyinded concerns of key contemporary artists and curators.
While the Seagram project was an extension of hiddifg interest in architecture, it
also seems to have been specifically influenced by a reinvigorated intettest in
intersections between painting and architecture.
The third chapter will probe Rothkobs t
established in the literature, Rothko was well aware of the art of Italy from antiquity to
the then present. Rexaminirg his experiences in Pompeii, Tarquinia, Paestum, and
Florence will allow us to dig deeper into the roles played in the Seagram paintings by
color, space, pictoriadrchitectural relationships, and mood in relation to the various
Italian sites he visitedThe goals of the chapter are to identify the aggressive aspects of
the pictorialarchitectural environments Rothko saw in Italy, as well as providing
potential reasons why he wanted to antagonize his targeted audience with his Seagram

works. The uneasyuglities of the Seagram paintings provides further evidence that

supports the central thesis of Meyer Schap
AvantGar de Arto (1957), that wvanguard art has:s

The fourth chapterwillconthnue t he thread of | ocating
specifically in relation to Rothkods ear/l

figurative period ca. 1924940 will be discussed to reveal precisely how he employed
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architectural settings is an aggressmanner throughout the first phase of his career.

Key influences on the early works, and in particular on their aggressive character, will be
considered. These will be traced to the painters under whom he studied, Arshile Gorky
and Max Weber, in adddn to the work of the artists with whom he was most closely
associated in his early period, Milton Avery and Adolph Gottlieb. The goal here is to
show that Rothko did not arrive at such an aggressive pictodhltectural style in the

late 1950s, but tt he instead had been developing it since his first extant canvas in 1924.

In the fifth chapter, | will hone in on the shared theme of transcendence in

Rot hkoés abstractions and in Mies van der
never before addrs s e d . The issue of transcendence
generates conversations that aim at idemigiythe more spiritual/religiosnd A subl i me

experiences viewers often have with Rothko
the Sagram paintings actually transcend the traditional categorical separation of painting
and architecture per se. Seeking to overcome the limitations of the two mediums
compelled him to engage in two additional mural projects, for Harvard University and for
the de Menils. | will show how Rothko, with the Rothko Chapel in particular, went
beyond the medium of painting in order to create an environment within which he
envisioned viewers would have spiritually transcendent experiences.

The last chapter invegates another ignored aspect of the Seagram paintings:
their connection to what is perhaps best considered theé\psstact Expressionist avant
garde art in New York ca. 195%. | will identify the important role architecturally
grounded themes/motifdays in the early work of Robert Rauschenberg, Jasper Johns,

Louise Nevelson, Ellsworth Kelly, Frank Stella, and in the work of the most important
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Minimalists. Whether he sought to align himself with the output of a set of artists who
essentially replackhim is unclear. There is also no way to state unequivocally that

Rothko referenced architecture to fashion an aggressive space in the restaurant in order to
reclaim an avangardist position he knew he had lost, on account of the rise of the artists
who had emerged after the-salled triumph of American painting. His interrogation of

the division between painting and architecture in the Seagram project, however,
nonetheless aligned him with the younger, more cuttthge generation of artists at the

very moment his currency as an avgatrde kingpin withered.
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CHAPTER 2:
SPACE

This chapter examines how Rothkob6s wuse
abstractions, coupled with his fixation on how they should be installed and lit, point
toward his desire to create architecturattynded paintings and environments for the
Four Seasons. His ideas concerning space will be examined, in addition to how those
ideas related to attempts by some of his contemporaries to merge painting and
architectuwe in 1950s vanguard art in New York. The goal here is to show that one of the
central reasons why Rothko wholeheartedly embraced the Seagram project, despite its
problematic identification with the world of corporate establishment, was because it
afforded him the opportunity to take his experiments with interweaving paintings and
architecture to another level.

For Rothko, space meant different things at different tithds.1934, he used the

term to describe the basic pictorial condition of plastisiinism, within which one

®” One of the earliest pioneers of space wagust Schmarsow, a late nineteenth
century German professor of art loist (mostly at the University of Leipzig), whose
investigations concerning the relationship between architectural space and form
profoundly changed the discussion of both subjects. As Bernard Berenson argued,
Schmarsowbds theori es ersthaarfrgmetite ideacofsspasepaaad e wa s

void, to, as Berenson saw it, a place wher
exi st only to make us r eal i z eAestheticsande xt ens i
History in the Visual Art¢New York: Pantheon 1948 ) : 88. Schmar sow

space over form, what Berenson read as the extension of objects into space, critiqued the
dominant thinking in architectural history at that time, one that prioritized form over

space. As Mitchell W. Schwarzer obsetve Schmar sow was dthe fir
comprehensive theory of architecture as a
from other theorists in his insistence that bodily movement through space rather than
stationary perception of formwasttes sence of architecture. o
Schwarzer and August Schmarsow, AThe Emerg
Schmar sowds Theor oAssedmblag8a 16rrgie $991x b Asn g ,

viewers positioned in the labyrinth of an installatmh Rot hkods abstractdi
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could Alimit space arbitrarily and then he
Ainfinitize [sic] space, dwarfing the I mpo

become a part @ fwritingce 1%8@BBin ehiver tdapter on #

from his manuscript, he described what he
comparing two Adivergent spati al phil osoph
space, 0 which he def i nedobjactsortshapesifithea r , whi c
picture, 0 giving a fisensation of a solid. o

appearance of weight for objects th¥mselve
Examining how space functions in various styleshsagImpressionism, Italian

Renaissance, Egyptian, or child art, among others, he concludes the small chapter with a
Aphil osophical basiso for space, which, he
the artistos cByt%d s commentitfat his pamtingstdynotd
Acreate or éemphasiazxe arfraarnngeelmecnaldéorsuggest e
beyond a limited definition of space in the pictoilhlsory sensé! Throughout the

early 1950s, Rothko reiterated his rejectionpEce as a measure of depth or flatness. In
1952, he declared that h'flIs1953ahe old Wiiaans fido n
Seitz that Aspace has nothing to do with m
Kuh that ndlfél wecessoounundérvabacelbel dwoul

the word from its current meaning in books

course, those of other painters), we are free to define and negjutiditeeratng space as
Plummerexplainedt, thus prioritizing space over form and experience over glgsct
Schmarsow defined.
%8 Rothko, Writings onArt, 10.
®RothkoThe Artistoés RealGty: Philosophies o
% lpid., 59.
"1 Rothko,Writings on Art 39.
% bid., 78.
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and distort it beyond all recognition in order to attain a common meeting ground for
discussior(?

By the mid1950s, how ver , hi s comments that some o
in a confined space, 0 that his pictures #fh
types of space work best for the installation of his canvases all suggest that Rothko had
shifted away fronthinking about space only as a plastic conéépthus, by the mid
1950s, just before the Seagram paintings, Rothko had prioritized the role of space in an
architectural sens@. In other words, when we stand in a gallery in the midst of an
environmentoRot hkods ab st inarchitectural spac®. AsePeter Sedzn d

observed, in 1961:

% Ibid., 85, 9293.
" Ibid., 100, 112, 117.
"> There are, of course, many types and functions of architespaee, as defined by
a variety of architects and scholars of architecture. On the issue of types of space, see,
for example, Alexander Purvesodé differenti a
the Roman Pantheon, and so on) and linear spdweh emphasizes linend a straight
path of movement through space. Al exander
Pat t @ergpecta/ol. 19 (1982): 138163. In regard to function of architectural
space, Kenneth D. B. Carruthers ithagys observ
focuso of archit ect ur-euturallyqif relationitotte hi s asse
differences between modern western houses and their Islamic counterparts). See Kenneth
D. B. Carruthers, AAr®hist ectverJdmaba i $pane 0
Architectural Education (1984 Vol. 39, No. 3 (Spring 1986): 17. The architect Pietro
Bel l uschi has shown that #Aarchitecture i
esthetic satisfaction. o See |Weiss,ando Bel |
Vincent Scully, fAO0On t he PRspectg/ol 241033 47.i ty o0
"% Pioneering installations during the Second World War in New ¥ggtored issues
of space, with the result ahiting pictures with architectur¢gyouknov L ewi s Kachur
book?]Among the most important includ¢a r c e | D Mike bf &Stnirgidstallation
for theFirst Papers of Surrealismetrospectiveqee Fig. 14prganized by André Breton,
and temporarily installed on the second floor of the formbit¥law Reid Mansion, in
1942).Peggy Gu g g e #ivecgalleriessuggenheim tleun@93839) in
London andrhe Art of This Century Gallei§t94247) in New York were important
venues for exhibitions that explored the spatial intersections of pi@ndesrchitecture.
Rot hkobés first solo exhibition w-&ebrudryel d at
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The fispaceintihesemofpircealrley of Rothkoos,
sensations of actual physical i mmi nence
sine man can be cognizant of existenceéor
sensations in these pictures actually occur outside of the picture plane, on some
meeting ground between the picture and the viéer.

Once he arrived at this realization, he glyanoved to structure his canvases into sets

that created space, in order to aggressively confront viewers with his abstractions.
For Rothko, large scale canvases facilitated the creation of these enviroffments.

In 1949, he abandoned the traditioreakel painting and embraced this scale, a shift that

allowed him to focus on strengthening the relationship between his paintings and

Vi ewer s. Hi s | arge canvases, as Radka Zag

picture plane more astoapartofatckict ur e, 6 defining that arc

4,1945. For more on the New York space, see Susan Davidson and Philip Rylands, eds.,
Peggy Guggenheim & Frederick Kiesler: The Story of Art of Teistury(Venice:
Peggy Guggenheim Collection, 2005); and Mary V. Dearbdistress of Modernism:
The Life of Peggy Guggenhe{Boston and New York: Hoghton Mifflin, 2004): 124
136. As Clement Greenberg describady 1943 description of the New Yorkltery,
atworks exhi bited ientlat tédeviaconmnméntpri@sence
the walls, the furniture, and peopleé[in a
suspended in midir by ropes running from ceiling to floor, hung on panelsgit r
angels to the wall, thrust out on concave walls on arms, placed on racks at knee level, or,
with seeming paradox, put into peepshows and-diexeso Clement Greenberg,
AReview of the PeggyThé&Natpglam 30e1043), i€le@met ect i on
Greenberg: The Collected Essays and Criticism, Perceptions and Judgiants,
J o hn OédB(€hicagn and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1986): 140.

" peter SelzMark Rothko 1961, 12.

"Rot hkods e mbcalecarwases by 10880 rgcalls the influence of
Edmund Bur kd&doésowdingnge. |l rving Sandl er, Ro
treatiseA Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and the
Beautifulbefore 1948, and was quite interested in ti#isie as Burke had defined it.
See Sandler, AMark Rot hko WMarknRothke 63 v of RO
197011 do you feel, then, that you might dis
transcendence in Rothkods wor k]
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intrusionod i nt o’ inha54, BRgthkocexpkined our emdountempnithchis .
oversized paintings further:
[I] hang the largest pictures so that they must be first encountered at close
quarters,sb hat the first experience is to be
pictures low rather than high, and particularly in the sense that the largest ones,
often as close to the floor as is feasitile.
Rothko thus viewed intimacy as something to pres€niy the end of the 1950s, in the
mi dst of the Seagram project, he described
astate ofintimacyan i mmedi ate transactioné[ because]
theméScale is of tr eithambnus ciarhpdrl taamgee ptia t
dramas in which one Fddmni hipamovei noaadil me
Anna Chave noted, Rot hko fAiacted on what wa

function of the relation between the size of a harhody and the size of an object and its

parts® As Gl enn Phillips observed, fAmost Rothl

" Radka Zagoroff Dondel , A Space in AbThé¢Jowanaltof Expr essi
Aesthetics and Art CriticisnVol. 23, No. 2 (Winter, 1964): 240.

80 Rothko, Writings on Art 99-100.

81 Ashton, @boutRothkp 135) expl ai ned R-cdalbdamvases: f ondr
Al n 195 6stillwdrlkedin ehceamped room and could never have more than one or
two of his large canvases visible, he used to keep one of his earliest huge abstractions,

Number 22 (1949), against a wall in a nartr
8 Recorded from the PrattlecturS.e e al so Mar k Rothko, fThe
P r o mp in Redding Abstract Expressionism: Context and Critiquigere Rothko
explains, Al think of my pictures as dr ama
performerséNeither t hentidpated oodescribedinatdvanee. act o
They begin as an unknown adventure in an u
8 Chave, 119. See also Diane Waldmdark Rothko in New YorfNew York:
Guggenheim Museum Publications, 1994): 22.
scaleand o mmandi ng presence, even the | argest

and emotionally compelling. Rothko was well aware of this, and in a symposium held in
the spring of 1951 he talked about his desire to retain a sense of intimacy within even the
largest of his paintings and to avoid the bombast that characterizes so many large
paintings throughout history. o
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of looking at a classic Rothko painting can be synonymous with an unmistakable
perceptual a # @othbassdssnieys apfafreacl tl . ed Peter Sel z5d
for Rothko, Athe painting itself is the pr
very size annoffnces its eminence. 0

Rothko also understood that his laiggmale canvases function as theatrical stages
that transform the viewer into an actor who performs a scene from his/her oWth life.
The drama between the artwork and spectator is intensified with a larger c@iheas.
Adramatico notion woul d haweentersteenGrlbnder sco
Roam (see Figs. 1:12) from the PooRoom by walking a few steps ud his would have
produced a the Astage seto quality for the
with Rothkob6bs ideas concerning Adramaso fr
Promg e d & § The pamiings would have been like actors, all performing
respective parts of a play designed to affeose dining in the restaurant. Compton also
arguedthat he Seagram paintings were designed t
high up, [to] be seen from a variety of angles and would be scanned as a group by eyes
moving predominantly in a horizontal plane, that is, they would be seen as
archit®cture. o

Employing the scalspace binary after 1949 positioned Rothko within an

incrmsi ng trend i mardeatthatYime ROCemenvGaeertberg

Gl enn Phillips, filntr oSeeingtRotikdl.. | rreconci
% peter Selz, iMark Rothkg 1961, 9.
® Irving Sandler;The Triumpltof American Painting: A History of Abstract
Expressionisml183.
8Mi chael Compton, fMar k Ro tMarkRothkoTI808 Subj e
197Q ex. cat. (London: Tate, 1987): 60.
8 Michael Compton, Introductiomark Rothko, The Seagram Mural Projeex. cat.
(The Tate Gallery, Liverpool) (London: Tate, 1988): 12.
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asserted, in 1948, the tension between laggde painting and easel painting was in fact
a central component of American postwar abstract painting, which gave even more
agency totie role of the large scal®.Robert Motherwell, an unofficial spokesperson for
the Abstract Expressionists as contributor and editor of various small periodicals read by
many member s of -gaide atthit omekddsemimated histideas about
scde and spacéo Rothko and his contemporari@sWriting in 1949, Motherwell
clarified what space was, and how it functioned:
The nothing the painter begins with is known as Space. Space is simple: itis
merely the canvas before it has been painted. eSpaery complex: it is nothing
wrapped around every object in the world, soothing or stranglifig it.
Mot herwel | 6s col ossal signature paintings
those from hi€legies to the Spanish Repuldice r i e sa.r g ei Tfhoer hat , at on
he wrote, fAde dongtengeacy of thdFrenah o mldmesticyze [sic] modern
painting, to make it intimate. We replaced the nude girl and the French door with a
modern Stonehenge, with the sense of the sublime and th r °4 lg addition to
Mot herwell, the massive scale of Rothkoos

Pollock, and to his massiwural (194344, University of lowa Museum of Art, Fig.

89Cl ement Greenber g, #fT PartiséhiRevieWani 1048), at t he
reprinted i @Gemént Greenb@rd: BheiCellected Essays and Criticism, Vol.
2, ed., 192196.

% Motherwell helped ediPossibilitiesandModern Avrtists in AmericaFor more on
the role of the small periodical in disseminating ideas throughout the Abstract
Expressionist community, see Ann Eden Gibgssiies in Abstract Expressionism: The
Artist-Run Peiodicals (Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI Research Press, 1990).

%1 Robert MotherwellThe Intrasubjective@New York: Samuel M. Kootz Gallery,
1949); in Landau, 156.

92 Statement by Robert Motherwell frortforumVol 4, No. 1 (September 1965),
guoted in Sandler, Tumph of American Painting: A History of Abstract Expressionism
156.
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15)% FollowingFr anci s , I@réncenAHoway has argd thatPdl o c k 6s maj or

wor k was an i mportant catalyst for Rothkobo

1947, 0 All oway wrote, fAéopene-dfedsdlpaintmgy wi t

topic which led him to propose paintings that were halftvayt ween easel and

ulti mately inspiring Rot‘thkods fenvironment
The first important project that crystallized the importance of pictorial

architectural relationships within the Abstract Expressionist community was the

exhibitionMurals in Modern Architecturgin 1949, at the Betty Parsons Gallery. It

% At more than eight by nineteen feet, it is among the most architectural work of the
Abstract Expressionist generation. Pollock augmented the architecture of his apartment
removing avall between two separate rooms in his studio to make a space large enough
to accommodate the canvas. He also made the work for a specific architectural space
(Guggenhei mds Manhattan townhouse), and pa
Duc hamp 6 s thatdt wduld lee)portabte, ultimately altering the canvas (by
trimming eight inches off one end of the work) to fit into that space.S&aen Naifeh
and Gregory White Smitldackson Pollock: An American Saféew York: Clarkson N.

Potter, 1989)469. Moreover, Pollock composed it with paints and brushes designed for
architectural use (for hougminters), embracing such ntmaditional materials as a

Anatural growth out of a need. 0 Jackson P
Varnedoe,Jackson Potick: Interviews, Articles, and Revievesis. (New York: Museum

of Modern Art, 1999): 21. Poll ockds essay
reference not only the | arge scale (descri
bet ween the eradetlhatnditmue adgDela pictureodo i ¢
architectur al space of his studio, the fAha
See Jackson Pollock, Application for a Guggenheim Fellowship, 1947, in Ibid., 17.

Poll ockdondécloar 41947 of being fAin the pain

the growing trend to interrogate the intersections between painting and architecture.
Jackson Pol | o dPkssibilifies\Apl. 1IR\&intan 194748) 7883. The
exhibition ofMural (194344) (at theLarge Scale Modern Paintinghibition at the
Museum of Modern Art, in 1947) drew further attention to the spectatorial space
suggested by such largeale works. What became clear with this exhibition was that
such massive paintingse not meant to be read as mere objects. Instead, they are
vehicles that encourage spectatorial performance.

“Lawrence All oway, AResi dual SiAgtiorunfy st e ms
(Nov. 1973): 3e43, reprinted in Ellen G. LandaReading Absact Expressionism:
Context and Critiqueed.(New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2005): 319. See
al so Fr anci 3ckibn PollbokSewrYorla The Museum of Modern Art,
1967): 40, 313.
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included a model Peter Blake made, within which miniature replicas of Pollock canvases

were installed inside a rectangular glass pavilfom.h e mo d e | all owed Pol |
pai nt i nsgspended between the earth and the sky, and set between mirrored walls

so as to extend i nt®owith glassiwalls, thgidedl massumB| ak e w
would seem to dissolve into its targeted natural setting, not unlike how the paintings

housed witim it would dissolve into adjacent architecture. Both with the model and with

the actual i nstallation at the Parsons, Bl
equalized the architecture and the paintings, in a scheme within which neither gained
promirence over the other. Arthur Drexler emphasized this breakthrough in his review of
the exhibition, referring to the paintings
A s u g g e-imtegsation of paeting and architecture wherein painting is the

archite¢ u r'e. o

% In the fall of 1949, Jackson Pollock asked Peter Bltie dfficial head of the
Department of Architecture and Industrial Design at the Museum of Modern Art, but
unofficially in a subordinate role to Philip Johnson) to design the installation for his
upcoming exhibition. Enamored with how Pollock (in the snof 1949) employed
the architecture of his studio (walls, floors) to arrange his signature canvases so that the
paintings dissolved [into] the architectur
Exhibitiond model, and p Blake guldednspratiann vi ew i
from, among other places, Mies van der Roh
1942, details of which were published in Architectural Forum in 19%&ei Mu s e u m:
Mi es van der Rohe, Archit e ®obhelrchitegtypadl anat ory
Forum Vol. 78 (May 1943). 885. Thiswouldalsobe t he centr al t hrust
realized design (for the Blake House in Water Mill, Long Island, of 1952). The
implications of thanodel were fafreaching, ultimately suggestitigat paintings and
architecture could be designed in tandem. This was quite different from simply installing
paintings in an alreadgonceived architectural space.

% peter BlakeNo Place Like Utopia: Modern Architecture and the Company We
Kept(New Yak: Knopf, 1993): 114112.

Art hur Drexler, AUnframed Space: A Museu
Interiors (Jan. 1950): 9®1. Unlike traditional wall painting or muraldesigned to
encourage a penetrat i onlikedl coloskakAbstract | , Pol | o

Expressionist canvaseme flaf a qualitythat isreinforced by their tactilityfurther
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Measuring the impact of the Pollo&itake collaboration points toward why
Rothko evolved in the early 1950s toward a more architecturahged practice. First,
Marcel Breuer, whom Pollock brought to the exhibition, was so taken by the chalfenge
uniting painting and architecture that he commissioned Pollock to make a mural for the
Geller House on Long Island, a project for which Breuer used glass walls among other
ingredients to negotiate pictoriatchitectural idea%. Secondly, the galleryvener
Samuel Kootz, also a key member of the board of the Museum of Modern Art, seeing the
potential for forging connections between paintings and architecture, conceived his 1950

exhibitionThe Muralist and the Modern Architeatound the idea of collabdians

between avangarde painters and architeélsi The modern painter is
of a wall, o Kootz wr o &ueitorthe size eonstraintsiofb i t i o n
Kootz~6s small gallery, and bor rkl@9shgw f r om

suggestinghat they should be read as new types of walls. The paintings were not only
independent of the actual walls on which they were liestabut also devoid of the

perspective that seems to penetrate the wall behind the painting. Thus, at the moment of
the first triumph of Abstract Expressionism, the Poll@t&ke collaboration signaled a

new chapter in the relationship between paintargs architecture, one in which the

actual wall of the gallergnd the pictorial competed with one another for the attention of

the viewer, a situation in the western traditibatWilliam Rubin described as the

Awi ndowo bec onseavdliam fieb innwalflJ ackson Pol |l ock
Tr ad i Artforom\olo5, No. 6 (March 1967): 36The modebccupied a central

position inP o | | bondidlasd studio after the exhibitigeeeNaifeh and Smith613),

suggesting thaollock continued to workhtough the challenge of how to achieve a

uni on between painting and architecture, o
paintingo phrase.

% Naifeh and Smith, 600, 607.

% The pairings included Adolph Gottlieb and Marcel Breuer (on a Vassar dormitory),
David Hare and Frederick Kiesler (Kieslero
Jos® Luis Sert (civic center in Peru), Rob
Architectural Collaborative (public schools in Attleboro, Massachusetts), and William
Baziokes and Philip Johnson (Wiley House in New Canaan).

19 The Muralist and the Modern Architeeix. cat. (Oct. 23, 1950 (New York: Kootz
Gallery, 1950).

35



at Parsons, models of the coll aborative pr
sense of the pictoriarchitectural impact. Artists provided smaller versions of their
intended paintings for sale. A review of the exhibition hiditkgl a problem of the
marriage of artists and architects: that
buil dings for which they had already dr awn
space was not pfanned for an artist.od

All of this laid the foundation for the Philip Johnsomr gani zed symposiu
Rel ation of Painting and Scul pture to Arch
in March 1951, during which Johnson essentially promoted the supremacy of architecture
over the other &rs . Rot hkods attempts to Ainvert tFh
observed, however, drew more attention to just how architectumatigled his goals
were for the project’® James Johnson Sweeney, then Guggenheim Museum director and
one of the speakemt the symposium, noted:

The combination of painting, sculpture,

the viewpoint of the individual arts, because the conception of any one of these in

isolation is a limitation. Interrelated, as they have beetl ithe greatest periods

of art, they contribute to one another. Isolated they dry up, lose their associative

values, become inbred, spiritually dwarfed. Second, from the viewpoint of the

public, a failure to interrelate them is a deprivation, a linatabf the full

emotional stimulus their orchestration providdser the whole of these arts

properly combined is greater than the sum of its parts. Finally, from the

viewpoint of architecture, the discouragement of their combination would be a
fatal impowerishment, for painting and sculpture in architecture are an extension

101 Review inlnteriors (Nov. 1950).

192 Eric Lum has also studied the Parsons and Kootz exhibitions, altmther
MoMA symposium in the context of Rothkods
However, this current project expands on h
Promi se: Toward an Abst rAssemnblagekgp39€Asgsi oni st
1999) 62-93. Iproposd o0 bui l d on Lumés 1 mpoidotaaingt <cont
t he genesi s o farchRecturhl koncgras nuach earlierinihia dareer (in his
figurative period). SeBEr i ¢ Lum, APoll ockds Proimnsse: Tow
Ar c hi t AsseamblageNp. 89 (Aug. 1999): 77.
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of its imaginative factor just as representation is an extension of the imaginative
factor in painting and sculptut&

Sweeneyobds call dJdesamtkuastwedkone thansgmbated the postwar

era, uniting artists and architedtsvyas deci dedly at odds with C
repeated claims for the purity of paintiff§.But , it wasndt at odds w
spoke at the symposium:

| paint very large pictures, | realizeathhistorically the function of painting large

pictures is something very grandiose and pompous. The reason | paint them

howeveri | think it applies to other painters | kndws precisely because | want

to be intimate and human. To paint a small picisite place yourself outside

your experience, to look upon an experience as a stereopticon view or with a
reducing gl ass. However you paint the |
something you commarid®

Johnson pressed Rothko on the issue of thelarg c al e . Al hope all t
from Rothko to Motherwell, 0 he said, dare
%A Symposium on How to Combine Architect

Interiors (Aug. 1951): 102.
194 bespite his insistence on modernist purity and the separation of painting from
other mediums, @ment Greenberg recognized the central role of architecture in large
scale Abstract Expressionist woilke also talks about the muralh 1948, he observed
that | arge works fAspread over o and fAacknow
SeeClementGr eenber g, AThe Si tGement@eenbarg: THehe Mo me
Collective Essays and Criticism, VolL.2o hn OO0 Br 98.1such emments, 4s9 4
William Kaizen observed, suggest the Adiss
architeaxcndiarecyo @Gr denber gWisloluigahnt Khati oz erne, p rieFsrs
Space: Allan Kaprow and the Spread of Paintaiggy RomNo. 13 (Autumn, 2003): 85.
1“4 The Relation of Painting and Scul ptur
Archives of the Museum of Moder Ar t , New York, transcript
Symposium on how to Combi ne AlnteribrsMolect ur e
110, No. 1 (May 1951); see also Rothidritings on Art 74, and Breslin, 613.

e
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but they are still not. They are still in

replied Al donodéwnthiakeat®eh!| pacomesg|[ do
Rot hkods i nt ens e -stale abstactiansshduld ke, imhisview, ar g e

exhibited also reflects a type of hybrid, picto@athitectural enterprise. Wilder Green,

who assisted Rothko on the installation of his 1%t m ospecti ve, recall e

feared that his works, if not appropriately displayed, would be considered too easy and

decorative, and he agoni zed 8 eerpromotiomr y dec

of the decorative qualities of an abstractiyy Rothko, in an essay from the April 1950

issue oVoguemagazine, helps to explain why Rothko defended the installation of his

canvases so strongly. In the article, Mismber §1949) is treated as merely one of

many ingredients in an overall interidesign scheme. The author goes as far as to

instruct the reaedy etcd iivrestpaliints mghh dyfndrs

a single guest of honor, serenity, undefined vistas, and as intangible excibequiat

different from the ideaf the ensembl&® Si mi | ar |l y, El aine de Koon

ATwo Americans in Action: Franz Kline and

Rot hkods painti ngs *Fbdtdidsointhe orteatpfhern t he wal

contenti on t hsuited tReoconifdktablé décowal Jeanae Reynal's house.

When she showed him a draft of the essay, he, of course, completely rejected it, in part

%3 Symposium: 6The aRel Stciudmpt aff ePaiontAirmd i t
March 19, 1951, Philip Johnson Papers, 1.22.a., The Museum of Modern Art Archives,
New York, 99a, 44.
YBonnie Clearwater, fiHoARTRew$/d.BHONoLo ok ed a't
(Nov. 1985): 101.
198 Erika DossBerton, Pollock, and the Politics of Modernign): 40405. See also
Bonnie Clearwater, 0 Ho®WRTRew{Nowk I1985) b0élé3ed at R
“El aine de Kooning, fiTwo Americans in Act
(1958), reprinted iftlaine de Koning, The Spirit of Abstract Expressionism: Selected
Writings (New York: George Braziller, Inc., 1994): 67.
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because of her suggestion that his paintings were decorative. He felt that his paintings

were too forebodingp be merely ornamentaln an oftenquoted letter to Katharine Kuh,

from 1954, Rothko elaborated his concerns:

Since my pictures are large, colorful, and unframed, and since museum walls are

usually immense and formidable, there is the danger thatd¢hegs relate

themselves as decorative areas to the walls. This would be a distortion of their
meaning, since the pictures are intimate and intense, and are the opposite of what

is decorative®

Rothko thus did not see his work integrating with architectu an ornamental or

decorative way, but in a more profound manner. As artist Gerhard Richter observed,

Rot hkods mature paintings fAapparently

had

for decorative purposes, and looked overly beautiful in collecs 6 a p2 Pe ment s .

Kooningds notion that Apeople | ooked

At hey made a wonder f ul graceful d®coro

Rothko also carefully oversaw the installation of his abstractibtie Sidney

very

wo u

Janis Gallery in 1955 and 1958, at the Art Institute of Chicago in 1954, at the Museum of

Modern Art in 1961, and, among other venues, at the Whitechapel Gallery in London, in

1961. As Mi chael Compt on o0 b sekthhateged his Rot hk o

own separately conceived works might make too many disparate demands on the

vi ewBRobhkods obsessive prescriptions

110 Rothko, Writings on Art 99.

111 Gerhard Richter, quoted in Jacob BRiashuvaMark RothkaKéIn: Taschen,
2003): 66

12 Elaine de Kooning, intefew conducted by Phyllis Tuchman August 27, 1981
(Smithsonian Archives of American Art).

13 Michael ComptonMichael Compton, Introduction telichael ComptonMark
Rothko, The Seagram Mural Projeek. cat. (The Tate Gallery, Liyaevol) (London:
Tate, 198 ) 10. Ot hers have commented on
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how seriously he considered the space outside his canvases, namelyitbetaral
space of the gallery. In 1952, for example, he stopped letting his works be included in
group exhibitions, and described why he wo
Art purchase only one of his paintings, on the grounds that a groupnig mctures
provided the ideal experience for him and his vieyweven despite the fact that he was
fine with letting a work of his stand along, separate from anything &ise letter to
Lloyd Goodrich, then assistant director at the Whitney, h&aexgd why he felt so
strongly about how his pictures ought to be viewed:
I will with gratitude accept any form of their exposition in which their life meaning
can be maintained, and avoid all occasions where | think that this cannot be done. |
know the lkelihood of this being viewed as arrogance. But | assure you that
nothing could be further from my mood which is one of great sadness about the
situationéNevertheless, in my own |ife &
between convictions and actiond &m to function and work:*
Sidney Janis, describing Rothkodos first so
Rot hko fApipdaecackcdarcderegy canvaséhe juggled th
sati §linedl. 961, Rothko vi s ihaRhitlipsCdilectiofiiRot hk o F
Washington (Fig. 16), the first permanent gallery in a public collection devoted to a
specified arrangement of Rothkods worKks.

installation be implemented. Duncan Phillips, shortly thérear , r ever sed Rot

changes.

especialyBonni e Cl ear wat er , i Ho wrt Newsdh B4oNol9%0 o k e d
(Nov. 1985): 10a103 andChr i st oph Grunenberg, fAMar k Rot
Environmentesis Ciddasld lest. @ Art, 1988.

114 Rothko, Letter to Lloyd Goodrich, Dec. 20, 1952, see RotWkitings on Arf 83
84.

°Sji dney Janis, quoted in Bonnie Clearwat ¢
ARTnews/ol. 84, No. 9 (Nov. 1985): 102.
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Rothko not only related his paintings to the architecture and space of a gallery,
but also to each other, from canvas to canvas. As Jeffrey Weiss observed, Rothko denied
the |l ocation of a f i ksegattiorst lothi®wag mwersibnb ot t o mo
becomes a key agent, that fAacross sequence
permutation: a series of paintings show vertical color relationships that are reversible or
interchangeabl eéf tomasiuaioninavhichta sequerceof a s . 0
Rot hkods mature panels are installed coll e
another, such color inversions link the otherwise disparate canvases into a more unified
quastar chi tectur al A setest in the cyciefect @f his pamtindskiso 6 s i n
suggested by his prescription for how his works should be installed for a 1961 exhibition
at the Whitechapel Art Gallery in London:

Walls should be made considerably-affite with umber and warmed by a Itl

redéThe | ight, whether natural or artif
pictures should all be hung as close to the floor as possible, ideally not more than
SsiXx inches above itéit is best not to f

themaccording to their best effect upon each otfér.

In the letter, he specifically addressed three of the Seagram paintings, which he felt

should be hung in a separate gallery, fanda-half feet above the floor. Such

condi tions woul dcellentindcatiorhoéthewayrirkwichithe murads

wer e i nt en d&%dwWhilede ifitially developed thi® paintirtg-painting

relationship throughout the 1950s by mandating that his signature canvases be installed as

groups, the Seagram projecasvhis first design of works for a particular architectural

116 Jeffrey Weissfi DiOs i ent ati on: Rot hlSeegRothkpver t ed
143.

117 Rothko, Writings on Art 14546.

118 bid., pp 146
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space. Moreover, Rothko endeavored to exhibit his{scgée pictures in small rooms in
order to increase this sense of intimacy between his pictures and his audience, as in the
Phillips gallery These are the conditions Rothko wanted for the Seagram space. Rather
than encouraging the relationships between a particular canvas and the individual who
viewed it, Rothko endeavored to surround the spectator in a room consumed by his
works. Such exbitions of his canvases mounted jointly, what he intended for the initial
Seagramb6bs installation, intensified the va
result, paintings, space, and architecture all work together.

In addition to the spachis paintings would occupy, and thus how they would be
read in relation to the architecture of the room, Rothko also fastidiously deliberated over
how his work should be |Iit, inspired in pa

the sublime. Bultk o bserved that Awhen €é you enter a

transition thoroughly striking, you ought
because fAdarkness is more ptdmaughouihise of su
career, Rothko made manyo mment s about | ighting, prompt

comment that fal most everyone who knew him
over the | i ght¥rncis mdnustriptsor exaniple, he refagemceslight

and its effects, notinghw Leonar dodés use of it forms fAf ol
basis of the expr es s dssabfectie ligat, irshisbj ecti ve
estimation, is Athe instrument of the new

Nfel evat e rtohhe plgneaaf dememlizdtian through the subjective feelings that

119 Edmund BurkeA Philosophic Enquiry into the Sublime and the Beaytialvid

Womersley, ed. (London: Penguin Books Ltd., 1998): 73.
’Bonnie Clearwater, fiHow Rothko Looked at
12lRothko,The Arti sto6s Real3lty, Philosophies o
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| i ght c a n' ¥anyingtypesi oflighting also intrigued Rothko. For fite
Americansexhibition curated by Dorothy C. Miller at the Museum of Modern Art in
1952, Rothko sugge=d that his group of paintings be brightly lit. For his first solo
exhibition at Sidney Janis three years later, he asked for a lower lighting scheme. By
1961, Rothko framed his preferences for lighting an installation of his works in no
uncertain terms:

The light, whether natural or artificial, should not be too strong. The pictures have
their own inner light and if there is too much light, the color in the picture is
washed out and a distortion of their look occurs. The ideal situation would be to
hangthem in a normally lit rooni that is the way they were painted. They should
not be over lit or romanticized by spots; this results in distortion of their meaning.
They should either be lighted from a great distance or indirectly, by casting lights
at theceiling or the floor. Above all, the picture should be evenly lighted and not
too strongly**

Anna Chave, in her review of the Rothko retrospective at the National Gallery of Art in
Washington (1998) addressed what she considered to be a crucial absenite fr
catalogue essays:

To my mind, an opportunity was missed in the present retrospective to retrieve an
underappreciated and, indeed, forwdrdo o ki ng di mensi on of RO
namely his efforts to create particular aesthetic contexts affordewfe

kinesthetic experiences for viewers by keeping as a strict control as possible over

the arranging and lighting of his art. Excessive or eccentric as these efforts may

have seemed to curators and dealers at the time, they eased the path for

innumleé?ble, environmenrninded artists to follow (Segal sgifofessedly among

them):

Recognizing the centrality of the space created by the Seagram works, curators

have been presented with the difficulty of

122 hid., 33.

123 Rothko, Writings on Art 145.

2Anna Chave, fAMark Rot hkoTheBuMdirggoi ngt on an ¢
Magazine Vol. 140, No. 1147Q@ct., 1998): 713.
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tobe i nexorably |Iinked to or to create an ar
1961 retrospective at the Whitechapel Art Gallery in London, Robert Goldwater
described how a set of Seagratwirker aloomyer a
thatas a result they fAreinforce'eRaocthh kootéhse r ,
grouping together, later in the decade, of nine Seagram paintings for a permanent setting
within the Tate Gallery reinforced the importance of space. He carefully plarened th
gallery, and hoped that the works would remain unchanged as a permanent temple or
chapel to what he seems to have believed,
Norman Reid, theiirector of the Tate, assured him that the paintings would be
permaaent |y exhibited according to the arti st
eventuality, Rothko made minuscule replicas of the murals and fastened them to the tiny
walls of a miniature model of the gallery. This was meant to ensure that the prdaag
the works would follow the formula Rothko dictated. Using maquettes and tiny
reproductions of his work in the models suggests how seriously he considered the
architectural space his works created. Each work mirrors the work nearby, and those
throughout the space, thereby forming the borders of a space/environment.

For the 1978 Guggenheim retpestive,not a single Seagram work was included
among the nearly twaundred works in the exhibition. Such a selection might suggest

that priortywasgven to Rothkods more generally emb

Robert Gol dwater, fARef | ec MarloRothko:d®03t he R«
1970 (London: Tate, 1987): 3385. The essay was originally printedAnts Vol. 35
(March 1961): 4245, and was published later in 1961 in the cataloguthé&tondon
exhibition. SeaMark Rothko: A Retrospective Exhibition, Paintings 1:9960(London:
Whitechapel Art Gallery, 1961): 245. Eight of the nine Seagram works included in the
1961 New York show were sent to London. See Anfam cat. nos. 63%44 557,
658, 660, 661, and 663.
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of his pivotal Seagram or figurative workS. Such a claim might even be reinforced by
the fact that the Seagram commission garnered a scant mention of two paragraphs in
Wal dmandédse eastsalyogu However, the showds orga
isolating individual works of the series and exhibiting those works out of context. This
was probably also the case in the 1998 retrospective in Washington. In his catalogue
essayJefr ey Wei ss, who curated the exhibition,
ambitions to create an environmental space with his murals. However, he downplayed
the importance of the Seagram project overall, choosing not to give the project more of a
cimactc position within Rot hkoé&uwdedavorkser tr aj e
view, only two Seagram paintings were included. With no shortage of important
Seagram paintings in the Washington collection, this oversight seems puzzling, echoing
the absencin the 1978 show. Doubtlessly recognizing this as an issue, the Gallery
mounted, five years later, the exhibitibtark Rothko: The Mural Project®riginally
installed in 200304. Ten Seagram works were included, all exhibited in close proximity,
suggeshg a spatial environment created by the paintiigs.

As Dore Ashton observed, in her seminal
i mmer se himself in the spaces his painting
means would be the most literal: thatcaevas woul d surround®t he vi e
Robert Rosenblum, in his essay from the catalogue favithik Rothko: 190319701987

retrospective at the Tate Gallery, argued that that the space created by the Seagram works

2%There was a similar exclusion to Rothkof¢
from the 1920s was included, along with only fourteen canvases from the 1930s (those
from before his Surrealist phase).

1275ee Anfam cat. no$34, 640, 643, 646, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, and 655.

128 Dore Ashton About Rothkp146.
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was a fAmedi t ¥%Thepremary implitatos forrthénkiny of the Seagram

environment in this manner is that it suggested that the cycle, as it has been presented in

its various incarnations, mostly assembled posthumously by curators, is best understood

as something that framesffos a space, architecturabpeaking. Itis not a mere

assembly of individual canvases. The 1989 exhibitions in Basel and Liverpool embraced

the challenge of creating an environment with the Seagram paifittgs. Sir Alan

Bowness observed, the Livergoo s how sought to ficreate the

resulted from the murals had they eWer bee

The Tateds nine Seagram works, alo¥g with
The recent exhibitions indtne and London mentioned earlier also underscored

Rot hkods environment al-Hunebvhotcurated the Londeghnc hi m B

show, installed nearly all of the murals included in the exhibition together in one gallery.

In this way, viewers were enc@ged to see the works as a set rather than as individual

canvases. Borcharfu me r ei nforced installed the set

wall s, intentionally evoking a unified fri

them as this vergnveloping environment, as you usually see them in the Rothko Room

at Tate, you now see them, | think, in a far more architectural way. They seem to be

Robert Rosenblum, fNot eMarkRothkB A208%00 a n d
(London: Tate, 1987)30.

130 seeThomas KelleinMark Rothko: Kaaba in New YofBasel:Kunsthalle Basel
Publications, 1989R-9; and

131 5ir Alan BownessiMark Rothko, The Seagram Mural Projécondon: Tate
Gallery Publications, 1988): 7.

1¥25ee Anfam cat. nos. 636, 642, 644, 647, 656, 657, 658, 660, 661, 662, and 663.
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much more engaged. They appear like portals or windows. They seem to almost break
through ® he wall .o

What all of the curators just mentioned have in common is a desire to
approximate an environment that never was manifé&tellloreover, all of these venues
have spaces that are completely different from those in the Four Seasons, with none of
the museumesr galleries possessing the distractions, furnishing, and sounds of the
restaurant. Exhibited in this manner, the Seagram works can never have the relationship
with the restaurant space or with the building overall. Reimagining different grouping of

thedisparate works offers the only way to present works from the series, and to

133 Interview with Achim BorchardtHume, Tate Modern website,
http://lwww.tate.org.uk/modern/exhibitions/markrothko/exclusivevideo.shtm

%The reality of these various curatorial
al so problematic, especacitykdowhowRothkoi der i ng t
intended these works to be viewed in the first conception, in 1958/1959. Moreover, by
the late 1960s, when he groped together some of the paintings for the Tate donation, he
had moved beyond his initial ideas for the murals. Thepre m of whet her t hi
Seagram project, for the Tate, was an Aor.i
notions of what originality actually means in relation to artistic production. See
especially Jean Baudrillard, trans. Sheila Faria Gl&emlara & Simulation(Ann
Arbor, MI: Univ. of Michigan Press, 1994). Are we supposed to interpret such
constructions of the cycle as fAautographic
Goodman first proposed in Hisnguages of Art: An Approach to a Theonggmbolsin
19687 As one of the most important voices within contemporary aesthetics, Goodman
categorized different types of artforms on a kind of spectrum, generally divided into the
two categories. The first type exists only when an art object has samnof direct
connection to the production of the original work. A twefityt century copy of a Rodin
sculpture, for example, would not be considered autographic, but a sculpture made from
one of his molds is. The allographic, on the other handkrgiyp encompasses music,
dance, and theater, works of art that are not directly tied to how a work was produced. A
contemporary renactment of a composition by a composer, for example, will never be
the same as the original. Remei Capdevila Werningdwently explored this problem,
in her analysis of Miesbds Barcelona Pavil
Goodman 6 s -alagraphg bimap/.hSee Remei Capdevila Werning,
AConstructing Reconstructi oanGoDhienaB&drisc Alecn
Phil osophy, 06 Masterds Thesi s, Dept . of Arc
Technology, 2007. See also Nelson Goodrhanguages of Art: An Approach to a
Theory of Symbal221.
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emphasi ze Rothkobdés desire to control space

architectural places.
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CHAPTER 3:
APPROPRI ATI NG I TALY6S AGGRESSI VE ENVI R

This chapter emines the connection between several architectural sites Rothko
visited in Italy and his project to make an aggressive environment in the Four Seasons.
The first subject that will be addressed concerns the Villa of the Mysteries in Pompeii,
and how theense of confinement it often triggers is exacerbated both through color and
also through its pictoriahrchitectural hybridity. This will be followed by an examination
of how the architecture of the Etruscan tombs Rothko visited similarly provoke
discomfo t . Lastly, Michelangel ob6s Laurenti an
third example of something architectural Rothko experienced in Italy that triggered in
him an uneasy sensation, one he wanted the viewers of his murals to expétiGioee
it is unclear how many of the Seagram paintings Rothko completed before his 1959 visit
to Italy, it is quite possible that his experiences with the three sites just mentioned directly
influenced the aggressive character of the murals, and certain that lielvab®ut the
architecture reinforced the antagonistic aspects of the project. While Michael Compton
argued that all paintings from the three p

left for Europe, Dore Ashton contended that Rothko had compbetigdhe first series

135 Long before he visited Italy, Rothko would havmast certainly experienced a
degree of uneasiness with architecture, especially buildings with which he was intimately
familiar. Among the first structures in America that likely impacted him in this way was
Lincoln High School in Portland, Oregon, whilch attended from 19181. The
awkwardness and vulnerability Rothko felt during his years there doubtless made him
especially sensitive to the cold, somewhat oppressive architecture of the building. At that
same time, Rot hkoods depgotrhenmtyoinNew York Outfittihgh e s hi p
Company likely also put him in intimate contact with qeeggressive architectural
spaces. The | ost sketches he made at the
according to Ed Weinstein, whose relatives owned the staise the intriguing question
of whet her t hey we-arehiteRtoral mddiatdorns. Forimoreon pi ct or
Rot hkods experiences at Linc8d n and at the
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before his trip:>® By the third series of murals, Rothko had darkened his palette, used a
heavier painting technique, and had merged his shapes with the background, making the
gloomiest set of all threéWhat isclear, however, idiat Rothko, from midluly 1959 to

June of 1960continued to shift his paintings around in his studto mock

environments after his Italian trip, structuring angtr@icturing simulations of the

aforementioned architectural sites he visitedinlt®dlyo | | owi ng Thomas Kel |
suggestion that Rothko Atravelled to Europ
situations, 0 potenti al reasons why Rothkoo

painting were so profound in Italy in particular wi# lhddressed, as well as evidence of
his hostility in the late 19508’

On March 29, 1950, Rothko and his wife Mell left New York on the Queen
Elizabeth for Europe. They stayed for five months, visiting Paris, Cagmdder,
Venice, Florence, Arezzo, Si@nRome, London. As Robert Motherwell said, Rothko
returned to New Y of®Rwooofthiemang sitssthevisitee tHat area n . 0
central to the current discussion were the convent of San Marco and the Sistine Chapel.
On June 15, 1959, Rothko, atpwith his wife Mell and his daughter Kate, sailed again,
this time on the USS Constitution, to Italy. The trip took him to many sites in Europe:
after visiting Paestum, Pompeii, Tarquinia, Rome, Venice, Florence, Paris, Chartres,
Bordeaux, Brussels, Awerp, Bruges, The Hague, Amsterdam, London, and St. Ives,

they left Europe for New York on July 15 Rot hko was Atreated |

136 Michael ComptonMark Rothko: Kaaba in New Yqrk4. Dore Aston, About
Rothkqg 154.

B¥"Thomas Kel | ei hKaaba iMbewkrorig 40tSéagram Murals and a
Co n c | uMaik Rothkod Kaaba in New YQqrR3.

138 Robert Motherwell, irRothkg Oliver Wick (Milan: Skira Editore S.p.A., 2007):
214.
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summer, according to Dore Ashtbf.As Dan Rice stated, Rot hko

architecture and musibtan t o paintingo WRiot dkiodsEseacpac

European trip was especially fruitful for him. It afforded him the opportunity to revisit

some of his favorite sites, with the goal of coming to terms with key works of Italian art

and architectxe that he believed served the same purpose as he imagined his Seagram

environment woul d. Kate Rothko Prizel not

see artéand spent hree days at the beach.
Rot hkods I talian exper tgomrecmaticedby 1950 an

scholars in relation to the Seagram project. In 1961, Robert Goldwater observed that the

chapellike space of the Seagram murals, as they were installed at the Whitechapel Art

Gallery in London, was | iukedantidgntchapefimams coe s

ltali an*”Bhmue chsWtonds chapter on the Seagr :

biography, pinpoints the Italian pictordatchitectural works Rothko admired and visited

on his 1959 trip. These include churches in Rome, wall pgsat Tarquinia and

Pompei i, Mi chel angel o6s Laurenti an, and Fr

Marco. Michael Compton, in his essay for the 1987 Tate retrospective, described how

Rot hko met fAa very respect fyduringthemgeotas e fr o

139 Dore AshtonAboutRothkq 146.

140Dpan Rice, in Breslin, 400.

141 Kate Rothko Prizel, in Breslin, 399.

Robert Goldwater, fARefl ec MarloRothko:d®3t he R«
1970 (London: Tate, 1987): 3385. The essay was originally printedAnts Vol. 35
(March 1961): 4245, and was published later in 1961 in the catalogue for the London
exhibition. SeaMark Rothko: A Retrospective Exhibition, Paintings 1:9960(London:
Whitechapel Art Gallery, 1961): 245. Eight of the nine Seagram works included in the
1961New York show were sent to London. See Anfam cat. nos. 639, 682654,
658, 660, 661, and 663.
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a moment when his reputation in™urope fAha
Additional references to Italy populate the Seagram literature. That Rothko worked on
the project at the moment some of his paintings were exhibitedtyotighout Europé*
and at the Venice Biennale in 185%urther reinforces the transatlantic connection.
The issue of why Rothko was so drawn to Italy has also been addressed, as his

love for Italy was especially stromtyiring the Seagram proje¢f. Seveal factors made

“SMi chael Compton, fAMark Rot M&loRothkbche Subj
1903197 (London: Tate, 1987)60.

144The New American Painting: As ShowrEight European Countries, 1958959
was curated by Alfred H. Barr, Jr., organized by the International Program of the
Museum of Modern Art in New York, and exhibited in eight locations throughout
Europe, in 195&9. See Alfred H. Barr, JiThe New Amecan Painting: As Shown in
Eight European Countries, 195859(New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1958).

155ee2d"Bi ennal e i nt e$amalanten(Venidec1958)5 Warks ley
David Smith, Seymour Lipton, Mark Tobey, and Rothko were exhibited atrilied
States Pavilion, from June 3ctober 19, 1958. Ten works by Rothko were included in
gal l ery devoted just to his work. This 1t
the secalled Rothko Room at the Philips Collection in Washington. Tlhigdhwas the
first museum to permanently install a Rothko Room, in November 1960. At that time,
theinstallation includedreen and Maroon1953, Fig. 53Green and Tangerine on Red
1956, Fig. 54, an@range and Red on Reti957, Fig. 55.

R o t h k gagesenewith Italian art in the late 1950s was, moreover, part of a
larger transatlantic dialog@eone that had steadily increased after the Second World War
and had, by the late 1950s, climageetween the New York avagarde and that of
Italy (and, of ourse, elsewhere in Europe). Among the best examples of this was the
groundbreaking exhibitiomhe New American Paintingurated by Alfred H. Barr, Jr.,
organized by the International Program of the Museum of Modern Art in New York, and
exhibited in eighlocations throughout Europe, in 1958. See Alfred H. Barr, JiThe
New American Painting: As Shown in Eight European Countries,-1958ex cat.
(New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1958):. The Americaitentric catalogue
promoted t heod fioifn dweoprekn doeyn cReRot hko and hi s con
argue that the New York School had become the new epicenter ofgardetart, an
effort that paradoxically had the effect of bridging the gap between American and
European arti sdantcerming etulkse r diddp,oln Mer cedes
exhibition was in Barcel ona, i n 1958, na s
surrounds you, as though the expression concentrated in the canvases would spring from
t hem. 0o S e e d¥|RevistaBdrecona fAoid. 30£1958), reprinted in Ellen G.
Landau,Reading Abstract Expressionism: Context and CritidNew Haven and
London: Yale Univ. Press, 2005). Such an embrace was quite different from how
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itso. Rt er Selz, in his catalogue essay for R
several i mportant references to Rothkods c
1959 trip to Italy and hiossindhd monaseery of Sam f or
Mar co. I n a discussion of the | arge scale
that scale to fman'd satesic®6lein Novemberof tlsat yeae, a s u r e
Rothko had finalized a contract with the Italian@aiector Giuseppe Panza di Biumo for

the sale of five Seagram murafé. Two years later, the contract fell through, and Panza

instead acquired three signature Rothko canvases, from 1953, 1957, and 1960, all now in

the collection of The Museum of Conternary Art, Los Angeles?*® That Rothko agreed

within the terms of the initial 1961 contract to oversee the installation of the Seagram

murals in Varese may further indicate his willingness to promote the connection between

his Seagram work and ItalyAs Jefrey Weiss has recently shown, Rothko had a special
affinity for Miche'faAndgas architeéunal historiam Williatns £ i | m

MacDonald recalled, Rothko and MacDonald talked for hours in Rome about ancient

Rot hkods wor k wa svedrabroael a sdeeadegptior, w 8948y at thee ¢ e i
Venice Biennale of thatyear. Sed¢ al o Fal di , fL¥lissek4ds onal i S
No. 2 (June 1950): 742 3 ; Renato Guttuso, AOsservazioni
XX1 V Bi ekmasd@tdVel.50No. 6(June 1948): 2228; and Giorgio Castelfranco,
ALa XXI C Biennale | nt erBmoddiedn b83ddodA rttee di
(Oct-Dec. 1948): 283.

147 peter SelziMark Rothko 1961, 9.

198 See Giuseppe Panza di Biumo, letter to Rothko (November 11), 19&rk
Rothko Foundation.

199 5ee Anfam cat. nos. 492, 597, and 678.

0s5ee Jeffrey Weiss, fTe mpRothkeOliverWickRot hk o
(Milan: Skira Editore S.p.A., 2007): 45%5. Antonioni visited Rothko at his Bowery
studio, where RothkanalyedL 6 A v v €1960)irrtlee context of narrative and
figuration. Robert Mot herwell recall ed th
commentinghat the link between the two was in part rooted in the sense of
Anot hingnesso both wéhirediOnSRet Rbbeot1Md0
Motherwell Archive, Dedalus Foundation, 1998.
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buildings. Rothko even devised amplaith Peter von Blanckenhagen, a scholar of

Roman art, to meet in Rome to discuss ancient monuments, a rendezvous prevented by
Rot hkods f¥iling health.
RecentlyOl i ver Wi ck made sever al provocatiwv

relationship to Italy.His catalogue essay for tiark Rothkoexhibition in Rome

appropriately begins with Rothkods proclam

project, that fl M Thiscommentraisessdverdl quastons. Did

i st .

Rothko see his coladld abstractions as representing something tangible, something he

could identify with a source? Or, as what Wick seems to be suggesting here, was there a

source in lItalian art for Rothkods composi

scholars othe Seagram project and answers the second question in the affirmative.

Wick compares Leonardod6s #AVitruvian Ma

Venice, Fig. 17) with a Rothko pen drawing from 19949 Gee Figl 8 ) . Rot hkoos

no (

sketch contains a piatype for his classic compositions, with two rectangles nearly in the

center divided by a bisecting horizontal band where the rectangles meet. Wick

acknowl edged that Rothko didndot actual

l'y a

Instead, Rothko seents have quoted the ideal human proportions in the Leonardo work.

Given Rothkods interest in equating th
visitors, this comparison is intriguin
“1See Vincent J. Bruno, fiMark Rothko

Field in Roman Mur al s, 0 iHius¥riutisBtudioS:c ot t
Classicaland Postclassical Studies in memory of Frank Edward By&#urdies in the

e SC

g.

and
and

History of Art, Symposium Papers 23, National Gallery of Art (Washington, DC, 1993):

251-52.
152 Mark Rothko, quoted in Mark Rothkiyritings on Art Miguel Lopez
Remiro,119.
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man, 0 hen wr9dbtde fAor rather my own relation
size a man can be. To this extent | am again a Renaissance man, for my pictures [are] a
per sonal t ape me as'¥UFa thisreasanyRothko gemetallymade u e s . o
vertical canvases throughout the 1950s (and before the Seagram murals), those which
mirrored the upright proportions of a standing viewer. David Anfam has also recently
proposed comparisons between works by Rothko and their presumed Italian $urces.

Rothko contined to experiment with painteatchitectural connections in relation
to Italian sources after the Seagram proje
back with him the memory of his experience
postandlintt , ® resulting in a clarity of™t he fAar
Rot hkods close friend the scul ptor Herbert

Rothko a book on Florentine Renaissance architecture to use during the Rothko Chapel

St

proj ect, pr obab | StonédafFlprent98OErRohtyhdkso kept it
for days to photographs showing the exterd:i
were taken in MSAshtngndg arlé aentl irgehmafroks cor

the Rothko Chapel in relation to Italian art and architecture are also revealing.

153 Mark Rothko, The Property of (A. Seltzer & Co., Incsketchbook, 21.

The first c dUnttles iNode](1833/88hNatiobakGallery of Art,
Washington, Figl9), within which the figure pushes on the architecture she inhabits not
unli ke hosy L¥onhaudiod&n ManoO presses against
by the square and circle) surroundmageg hi m.
of the NotSeen: Search for Understanding, The Rothko Chapel Art Séa&4..

195 Ashton, 154.

1%Seea |l so Anf am, £ To Inhge®fthe baSeeit Saarchifar See, o
Understanding, The Rothko Chapel Art SeriEls and Mary McCarthyGtones of
Florence(New York, Harcourt, 1959).

15" Herbert Ferber, interview by Dominique de Menil and Susan Baregs, &

1981, The Menil Collection Archives, Houston. Sheldon Nodelman has asserted that this
book was probably Mary McCarth8tones of FlorenceSee Nodelman, 349, note 22.
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ADomini que de Menil wrote that Rothko was
plan for the chapel, which was ocHkngfgronal , 0
the twelfthcentury octagonal baptistery of Santa Maria Assunta, on the island of
Torcello, in t'Ae Venetian |l agoon. o

What has not been addressed, however, is the extent to which Rothko sought to
interweave painting and architecture in ordeantagonize the visitors he imagined
would dine at the Four Seasons Restaurant, and how key works of Italian art and
architecture he saw both in 1950 and 1959 reinforced his intentions. Another notable
absence in the scholarship is a deeper consideddtibie Michelangelo connection,
specifically the subject of the Laurentian Library. This chapter will address these
shortcoming, beginning with a contextuali z
project.

Il n 1958, Rot hk o wr otheé¢Sedgram] tomimisstorais thatit | i k e

has steamed up enough anger in me to imbue the pictures with the unbearable bite, |

8See Dominique de Me nArlJournd@Voh3® (18a4)t2h% o Ch a |

and Dore Ashton, ARoSebing®Ra@k®3Fr ame of Mind, O
¥pope Clement VII (Giulio de6 Medici), af

1523, back to Florence from Rome (where it ended up after the banishment of the Medici

family from Florerce, in 1494), immediately commissioned Michelangelo to begin

designing the space, in 1524. It would house the Medician collection of manuscripts, the

|l arge number of which, as James F. O6Gor ma

monastic library syem in Italy from 1300 to 1600 in the service of university students

and Humanists. Two hundred illuminated codices in the San Lorenzo collection

exhibited at the Library from October 1974 to May 1975 indicated the impressiveness of

the Medician collectio . See Detl ef Hei kamp, AManuscr.

Lorenzo: An Exhi bi ti oTheButlingtornMagakimgal.rle&/nt i an L

No. 867 (Jun. 1975): 4227. The collection is arguably the most important repository of

antique books in Itgl
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h o p'& Such a prickly feeling was not born in the late 1950s but was, for Rothko, a

| ongstanding one. | na rhtiisc ss i Wenrad uR reo mstseady, ¢

1947 and first published in the first editionRidssibilities Rothko, in the third sentence,

observed an antagonism between the painter

to his activit yfordhe artest toraccept. e'et this wery toistility carcaat |

as a | ever f or® Ashepo Bérsani &ad Ulysde Outoit havedaundp

Rothko provoked viewers by removing legible form and meaning from his abstract

work.*®? This is why, as Thomas.Bless commented, there was a famous joke within the

Abstract Expressionist community, tieaBar net t Newman c¢l osed t he

pull ed down the shades, A% Reinhardt turne
I n his Pratt | ecture,nRedbhkd® préseci ped

of art. The first and the third shed light on his aggressive stance. In the first, he notes

that Atragic art, romantic art, etc., deal

cites fAtension. dEidtelsér edo mfsl iad¥ Hesveneanu i e i

to explain his admir at iFeanand TuembliBg@@d4d Ki er k e

Rothko strongly believed that the story of Abraham and Isaac, as reiterated by

%0 Mark Rothko, letter to Robert Motherwell, July 1958. Deadalus Foundation, New
York.

"IMar k Rot hko, fAThe Ro Roasibiitiesc/sl. 1\Weintee Pr ompt ¢
194748): 84, reprinted in Ellen G. LandaReading Abstract Expressionism: Context
and Citique (New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2005): 140.

162 eo Bersani and Ulysse Dutofirts of Impoverishment: Beckett, Rothko, Resnais
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ. Press, 1993).

SThomas B. Hess, f@APrivat éNewAvork Magavieer e t he
(Oct. 13, 1975): 83.

“*Mark Rothko, AAddress to Pratt Institut:e
Writings on Art Miguel LopezRemiro, ed., 125.

1% Sgren Kierkegaardrear and Trembling1843), trans. Howard H. Hong and Edna
H. Hong, eds. (Princeton: Pdeton Univ. Press, 1983); and Friedrich Nietzsdine,
Birth of Tragedy(1872), trans. Walter Kaufmann. (New York: Random Vintage, 1967).
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Kierkegaard, represented the struggle leetwthe artist, represented by Abraham, and

the act of that artist, as represented both by the sacrifice of Isaac and the creation of art.

I n the | ecture, he described that fias soon
had to do] is made by andividual, it becomes universal. This is like the role of the

ar tRootdhko went on to |ink his work to arc
facadeséSometi mes | open one door and one

wi n d d%WBurimy the question and swer period after the talk, he was asked about

the role of death in his work. He respond
present in my mind when | paint and | Know
out, show where itisillusart e d . There ar'® Thug evenknuthel and b

short talk, Rothko highlighted his connection to tragedy, sacrifice, architecture, and
death. That he selected these particular ideas to highlight just four months after he began
work on the Seagma project is significant.

More evidence for Rothkob6és hostility du
an essay published j us t-formerHamersptbishehJolmdé s de a
Fischer*®® Fischer and Rothko met in the tourist class baaad the S$hdependence
en route to Europe in June of 1959, where
ideas during the project. As Miguel LopBze mi r o obser ved, Fi scher o

those rare texts in which Rothko comments freely and ettplan the art scene of which

®*Mar k Rot hko, fAAddress to Pratt lnstitute
Writings on Art Miguel LopezRemiro, ed., 12.

%7 bid., 125.

168 |hid., 125.

¥30hn Fisher, fAMark Rothko: PoRXtrait of t
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he wa s 'aOnge &ischer assured Rothko that he had no connection with the art

world, Rothko made several comments that expressed hisligreal view of that world.
Key passages from the essay (in which Fischer qibtes hk o) point toward
aggression:

[The Seagram building is] a place where the richest
bastards in New York will come to feed

I 61 | never tackle such a job againéln f
believe that no paintings should ewerdisplayed in a

public place. | accepted this assignment as a challenge, with

strictly malicious intentions. | hope to paint something to ruin the

appetite of every son of a bitch who ever eats in that room. If a

restaurant would refke to put up my murals, that would be the

ulti mate compli ment é

| keep my malice constantly in my mind. Itis a very
strong motivating force. With it pushing me, | think | can finish
off the job pretty quickly after | get home from thigtr

| hate and distrust all art historians, experts and critics. They are a

bunch of parasites, feeding on the body of art. Their work not only

is useless, it is misleadingé[ Rothko de
for the popularization of ait universities, advertising, museums

and the Fiftyseventh Street salesman.

When a crowd of people look at a painting, | think of blasphemy, |
believe that a painting can only communicate directly to a rare
individual who happenstobeintume t h it and the artisté

[The Museum of Modern Art] has no convictions and no courage.
It candt decide which paintings are goo
hedges by buying a little of everything.

Two years after he spoke with Fischer, Rothkote the following:

Miguel LopezRe mi r o, Al ntroduction to 6The Eas)
t he Arti st as Rahkg Ohlvaryvick (MM SkiadditoreS.p.A., 2007):
205.

""Mar k Rot hko, quoted by John Fisher, fMar
Angry M23n, 0 16
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Already was the hope that | would paint something which they could not endure.

In this wish was embodiedéthe horror of

which had a mouth and teeth anything that was offered. Nothing could any longer

shock or repel. But on the basis of the aesthetic everything could be cortétimed.
That this last passage is taken from an unpublished manuscript that he likely prepared for
his 1961 MoMA retrospective suggests that he sought reinforce his aggressiee stanc
and to promote it to those who came to the exhibition to honor his work.

Rot hkods comments call to mind Meyer Sc
communication, which he articul ated in his
Garde Art , 0 nfl95% jsdt befora Rothkoddégandvorking on the
commi ssi on. Aln comparing the arts of our
Schapiro wrote, fAwe observe that the arts
intimate, more concerned with the experiere o f  a Y uAls sutheby k i nd. o
recognizing that he was living in a new era of art, one with indistinct boundaries between
mediums, Schapiro hinted at a hybridity Rothko sought to achieve throughout his career.

He continued:

There is a sense in whi@ll the arts today have a commoharacter shared by

pai nt i n gegtooVteat impoetry, musand architecture, as well as

painting, the attitude to the mediumad become much freer, so that artésts

willing to search furtheand to risk experimnts or inventios which in the past

would havebeen inconceivable because of fixed ideas of the laws and boundaries

of the arts-"

It is in this new era of abstraction that rcommunication becomes an issue, in the sense

t hat nAyou c an nedrom pairtingrbyardinaryameans; theathtige usual

172 Mark Rothko, inRothkq Oliver Wick (Milan: Skira Editore S.p.A., 2007): 169
170.

"Meyer Schapiro, #HdfAent®adrbce ARTetasgd Qual i t
(Summer 1957): 36.

" 1pid., 36.
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rules of communication do not hold herel ;]
up its representational function, has achieved a state in which communication seems to be
del i ber at e'f°Bhapiroalsoanertiens thabavagarde artists oppose
conventional massommunication because such communication has become perverted
and deceptive.

I n addition to Rothkods own aggressive
for the murals also sugges his unease. As mentioned, the Seagram works are much
darker than any of his previous abstractibfisThis darker palette is likely what Peter
Selz had in mind when he observed, i n 1961
t hat hi s Mfgive, dvekinga neoodopfgebadisg and death; there are reds
suggesting | i g'tOnthd 1059 trie, Rothkorvisited the idla. obthe
Mysteries in Pompeii (ca. 50 BCE), which include the wall paintings frorDitveysiac
Mystery Cult(ca. md-first century BCE, Fig. 20)The subject of the scene is most likely
a ritual related to becoming a member of a cult of Dionysius. As John Fischer recalled, it
was at the Villa that Rothko exclaimed tha
with the frescoes® He ex pl ai ned that the Roman painti
same broad expanses of s ombB%Scholarohaver © as hi

debated the meaning of such comments. Michael Compton has argued that this comment

75 |bid., 36.
"Rot hkods many ideas of how color functi ¢
his career, thus places him somewhere between the Poussinistes and the Rubenistes, in
the centuriemld debate waged in the academy between color and line. He had both an
Apollonian interest in line (intellect, thoughtfulness, meditation) and a Dionysian focus
on color (sensory, pathos, bedyoted sensibilities).
" peter SelzMark Rothko 1961, 11.
3 0ohn Fisher, fAMark Rothko: PoR2Xrait of t
179 ee SeldesThe Legacy of Mark RothKblew York: Holt, Reinhart & Winston,
1978): 45
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reflecst hkoo6s pr eoc c'tPgahn Gagenon thé athbr hahe, has &rgued
that the Arather vivid red orange ground?o
them not seem somber enough to have warranted this link with mofality.

Rot h k o drs in the \4lle telated to his belief that he had found the ideal
ancient counterpart to his Seagram project. As a triclinium, a Roman formal dining
room, the space provided the exact function as his Seagram murals would. Rothko not
only painted scened dining rooms throughout his figurative period, but also accepted
his second commission for a set of murals for another dining room, theg¢hen
Holyoke Center at Harvard University (Fig. 26), giving himself another stab at trying to
merge painting andrehitecture in the odd setting of a dining room. In the interim
between the Seagram and Harvard projects, as he prepared for his 1961 MoMA
retrospective, Rothko referenced the Seagram murals in the context of another dining
room, what he mistakenly thouigivas a Fra Angelico work that he had seen in lItaly,
presumably on both his 1950 and his 1959 v
wrote, Adwas al ways appealing to me for | i
Marco church withthewap ai nt i ng b y'®Rotlko skemg ® havecneand
to refer to Do masnSugpeica@#86,SanadarcoaFloerics, Fig. 27),
since there is no Fra Angelico in the refectory, though it is safe to assume that the Fra
Angelicoisclosera Rot hkods sensibilities concerning

that Rothko likely wrote this passage in preparation for the retrospective, although it was

180 Michael ComptonMark Rothko, The Seagram Mural Projeex. cat. (The Tate
Gallery, Livepool) (London: Tate, 1988): 14.
8ljohn GagefiRot hko: Col or as BlarbRotekped, 268.Jef fr ey
Mar k Rot hko, fANotes on the Seagram Commi
in Rothkg Achim BorchartHume, ed. (London: Tate, 2008): 95.
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not published in the catalogue for the exhibition, suggests that he was thinking of both his
Italian sources and dining rooms in preparation for the largest celebration up to that point
of his | ifeds work. Hi s profound reaction
excursion was doubtlessly connected to his ongoing dining room project obauklch
New York.

Vincent J. Bruno has investigated Rot hk
broader scale. He analyzed what typifies the Roman Second Style including its
colorfields, the sensuousness of those fields, the firm presence of buildihgs in t
paintings, and how all of this differs from the other stages of Roman wall painting.
Bruno observed that ARothkods experience i
upon an accurate, intuitive reading of the aims and aesthetic predilections thatdweabl
the anci®@®Br uantdiss tet@asnary issues.i Theefisst concerns the
guestion of why Rothko sought to alter his color suddenly during the Seagram project.
Another question is why he translated the combination of color and atahétée saw in
the Villa into a dark, brooding set of <can
conference paper he delivered at the Coll e
Rothko, while inside the Villa, equated the architectural aomept of his own work to
mythanddramd®* The pictorial subject of the Villa
Dionysian initiation rituals, seems to hayv

assessments overall suggest that while Rothko disliked c@mopsuof his paintings to

those of ot her moderni st s, he wel comed t he
183 bid., 251.
84%vi ncent J. Bruno, AMark Rothko and the

annual meeting of the College Art Association, Toronto, 1984.
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of mur al painting, 0 Bruno showed, Athere i
sheets of intense, deeply saturated monochromatic bélktsior that characterize Roman
mur a¥fs. o

Rot hkods experience at the Villa satisf
i ncluding t hos e Ofegiatritody, among étleesGrdekyliterarg \bosks
he admiredRot hk o 6 s ¢ o n riterature andniterature aBGauteaeclent Greece
has been addressed elsewH&feRothko recognized affinities with the art of antiquity,
whi ch may explain why he The Birtheot Teagedydoutbfr i e dr i
the Spirit of Musi€1872), which renforced his own belief that ancient art played a
significant role in the service of creating mythic and tragi¢®arMoreover, Rothko
whol eheartedly adopted Nietzschebds push fo
themes such as catharsis, dramaigsfie, terror, universal truths, myths, among others,
in order to become more transcendent in a tragic sense. Dionysus, whom Rothko equated
with tragic suffering, was evaaresent in his mind when he visited the ancient sites of
ltaly.

Rot h k o0 stional anaent@rehitextural motifs and symbols into his work
of the late 1950s was hardly something new for xa.he and Adolph Gottlieb noted,

in the oftencited 1943 draft of a letter to Edward Alden Jewell ofMlesv York Times

%Vvincent J. Bruno, fAMark Rothko and the ¢
i n Roman R.UrSadttand A. RiSeott, edBius Virtutis Studiosi: Classical
and Postclassical Studies in memory of Frank Edward Br&iundies in the History of
Art, Symposium Papers 23, National Gallery of Art (Washington, DC, 1993): 235.

18 See especially Stephn  Pol cari, fAMark Rothko: Herit
Tr adi t-b0pRetercSelBI1ark Rothko(New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1961):
12; Irving SandlerMark Rothko/Paintings 1948969(New York: Pace Gallery, 1983);
Ashton,About Rothkp50-57.

187 Friedrich NietzscheThe Birth of Tragedy1872), Walter Kaufmann, trans. (New
York: Random Vintage, 1967).
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it he modhearsn aarstpiisrti t ual kinship with the en
i mprison and t he my®Hhnshe finaliverston df thedejter,theyp r e s e n
decl ared that fAart is timeless, 0 and that

howarchaichas as full validity tod4hAsStepsent he arc

Pol cari has shown, Rot hkods incorporation

o

mature period, i n NoldNo. @lc{untitladfle4® rNatibralut i n g o]
GalleryofAr t , Washington, Fig. 21) Undtited{94%® fimi dd
Estate of Mark Rothko). Polcari characterizes both forms as, borrowing Barnett
Newmandés term, fAidiographicépart figure, p
preseh, part future; part entombm¥EnPolcaripart st
al so obser v dmsttled (198940, Rall¢ctiok af Bishard E. and Jane M.

Lang) includes fihorizontally segmented fri
achitectural sculpture, fdclassical Greek a
architectural or name n t* Polcaritinkd the dritittedj19239c ant hu
40 work to the Boscoreale frescoes Rothko adored and often viewed at the Metropolitan
Museum of Art, which include a scene fromubiculunmibedroom from the Villa of P.

Fannius Synistor at Boscoreale (cai 3@ BCE, Metropolitan Museum of Art, Figs.-22

23) 192 Rothko, William Baziotes, and others were fascinated by the environmental wall

188 Rothko, Writings on Art 30.

189 Rothko, Writings on Art 35-:36.

st ephen Polcari, fAMark Rothko: Heritage,
Smithsonian Stilies in American AYol. 2, No. 2 (Spring 1988): 52, 54, 53.

91pid., 35, 36, 36.

%21pid., 5456.
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painings that had been removed from villas just north of Pompeill of the
information Polcari presents, however, leaves the reader wondering why there is no
mention of thempact of the Pompeian works on the Seagram project.

Rothko was drawn to the Vélfrescoes, and earlier to the Boscoreale works,
because they are part of a unified series, not unlike one he had envisioned for his
Seagram murals. In all of these works, color plays the important role of unifying
disparate paintings into a cycle. Thestoes are painted together and literally
interwoven. Rothko intended for the individual paintings of the Seagram series to span
multiple walls, similarly encapsulating the viewer. In this way, he meant to underscore
the threedimensionality of the ardtectural space defined by the canvases. The two
dimensional reality of each individual Seagram work is subordinated to a larger total
project. Color and architecture together create the springboard for a paramount spatial
experience. Thinking of coloarchitecture, and scale in this way, while viewing the
Villa works, afforded Rothko the opportunity to more directly control the mood he hoped
the viewers of his Seagram cycle would experience.

Ro t h k o &lsng looadrwéhetire art of Henri Matisse aWidton Avery, two
artists whenadworseéd ot her vanguard aritsts ve
l rving Sandl er suggested, help to clarify

to the Pompeian color the way he 4id.By 1949, when the Museuof Modern Art

“Mona Hadler, AWi lliam Baziotes: The Subt
Preble William Baziotes: A Retrospective ExhibitigMewport Harbor, Calli Newport
Harbor Art Museum, 1978): 55.

YI'rving Sandler, fAMar k Rot hk MarkRothko:Me mor y
1903197(Q ex. cat., (London: Tate Gallery, 1996): Ithis even impacted his pedagogy.
A former studentiRot hk o6 s ¢ orboklyn College in theeearyy L1950
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permanently installedhe Red Studi(1911, The Museum of Modern Art, New York,
Fig. 24), Rot hko famously visitedhouts repea
and hours and hou'PdMatsisttios gge salentlivaw® sofl ai
702 1 inches) presents the vDienysmecMystaryt h a p
Cult. Matisse allows everything in the painting, all of the contents of his studio, to meld
into a unified colorfield.lt is this colorfield thatnterrogates distinctions between the
objects within the space depicted, allowing Matisse to play with the binaries of
artifice/nature, color/line, and especially pictorial/architectural. In the Pompeian work,
the uniform colorfield similarly ties togeth the various components. Moreover, the
compositional structure of both the Matisse and Pompeian paintings relies heavily on
i magined architecture. For the Matisse, t
wall painting, the painted architecal frieze above and below the horizontal bands of
figures provides a rational counterpart to the heavily sensual movements of the cult
figures. The blood/win¢oned color of the Pompeian fresco, the Matisse, and the murals
appealed to Rotdkodesnscemmsimgl|Di onysian art.
fresco, is sensual and hedonistic, while R
would have related to the Dionysian narrative.

Averyos fl attened col or f ildhavdasommade e, f or

Rothko especially sensitive to the flattened fields in the Villa paintings, those which have

mentionedhatheh want ed us to do | ittle Matisseséju
a b o uCelinaTriedcited in Breslin, 615, note 44.
195 Ashton,About Rothkpl12. Five years later, Rothko would translate his
experences with the painting into hisomage to Matiss€l954, Private Collection),
which commemorated the French artistodos dea
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their analogue in the larggeale, flattened fields of the Seagram paintmigsMore

evidence of an Avery connection can be gleaned from thedigky of the Rothke

Avery-Gottlieb triumvirate just before Rothko accepted the Seagram project. In 1957, all
three spent the summer together in Provincetown. While they had not fallen out of touch
socially, the three had by that point no longer vacatidogether as they once had.

Avery and Rothko would also spend the summers of 1958 and 1960 together in
Provincetown’’ Rothko returned alone for the summer of 1961. Selected works by all

three artists, including two small paper sketches from the &aggmoject, were

exhibited together in 2002 at the Knoedler & Company gallery, in 2002. Pictorial

influences were seemingly traded back and forth between the three. As E. A. Carmean,

Jr. pointed out in his catalogue essay, it was in Provincetown they Axperienced a
breakthrough in his work. He shifted from easigked paintings to much larger ones,

those mirroring the human scale of Rothkoo
became what Philip Cavanaugh gtratioe,rred to a

influenced by his two friendsé[one al so

=]

shapes taken by sand dunes and scrub brushes, and a kaleidoscopic formalism in the bay

19% Rothko first met Avery at the Art Students League, where Avery enrolled in 1926,
just after Rot hko | dhebeagleiM®25. TWarlfriendship cour s
began shortly thereafter when they were both included, in 1928, in an exhibition of eight
artists selected by the Bernard Karfiol at the Opportunity Gallery. By the summer of
1934, when the RothRkAderydscatitomséduwietsh etr
Avery had cemented his reputation as a father figure for Rothko. In th&96is,

Rot hkodbs commemorative essay on Avery furt
Rot hkods artistic dev eMiltonpAreeynPrints and®emwingélna E.
19301964(New York: Shorewood Publishers, 1966).

197With some of the advance he received from the Seagram commission, Rothko

purchased his first house, in Provincetown, in June 1958.
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i t s'@lAvery éxplained that these changes were born from hisedesivant to paint

Aili ke the abstract WAweryRst thloo r@md n@o ff tr loim
manner and at this time points toward a shared flow of artistic ideas between Rothko and
Avery, as was the case xpariericdsenthe srmramight er c a
even, as Carmean suggested, explain Rothko
abstractions as landscapes/seascapes, in the sense that Rothko might have recognized that
he had in fact conceived of some of these imadelewt the beach. Carmean also raised

the intriguing possibility that Rothkobs s
the Seagram works might have occurred earlier than prior scholarship had recognized, in

1957 rather than in 1958, emplogin Rot hko6s comment that 1957
paintin®@%sBybedgaatni.ndg t he change to 1957, Carn
experiences in Provincetown and thus the work of Avery and Gottlieb might have

influenced two of the most important aspeaftthe Seagram paintings. Christopher

Rot hko has argued, however, that his fathe
was misleading, since the artist made occasional dark paintings throughout his abstract

phase. Rot hkoos Ityddrkerrfor eopeclorayedgeriedbegmmpng i o n a

198 phjlip Cavanaugh, in Ibid., 14.

e A. Carmean, Jr., AAvery, Gottlieb, an
Coming to Light: Avery, Gottlieb, Rothko, Provincetown Summers-1967(New
York: Knoedler & Co., 2002): 11.

209 Mark Rothko to Ronald Alley, February 1, 1968eeChristopher Rothkdi Ma r k
Rot hko and t he Qui ieaCombgtolightaAveryeGotiliéb, Rothkom, 0
Provincetown Summers 194861, E. A. Carmean, Jr. (New York: Knoedler & Co.,
2002): 18.
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with the Seagram project, or what Christop

darkening of the palette in #®he last thi
In addition to the colearchitectural relationship Rdth carefully studied in

Pompeii, in Tarquinia, he came to understand that several aspects of the Etruscan

frescoes from the tombs he visited had the aggressive characteristics he sought for his

Seagram paintings. One aspect of the tombs that would hawediiately attracted

Rothko was their basic function: as monuments to death, as an extension from the

Etruscan obsession with death and the rituals of burying theirtfeadother aspect of

the ancient site that would have appealed to Rothko was theasheent of tombs. The

more than one hundred fifty painted tombs/tumuli might have conveyed a more

impressive number of pictorial narratives of death. Rothko would have also appreciated

the small scale of the tombs, mostly carved from rock. Such an tatsoale would

have encouraged personalized experiences with viewers, something Rothko also sought.

The scale of most of the tombs would have mirrored the human scale he desired for his

own Seagram cycle. The scale of the Tomb of the Bulls, for exaonples such a

sensation. It also facilitates the narrative of the frescoes, which include the scene of

Achilles ambushing the Trojan prince Troilus in g@bush of Troilus by Achillésa.

540 BCE, Fig. 28). The relationship between the large scéhe digures in this fresco

and the compacted architecture depicted mirrors the sense of entrapment and

claustrophobia one might feel in the enclosed space. Moreover, the awkward poses of the

lseeChri stopher Rothko, fdMark Rotlnko and
Coming to Light: Avery, Gottlieb, Rothko, Provincetown Summers-196% E. A.
Carmean, Jr. (New York: Knoedler & Co., 2002): 18.

202 3eeStephan Steingrabekbundance of Life: Etruscan Wall Paintifigos
Angeles: J. Paul Getty Museum, 2006).
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figures, in the sense that they seem incapable of fluid movemenieraction,
exacerbates a sense of tension in the work. Rothko employed not only a similar tension
between many of his figures throughout his figurative period, but also the tightly
controlled architectural settings.

Rot hkods wr i tt Bahan arttpevide further evidenaelfon whiy he
was so drawn to the Italian works he visited. Long before he first went to Italy, in 1950,
Rothko wrote eloquently about Italian art. In pasthumously published manuscripte
Arti st 6s R ayaofArtthegmadeRdverdbmmeatp about Giotto, to offer just

one example of an Italian artist that intrigued him. Ichlkapt er fA Gener al

V4

a

the Renaissance, 0 Rothko wrote a sophistic

(proto-Renaissancegrt so special:

Byzantine painters were in the habit of embellishing their works with actual
precious stones, and the halos which encircled the heads of their saints were of
real gold. These stones, this gold, and the brilliant colors which were neally a
extension of the same idea and would have not been used if additional materials

of great intrinsic and sensuous value were available, were not employed to convey

a picture of the garments of the dignitaries pictured, but rather, in themselves, in
their own costliness, to give a sense of the power and sumptuousness of the
church?®®

I n the passage, Rot hko doesndét specul ate

sensuous valueo to which he refers.he But

is subtly insinuating thdtis paintings ought to be understood as evolved versions of such
pictorial effects. In this way, his works achieve the same result but without stones and

gol d. Rot hko praises Giottonéessoughadut

23Rothko,The Arti st o6s Real,Bty: Philosophies
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describing some of his strengtt!é.ConsideringGi ot t o6s use of form, f
of fers a comparison with Michel angel o. I n
physical sense of weight; when they lean we feel their potentialitylioifavith a crash
in a response to the force of gravitation,
powerful, 0 so much so thatheyfeh®®He woul d be
summarized more of the difference as follows:

There is a great diffence between these two representations, because in the case

of Giotto we perceive the feeling of weight and massive movement from the

tactility of the form, divorced from our experience of a human being, while in the

case of Michelangelo we simply know tleaman with such a powerful and

tortured expression must be powerfifl.
This passage would suggest that Giotto is more meaningful to him in terms of
abstraction.

The recenexhibition Rothko/Giottqheld at the Staatliche Museen zu Berlin from
Februay5May 3, 2009) drew more attention to tt

fascination wit®f T@ieotetxdd Didoloomr fi Ml disled on

(Reds)1961, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Fig. 29) and two works by GD#ath of

2% bid., 51.

295 pid., 53.

2% pid., 53

207 David Anfam, for example, has recently described his own seismic shift on the
issue of European influences on Abstract Expressionists, from once believing that
A A b s Exprassionism was no longer a narrative of various European modernist
influences, 0 to now thinking of the develo
groundings of European thought, art, and c¢
and Philip Guston t®iero della Francesca, among other old masters on both accounts,
Anfam patrticipated in the process oferergizing the study of the transatlantic
transmission within Abstract Expressionism
Anxi eti es, Eslpyeco al d abstréadl BxgresesonidmoThe
International Contexted. (New Brunswick, NJ and London: Rutgers Univ. Press, 2007):
52.

72



the Virgin(ca. 1310, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Fig. 30) @nttifixion (ca. 1315,

Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Fig. 31), drawing a set of intriguing parallels. The overall

goal of Stefan Wepplemann and Gerhard Wolf, who curated the exhibition, was to
suggestRétk 0 6s i ndebtedness to Giotto. Thi s we
of which was, in a catalogue essay by Wepp
Schapiro in the 1940s. Schapiro uniquely shaped both modern/contemporary art

historical discoursesawell as that of the study of Giotto and his®@Faln addition to

spelling out the connection outright in the catalogue, Wepplemann and Wolf suggested

one visavis the installation, which positioned the Rothko alongside the two Giottos on

stark white wls. Viewed in this manner, the intense reds of the Rothko come into
clearer focus in relation to the gold back
small, chapelike gallery in which the paintings were installed encouraged viewers to

experiene all three works simultaneously, in relation to one another and on a more

intimate level. The lighting was brighter than Rothko, in his lifetime, would have

preferred. But, the implication that all three works were tied together by a shared desire

to ewoke something spiritual/metaphysical in the viewer was made clear. While Rothko

never saw the Berlin Giottos, he possessed a keen awareness and an intuitive sense about
Italian art history.Thee x hi bi ti on drew even mor davityat t ent i

about the placement of his mature abstractions in relation to their Italian predecessors.

85eeSt ef an Weppel mann, f6Giottods Rumbling
Renai ssance as a Rhet oegpamaonfand\GerdasdiMolf, s m, 0 i
Rothko/GiottaBerlin: Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, 2009): 42.
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According to Robert Goldwater, however, Rothko did not belleveras a
colorist?® In his review of the exhibition, Goldwater remarketh at fAwe mi ss t h
of his arto by vieAwManjaie Rhilips reaaied, duncaa Philipsi s t .
believed it was Rothkobés fAcol or of courseo
style?!* For Rothko, color suggested a mood, but that mood was more imptbaarthe
color. The issue of whether Rothko was in fact a colorist has been repeatedly addressed,
especially in relation to the Seagram paintings. Christopher Rothko has observed:
Col or. Al ways the first word ethoan assoc
say, that from my own I|ifelong involvem
but form, which directs the action. Color may be the dancer, engaging the viewer
frontally with its undeniable energy, but it is kept on a deceptively tight sein b
the forms which define the aré.

DanRi c e, Rot hkodés assistant in the | ate 195

functioned in the Seagram paintings. In hisviewShea gr am wor ks wer e Ar

“®Rot hkods assessments wsthaecriticsoftenheldr y t o t |
about his work. Har ol d Rosenberg, twriting
ARot hko had reduced painting to volume, to
e | e mdHarold Rosenberg, in David and Cecile Shapiro, édssiract Expressionism:

A Critical Record(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1990): 414. Similar comments

wer e |i kely the reason that Rosenberg was o
despised, 0 as James Breslin noted. Bresl i
assessment that ARosenberg keeps trying to
called him presumptuous. Mar k Rot hko, i n

Artist as anl8Angry Man, o 17

oRobert Goldwater, fARefl edrtsVobhB855Mach t he R«
1961): 32.

21 Duncan Phillips and Mark Rothko quoted irafjbrie Phillips,Duncan Phillips
and His Collection(Washington: W. W. Norton & Co., 1982): 288.

22Christopher Rothko, fAMark Rotlnko and t he
Coming to Light: Avery, Gottlieb, Rothko, Provincetown Summers-196% E. A.
Carmea, Jr. (New York: Knoedler & Co., 2002): 18.
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paintingsin ot deal i nff Caloris thus insaumental iachieving the mood,

but doesndét function as the key ingredient
crucial one.Rothko's shift from his more luminous mature work (before 1958) to the

much darker Seagram work is perhapsbe under st ood i n Ricebds vi
his previous work, vWAEhe aoil ohi ssasriiae Wep
recollections from a visit to Rothkobds stu
He saw a ndaeklkeyofumiSeags amii pictures runn
wor ks that Rothko believed were the ficli ma
Ahesitate to speak of the Sistine Chapelo
experiences with Italian art servad the catalyst for the progressive darkening of his

Seagram paintings> Moreover, John Gage has argued for a link between the

juxtapositions between the reds and the blacks of the Seagram murals and the jarring

color contrasts Rothko made throughoutdbstract phase. Gage observed that Rothko

Awas | ess concerned to dharmonized than to

juxtapositiof of [his colors].o

213 From an interview with Dan Rice by Arnold Glimchstark Rothko: The 1958
1959ex cat., Pace Gallery, New York, Oct. 28lov 25, 1978.

2“For a thorough review of Dan R,j3tteds comi
4009.

215\Werner Haftmannilark Rothko(Kunsthaus Zurich, 1971): ix.

“®JjohnGage, fARot hko: Col or MarsRotBkodj, 258.t , 6 Jef
Gage al so argued that HNakhBoésneober 1mRghht
The Materials of the st and Their Use in Painting, with Notes on the Techniques of
the Old Mastersfirst published in English in 1934, and widely read among the Abstract
ExpressionistsSeeMax Doerner,The Materials of the Artist and Their Use in Painting,
and Notes orhie Techniques of the Old Masteirans. Eugen Neuhaus (New York,

1934, reprinted San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 13dthko would also have
had access to Clement Gr eenbreearsbedoretiddoser vat
visited Italy. Seefor exampleClement Greenbeg , AThe Venetian Line:«
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As with the darkened palette, Rothko also employed aggressive architectural
motifs in the Seagram paintings. All of the paintings in the cycle have a large rectangular
door or window form (see Figs-9). For Rothko, the rectangle was, as Christopher
Rot hko observed, fAsimply there: the most e
exploring [and one that] came to define the universe in which he worked, but it was a
uni verse of near® Thaskforms arechoweues, mich different thae s . o
the rectangul ar shapes f-I058nTheyiplaytiRooldb k o 6 s w
what Michael Auping referred t? Bycsntrast, | usi o
the signature forms before 1958 show mor e
painterly than the mural forms. The Seagram shapes are also a hollowed oktis®
mature fields. It is as if Rothko, with the Seagram works, painted only the frame of his
archetypal fields over a darker and flattened color ground.

| f these forms are in fact windows, Rot
Seagram project migtmave been influenced by key contemporary sourtes.first is a
classic essay by Lorenz Eitner, first published in a 1955 edition @frttgulletin, on the

subject of the open window in Romantic &ft.Rothko might have also seen the

exhibition of ore hundred thirjone masterworks from the Kunsthistorisches Museum,

l’SeeChri stopher Rothko, fMark Rottflnko and t
Coming to Light: Avery, Gottlieb, Rothko, Provincetown Summers-196% E. A.
Carmean, Jr. (New York: Knoedler & C@0Q02): 19.

8Mi chael Auping, AMsErgcoBxmessiohisn: ThaiQrifical me , o
DevelopmentaMichael Auping, ed., 14666.

See Lorenz Eitner, fTh-8oss@pbBoa: AWEssadio w and
the 1 conogr aph WArt BulletinRd. @a(Dec.i1355):L28290Ei t ner 0 s
essay was the first investigation of the opendow motif in Romantic works.
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Vienna on view in New York in early 1950 at the Metropolitan Museum ofArThe

major impact of the exhibition makes it tempting to assume that Rothko must have seen
Johannes TRhertishia Elis Stusligca. 1666, Kunsthistorisches Museum,
Vienna) and other major paintings on view with prominent window mdtiffRothko

was almost certainly aware of modernist paintings that prominently featured the subject
of the window. As Carol byen has shown, this is true of both conceptually themed

works??and in American modernist painting8.Rot hko6s connection to

220 Art treasures from the Vienr@ollections Lent by the Austrian Government
(New York. Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1949%eealso P.T.A Swillins, Johannes
Vermeer: Painter of Delft, 1632675(Utrecht: Spectrum, 1950).

221 |t received major press (due to the 875,000 attendees at its previous venue, the
National Gallery of Art in Washington). Tidew York Timeér ef erred to it a
i mportant show to come to these shNewes. 0
York TimegFeb. 3, 1950): 21.

?223ee, for example, two works by Marcel DuchampFriesh Widow(1920,

Museum of Modern Art, New YorkFig. 39, the panes of a smaltéhch window are

covered in black leather, blocking access and thus suggesting a frustrated sexuality. For
this interpretation, see Arturo Schwarthe Complete Works of Marcel Duchamp

(London: Thames and Hudson, 1969), cat. no. 2B&champ continuedhé use of the

window to in part to convey the idea of frustrated sexualifjhia Bride Stripped Bare by

Her Bachelors, Even, (The Large Glags31523, Philadelphia Museum of ArfEig. 33).

[is this germane to a discussion of Rothko]

?22See Charles Sheelr \diesv of New York1931, Museum of Fine Arts, Bostofig.

3, a work likely inspired by Sheelerdés fr
observed, the openmindow functions in the work as a metaphor both for an

fambi val ence alloditant e pfr etiSeded ICdae of UtTu P e d
Open Window and t he Empewofewdorko: 4@h aralneds Cxa
Troyen, APhot ography, Riew of New Yayk Art Bulein Char | e
Vol. 86, No. 4 (Dec. 2004): 731 As wi t h-urlB&hbased aechitécturaln o n

paintings, his architectural photography, and his skyscitétyeened worksYiew of New

Yorkrelies onimages of architectur® ground the piece conceptually. In this case, the

open window (in his studiayorks with an empty chair and a shrouded camera to signify

a change in Sheelerdés career, namely that,
two decades as a commercial photographer and beginning another phase of his career.
Rothko might have seethe painting (in the collection of the MFA since 1935), or could

have read one of the glowing reports of its acquisition. Both raise the intriguing question

of whet her Rot hk owirslowfthiem,intl93%, might ke tonrtedteel too p e n

S h e e Wwarke Bos more on the acquisition of the painting and the publicity it
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Romantic painter Casper David Friedrich might also play a’f0lAs the recent
exhibitionRooms with a Viewt the Metropolitan Museum of Art, in 2011, has shown,
the theme of the window, specifically the open window, was central to key works by

Casper David Friedricff> As Sabine Rewald, who curated the show, observed, the

window motif in two small drawingsby Fder i ch now i n Vienna fiinal
of the open window in Romantic paintingéla
standing on the threshold be*ween an inter

Rot hkods door/ window f r aihesheirfborderss att en
and, like targets, isolate the central area of each canvas. The fields within the borders do
not ¢ onhariinz d RoldrtiRosenbldm defined, compositional devices that
help us penetrate the canvases vistfllyinstead, thegncourage us to look through
them, but curtail any illusionistic recession into space. Not long after Rothko painted the

mur al s, Max Kozl off noted how they fAstop t

generated, see Troyen, fAPhot igwaletwy, Pai nt
York 0 731, and 746, note 1.

’See especially Robert Ro @rnaus(Feb.®61):A The Al
3841, 5658; andModern Painting and the Northern Romantic Tradition: Friedrich to
Rothko(New York: Harper and Row, 1975).

2> See Casper David Friedrictl,i e w f r
18056, Belvdere, ViennaFig. 33 andVi ew f
Right(ca. 18056, Belvedere, Vienndrig. 39.

*26 Sabine Rewaldrooms with a Viewrhe Open Window in the € entury(New
Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2011): 3. What is known to us (as signified by the
contents of the interior of Friedrichos Dr
thrust up against what is unknown (or, the space outside the window). As Rewald found,
the hybrid space Friedrich creates in the drawings is neither a landscapeimrior, a
condition that reinforced a sense of MAunce
recognized as a metaphor for unfulfilled I
Here Rewald continues a discussion also four@d anr o | Tr oy eWwindowiaiidh e Op e
t he Empty Chai rView@ NewrYbrledsneriBan AreJownalols 18,

No. 2 (Spring 1986): 241.

’Robert Rosenbl um, @ Not MakRothko ®o9T0k o and

(London: Tate Gallery, 1999): 25.

Arti st dca. St udi

om t he
ro the Artistods Stud

m
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to a few diminishing nuances on their facad®88.Anna Chave observed t h
who see Rothkob6s classic paintings in arch
his imaginary doorway and made the viewer stop once and for all at the threshold with
the door thrown open on an unknown, unkea space @ depending on the picture and
theviewed wi t h t he door sl ammed® Chavaadsofoundthahe vi e
thedoorways i zed scale of Rothkod6s signature pai
met aphor . Novak anbHe®@6®ohblrawkhasse (eschbl
atsuchathreshofd® C| ear water called such an experie
[that] étraps viewer s #'nMomovar,lAlfrad Senserospithtbab i ¢ |
Rot hko fihad al waysade enf éhlaau nd euda rbey] t chrea v and
pogrom, and felt that fAin some pTByfound wa
aggressively denying our access, the door/window forms of the Seagram paintings ought
to be read in relation to the many architedtsgdtings of his figurative work, within
which a sense of isolation and entrapment is often communicated through imagined
architectural spacés®

The tense, bristly interplay between flatness and depth can be couched in terms of

Hans Hof f maul 6 smeft hwosdh whi ch similarly play

2Max Kozl ofoft hkfoMar NeR MARelournal\dlob20No.B v e, O
(Spring, 1961): 14449, citation pp. 149.

229 Anna ChaveMark Rothko: Subjects in Abstractiew Haven and London:
Yale Univ. Press, 198974.

2°Bar bara Novak and Bri an togDmgedyrandy, fiRot |
V o i MarkoRothko Jeffrey Weiss, ed271.

231 Bonnie ClearwatefThe Rothko Boofondon: Tate, 2006): 139.

232 Alfred Jensen, quoted in Breslin, 326.

3See Michael Compt oMak®RothkanThe Seapnaro Mirabn t ot |

Projectex. at ., (London: Tate Gallery, 1988): 8.
subway work] are isolated and seem capabl e
relationship i s not person to person but p
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and recession vi&vis color in relation to flattened modernist canvases (see Fig>37).

For Hoffmann, as for Rothko, a painting was something with which to interact, as
opposed to somethingatw ch t o | ook . The Seagramb6s doc
the viewer, while the flattened color pulls away from us. In 1953, Rothko told Alfred
Jensen, that fAeither their surfaces [of hi
in all directions,ot hei r surfaces contract®®a&Aakhnr ush i |
Gage has shown, such comments indicate ROt
Such a recession/advancement bears an interesting parall®@ wither t Mot her we | |
OpenSeries. Beginng in 1967 (se®pen No. 122 in Scarlet and BI(969, Tate

Collection, Fig. 38) Motherwell used colorfields and window shapes abstracted from

images of paintings stacked in his studio. In other words, he distilled the basic elements
ofdrawingandcolo t o i nvestigate I ssues of space.
Mot herwel |l 6s, is indebted to Matisseods fre
his compositions, along with his depictions of paintings, empty frames, and other works

of art in the colorfields he fashioned to investigate space, artifice, and n&8y@aying

with the balance between flatness and illusioramigs the door/window form, it is quite

possible that Rothko might have even had Leon Battista Alberti metaphindow

(from hisDe picture 1435) in mind during the project. In either case, the experience of

234 John Gage, in Weis&52. While Rothko never studied witdoffmandirectly, he
was wel | aware of Hoffmandés theories, whic
avantgardeof the postwar periadRothko had read, in the 1930s, the book
Expressionism in Aty Sheldon Cheney, ose ideas were heavily influenced by
Hof f manods. See Br es | ExpressidnBmsin AitlewdorklS h el d on
1934).

23> Breslin, 301.
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at once encouraging and denying spectatorial access can be read aggressively, thwarting
our efforts at fully accessing his canvases.

In addition to the Ponei an Vil | a, Mi chel andf)el ods Lib
profoundly influenced Rothko during both his 1950 and 1959 lItalian visits. Rothko
seems to have had a special kinship with Michelangelo, perhaps believing that
Mi chel angel o6s pr oyred hig owr veork foiStee iseagranr baildizgp a u g
in the sense that both epitomize the standards of their respective cities and eras. The San
Lorenzo complex reflects a uniquely Florentine blend of Humanism and Catholicism not
unlike how the Seagram buildingggests the economic superiority and capitalist
enterprise of the corporation. The Humanist standard of knowledge and learning was
replaced by the capitalist standard of economic prosperity. This might help to explain
why the Seagram building has been paned to Italian Renaissance architecture, from
its Park Avenue fipiazza, o0 to what -Miesds b
Florentine pal aimplyinga diatogue sesveen thetwasbtildigd® t

The Library is situated within thea8 Lorenzo complex in Florence and was
commi ssioned in 1524 by Pope Clement VII,

collection of manuscripts. The historiography on the Library is lengthy and often

23¢3chulze, 275, referring to the Racquet and Tennis Club, built in 1918 by McKim,
Mead, and White. Such a cargation Mies instigated between the Seagram and Italian
architecture is perhaps unsurprising, given his view that the Palazzo Pitti in Florence was
Aone of the strongest buildings, o0 marvelin
means, 0 onrt tRwanmananacgiueeducts were fdall of th
simplicity he sought throughout his career, and one that doubtlessly inspired his
admiration for Andrea Palladio. Mies, quoted in Peter Cavtass van der Rohe at Work
(New York: Praeger, 197) 174. For Miesbdébs admiration o
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contradictory”®” While a good deal of it postdatBso t hk 0 6s encounter wit
the artist seems to have instinctively understood a pivotal idea about the building: namely
that its combination of form and space reads aggressively.
According to John Fisher, Rothko articulated his desire to dah#anood of the
spectator in reference to Michelangelo:
After | had been at work for some time, | realized that | was much influenced
subconsciously by Michelangel o6s wal l s
Library [Laurentian Library] in Florenceée Figs. 164L65]i he achieved just the
kind of f e®&Hemakgsthe Giaweraféet tieatthey are trapped in a

room where all the doors and windows are bricked up, so that all they can do is
butt their heads forever against the aiI.

237 |n 1934, Rudolf Wittkower brought the space into modern art historical
scholarship with his esséiyMi c hel angel o Bi bArtBuldtirevolalé Laur e n z
(1934): 218. This was quickly folwedbyChar | es de Tol nay, dlLa Bi
Laurentiennede Michee nge: Nouv el |Gazette BRes Beawex Atd1{1935), 0
95-96, revised in Charles de Tolnaichelange(Paris, 1951): 169and in Charles de
Tolnay,Michelangelo: Sculptor, PainteArchitect(Princeton: Princeton UnivPress,
1975): 131132. Nikolaus Pevsner, in his massive 1943 study of European architecture,
considered the building as a definitive representation of Mannerism. See Nikolaus
PevsnerAn Outline of European Arctecture(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 6th Jubilee
Edition, 1960, first published 1943Most notable pioneering subsequent accounts
focused primarily on the Library includames Ackermam,he Architecture of
Michelangelo, Vol. I (New York: Viking, 1961)33-44; Michelangelo: Six Lectures by
Johannes WildeMichael Hirst and John Shearman, eds. (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press,
1978): 134137,St aal e Singing Larsen, AThe Laurenzi
S o | u tActaad archaeologiam et artium historiararpnentia, VI1(1978): 213222;
Howard Saal man, AThe New Sacri sAryBuleth San L
Vol. 67 (1985): 19228;Ral ph Li eber man, AMi chel angel o0d6s
L a u r e n Renassaace Studies in Honor of CraiggHusmyth Vol. 2, Art and
Architecture Andrew Morrogh, ed(Florence:Giunti Barbera, 1985): 57495; Frank
Sal mon, AThe Site of Mi cTeldoanalgpfte &aristydf a ur e n
Architectural Historiansvol. 49, No. 4 (Dec. 1990): 46429;Andr ew Mor r og h, i
Magni ficent Tomb: A Key Pr oj ectAriBulletiMi c hel a
Vol. 74, No. 4 (Dec., 1992567-598; Carlo Giulio Argan and Bruno Contardi,
Michelangelo ArchitecfNew York: Harry N. Abrams, 1993): 1887; Davd Hemsoll,
AThe Laurentian Library and Mumaloktheangel o06s
Warburg and Courtauld Institute¥ol. 66 (2003): 2%2; and Cammy Brothers,
Michelangelo, Drawing, and the Invention of Architect(Mew Haven and London:
Yale Unv. Press, 2008).

238 Rothko, in Fisher]6.
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Rothko mae similar comments to his assistant Dan Rice as he worked on the Seagram

series that reveal his aggressive endea0rBor Rice, such comments indicated

Rot hkods preference for the Seagram paint.i

paintings, in s view, more straightforwardly influenced the mood of the spedtator

the reason that employ refernces to Miche
Like the blind windows, the odd space of the Library likely affected Rothko. The

space consistsofasmallRicat, or vesti bule, which is nea

dramatic staircase that leads up to a long, narrow, rectangular reading room. Windows

face the cloister of San Lorenzo on one side and flood each room with ample light. On

the opposite wall, a ses of blindwindows, which mirror the design of the cloister

windows, continue the pattern around the antechamber and within the Library{3toper.

As with each individual Seagram painting, each blind window is essentially ineffectual

on its own and is nant only to be part of a unified composition. The interplay between

the blindwindows and the actual windows that face the cloister is part of what creates the

tension withinthe spadd Rudol f Wi tt kower understood thi

239 Glimcher, 66.

*1bid, 66.

241 Eor more on the function of the blind windows, see Ralph Lieberman,
AMi chel angel o0s Desi gn fRenaissante&Studsesib Hanawt e c a
of Craig Hugh Smyth Vol. 2, fand ArchitectureAndrew Morrogh, ed(Florence:
Giunti Barbera, 1985): 57495.

242 Michelangelo employed such a tension throughout his career. In terms of the
marriage between painting and architeaueecrucial component of the Seagram
projec Michelarg e | 0 6 s massi ve L as4l SktineGhapelnt f r esco
Vatican) offers perhaps the best example of such a tension. The fresco becomes an
unmistakable part of the architecture of the Chapel, pushing and pulling with it in a
tension not unlike what®hko anticipated for how his cycle would behave in its
anticipated space in the Grill Room. A similar tension is to be found elsewhere in the
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conf lniectt,hdato refl ects a fa $ RobeaS.iJacksonof d o u
deci phered the tension poetically and psyc
its part in bringing about a movement in which body and psyche join to produce not only
an 6artisticoé resol tftRopDanidiswsimiladylaccauntedfop e r s o n
the fiover whel ming oppressiono of the Libra
that Ato enter the Laurentian Li bxtree,y i s t
perhaps uni®MerebmneensiGuygl dDel mo De Angelis
vestibule of the Li br a?°Forallsthese redshns,shisbdde ar c
space appealed to Rothko. This is precisely because he sought Bptebsited the
sense of entrapment, claustrophobia, and antagonism. While it is unclear whether
Michelangelo desired this result, Rothko apparently believed that he had fallen into an
experiential trap Michelangelo had set more than four hundred yeigig previously.

The bizarre dimensions of the Ricetto, measuring 31 x 34 x 33 feet, contribute to
the aggressive character of the space. An
space, 0o coupled with the ma§&'sThedeamait ai rcase
staircase keeps the room from being a destination on its own, forever relegating it, in a

servile way, to its adjacent room. Rothko was likely thinking about the relationship

Sistine, most notably in the placement of the prophets/sibyls on the ceiling, who engage
with and seem to try tbreak free from the architecture grounding them.

Rudol f Wittkower, fAMichel aldegendbnage Bi bl i «
(London, 1978): 3&12.

“Robert S. Jackson, fAMichelangal od6s Ri cet
Journal(Fall, 1968):

24% Roy Daniells,Milton, Mannerism, and Baroqu@oronto: Univ. of Toronto Press,
1963): 1617.

®Gugliel mo de Angel i $he@dnplstes\Viorks of i Ar chi t e ct
Michelangelg Mario Salmi, ed. (London: MacDonald, 1966).

"Andrew Morrogh, ofnibh:e AViakgenyi fRrcoejnetc tT i n Mi
Architectural Career, 0 568.
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between both rooms while he was in the complex and there&fteMichelangelo, the
roomto-room progression resulted from the many restrictions of the Library space. As

Staale Sinding Larsen found, such restrictions were in fact the driving force behind the

design of the Librarg*® There was also the challenge ot4ting the Library within a

preexisting scheme of buildings at San Lorenzo. To overcome this, Michelangelo

empl oyed what Morrogh observed to be a fhi
the Library, fdAbl ocking andkoutaddecicaki ng t hem
relationship with &% Heavasjustlad consemnediwithtiee v i e we r
relationships between room to room as he was with the relationships between viewer and
space as well as viewer and form. Rothko would have encountereiiaa groblem

with the Seagram project: of finding a way to merge his canvases to thstabdished

confines of the Grill Room in particular and the restaurant overall.

Rothko was especially sensitive to the relationship between the Grill Room to the
rest of the restaurant not wunli ke Michel an
neighboring spaces and to the San Lorenzo complex overall. Knowing that the
correlation between his murals and the architecture of the restaurant would be essential
Rothko, even before beginning to paint, rented a new studio for the project, a former
YMCA located at 222 The Bowery, one that had enough space to accommodate a full
scale mockup of the restaurant space. Attwehthr ee f eet hi gh, the s
provided him with ample flexibility to conceive and manage the large works he knew he

would need to fashion to make his painted environment more architectural. In the studio,

St aale Singing Larsen, fiThe Laurenziana
Acta ad archaeologiam et artium historiam pertinentia, Y1878): 213222.

Andrew Morrogh, Tambe MaKeyfPcepéect in Mi
Archit ect é&ntBuletinQ@a. 74 Nor 4, (Dec., 1992): 567.
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he approxi mated the restaurantodos aspace,
scaffolding covered in plasterboard and making a movable fourth wall. He constructed
all of this to the exact specifications of the Grill Room, sty by twentyseven feet.

Rothko went to such lengths to create a template for the space in an &fteegdtwith

the many complications of the room in which the murals were meant to be installed. He
had to take into consideration that the paintings needed to be hung at least three feet
above the floor to be seen over the heads of the patrons; thatdhlelyhave been

installed on walls that were covered either in baig®red carpet or mahogany panels;

that he would have had to avoid partitions projecting into the room; and that there were
only three windowless walls of the room where art could bageld, all in addition to

other quirks of the space. A sequence of grid patterns on the ceiling and walls, not unlike
the blindwindows in the Laurentian structure, reinforce the geometric rigidity of the

room and make it not easy to place art. In additorecreating the footprint of the room

in his studio, Rothko then blocked off s
he imagined to be the lighting in the Grill Room: low and diffused, with windows that

look out north onto 53 Street, frame by dark, heavy drapes, and nearly concealed by
additional virtually opaque coverings. The interior décor (see Fig. 12), which has been
more or | ess remained unchanged since th
sense of the lighting. AsPi | i p Johnson saw it, AMPes 1
Even at the beginning of the project, Rothko imagined that thdiggwing of the

restaurant and the windows limited to one end of the space would have made the cycle

250 philip Johnson, 140.
86

c

e

o

X

k ¢



seem more mysterious, neoprooding, not unlike that of the Library, the Pompeian Villa,
and the Etruscan tomb.

Whil e Rothkob6és fondness for Italy expla
did as inspiration for the scale, color, and shapes of the murals, what has not been
addressed are the potential reasons why he wanted to weave pictorial and architectural
concerns to manufacture a potentially tense space for his viewers. To staRoihitn
is generally understood to have suffered from depression, which links him to
Michelangelo. As David Anfam recently observ#ds is one of the multiple points of
intersection between the two artists, specifically that both exhibited the melancholic
temperament>* Pairing a photo from 1964 of a gloorappearing Rothko seated in an
Adir ondack chair in his East Hampton studio
engravingMelancholial( 1514), Anfam argued that fAmel an
which Rothkods high 6&7%Anfam évenisgegulatechon whetimet | y s
Rotk o 6s | oss of a parent at an early age co
studies reported by John Bowlby in 19861 n t hi s sense, Michel ang
temperament probably contributeditch e aggr essi veness of the L

inturn, seems to have triggered Rothkods un

lanfam, fATo Se dmagemfthe NeSeen:tSearctSfere , o
UnderstandingThe Rothko Chapel SerieAnfam borrows fom the pioneering research
of Rudolf and Margot Wittkowé&rs 1 nvesti gations of the mel a
Born Under Saturn: The Character and Conduct of Artists, A Documented History from
Antiquity to the French Revolutigiew York: Norton, 1969).

®2Anfam,i To See, o tmageofthe NeBeer8 Bearchifor
UnderstandingThe Rothko Chapel Serjeg9.

253 John BowlbyAttachment and Loss Vol. 3: Loss, Sadness and Deprdd&an
York: Basic Books, 1980). See also Anfaviark Rothko: The WorksnoCanvasnote
31.
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Furthermore, by the time Rothko accepted the commission in 1958, the Abstract
Expressionist style he had helped to create had been replaced by a new and different
vanguard sensibiltin New York, part of a second generation of artists that included
Rauschenberg and Johns. As Irving Sandler described in the last chaptemotimph
of American Painting1970), there was a dissolution of the Abstract Expressionist
community by thenid-1950s. The lessened magnetism of both the Club and the Cedar
Street Tavern contributed to this, symbolically solidified by Jackson Pollock's death in
1956%>* It also might have made Rothko especially sensitive to his pivotal role as an

evenlargerfigr ehead of Abstract Expressionism. ;

2>4\When revisionist scholarship of Abstract Expressionism emerged with the
publication of Ser ge GHow Ndwarork Siote thgideaofndbr e a
Modern Art: Abstract Expressionism, Freedom, and the Cold(@ficago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1983) it became clear, moreover, that the small, allegedlykightly
community of avangarde artists working in and around New York was in fact far more
nuanced than earlier accounts suggested. Currently, the transatlantic limklebstiéd,
and the relationship between Abstract Expressionism and the Cold War, an extension of
the broad discussion of where American nat
Adrian R. Duran pointed out epionfQAadstonsr act E
of I nfluence, o i n Marter, 138. Continuing
on the Abstract Expressionists, Dore Ashpoovidedan explanation for the thorny issue
of AAMeERe s T.ad Citing ref ekAbstacBxpréssioniBravi d Ci
as Cultural Critique which has at its core the contention that the Abstract Expressionists
were anathema to nationalism (and thus wou

AAmeri cano painters), rResoncilableconfliotithattheseout a
artists Aboth wanted and didndét want to be
Al mplications of Nationalism for Abstract
Craven Abstract Expressionism as Cultural Critig(@ambridge: Cambridge Univ.

Press, 1999) . Al t hough his abstract <col or

supersede boarders and boundaries, nationalistic or otherwise, it became clear by the late
1950s that Rot hkoos tpbeiexpliiedhag sulturalomeapanbcd | e s s
CodWarer a pol i tics. See Jonathan Harri s, A M
Amer i can MOxtbe ArtJowsnalvob 11, No. 1 (1988): 42. For more on the
relationship between the C.I.A. and Abstract Expoggsm in Cold War politics see

David and Cecile Shapiro AAbstract Express
first published in Jack Salzman, edrpspectsv/ol. 3 (1977).
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acceptance of the Seagram project fAnadvance

living artist®

of his generation. o

Anot her explanation for Rotnteln®otlles aggr es
onslaught of harsh criticism he received from artists that he believed respected him and
his wor k. Rot hkods acceptance of the Seadg
had become as corrupted as those who paid exorbitant prices for ks piBarnett
Newman and Clyfford Still noted that they
€ [and felt that] Rothko had become a phil
and success® Newman wrote to Sidney Jhkotalksthe i n 19!
fighter. He fights, however, to submit to the philistine world. My struggle against
bourgeois society has i?°hBspolsingalsimtlantene,t ot al r
Robert Mot herwell made t he spireatleniash r emar k
g e n i*f Bor ke evesensitive Rothko, such condemnation would have had a major
impact, namely that such harsh criticism seems to have inspired Rothko to acknowledge
overtly the negative implications of his commercial success by worliogeaite an
environment that he believed would antagonize the establishment. Such an intensely
personal/internal debate plagued him during his Italian trip.

In the spring of 1960, after Rothko and his wife Mell dined at the Four Seasons,

he notoriouslyqupped: fAanyone who will eat that ki

> Breslin, 383.

256 Djane WaldmanMark Rothko in New YoriNew York: Guggeheim Museum
Publications, 1994): 23.

57 Barnett Newman, in a letter to Sidney Janis (dated April 9, 1955), in John P.
O 6 N eBarndtt Newman: Selected Writings and Interviesds (Berkeley: Univ. of
California Press, 1992): 201.

8 Robert Mot RetW&bl p { ©O8 Rebnpl.Arcltve,t hk o Mot
Greenwich, CT.
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will never |l ook at a picture of®miened and
returned the cash advance he had received from the Seagram Corporation and withdrew
fromthecommissio al t oget her . As Michael Compton
motivations and intentions, the dates of events, the progress of the scheme, its final form,
and the reasons for its abaniddDmmeaMltdmaar e co
found that Rothk@a bandoned the project because he fAp
himself rich and had accepted a commission for a commercial establishment that served

t he wé&® Waldmgn, idher 1994 bodWark Rothko in New Yorlobserved that

the Aintceintsatvieveg pnei nti ngséwere totally in¢
which they were intended. As attracted as he must have been by the idea of his first
commission, Rothko would allow nothing to interfere with his concern for moral and

ethical issuesinarf® J ames Breslin observed, Rothko #1
[ Seagram] project from the s ayexhib#tipnme c aus e
his W6R&beot Motherwell also -“obtedught that
ambi val ence, at tpeetr swesntte nftard obuebytcénd an ar t i s

w o r R* This is mostly likely why, shortly after he agreed to the terms of the

commi ssi on, Rot hko met with Willem de Koon

259 From an interview with Dan Rice by Arnold Glimchstark Rothko: The 1958
1959ex cat., Pace Gallery, New York, Oct. 28lov 25, 1978.

269 Michael Compton, Introduction tdlichael ComptonMark Rdhko, The Seagram
Mural Project ex. cat. (The Tate Gallery, Liyevol) (London: Tate, 1988): 10.

261 seeMark Rothko, 1903970: A Retrospectiy®iane Waldman, edNew York:
Harry N. Abrams, Inc., in collaboration with The Solomon R. Guggenheimdaiion
1978): 65.

252 Djane WaldmanMark Rothko in New YorftNew York: Guggenheim Museum
Publications, 1994): 28.

253 Breslin, 373.

“Robert Motherwell, @A0n Rothko, o (1970).
Greenwich, CT.
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[ because] éhe made a auwtn t&fRahkeehsdself Allededcto ul d g

this:

My first instinct was the general distrust of all dealing promises of this sort.

Therefore the first item of the contract was a provision that in the event of a desire

on the part of my patrons to disposelwd pictures that they must be resold to

me2®

Me | | Rot hko, Rothkob6és assistant Dan Ric
Thomas Hess all had no reason to doubt Rot

the project earnestly. In other words, thdybalieved Rothko, who reiterated the

narrative that he had stopped working only when Philip Johnson and his team, without
consul tation, changed the restaurantdés i ni
thus not employees, would be able to seentlurals?®” As Haftmann recalled, Rothko
believed the project was fAcompletely destr
used as a restaurant for the most exclusive parties. He had no intention of handing over

hi s pi® Mall Rathkoweéntas ar as cl aiming that fAas f a
her husband did not know what the room would be used for when he undertook the

commi ssion and certainly was unawidHess t hat

®jJoseph Liss, AWillem ReotHkdbhewsivag 78Re me mb e |
(Jan. 1979): 43.

256 Mark Rothko, inRothkg Oliver Wick (Milan: Skira Editore S.p.A., 2007): 169
170.

267 Ashton,About Rothkp156.

268 SeeWalter HaftmannMark Rothko (Zurich: Kunsthaus, 1971)11.

269 Mary Alice Rothko Jetter toRonald Alley. See Ronald Alleatalogue of the
Tate Gall eryds Colohdenc Tate Galleryp fO81 Me@HE#®HE r n Ar t
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pointed out t ha buldReacadmoniafispateintiysngtandibuilding
and did not realize it would®be a regul ar
On the other hand, Phillip Johnson, who designed the Four Seasons space, gave a
completely different testimony. So did Phyllis Bronfimaambert. Johnson claimed that
Rot hko Aknew perfectly well [it] would be
Rothko of fabricating a spurious reason to abandon the pféfecambert corroborated
Johnsonds assessment of cawhenhe aBceptedtheo knew a
commissiorf.’> To Johnson and Lambert, it was inconceivable that Rothko was unaware
of how opulent the restaurant would be. Rothko was certainly aware of the opening of
the building as a major event in May 1958, befor@diated hs first mural He might
have even had access to some of the published reviews of the building. One such review,
from the July 1958 edition drchitectural Forum t out ed t he Al uxuri ou
rest a?fRanthkd@ds son Chr i s toalghase tiheguestionmime nt s
whet her Rothkods explanations for abandoni
deceived himself about what that restauran
Al because] he desperat el y.bwancahe shw therealityo a m
that had always been whispering to him, he couldn't ignore it anyrfi6re."
Rot hkods aggressive denouncement of his

himself, or, specifically his dealings with that community. As JaBmeslin observed,

2 Thomas Hess, quoted in Ronald Alley. See Alep t al ogue of the Ta
Collection of Modern Ar(London: Tate Galley, 1981): 657663.

2’1 phillip Johnson, quoted iBreslin, 375.

272 phyllis Lambert, paper in Seagram archive (August 18, 1987).

PfSeagr ambds BArohitectueal Foromvel.rlQ9 ¢July 1958): 667.

“Christopher Rothko, i n veledChestopheryer Ho
Rot hko Shares Troubl ed T™WelndependerfSeptoXl, hi s F

2008).

gg,
at
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Rot hkods nAdifferent aims, values, and soci
themé[ meant that he] had al? Wbhglscratvppr oached
Seagram commission together with the publicity it garnered led to ticdresease in
his income, from $21,000 in 1958 to $61,000 in 1959. By 1961, he was getting anywhere
from $10,000 to $15,000 per painting. With his starving artist early years now far behind
him, Rothko, as Breslin s underedsfqelwereii| ook ed
corr’Ppn. dugust 1958, just weeks after he s
canvasNo. 14(1957, Collection of Mrs. Paul Mellon, Upperville, VA) won the United
States National Selection Awaondlawads t he Gug
competition, to which Sidney Janis submitt
Furious, Rothko rejected both the award and its $1,000 prize, perhaps attempting to deny
the reality that his works were coveted currentiés.

At some point dring the project, perhaps at the time of his visit to the restaurant
in 1960, Rothko realized that his paintings would not operate in the way that he
envisioned, that his targeted viewers probably would not experience them in the way he
hoped they wouldThe embrace of his art by many collectors and the exorbitant prices
they were willing to pay for it shodircuited his subversion. What is unclear and
perhaps unknowable is whether he, upon recognizing the failure of his aggressive

endeavor, hoped thhis rejection of the commission earned him the credibility that some

2’5 Breslin, 417.

2’® James E. B. BreslitMark Rothko: A Biography374.

2’7 See David Craven, "Abstract Expressionism & 1\fing Discourse, Abstract
Expressionism as Cultural Critigug€ambridge & New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1999): 5I8.
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of his contemporaries believed he had f%tAlthough his Seagram environment never
manifested as he intended, Rothko, by looking to Italian sources, moved closer to uniting

painting andarchitecture.

2’8 |n this way,the defunct projeat e c al | Di ego Rpiciogak ads pr obl
architectural commission for Rocledtier Center, a project which similarly dibt
manifest as an attack on the establishment as Rivera had originally intéhded.e r a 6 s
Man at the Crossroadd 93234, formerly at Rockefeller Center, New York, Fig. 182)
similarly pitted commercial interests against rebellious artistic sensibili®egra, who
lived in the United States from 1930 to 1934, negotiatsinilar problem Rothko had,
namely of accepting major commissions from the American business élite (for Rivera,
from the Rockefellers, and for Rothko, from the Bronfmans, atthetidlm Seagr amé s )
while at the same time staunchly opposing
di staste for the rich patrons who bought h
support of socialist and Communist idegiks. Each of their positis,their respetive
denouncements of the élisdsoencouraged thsubjects and themed their respective
mural projects. For Rivera, who opposed the Stalinist regime, and was, as a result,
expelled from the Mexican Communist Party, in 1930, his immfusf a portrait of
Vladimir Lenin allowed him to reassert his socialist leanings in the New York mural.
And for Rothko, his inclusion of therchitectural angdpatial references to theabrary
similarly allowed him to reassert his astite status, baowing from what he understood

to be an aggressive, tense, conflicting en
thorough account of the project, see Irene Herner de L&iresg go Ri ver ads Mur
Rockefeller CentgiMexico City, 1990). NotallofRer ad6s mur al projects

as antagonistic. In fact, he consideredDagroit Industry Muraldor the Ford Motor
Company (19383) to be among his most successful works.
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CHAPTER 4:
EARLY WORKS

This chapter examines selections from R
ca. 1940 with the aim of providing evidenc
art during the Seagram project has its ramtsis prior work?”® The discussion will
focus primarily orMother and Childca. 1940, Collection of Christopher Rothko, Fig.
41),the last paintingRothko made before his Surrealist phase, a work that intriguingly
foretells what Rothko seems to have indted for his Seagram environment. Additional
paintings will also factor into the discussion, in order to present a stylistic context for
Rot hkods high | evel of interest in archite
for those settings to invodvtension and contention. This will include paintings that
showcase Rothkods | ongstanding interest in
culminated in his decision to fashion murals for arguably the most important skyscraper
of the 1950s. he subjecbf how Rothko used architectural compositions in his
figurative period to convey something uneasy, disagreeable, an even aggressive has been
completely neglected, as has the relationship of aspects of these early works to the
Seagram paintings. Itisasf Hi | t ondés Kramer s assessment

figurative work] very seriously ®s arto ha

2°By fAfigurative, o | am r eseverwoiksoganta® t he
Rothko painted beforAntigone(ca. 19391940, National Gallery of Art, Washington,
Fig. 42), which launched his Surrealist (and ultimately gagirative) period. While
Rothko used variations of figures after Antigone, theSuerealist worksre more
clearly categorized as traditional figurative paintings.

20Hi 1 t on Kr amer ,ThefHAdsdn ReViewolol1s,iNe. B @utumn,
1962): 415. Kramer raised the question of
radical deficiency of sensillly and ineptness in the elementary practices of his
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Throughout the 1930s and early 1940s Ro
absorbedodo by hilswiedkditk Sachargvehont het marrged i o
November of 1933%" This was in part due to their unhappy marriage ca. 1940. Morris
Calden, who lived with the Rothkos during that time, mentioned that Rothko and Edith
had Aviol ent ar §% Theyfirst separated imtbesstmmerafi 193y, .
separated again in either 1940 or 1941, and ultimately divorced on February 1, 1944. By
1940, Rothko seems to have prioritized his art over his relationship, even perhaps using
his art as an escape from Edith arairirtheir complex marriage. He found her to be cold
and materialistic, and she disapproved both of his abstract paintings as well as the work
of his friends. The distance between them
woul dnoét handyorve |[ta np &Aivretr iyif@Cdnsiderimy bat hr oo
Rot hkodos admiration for Avery, it is not d
Edith as a result of her remark.

Rot hkods writings from that time al so e
passage frolovember 1938 written on behalf of the artistic group The*feim the

statement for the exhibitiofhe Ten: Whitney Dissentdre cowrote with Bernard

crafté[]even when] Rothko was in his thi
some juvenilia executed Kmawer,adlbnot very g

81 Breslin, 127.

282 Breslin, 144.

*83 |bid., 145

84 Thegroup debuted in 1935, with the exhibition of the work of Rothko and eight
other artists (held at the Montross Gallery, at 785 Fifth Avenue in New York) under the
heading "The Ten: An Independent Groupfie exhibition was held from Dec. 16, 1935
i Jan. 4, 1936. The group would exhibit together eight times, from1938. Other
members includes Besion [Weinman], llya Bolotowsky, Adolph Gottlieb, Louis
Harris, Jack Kufeld, Louis Schanker, Joseph Solman, and Nahum Tschacbasov. For
more on theairelationship, see Breslin, 102. The group met regularly at each of their
studios to discuss art, among other matters. They commented on the reproductions of
European art in such magazineCaa hi er.s do Ar t

rti
i ft
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Braddon and Sidney Schectman, wheoemed the Mercury Galleries on Weé&t 8treet,
Rothko takes anussider stance. He calls attention to what he saw as the arrogance of the
Whitney Museum of Amer i can ?%ABoththe eshibittonhat he
and Rothkods comments were designed to pro
collected ag work by a member of The Ten, interestingly foretelling the 1950 letter
Rothko cewrote with twentyseven of the core Abstract Expressionists denouncing
Metropolitan Museum of Artos exhibi-tion pr
Semitism playea role in this exclusion, even though all nine members of the group were
Jewish, what it clear is that the oversight was especially upsetting to Rothko and the other
painters in the group, especially consider
Vanderbit Whitney had, by that point, already collected nearly six hundred American
paintings. Provocatively, the group selected an exhibition venue, the Mercury Galleries,
which was a stoneds throw from the Whitney
thh s manner], 0 as Breslin pointed out, AdAwas
attention was then paid to art, and it wor
rejection must have been for Rothko, one that anticipated his own rescindBigPinfl
the Seagram project and all it signified for Hith.

Rothko, at this time, also suffered from financial insecurityJune 1936, the
Treasury Relief Art Project invited Rothko, along with nearly five hundred artists, to

apply for one of its coveteaabsitions, which he received in August of 1936, initially

285 Rothko, Writings on Art,16.
286 Breslin, 104.
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making $95.44 per month to work for fifteen hours per w&éle submitted only one

known painting, on February 13, 19%7. After losing that position, as most easel

painters did, he worked for tiiea s e | Division of the Works Pr
Federal Art Project, from May 1937, to August 18391t was during that time that he

came into close contact with many of the more than two thousand Newb#sekl artists

"For more on Rothkods r ol4e. TheWorkshe WPA, s«
Progress Admi ni st r awas aweatéddronttieedEmergency Reliet Pr o |
Appropriation Act of 1935, funded, in 1934, by Congress on the order of President
Roosevelt. It azated nearly eight million jobs for artists and artisans, many of whom
went on to become Abstract Expressionists. New bridges, parks, schools, swimming
pools, sewers dams, runways, among otheeptsj were builtArt historians are still

uncovering,i er al ly in some cases, the full story
(193537) for the Newark Airport Administration Building, for example, were only

recently uncovered and exhibited. See Jod
Reconsideration of Goykb s Pol i ti cs and Approach to Pub|

Arshile Gorky: A Retrospectiy®ichael Taylor, ed. (New Haven andndon: Yale

Univ. Press, 2009)For a thorough account of the WPA murals, see Francis V.

O 6 C o nAmt éor the Millions: Esays from the 1930s by Artists and Administrators of
the WPA Federal Art Projeced. (Greenwich, CT: New York Graphic Society, 1973).

288 |hid, 585, note 8.His Untitled (Study for a Social Security Building Mur&lp40
is the only extant worRothkomadefor a mural competition. It depicts a scene from the
life of Benjamin Franklin (in the lower section).

289 Breslin, 118149. The WPAFAP was created from the Emergency Relief
Appropriation Act of 1935, funded, in 1934, by Congress on the order of Priesiden
Roosevelt. It created nearly eight million jobs for artists and artisans, many of whom
went on to become Abstract Expressionists. New bridges, parks, schools, swimming
pools, sewers dams, runways, among other projects, were built. Of the manyhdists
worked under the FAP branch of the program, which ran from August 1935 to June 1943,
William Baziotes, Adolph Gottlieb, Philip Guston, Norman Lewis, Jackson Pollock, and
Mark Tobey, among others, specifically engaged iarahitectural themes and camts
Art historians are still uncovering, literally in some cases, the full story of the WPA

mur al s. Go r k3y)dam thenNewask |Aisport(Atindirdsation Building, for
exampl e, were only recentl y uncHighttcfromd and
Reality: A Reconsideration of Gorkyoés Poli

1930s, 0 i n KNrshdienGareyt A Retaogpeatiyed. (New Haven and London:
Yale Univ. Press, 2009). For a thorough account of the WPA muralSraeas V.

O 6 C o nAmt éor the Millions: Essays from the 1930s by Artists and Administrators of
the WPA Federal Art Projeced. (Greenwich, CT: New York Graphic Society, 1973).
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working for the WPA. Buttiwas also during that time that his financial security as an

artist was especially uncertain.

At that time Rothko painted to, Arecove
that had been repressed, | ost, oepredsednaged
andwalled n (|l i ke the peopl e i n**Rothkocamaeitont i ngs) ,

America when he was only ten year old, arriving at Ellis Island on August 17, 1913, with
his mother Anna and his sister Sonia, after a twdbagjourney at s His first

exposure to his new country had such a profound impact on him that he expressed grief

about it well into his adulthood. He once
what i1td6s |i ke to be a JewndadnArkearichn sdir essed
traveling across Amer i c? Hsfattler,dacadb abl e to s
Rot hkowitz, whom Rothko adored, once descr
great intelligence,o died on fFfaBothéven’s7, 191
his arrival in America and his fatherdés de

and alienation that arose from his early life in his hometown of Dvinsk, now in Latvia, an
extremely cold place located not far from the Arctic Cirdinsk was a hotbed of
violence, stemming from Russification and éémitism, all of which forced Rothko
inward?®® Moreover, 1940 was a transitional year for Rothko. He stopped painting
around that year to concentrate on delving deeper into philosbphitéiterary works.

As mentioned, it was also at that time (1240 that he wrote most of the manuscript for

what would become the posthumously publisiidd Artist's Reality: Philosophies of

9 bid., 127.

291 Robert Motherwell, quoted iBreslin, 21.
29 bid., 15.

93 bid., 1011.
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Art.*** He was likely in a state of depression at that tiwfeich may help to explain why
Mother and Childand related works involve aggressive architectural settings.

Mother and Childs referred to in only two publications, the first in Edward
Al den Jewel | 6 s Newlvork Timesf theFederationi d Moderih Rainters
and Sculptors Second Annwdhibition, held at the Wildenstein Gallery in ri@42. In
aonel i ne reading of the paintin-ganneledand!| | obs
selfconsci ous [painting] éi tasn geo,l 0&hinkherheedneod vy e |
catalogue raisonné, David Anfam refers to the painting only once, noting that its figures
Apush beyond the borders that c?Mhitne them
makesMother and Childvorth our attention, however,isat it shows Rot hko
exploration of key pictorial and architecturatiyounded ideas that later culminated in his
Seagram project. The first is the compacted, claustrophobic sense of space Anfam
mentioned, though not in relation to the Seagram paintWgsarepresented with two
figures occupying an architectural setting, with decorative architectural details framing
the walls and ceiling. The odd scale between figures and environment has forced the
mother to bend her head toward our right, wedgingdieinto the claustrophobic,
wi ndowl ess r oom. She seems to advance int
right foot, as if testing these spatial waters. As with many of his figurative works,
Rothko depicts architectural spaces that seem teagigely trap the figures within.

Another ingredient of the Seagram paintings prefigured in the 1940 work is the merging

2%Mark RothkoThe Arti st ds Re al Chtisiopher Réthkd, eds o p hi e s
(New Haven and Ladon: Yale Univ. Press, 2004).

*Edward Alden Jewell, AExhiTheiNewiYork i s Hel
Times(May 22, 1942): 24.

296 Anfam, Mark Rothko: The Works on Canyd$2, note 123.
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of painting and architecture, vésvis the red colorfields and the relationship to the walls

that surround the two figures. In adadit, the rectangular forms on all three walls foretell

his preferred arrangements of his mature abstractions as a desire to control how viewers
experience the works. Moreover, the colorfield8lother and Childalso anticipate, in

color, scale, and eme® character, the Seagram paintings. Ten years before he first

visited Pompeii, in 1950, Rothko has positioned his figures within the confines of a low
ceilinged, small red room that bears similarities, in color and scale, to the spaces within
thevilad t he Mysteries (Fig. 19). The way 1in
forms on all three walls in the 1940 painting is also intriguing in the context of the
Seagramdés wor k. It is as if the figural p
viewers would, namely an unpleasant sense of entrapment within agtetchitectural
environmentRot hkods r ef er e nastumously pultishedpnanuscripi, n  hi
The Artist's Realitywhich he wrote ca. 1940, make the possibility of a Pompeian

connection even more enticiAy. In one chapter, he refers to Pompeian painting as

being from a fina®umalainottiherpaaasmns agtey!| d.ed de
notion of Hellenistic paintifi%tssuncleanes fr om
however, whether the red walls depicted in the 1940 painting might have been inspired

by reproductions of Pompeian wall paintings with which he was certainly familiar at that

point.

297 The manuscript is believed to have been written in 1940 and ¥94dgistrar of
the Rothko estate discovered the 22@)e sloppilyconstructed manuscript in a
warehouse in 1988. BRkot alpsychdtteramsoby tralding, i st op h
spearheaded its publication.
2% Mark RothkoThe Artistods Real7ty: Philosophi es
*1pid., 89.
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When we stand amidst a grouping of the Seagram paintings, we arevitdted
various spectatorial choices, phenomenologically perceiving the canvases through
multiple relationships. In his pioneering work on spectatorship, David Carrier has
defined four such associations: fitdthke spect
work and the work looks back; the spectator is as if absorbed in the work; [or] the work
elides the s p*®adntthe first caseswe paldageecy, peeringinto the
defenseless canvas. In the second, power is shared reciprocally bisigvpaimting and
Spectator. I n the fourth, the artist has
Las Meninag1656, Museo del Prado, Madritf- But , it is Carrierds t
that more closely approaches what Rothko intended viewergperience in the Seagram
paintings®®? In this type, we are drawn into the painting but quickly realize that what is
happening in the painting, in a narrative sense, seems to exist without our voyeuristic

gaze®®® In Mother and Childwe are invited in @ the perspectival space, but are faced

Wpavid Carrier, i Baunal o kedthetics and ABtCeticiamat or s , «
Vol. 45, No. 1 (Autumn 1986§.

0L with its painteedpainter, mirror, and other suggestive paradoxes, the painting
crystallizes the difficulty imbedded in spectatorship. The viewer looks at the work, and is
faced with a mirror (located on the back wall) reflecting other figures (tariSp
monarchs King Philip IV and Queen Mariana), a reflection that leaves no space for the
vi ewer 6s own i magi ned r &heDrder of Thingdrans., See Mi ¢
anonymous (New York, 1970):1%.

302 Here Carrier borrows both from MichaeiFe d 6s r eadi ng dlie Gust a
Painterds Studib85%A, RMads®aAld @®@Qrosay, Pari s)
Hol | yos anBapgpsi st ef SU #@ &oungSthaomistredsél@,

The National Gallery, London), bott which (in Hs view) typify his third spectatorial

type. See Michael Fried, ARRepresenting Re
Cour bet 0 sArtin Brhedod Voh 690ND. 7 (1981): 1233, 16873; Michael Ann

Hol I vy, i P aGsitical Ibquioy R6-21{19D):037196; and Holly,Past Looking:

Historical Imagination and the Rhetoric of an Imagi¢haca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press,

1996).

303 As Michael Fried observed, the figure of Gustave Courb&tine Pai nt er 6s S
A Real Allegory( 1 855, Mu s @rie) isdod @eoscapied witlPthe act of painting
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with two figures that seem to interact only with each other. They turn to face one
another, but do not engage the viewer. As mentioned earlier, the door/window forms of
the Seagram paintings similarly enlist thipe of attraction/repulsion. Decades before
Rothko told the audience at his Pratt | ect
the utmost resistance that | found the fig
experimented with the figuralrchitectual relationships that would evolve into the
viewer-paintingarchitectural relationships of the Seagram wdfksThrough a careful
consideration of the large scale of the painted walls in the 1940 work in relation to the
figures, of the intersections betwegainting and architecture in that depicted space, of
the soft lighting, and even of the articulation of the frames on the wislbtifer and
Child, Rothko appears to have trapped his figures within a claustrophobic environment,
experimenting with ingreénts, often used antagonistically, that he later assembled for
the Seagram project.

The figure at the right provides a clue for the claustrophobic and thus aggressive
nature of the painting. Quite possibly because he seems to have been emotionally stunted
by the tragic loss of a parent at such a young age, Rothko was especially empathetic

toward children, as may be gleaned from his teaclthi.ears before his own children

and with the other figures to notice the spectator. The pahiedi r bet 6 s absor pt
his work mirrors the viewerds own absoropt.i
painting). As Michael Ann Hollydund, a similar effect is present in Jeaptiste
Si m®o n CrheYouhg Scliosimistreds’40, The National Gallery, London), in
which two young figures are so engaged in their lesson that they seem to exist
independently of their audience.

Firstpubl i shed in Dore AshtonTheNewrYork Lect ul
Times(Oct. 31, 1958): 26.

305 Rothko taught art to children twice a week from 1929 to 1946, at the Center
Academy, attached to the Brooklyn Jewish Center on Eastern ParBresfin, 86,111-
112, 114.
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were born, Kate in 1950 and Christopher in 1963, Rothko loved teaching youngsters.
Moreover, three of Rothkob6és earliest known
children and their ar® This sensitivity helps explain why he might have employed

entrapping architectural settings to frame the spaces of most of his images ohcHildre

propose that he did so in order to create a vehicle for sympatipathy, or perhaps

both. Rothko sympathized with the trapped figures, and encouraged us to do the same.

@Hi s first extant essay on art, fNew Trai

(1934), reflects his observations of young children making art. See Mark Rothko,

Writings on Art,1-3. The essay shows that Rothko sought a more instiragipp®ach to

making art tha his young students possessed innately. Rather than trying to sway the
youngsters, he defined heskas a facilitator of art. In his Sketchbook essay (also ca.

1934) he describes how the public had come to understand childrenar t bett er ,
begun to respond to it more favorably. Mark Rothkiitings on Art 1415. A third

written piece from 1934 (the unpublished a
further context. Rothko intended this essay to be the nucleusahual for teaching art

to children. In it, he explores the relationship between the art of children and that of the
modern artist, who he finds sebnsciouslyemplaya fAipr i mi ti vi st o apprc
a pure and uncorrupted stdtre-work this £ntence to make it cleareNaturally, here

Rothko participates in the recurring tendency within modernist art to approprate so

called primitive arts and mental states, referringto megerni mi t i ve art as ~f't
exploitation of the picturesque intheamr ng gui se of naivet ®0 anc

greatest resemblance to the childrenés art
of childhood. o Rot hko finds that the mad
Aempl oy the bmpeseach.,ed emetnitrsg ofow chil dren pr

representations of space in a decidedly-mametic manner, presumably unbeknownst to

them. Rothko also places a larger, societal emphasis on the artistic expression of young
children, referencing ideasreldte t o what he considered to be
Acommuni tMethadgdgicallyt he éamines child art in the context of the

western art historical canon. ldBudes togeneral historical periods of western art (i.e.,

Classical, early Christian,\Bantine, and the Italian Renaissance); sweeping categories

of art like expressionism, abstraction, and representational art; and specific artists

including Piero della Francesca, Titian, Paul Cézanne, Pablo Picasso, and Marc Chagall.

All of thisismeant o expl ain the i mmediacy of chil dr.
the broader discourses of art and art history. See Ibi®, 4
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Arshil e Gorky may have influenced Rot hk
manner’’” Twenty years before the two painters exhibited together, Rothko studied
under Gorky, beginninginearly1925n t he | atter s ol d master s
School of Desigi®® Al t hough Rothko cl ai med that he #l
contemporai es i n their studios, o0 he in fact hor
proper classe®’ As a teacher, Gorky was commanding and unrestrdifiesit the
height of six foot four inches, he towered over his students. In this situation, Rothko did
not exhibit the bravura of, say, Constant.i
studeniteacher relationship with his comment, in reference to Auguste Rodin, that
Anot hing grows undZé% Insteidehe sebnss dodavetiirnet inwardt r e e

asa r esul t o-dbulighdhehaviord As MattheweSpender has shown, Gorky, as

307 For more on the RothkGorky relationship, seBreslin, 56, 121, 142, 267, 335
36. With a shared history of trauri@early childhoodsRothko viewed Gorky as a
kindred spiritwho felt similarly out of place, in New York, in America, and arguably in
their own respective identitieszor Rothko, see Breslin;&6. For Gorky, see Matthew
SpenderFrom a High Place: Theife of Arshile GorkyNew York: Knopf, 1999): 30,
and Hayden Herrer&rshile Gorky: His Life and WorfNew York: Farrar, Straus, and
Giroux, 2003): 9106. Rothkovoul d have doubt pbessmsmywhishhar ed
might have even inspired Rothkm make art thadesigned taranscend blealess Both
Gorky and Rothko, however, would ultimately succumb to the darkest parts of their
psyches, with their suicides in 1948 and 1970, respectively.

308 Rothko exhibited with Gorky (along with Adolph GotlieHans Hoffman, and
Jackson Pollock) at the AA Problem for Cri
Yor k, in 1945. See Edward Al diekeNew¥orke | | | i
Times( July 1, 1945); and Ro thisltedstheredta (Jyly t o J ¢
8, 1945), reprinted in Rothkdyritings on Art 46.

@WRot hko, quoted i n Os dheNewdoorodrapiot. 4 A Mar k |
(Fall 1947): 41.

'F9r more on Gorkyos teaching -8nadd t hi s st
Herrera, 144150.

'constantin Br ©ncuki -Welkpy®ot nesdt a nnt i,0na rBorl @n cQi
trans.Maria Jolas and Anne LerdiNew York: George Braziller, 1959): 222.
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a teacher, w&¥Mefeper Smptapi yoobelieved such
pedagogy revealed his longing for stable parentif@his may explain why Rothko

referredd Gor ky as being fAnovercharged with supe
friend Raoul Hague, Gorky fApushed Rothko a
gar b#'9e. can thus place Rothko in Gorkyods s
work on his two ersions ofThe Artist and His Mothefat the National Gallery of Art in
Washington, ca. 1926ca. 1942, Fig. 43; and at the Whitney Museum of American Art

(192636, Fig. 44" In both paintings, Gorky created a private interior to set the

emotional tenar The figures of a young Gorky and his mother gaze hauntingly toward

the viewer in one of the most profound pictorial expressions of loneliness from that time.
Through this gaze they possess the same Qf

toseeonly in children, o0 to borrow a phrase fr

312 gpender, 67.

3131n his teaching and in his work before ca. 1940, Gorky emphasized copying
from old masteworks as a source of artistic inspiration. Meyer Schapiro later told
Gor kyb6s nephew KG@orkyheldthdpositiandfiadigure of Auhbrity at
the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, where he led his students around the
galleries, regahg them with his charm and bravadb.n Schapi rods vi ew,
are imitators for weakness. To him, the power of imitation of the great masters was a
strength, where a Renaissance painter would want to be as good as a Greek master or a
Roman masteo. Schapiro suggested t harésult€ddronk y 6 s v
his search fofather figures. Meyer Schapiro, recorded by Karlen Moradian, Tape 95,
Sid%\lf\ No. 1, Collection of the Eastern Diocesehef Armenian Church of America

Ibid., 67.

31> The two pieces were based on a now legendary photograph of Gorky and his

mother Shushan, taken in Van City, Armenia, in 1912. The photograph was sent to

Gorkyoés father, who had i mmigrated to Amer
dire the circnstances were back in Armenia. Fifteen years later, Gorky discovered the
photo, tossed in a drawer in his fatheros

occupying a position of agency as he had expected it to. His fathrusadmpletely

movedon from his Armenian roots, an abandonment that haunted Gorky throughout his

i fe. For mor e on Go-64andHerreeaad6.l By 1926, dixe, s ee
years after he had moved to America, painting, for Gorky, had evolved into a therapeutic
vehicle for him to negotiate the traumatic events of his early life.
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people of Gorkyo6és childhood community near
qui ckness to fd¥ Sehkvacas, distanrglarces become the physical
markers of two individuals forced inward by the horrors of the outside world. However
much the figures plead, through their gazes, for audience interaction, Gorky seems to
prevent this. To help create this mood, Gorky set his figures in front of an arataitect
backdrop, and has used that structure to reinforce his feelings of grief, loss, and terror.

As Kim Servart Theriault found, Gorky 0
work out compositions that reflected a new interpretation of the past thritegttians
of f%ndm. & preparatory drawing, he Adrew th
across, as it is in the photograph, but he made it uneven in the paintings, effectively
breaki ng ui® Inbbteversiens, thé magtle at right, lajust behind
Gorkyo6s mother Shushan, is thus interrupte
plane to the left of her face to a slightly lower onetothe fgh6or ky6s architec
shoul dndét have fluidity otseemsadcongeg,fior | i ty bu
Gorky, a disruption that metaphoricatigfers to Shushan, who died in his arms of
starvation in 1919 during an Armenian genocide, just six years before Rothko studied
with him. In addition to the architecture, Gorky has also demadired other parts of the

scene, rendering the figures less realistically than their counterparts in the 1912

318 gpender, 8.

317 Kim Servart Theriault, iArshile Gorky: A Retrospectivdlichael Taylor, ed.
(New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Pre2809):27.

8 pid., 28.

319 Gorky would continue taise such architectural devices both compositionally and
metaphorically throughout his career. Onganization(193336), Gorky merged the
biomorphic forms he inherited from Joan Miré with a geometric infrastructure that holds
the composition together amadithe same time draws attention to the flatness of the
spaces created by the structure of black grid lines.
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photograph from which the painting is based. Gorky has immobilized his figures, and
has silenced them by making them seemingly incommunicatesing labored over the
pair of paintings for at least sixteen years, Gorky was quite deliberate about what he

included, and about how each pictorial device held a specific function. As Harry Rand

found, feach detail wo uandGorkyacarefullyocontradlgoe c i a |
his precise environments, in this case | ab
the | ost time when the mother an®Lkeon pose

Rothko, especially at that time, Gorky paintedhis manner to come to terms with his
psychic anguish and his sense of isolation, and placed his figures within architectural
backdrops that facilitated the expression of grief.

In addition to Gorky, Giorgio de Chirico may have played a role in shayinad
David Anfam has called the @buMbteenaad heads
Child, those that fAparall el 3t Rahkemighthavelalso Chi r i
responded t o an dardcterrstic pidtoriad devic€an expessv® usesof ¢
architectural settingsand spac®r i t i ng in 1920, de Chirico r
many senses that modern painters have | ost
describing the role of the thamglhe odf aa pwirn
particular as fundamental to his practice, because such devices, in his estimation, suggest
that Aarchitect0é ¢hmpihe nes drea tChantasfict 0 6s o0

Art, Dada, and Surrealisraxhibition at the Museurof Modern Art in 193637, which

320 Harry Rand Arshile Gorky: The Implications of Symbéiigontclair, NJ:
Allanheld & Schram, 1981): 23.

321 Anfam, Mark Rothko: The Works on Cars/#4, note 28.

%2Gi orgio de Chirico, fAMetaphysical Art, o
and Marco Treves, 440.
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Rothko would have seen when he visited the show, the columnar figure at left in the
foreground ofThe Disquieting Musg4.918, Private Collection, Fig. 45) is especially
bulbous* There is no r ecor thispanting thaughkt s bkelyhe e a ¢ t i
would have responded to de Chiricobs empha
figures, architecture, and space. Such #do
works were, as Robert Rosenblum observed, @Hatt owed t he paintings
broad range of Ame r % AaRetersSelz notadindl964,Rottkd t e ¢ t u
Aal ways admi r% Wéhdtte R&Hkede Ghidco connection in mind, the
foreshortened floor/ground dother and Childmight even suggest that Rothko looked
to a similarly tipped gr oun &®° Inbothgamtingshi ri co
the severe orthogonals that tilt the setting unnaturally toward our space furthers a sense of
disorientation.

Rothko had expemented with using architectural settings in this manner since
the beginning of his careem his fifth known painting on canva§omposition | [Verso]

(ca. 1926, Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko, Fig. 46), Rothko has

323 SeeFantastic Art, Dada, Surrealismilfred H. Barr, Jr., ed. (New York: Museum
of Modern Art, 1936).

324Robert Rosenbl uon g Adme Cih ¢ AtinABdiadoh w, 0
84, No. 7 (July 1996): 465, reprinted in Rosenblur@®n Modern American AiNew
York: Harry N. Abrams, 1999): 436, 43.

325 peter SelzMark Rothko 1961, 10.

326 The slant of the floor might even recall how Ed/&tunch and Vincent van Gogh
used architectural setups to convey something emotive, perhaps most memorably in the
| at The Nighs Café1888, Yale University Art Gallery) and works on view at the
AlfredBarrc ur at ed maj or e x hi btithe MoseumoffModera At Go g h 6
in 193536. See/incent van GoghAlfred H. Barr, Jr., ed. (New York: Museum of
Modern Art, 1935). The exhibition, which ran from Nov. 4, 1935 to Jan. 5, 1936, had
140,000 visitors at the New York venue, and another 750,00samither locations. Its
media coverage, even inmemagazine, makes it quite likely that Rothko would have
seen the exhibition.
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painted a youg or adolescent boy within an indecipherable setting. He is virtually nude,
wearing only basic undergarments or perhaps even a swimsuit. Rothko has turned the
figureds head away from the viewer, but ha
thisway, his exposed body and inward gaze reinforces a spectatorial gaze, one that
exacerbates a sense that he is vulnerable. An indistinguishable architectural structure
traps the figure within the confines of an unknowable setting, making it unclear whether
the architecturally seeming green rectangular area at right is a door or simply part of the
structure of the site. With no verifiable way for the figure to enter or leave the space, the
painting is the first in a long line of depictions of figueaithiiectural relationships in
which the architecture Rothko has suggested conveys confinement, a theme that
ultimately manifested iMother and Child

On the recto side of the 1926 paintingCismposition | [Recto][1929/1931,
Collection of Kate Rothko Prizeind Christopher Rothko, Fig. 47), which depicts a
young woman perhapsinhermtidwe nt i es, Rot hkods age at t he
inside an urban café/restaurant. Rothko leaves the identity of thidwafier uncertain,
having given her a face, bane that is left deliberately generic and incomplete. At that
point, Rothko had painted only three figures with discernible faces, identified as
ASophie, o fiLeah Farber, 0 a50)d* Thecafé paktiogp s Mot
is different from thehree portraitsn other ways. Each portrait sitter is relatively close to
the picture plane, and, in two cases, stares directly out at the viewer. Taevetés

instead encourages our gaze, in an act of voyeurism that Rebecca Zurier has shown to be

327 Of the thirteen extant paintings on canvas he painted before this café scene, only
three have discernible physiognomeafures. See, for example, the faceless figure of a
standing man in the background at left, discernible only by an outline, merging with the
wall.
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acrucial facet of social interaction in New York in the early to mid twentieth ceffttiry.

In the three earlier works, Rothko has rendered his sitters much more convincingly, with
careful chiaroscuro, corporeality, and with the greatest psychological afeptwork

from the 1920s. Moreover, there are no architectural settings in any of the portraits,
perhaps suggesting that Rothko only uses something architectural to frame his figures
when they are least familiar to hifff. The interior architecture thusinforces a sense of

the unfamiliar.

The café figure sits next to a window, through which part of a sign is legible, with
the Il etters ACHO and ASUO presumably adver
has observed, Rothko has clearly borrowed thissan g e ment fr om Edwar d
Chop Suey1929, Collection of Barney A. Ebsworth, Fig. 52), a work he might have seen
in or after January 1929 when it was first exhibited at the Frank K. M. Rehn Gallery in
New York, or as a reproduction in a monograph opper published in 193%° Rothko
once praised Hopper, observing that A[ Andr
strangeness. But he i %' BotlwRothke ana Happerhave Ho p p e

harnessed architectural environments and ulizeed narrates to convey something

328 Rebecca ZuriePicturing the City: Urban Vision and the Ashcan School
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: Unigf California Press, 2006).

329 He would repeat this pattern and continue to make portraits with the sitter
identified in the title without architectural settingertrait of a Young Boy {Untitled{ca.

1932, Collection of Christopher Rothko, Fig. 51).

330 Anfam,Mark Rothko: The Works on Cany&9, and note 19.

#BMar k Rot hko, quot dmeri¢amMaBters: Bha VolodabdbThe r t v ,
Myth (New York: Random Houwes 1973): 231, and Ibid. 77. These qualities are also
reflected in LlIloydHGppdroshbdbdi neseskampgtag
and c &eeldayd Goodrich, John Clancy, Helen Hayes, Raphael Soyer, Brian
O6Doherty, James Thomas FIAd3oorealVvol. 45, 8da. x Who
2, Edward Hopper Symposium at the Whitney Muosef American ArtSummer 1981):

125.
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emotive®*? Both have also used expressionistic brushwork to do the¥areo t hk 0 6 s

figure wears the same hat as the figure in the Hopper, is close in dress, and sits at the

same location at a similar table. The setting is equatyogous, including the lamp

positioned just next to the window, a yellow curtain, and a red exterior sign. Even the

shadows entering the room within each scene fall precisely along the same diagonal.

However, the differ en @eaeisnauchenors seggmeithn cant .

Rot hkods, | it as i fmobyitntge I drgihgp odn & oc Immairy

paintings. She holds her body upright, more in tune with appropriate public

comportment, whereas Rot hkapdsethdtsuggestse s| ump

exhaustion. Hopper suggests that she listens politely to her companion, whereas

Rothkods is in solitude. Where Hopper o6s t

slightly convex and distorted. As a result, the lamp attheoight Rot hkods t abl e

dangerously toward the viewer, while the other elements on the table (wine bottle and

cup/saucer, among others) all have a similarly shaky footing. Thus, while both employ

the theme of the large window to signify the presenchefitban environment even

when i ndoor s, peimpstghtlyl@ssgumcbapr Ret hkods.
Discourse(1933/1934, Collection of Christopher Rothko, Fig. 53) offers another

example of how Rothko used architectural motifs at that time to enclosediglihe

332 Hopper,in the 1933 catalogue for a solo exhibition of his work at the Museum of
Modern Art,describeshis disinterest in painting that does not record the emotions of the
artist who made itSeeEdward Hoppeex. cat., Museum of Modern Art, New York,
(1933): 1718.
333 For Hopper, such brushwork is directly related to Robert Henri. Hopper observed
t hat Hesourcé 68s ia t e ac h e randgof l@sregtlhugiasm dochhisw s € |
power to energize his studentsad firsthand knowledgd-ew teachers of art have
gotten so much out of their pupils, or giyv
See Edward Hopper, quoted in Henry GeldzaHlke Metropolitan Museum of Art
Bulletin, New Series, Vol. 21, No. @ov. 1962): 113.
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arch in the background of the painting frames an ambiguous setting beyond it, a

net herworl d confounding entry. We are enc
perspectivally, but are shown nothing beyond the arch but a hybrid space. Like the back

and forth banter of the discourse presented in the foreground, the architectural grounding

of the scene beyond this arch continually shifts between what might be considered an

interior or an exterior, or both at once. Rothko has envisioned a type fict

architectural place that thwarts any attempt at decoding the setting, in that we are given

no tools to decipher what is depicted beyond the arch. Like the Seagram door/window

forms, we can look through the archicourse but are presented with ardefinable

place. Mother and ChildandDiscourse among ot her paintings fr
period, evoke what Oliver Wi ck recently ob
claustrophobic spaceé[within whaldtothe f acade
picture plane close off the pict®rial spac
Moreover, the huddling together of the grouping of figurdligtourseexcludes us and

perhaps Rothko himself from the closddyit circle. Such an exclusiaeflects how the

artist felt about himself at the time he painted it, in the position of an outsider looking in,

to American culture and to New Yorkods art
comments from his 1947 esglay ATMdeRamdnmt ien
society to his activity, o he wrote, Ais di
hostility can act as>*aNith teesesstatenients in mird,ghet r u e

incommunicative figures iDiscourseexpressomething somewhat darker. Although

334 Oliver Wick, Rothkg 12.

¥°Mar k Rothko, fThe Ro RoasibiitiesVel. 1\Wéntee Pr ompt
194748): 84, reprinted in Ellen G. LanddReading Abstract Expressionism: Context
and Critique(New Haven and London: Yale Univrd3s, 2005): 140.
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Rothko has titled the scene to refer to a conversation, even though the mouth of the figure
who may be talking, is obscured. Has Rothko silenced him by not showing us his face,
deliberately excluding us, and himsetrh the discourse?

Interior (ca, 1936, National Gallery of Art, Washington, Fig. 54) also evidences
Rot hkods blending of silent figures and th
evoke a dark mood. Positioned at the bottom center of the cam¥as first register of
an unidentifiable type of twetoried architectural structure, a small group of figures
stands in a doorway. Rothko has again positioned his figures in front of a space
suggestive of a precipice, although here it is defined byribkear architecture. But he
appears to have subverted a comprehensible architectural function. Stripped of precise
utility, this doorway shows how Rothko continued to experiment with locating his figures
at transitional juncture$® The ambiguous spateyond the doorway is underscored by
the space within a portrait, located in the center of the second level, in which a figure
stands at the edge of a void, a space bereft of light, into which he or she figure gazes.

Rothko repeatedly used such doorwayadwhere throughout the 1930s, as seen for

3¢ 3cholars have often cited this painting as a forerunner to the Seagram series, due
to the resemblance between the compartmentadizgdtecturaktructure and the later
door/window forms. David Anfam has also discussed the paintiregation to
Mi ¢ h el alnhgee | Toobnsb o f L ¢1624-34zMedicd GhépM,eld Liorerizo,
Florence, Fig. 55), observing tHaothko dividedhis paintinginto six sections not unlike
t he t o mbsinslarlylsabslividgdby pilaste)s S e e TASeé, arMot to i
S e dmage of the NeSeen: Search for Understandiriche Rothko Chapel Serie3he
antiqgue or Renaissance character of the tw
evidenced by what might be contrapposto poses, potential paddygray tones that
could signify marble) makes the connection more intriguitgfam has also compared
the frontally situated window iR o t h Khoudhs Window1938/1939, National Gallery
of Art, Washington, Figh6) to bothFr a F i | i Poptrait oLaiMarpandasiVoman
at a Casemer(ta. 1440, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, F4J) and Sandro
Bot t i @uidnd de Madic(ca. 1478, National Gallery of Art, Washington, F5§).
SeeAnfam, Mark Rothko: The Works on Cany&%-37.
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example inUntitled [Two Nudes Standing in Front of a Doorwg¥P39, Neuberger
Museum of Art, Purchase College, State University of New York, Fig. 59). Like Pablo
Picasso had done in hisvo Nude¢1906, Museunof Modern Art, Fig. 60), in which
figures stand in front of the faintest suggestion of what appears to be a wall or a curtain
rendered in shades similar to that of the nudes, Rothko flattens space with the bluish
white-gray tones of the figures, the floamnd wall, dissolving his subjects into the
architecture of the setting. Rothko encourages our perspectival penetration of the scene
via doors and doorways, but provides no clues as to how to read the contents of the space
beyond them. His use of this tifextends even into his Surrealist phase, as in the
doorway inUntitled (1940/1941, National Gallery of Art, Washington, Fig. 61). As
Chave has observed, Athe threshold metapho
a recognized trope for crutirning points in life, for the popular as well as the
Duchampi an 6passage of t hé&’ WhleChavedidnat t he b
refer to the two Rothko paintings just mentioned, it may be significant that Rothko
created the doorways of thedal930s and early 1940s during a crucial transitional phase
for him. As Julia Davis has argued, the 0
in Rothkods work fAinevitabl §°Iiethioway thee at t h
theme of the doorwafunctioned to allow Rothko a vehicle to metaphorically transcend
space.

In bothUntitled [Children Around a Table]1937, Collection of Christopher

Rothko,Fig. 62) and a very similarhe Party {Untitled} (1938, National Gallery of Art,

%37 Chave, 74

3Again, Rothkods use of transcendent ther
dissertation.Julia DavisMark Rothko: The Art of Transcender{gent, U.K.: Crescent
Moon, 1995): 69, 82.
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Fig. 63), Rothkalepicts a group of six figures gathered around a table in an interior in
front of a doorway. In addition to being a framing device, it also conveys meaning in the
sense that we are prevented from accessing it. In the 1937 painting, two figures occupy
nearly the entire doorway, except for a small portion at the top right. The murky-brown
gray tones of the standing figureds hair d
the space beyond the frame even more indistinguishable. In the 1938 paiitting, w
similarly positioned figures in the doorway, the right jamb seems to dissolve at its base
into a cloudy grayplue area to the right of the kneeling figure at right, calling into
guestion how this door operates as a passageway. In both paintings Raghgaid
considerable attention to the architecture that surrounds the figures, interweaving
diagonal, horizontal, and vertical elements.

Perhaps the most incommunicative of Rot
thirteen subwayhemed paintings, atif which transmit a sense of alienation in the city
related to the paradoxes of urban living, including the sharing of personal space with
complete strangers but having no intimate contact with fférs Georg Simmel
concluded in histrd@palsic ®rsd a8 mMiTakt Mef € e e |
problems of modern life derive from the claim of the individual to preserve the autonomy

and individuality of his existe¥#de in the

%39 See Anfantat. nos. 71, 104, 108, 111, 135, 139, 140, 141, 145,188, 167and
174.

340 contemporary criticsriticized his contention that individuality, impersonality,
and a sense of anxiety are all bred in metropolises. Simmel nevertheless saw such a
struggle as part of a continually recurring presence throughosth o r vy . Oneds
relationship to the state and to religion, for example, preoccupied eightsstiny
individuals. Similarly, in the nineteenth century, the specializations of an individual in
relation to his/her work declared the incomparability of oexes@n to another. This gave
him the evidence he needed to argue that struggles with individuality are timeless, that
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Subway(1935, Collection of Kat®othko Prizel, Fig. 64), the first work in the set, five

figures populate a claustrophobic, windowless, dark space. They gaze directly forward
incommunicatively, eerily motionless as they wait for trains not present in the scene.
Rendering them all in siilar poses, Rothko has made them even less natural/realistic,
abstracting what could be veristic figures into typologies. They are not individuals but
signifiers of an overpopulated world. Adam Gopnik, writing e New Yorker

magazine in 1998 aboutalRothko retrospective of that year at the National Gallery of

Art in Washington explored the negativity that shrouds these paintings, relating such
animus to fithe experience of an i mmigrant
wonderi ng whhett htehrati tfhiel Ilsi a [ signature] Rot
found fat the end of *'lGephé kidsgobis eAveanien
Jeffrey Weissod view that Rothko fexperienc
pl ace,d onbki popal atkedgsnby firemote *Fiphers
Both assessments reinforced James Breslinbo
symbolically conveyed for Rothko fAia soci al
and amodernistpant er , f el t h i**Mmiomathdn Harres inkestigatedithea | i e n .

issue further, arguing that the prevailing zeal of xenophobia inherent in American culture

in the 1930s and 1940s ultimat & Sucheamused R

the sacalled primitive man fought for his existence not unlike how modern individuals
do. While Rothko would have likely been attracted t he over al | t hrust
essay, there is no evidence that RotiMas aware of it
¥Adam Gopni k ,ThefN&i YorkefdBe G1, 1698): 54.
2jeffrey Weiss, fRoMdikiRotbkelefflay Weiss, ed, 3®p ac e,
343 Breslin, 30.
4Jona han Harris, fAMark Rothko and the Deve
Oxford Art Journalol. 11, No. 1 (1988): 4®0.
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articulat on of di s mal experiences, for Harri s,

|l ater work, which, i n Harrisodo view, simila
The architecture of the station facilitates the communication of such themes.

Anticipatingthecoldr i el ds of Rothkods signature paint

mostly in shades of green, black, red, and yellow, provide the compositional skeleton of

the structure, one reinforced by six vertical columns that presumably support a sequence

of steeljoists. The dissolution of figures and architecture continued throughout the

series, culminating iknderground Fantasy {Subway [Subterranean Fantgsyd} 1940,

National Gallery of Art, Washington, Fig. 65). Figures have been abstracted to the point

that they dissolve into the architecture and merge with columns, piers, posts, and other

structural elements, suggesting miike, disorienting places. The 1940 figures become

weightless, relatively thinly painted rectangular blocks of color, shapes itinat the

architecture that surrounds them and anticipate the standard composition of his mature

paintings.
Rot hkods incommunicative urban figures
pl aced them were |likely inflargclkeaf ddrye GGAa ttt

architecturally structured pictographs or his aggressive bursts, his depictions of
architecture must have appealed to Rothko, with whom Gottlieb began frequent contact
by 1930. Sbuth F&rg Waitihg Redijea.s1929, Priate Collection, Fig. 66),
none of the dozen or so figures communicate. As with the figures Brdoglyn Bridge

(ca. 1930, Private Collection, Fig. 67), none have faces. Many of the figures are in a
shadowed space, including the pair on the benclitatie three exiting the space

through the doorway at left, and the group at right under what appears to be a large
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window just beneath the artistodés signature

waiting room is brightly lit, such as the twodarcolumns in the background, the two

windows between the columns, a diamguadterned section of the floor at center, and the

newspaper kiosk in the center. Lighting the space in this way reinforces the cold,

inorganic character of the dark figures, astnall painted in shades of black.
Gottliebds subject of a ferry waiting r

source for Rothkob6és use of aggressive arch

For all of 1923 and part of 1924, Gottlieb kgmainting classes with the Ashcan painter

John Sloan at the Art *S6attlklelad dedlaredtha gu e i n

Sl oan Ahad the most *¥%ll warbd s @ anifr tuiemgse arne

exemplars of how urban architectural motifs carubed to convey negative aspects of

urbanism. This is especially true\Wake of the Ferry, 1(1907, Phillips Collection, Fig.

68), in which Sloan communicates a sense of urban melancholy by removing the

communicative abilities of the sole figure, hagé in shadow and merging that figure

with the darklytoned structure of the ferry. Gottlieb also was familiar with the work of

the source of many of Sloandés i1ideas: Sl oan
Gottliebds connectoaoand Heori espbused postisoward | de as
Rot hkodbs awareness of these ideas. I n the

lectures Robert Henri delivered at the Art Students League, where Gottlieb had taken art

34> Rothko was well aware of the work of American painters before the Second World
War.InThe Artistds Real i thgmadedeverl rdmarkslomteeo p hi e s
subjects of both contemporary and past developments in America art. His analyses refer
to John Singleton Copley, Gilbert Stuart, Benjamin West, Thomas Eakins, Winslow
Homer, Albert Pinkham Ryder, William Merritt Chase, irddidn to his contemporaries,
including Thomas Hart Benton.

346 Adolph Gottlieb, from an interview with Dorothy Seckler on October 25, 1967,
Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, 6.
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classes in high schodl’ Mary David MacNaghton, who ceprganized a retrospective
of Gottliebods works for the Adol ph and Est
1981), explained the importance of Henri for Gottlieb:

He nr i -acedemioapproach to painting, which he espoused in these lively

tal ks, | eft its imprint on Gottlieb. He
paint directly on the canvas, instead of from a preliminary sketch. That Gottlieb
absorbed Henri s method is seen in his

working without sketches to ensure a freshness of exectifon.

Henri, and later Gottlieb and in turn Rothko, wholeheartedly embraced a sketchy,

expressionist technique as a critique of academic painting through blemished painted

surfaces. i S o me owrote infitee &rt Spietf 1 H23), 0 HlReRatr i Aa
art as a O0thing beautifully done.d I 1ike
preserve the word 6done, 6 and |l et it stand

done beautifully. The beautys an i nt egr al p>8 This is@reciseélyh e i b ¢
when Henri directed his students to fAPaint
i s r eaf?Heon rShodun Niew Yorkl902, National Gallery of Art,

Washington, Fig. 69) is jusine example of how he merged this technique with images of

% 'Registrarods Recor ds PardohseSchdolof DeSignuadde nt s 6 |
Cooper Union, New York.
38Mary DavisMac Naught on, #AAdol ph @dotph Gottliebb : Hi s
A RetrospectivéNew York: Adolph and Esther Gottlieb Foundation, 1981): 9.
349 Robert HenriThe Art Spirit(New York: Bast Books, 2007): 53. Like so many of
the Charcoal Club members who followed him from Philadelphia to New York
(including George Luks, John Sloan, Everett Shinn, and William Glackens) Henri studied
under Thomas Anshutz at the Pennsylvaxdademy of the Fia Arts. It was there that
he had direct escegnaobthergrty urban wands RandallzCo Griffin,
Homer, Eakins, and Anshutz: The Search for American Identity in the Gilded Age
(University Pak, PA: Penn State Press, 200#).e n r i sbveorkdlsoawes its due to
the sketchy quality of Impressionist paintings, which he had seen in Paris after his arrival
in 1888. Henri also gleaned his pronounced and fluid brushwork from theoiafk
Greco, Frans Hals, Francisco Goya, Eugéne Deladtoiguard Manet in Paris.
%%1bid., 285.
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urban architecture to convey the gritty reality of industrialized modernity. The
combination of the profound i mpact of Henr
Avery very «betwean &othkooandhGottigb, afier they met in 1929,
makes the transmission of Ashcan ideas to Rothko, from Henri and Sloan, through
Gottlieb, plausiblé®> Thus, Rothkods aggressive attempt
using the architectural envirorent of his scenes as a structuring element are quite
possibly related to the incommunicative figures of Henri, Sloan, and Gottlieb.

A likely transmission of ideas from Henri to Rothko raises the question of
whet her Henri 6s depgstiohsuehcedl Rouhkaonsb
Rot hkods interiors, his depictions of the
city itself convey a sense of aggression. Throughout the nearly tyeatyspan of his
figurative period, Rothko repeatedly pairedommunicative figures with tall buildings.
It is this combination of two elements that particularly suggests an urban pessimism. For
Rothko, these included a sense of isolation, loneliness, and what might have been an
overall depressive malaise. Hisdgined architecture structures his sad figures in order
to convey his own seemingly everesent sense of disillusionment.

Rot hkods first knThePeddreadd24/1925nCpllectionofc anv as
Blanche Goreff, Fig. 70) depicts a crowded city stheehed by tall buildings. Loosely
painted figures gather around a hedsawn carriage, on a ground that is perspectivally
tipped forward. Figures hover over the ground they are meant to occupy, furthering the
expressive distortion of the scene. Irstrban mélange, the facelessness of the figures

contributes to an overall sense of uncertainty. Such an incompletion of the figures

351 Breslin, 161.
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suggests that they might be immigrant typologies with which Rothko most identified:
recently arrived Eastern European wogkclass people that populated the lower east side
and other mostymmigrant neighborhoods of New York. This facelessness perhaps also
signifies unfinished identities, or, figures that stand for individuals still in the process of
formation. Rothkoandt her i mmi grants were subjected t
borrow Edward Sojads term, in the sense th
within the social hierarchy of Ameri¢a® Even in this first painting, Rothko moves
closer to how he wanteli¢ architectural environments he imagined to function: namely,
to underscore the urban setting, to order the emotive qualities of the scene, and to
structure our empathy with the incomplete figures.

Rothko was barely more than twenty years old when hequhthis scene. In
1924, he returned temporarily to Portland, Oregon, where he studied acting at Josephine
Dillon Theatre Company. In early 1925, he came back to New York to begin his career
as an artist. He was an outsider to New York and to the ad where, but eager to
break into both. It is thus not difficult to imagine why the fragile Rothko, so new to the
metropolis in 1924, might have been sensitive to the city, and specifically to the threat of
l osing his indivi dpparéntsilepcingaf hishfigures, achievedbyR ot h k
painting them without faces, and thus without the ability to communicate, might also
reflect his uncertain feelings alilkecarried t he ¢

promoted distrust. Rothko waiaised to be wary of the public spaces of the city, in

2Kim Servart Theriault raised this issue

Trauma, and Arshil e Gor k yArshile Gdrkg Mi¢haet i st and
Taylor, ed. (Philadelphia: Philagiddia Museum of Art, 2010)SeealsoEdward W. Soja,
Postmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of Space in Critical Social Thendon:

Verso, 1989).
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Dvinsk, fearing the potentially dire consequences oféigishand Latvian identity. The
tall buil dings of Rothkob6és first painting
wall-in his feceless/expressionless figures. His tall buildings metaphorically seem to
convey Rothkods wariness about the city.
emotive qualities of the scene, structuring our empathy with the incomplete figures.

Thesameis r ue of Rot hkoosUngled¢ToomJgwse xt ant can
(1924/1925, Collection of Marjorie G. Neuwirth, Fig. 71). As with his first canvas, the
setting of this painting seems to be an urban, industrial street with figures standing
directly on that undidosed street. The overall mood is a darker one. There is an eerie
sense of quiet in this scene, with movement restricted to a train passing over a bridge in
the background. Rot hkods reference to the
suggest why he has enshrouded his figures in such a melancholic gloom. As Philip
Guston noted, from a | unch c o Rdewshidsntity i on wi
had made him feel | onesome. Guston summar
feelings on theubject:

Being brought up as the youngest child when his father was an orthodox Jew,

Mark during the first nine years of his life was an hebrew infant prodigy. All the

rules and rigor of religion were never sufficiently observed by his mother, not

sufficient | y to Mar kés rigid father. And th

lifed oblivion of the Hebrew language and a complete break with templérigor

after having gone 100 times to the temple during the holidays[,] one day at the age

of 9 he came home and ammzed to his mother he would never set foot in the

temple agairi>>

Additionally, Rothko had only just left Yale University in the fall of 1923, the year

before he painted his second work, a decision strongly influenced by the overt anti

%3 Philip Guston, in Breslin, 19.
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Semitismhe expenmec ed t her e. As Michael Compton ha
Jews [at Yale] were not well received by t
radical he must have been particularly suspect in the period immediately following the
Russi an R¥ WAddingtd hissemse of shame, Rothko, for part of his time at the
uni versity, |l i ved with the Weinstein famidl
poor r ¥IThat hisauition&cholarship was converted into loans at the end of his
first senester, further contributed to the overall disheartening experience there. In his
second painting, Rothko alluded to an aspect of his identity with which he was not
altogether comfortable. The two men in the painting thus symbolized for Rothko a
mirror of his own conflicted religiousness, reflected in the ostracization he experienced in
Dvinsk, Portland, and now New Hav&. Rothko thus chose such a muddied palette and
sketchilypainted brushwork for a scene that was likely a difficult image for him to
create. At the moment when he would have almost certainly been thinking about the
many stages of the development of his Jewish identity, from devoutly adhering to it to
being agnostic about it, Rothko used gloomy and vague architecture to convey one of the
most sensitive aspects of his character.

The isolation Rothko experienced because he was Jewish likely made him

receptive to the painter Max Weber, with whom Rothko studied at the Art Students

®¥Mi chael Compton, f@AMark RoMarkRothlo:1963e Subj «
1970(London: Tate Gallery, 1996): 39.
355 Breslin, 50.
356 Rothko would later use the theme of Jewish identity in his works for Rabbi Lewis
B r o wTtee &mphic Bible: From Genesis to Revelation in Animated Maps & Charts
(New York, 1928). For more dhe intersections between modernist artists and Judaism,
see a series of books by Matthew Baigell on the subject, inclddimgh Art in America:
An Introduction(Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2007American Artists: Jewish
Imageg(Syracuse: Syracuse WnPress, 2006); antewish Artists in New York: The
Holocaust YeargéNew Brunswick: Rutgers Univ. Press, 2002).
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League after October 1925. Like Rothko, Weber immigratéderica as a child,

settling in Brooklyn in 1891 when he was ten years old. In various depictions of New

York, Weber presents a city full of tall buildings caught up in kaleidoscopic Cubist

settings and often inferred that the mélange of urban architeatas objectionable.

Recollecting his experiences standing on the Brooklyn Bridge, in 1912, Weber

crystallizes his aggression against urban architecture:
| stood and gazed at the millions of <cu
higher, stillpiledad st i | | hi gher with countless w
and hurled together in mighty mass agai
this pile throbbing, boiling, seething, as a pile after destruction.

For Weber, the fApil kingtofescape vore evidande that Webera s s

coded his skyscrapers in negative terms stems from the fact that by th820&] Weber

had grown so disgusted with the urban architecture he painted that he had moved on to

painting simple structures in bucolietBngs as a critique of urbanism and its

architecture™® By 1925, Weber used architectural subjects to express lighter mdadds.

saw a child playing, 0 he once noted, dAall/l

arch. Right there primarily it no® more architecture than these blusterers. An arch, an

aperture, the heavens over® Rotheohaldied, what

®"Max Weber, AOn the Brooklyn Bridge, 6 Mar
Archives of American Art (NY 5%): 136.

8 35ee, for example, hidigh Noon (1925, The Phillips Collection)The painting
typifiesWeber 6s return to illusionistitsc paintin
colorful setting reflects the bucolic life of Long Island, where Weber and his wife had
purchased a home in 192Three small barns in the background arsarell gray house
at the bottom righéire nestled within a landscape made of kgh colors. Overall, the
mood is significantly much warmer than the mood his images of tall buildings of New
York convey.

#9Max Weber in Breslin, 59.
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access tpxtoriastihlesin rélagion to coding urban architecture as something
problematic.

In New York(1913, ThysseiBornemisza Collection, Fig. 72), tall buildings point
upward from all various footings out of view. Weber repeats the pattern of slim, tall,
white structures with tiny windows but does little else to structure the scene into one that
allows te viewer access. The painting contains no access point for the viewer, resulting
in a flattened sequence of shapes that keep the fragmented composition further
impenetrable. This is true of his other depictions of skyscrapers from the same time,
includingNew York (The Liberty Tower from the Singer Building) [The Woolworth
Building] (1912, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, Fig. 73). In this way, Weber certainly
borrows from the Cub&uturist techniques he picked up while in Paris from 1905
1909°%° |n this anl similar paintings, Weber applies the Cubist grid to dislocate the
stability of architecture. We are presented with a disorienting view of the city, a view in
which the conglomerations of stylized buildings convey a sense of urban angst. The
swirling sense of motion irNew Yorkand in similar paintings by Weber also naturally
reflects Futurism, and thus the aggressive
Futurisme,o0o first published February 20, 1

desyn into the chaosé[ making] a panorama of

%Weberds connection to the early phase of
documented. He met Picasso at the salon of Gertrude and Leo Stein and could have even
Les Demoisel(ll®D79d06 whieggntde Vvisite®8Pi cassobd
Memoirs, Correspondence, and Scrapbook of Max Weber, Oral History Collection,

Columbia University; see also S. E. Leonard, Henri Rousseau and Max \Neber,
York 1970: 3334. Weber returned to America with a small still life by Picasso, which
was te first picture by Picasso Alfred Stieglitz had ever seen.
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all its cacophony, wa¥ Byuntewsooiing the aggleSsivé n s uc
potential of tall buildings in this way, Weber participates in a critique of urbarissen

vis its buildings. As Henry Jamebserved, irThe American Scer{@907), as such

Amul titudi nous skyscraperso were figiants o

save the comme¥8iuah asatrmoyucestwérienditdrow

N
=y

to borrow Alan Trachtenberg6s view, and
of defiance of tr adi {Byusiadarchitecamnalithengesanga nd c o
subjects to convey unpleasant aspects oflidgyWeber denounced an architeetl form

that was quite popular at that tim@/illiam Aiken Starrett proclaimed, in 1928,

skyscraperstob he most distinctivel " Momaeri can t hi
Mar c el Duchamp f dookalthd sipscrapers! HasiEu@pd anyttin

to show more be3dwhlethetlal i1 hdnmilildesng?mi ght i n
l andmark of our ageo as Ada Louise Huxtabl
building type belie the positive potential the skyscraper offered at the moment he painted

images of theni®®

31 Alfred WernerMax Webe(New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1975): 480.
362Henry JamesThe American Scer{dlew York: Harper & Bros., 1907): 70ff.
%3Al an Trachtenber g, @ThreprifRedmMarignneepher 6s |
Doezema and Elizabeth Milroy, e®eading American AfNew Haven and London:
Yale Univ. Press, 1998): 304.
34 William Aiken StarrettSkyscrapers and the Men Who Build THaew York:
Scribner, 1928): 1.
3% Marcel Duchamp, quotedimnThe | conocl astic Opinions o
[sif concerni ng @Gurrént GpimidnVoA B9gNov. £945): 846.
366 Ada Louise Huxtable, frorithe Tall Building Artistically Reconsidered: The
Search for a Skyscraper Styhew York: Pantheon Boak 1985), selections reprinted in
Ada Louise HuxtableQn Architecture: Collected Reflections on a Century of Change
(New York: Walker & Co., 2008): 132. For the definitive account of the skyscraper at
the moment Rothko painted the type, see Louis |. Witzcand Boyden Sparkeshe
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Mil ton Avery might have also inspired o
architectural. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, Avery painted many images of New
York. These range from scenes without architecture to those in whiateataral
structures tower over nearby figur&8.In The Steeplechase, Coney Isl4hé25,
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Fig. 74), Avery expresses the massive scale of a
steeplechase roller coaster. This particular roller coaster habysglde cars in a
dueling racing effect, thus making it much scarier than previous roller coasters,
reinforcing the sense of danger and fear the amusement park ride conveyed. Avery
painted the work not long after he moved to New York in 1925 from the small town of
Altmar in northern New York, which may explain his awe with such structures. As a
constant presence in Averyo6s studio at tha
work or other works by Avery in which architecture factors prominently. Rothko had
seensomef Averyods early work in an exhibition
1928, where both artists, along with Gottlieb, had exhibited painttfigehey officially
met in either 1929 or 1930 through Louis Kaufman, a mutual friend and musician from

Rt hkods hometown of Portland, Oregon. As

Towers of New York: The Memoirs of a Master Buil@&w York: Simon & Schuster,
1937).

%7 For a norarchitectural work, seRider in Central ParKearly 1930s, Brooklyn
Museum of Art).

%8 The two extant works on canvas Rotledibited are landscapes (see Anfam cat.
nos. 11 and 12). Two reviews of that ex
Rot hkowi tzo and what was touted as Rot hk
PembertonCreative Ac{December 1928): n.p.; amtéew YorkSun(Nov. 12, 1928).
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Gottlieb were fna part of the Averysos dail

1932, Rothko helped the Aver®s bring her h
Key early worksoy Avery show similar faceless figures. Among the earliest is

Sitters by the Sgd933, Private Collection). In the work, four seated adult figures and

one standing child are on a beach surveying the ocean. Only three years into his mature

careerattita poi nt, Averyos signature colorfield:

Rot hkods own, are already present. Whi | e

this painting, if he had he would have responded to the obvious incommunicability of the

figures in Averyo6s 1933 painting. Averyos
my pictureséthe facts do not interest me s
the facelessness and their inabiliuting to co

forms to what he believed were the barest essefffaldowever, it is possible that
Rot hko nonetheless might have read Averyos
aggressive act against them.

Mul ti ple paintings fodsuggesthow he knopldyedthei gur a
architecture of the city in his work. Des
accompanying |iterature for Rothkods first
Arts Gallery in New York, wher&@he Road1932/33,Collection of Christopher Rothko,

Fig. 75) was first exhibited, along with fourteen other works by Rothko, three barely

discernable sets of figures in are compositionally swallowed up by the architecture

9E A.Carmean,JifiAvery, Gottlieb, and Rothko: Pr
Coming to Light: Avery, Gottlieb, Rothko, Provincetown Summers-1967(New
York: Knoedler & Co., 2002): 10.

379 Milton Avery, quoted in Harvey S. Shipley Mdlr , A Some Aspects of
Mi | t on MitaneArveyy Dawings and Painting@ustin, TX: The Univ. of Texas
at Austin Art Museum, 1977): 28.
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depicted And while he paid particular attentionttee finely-painted wroughtron
balustrade, located at right, in stark contrast to the way he painted the extremely
abstracted figures, in quick dashes of pigment, Rothko has overwhelmingly emphasized
the architectural setting, or, his Brooklyn neighbadhcat the crossing of Atlantic
Avenue at Norstrand Avenue. The following yearCity Phantasy [Rectolca. 1934,
Collection of Christopher Rothko, Fig. 76), Rothko resolved the issue, giving equal
compositional weight to both the figures and the deplietrchitecture. He has made the
figures not only more architectural, with columnar bodies, but has given them more
compositional agency by wedging them between two rows of tiglaitked tall
buildings, at left and right of both canvases, functionindjtect the figural traffic
towards the viewer.

Largescaled buildings also appeartiandscape [?] {Untitledor, Untitled (two
women before a cityscap@)936/1937, National Gallery of Art, Washington, Fig. 77),
two figures stand on a balcony in whapaars to intimate conversation with the
backdrop of a sequence of tall buildings in the backgrd{nt.is nighttime and the city
is dark, at a standstill, void of pedestrian traffic, and unwelcoming. Emphasizing this, the
figures are separate from tesolation below them. That same yeaGtireet Scene
(1936/1937, National Gallery of Art, Washington, Fig. 79), Rothko has merged his
figures with the tall buildings surrounding them, compressing them by the architecture of

the city. The bottom half dhe central figure who gazes out at the viewer in an intimate

3" Here, the work recalls two works in which Rothko combined a stark cityscape, tall
buildings, and a highantage point, both his fourth known wdketch Done in Full
Sunlight(1925, Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko, Fi@. 82)
which depicts a view from the area of West
Heights neighborhood, lookirgputhward toward Columbia UniversityandUntitled
[Cityscape](ca. 1936, Collection of Christopher Rothko, FH§).
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gesture of connectivity with us/Rothko dissolves into the structures. Rothko
subsequently continued his pictorial investigation of the interplay between the
monumental scale of tall buildingsd their relationship to the figures positioned
alongside them, depicting oversized colurifishe massive footing of an enormous

structure®”®

and vast plazas enveloped by lasgaled buildings’*

Long before he accepted the Seagram commission to matsrfar a
skyscraper, Rothko consistently worked toward hinging unpleasant moods onto the
architectural settings he imagined, both the interiors and exteriors of urban architecture.

His repeated use of architectural motifs during the period justifiessnhpecessary to

add painting/architecture to a series of polarities David Anfam identified populating

Rot hkods earliest work, including precisio

sense of movemenf®

372 seeMetropolitan Scenéca. 1937, Collection of Christopher Rothko).

373 SeeStreet Scenga. 1937, National Gallery of Art, Washington).

374 SeeUntitled [Four Figures in a Plaza{ca. 1937, National Gallery of Art,
Washington) andUntitled [Four Figures in a Plaza{ca. 1937, National Gallery of Art,
Washington).

375 Anfam, Mark Rothko: The Works on Canyay.
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CHAPTER 5:
ROTHKO, MIES, & TRANSCENDENCE
Mi chael Comptond6s view that Rothko fAmig
architect, Mies van der Rohe, with his reputation for implacable architectural integrity
and precision of designo inspired e¢cteke goal
connection between Rothko and Miesds respe

interest in the theme of transcendef®eAchim BorchardtHu me 6 s assessment

mur als fidestabalise the architectfthe e t hey
wall s on which they are hungé[creating al]
transcendenced provided more of"an i mpetus

Michael Leja contended, many Abstract Expressionists employed themes of
transcendencean escapi st retreat from modernity.
selfishness, and scientism characteristic
the spirituality, transcendence, and organic community allegedly exemplified by

primitive societ e¥%.Ld ke film noir, which he found #t

| oss of control, o the work of Rot hko and h

376 Michael ComptoniMark Rothko:Kaaba in New Yorki2. | am using the term
Atranscendenceo as def i patdtudiilge WBKROofArt: d Genet
Immanence and Transcendencee Ganettd,he Work of Art: Immanence and
Transcendencgarans. G. M. Goshgarian (Ithaca: Cotnéhiv. Press, 1987). As Eyal

Segal found, in an examination of Genetted
transcendence, AdAi mmanenceo i s Athe manner
i deal object or event , o lltheawayse whichawoskc end e nc
exceeds this object of i mmanence. 0 See Ey

Transcendence by Gérard Ganette, and The Aesthetic Relation by Gérard Ganette
( r e v iPeetics Todayol. 23, No. 2 (Summer 2002): 358.

377 Achim BorchardtHume, 17.

378 Michael Leja,Reframing Abstract Expressionism: Subjectivity and Painting in the
1940s(New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 1993): 64.
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Leja described as a dAshrill i nsistence on
transcendence ofh e s bR oetchtk.cd06s own st atements regar
along with his interest in music and his bent toward gsjaisitual experiences with

paintings, all suggest his interest in transcendent themes. Understanding this will show

that he and Mig had a fundamental similarity in how they each approached their

respective Seagram projects. A link between the painter and the architect has been

compl etely neglected, despite Rothkods | on
prior chaptershas f ocused primarily on Rothkods pai

focus on a central idea, perhaps the central idea, of the conceptual platform of his

abstractions.
For Mies, Athe transcendent quality he
MoMA Highlightsc at al ogue will see, fiis epitomized

c | a P FoyRotbko, the idea of transcendent art preoccupied him years before he

made his first mural®* By the late 1950s, he used objects to get viewers to transcend

9 bid, 268.

380 The Museum of Modern Art, MoMA Highligliiéew York: The Museum of
Modern At, revised 2004, originally published 1999): 217.

®lRot hkods connection to Mies in relation
similar connection between Mies and Piet M
Real ity and Abst rthedteakdereof distingtions lfetivleh 9 ) , f or
mediums, in order to emphasize something metaphysical. For him, the immaterial and

the transcendent, what he called the Acosm
Ai nt er nal -embtionalgtates@f bejngndhe other side of the duality with the
outwardly focused Acultivated externality.

Abstract Reality, o originally publ iDBhed as
Stijl I, 1919, reprinted in Piet MondnaNatural Reality and Abstract Reality: An Essay
in Trialogue Form(New York: George Braziller, 1995). Theo van Doesburg, in as essay

from the same year, promoted similar views
(inward) and mateeati iang (tohudtwaardt)i, ¥t adstwoul d
individuality. o See ThE®tjNEBm, réponeedibur g, I n

Herschel B. ChippTheories of Modern AfBerkeley, Los Angeles, and London: Univ.
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them, as vehicles to elicit experiences that are essentially metaphysical. In this way, his
abstractions resist the problematical categorization as merely objects in the Greenbergian
sense, even though they exhibit the modernist characteristics of $lamegvident
brushwork, among other factof&. Thi s i s why Rot hko cl ai med t
color p®iwWhtilmegshe&re is no evidence that he
transcendence, he was, of course, had to have been familiar withlthedomi which his

murals were to be located. Its opening in May 1958, before he began working on the
murals, was, as mentioned, a major event.

large scale as Burke defined it would have also made hisshiera project for a

of California Press, 1968): 3280t h arti stsdé attempts to int
between painting and architecture in the De Stijl movement has been thoroughly

investigated elsewhere, along with the idea that Mondrian, van Doesburg, and J.J. Oud

led a movement that sought to denifyshe notion of medium specificityWhile this

seems to have influenced Miesbdbs own use of
Doesburgbés influence on his own work to be
interview, thathdiknewasvearof msch h#®dmBsght ar ct
van der Rohe, in Moisés PuenBgnversations with Mies van der Roled. (New York:

Princeton Architectural Press, 2008): 43.

382 Rothko understood this, and rallied against such interpretations of histhast,

that | imited his paintings to orclardgynheer gos
i ssue of fHAobjecthoodo and how the term fun
di scourse, see Clement ClemeatrGrenbegdhe A Moder ni

Collected Essays and Criticism, Vo]. 4 John O6Bri an, ed. (Chicag
Press, 1993): 893. Greenberg argued that painters must becomergettl in order to
come to terms with the most basic/fundamental elements of their respeetduemor,
in other words, he promoted a central dictum of modernist painting. Painting, Greenberg
advocated, is essentially flat, and should be approached asMiatiael Fried followed
the Greenbergian critical model, which lady the mid1960$ come under attack by
the onslaught of the Pop, conceptual, and Minimalist movements. See Michael Fried,
AArt and @bfpremd/ol.tb @Jond 1967): 123.
383 Rothko, quoted by Dan Rice during the Seagram project. For a thorough review
of Ri c e 0sson theopmject, aeke Breslin, 34Q29.
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massive tower intriguing. As Burke noted,

¥y espec

is a power ful cause of the subl i me
There are many intriguing links between the Seagrantipgs and the building,
encouraging an exploration of shared themes that both Mies and Rothko employed in
their work for the corporation. To start
for the Seagram project afforded them both ideal opportundtiesperiment further with
their respective signature styles, those that were at that time lucrative and highly critically
accl ai med. Both projects occurred relatiyv
phase, generally understood to be dabeafter ca. 1949, was more focused on large
scale tall, commercial buildings in urban settings, as opposed to the horizontal format of
his most famous building to date, the German Pavilion at the Barcelona Exposition
(192829)3° For Rothko, as mentioned prior chapters, the project inspired his
ongoing experimentation both with architectural motifs and the dissolution of boundaries
between his canvases and the architecture they inhabit/create.
Additionally, many of the upright vertical rectangular st&pf the door/window
forms of the canvases have similar proportions as the buildingural, Section 4 {Red
on Maroon} [Seagram Mural{1959, Tate Gallery, Fig. 7), for example, the central
lighter-toned rectangular (framed by the larger, open, danke) is nearly exactly the
same shape as the buildingdés Park Avenue f

for this painting to hold a central position within the overall installation in the Grill

%4 Burke, 114.

%% The completion of the Seagram building, in 1958, occurred more than fifty years
after Miesds first archit ec tNeubabelsbgerg)oj ect |,
For more on Mi &&(assa pivoaméw ploaae.of his Bader), see Schulze,
239-283.
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Room, according to Dan Rice, underscoring this caimet° When rotated clockwise,

thelandscapé or matt ed canvases also mimic the prc¢
Another important link between the Seagram paintings and building is that they

both championed abstraction. While Rothko abstracted thenndow forms from

Mi chel angel o6s Library, they are stil]l non

Mi esb6s biographer Franz Schul ze observed,

ideally suitedo to hi m perectRrammetheubcdtheenawc t i o n i

mo d e r i°l Mies abstracted architecture to what he believed were its purest

ingredients: the simplest geometric shapes and materials, steel, glass, and stone. Any

visual irregularity in its meticulous facade would drateation to the building as a

massive, tangible structure glued to its Park Avenue footprint, rather than an elegant,

weightlessseeming architectural presence. The simple and sleek aesthetic thus allows

the building to seem to transcend its massive wegghvity, and scale. To achieve this,

Mies kept the composition of the exterior facades as simplified as possible, rejecting

outright the standard stepped ziggurat form of a typical New York skyscraper, a

convention that resulted from the progressivesetc k s mandat ed by the c

laws. He once compared the sleek design of the building in contrast to the Rockefeller

Center tower. I n his view, Raymond Hood©és

has nothing to do Wiith gityhloaas@ana sstorfuawt mde

an fiar my ¥fAss Rlodbiearts.Venturi observed, @AMie

3% The 19581959 Murals ex. cat., Dan Rice interviewed by Arnold Glimcher (New
York: The Pace Gallery, 1978): n.p.

%7 Schulze, 227.

388 Mies van der Rohe, in Puente, 84.
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way of the consistency of his order, of the point, line, and plane of his always complete
pavil® ons. o

An added connection beeen the building and the paintings is that the abstract
colorfields of the canvases function not unlike that of the reflective glass windows of the
building, in the sense that the visual impenetrability of both ultimately denies our access
perspectivallyMi es 6s windows reflect only the surr
door/window forms of the Seagram paintings frame a colorfield that is illusionistically
impenetrable. There is nothing depicted within the frames but washes of color. Their
imperetrability visa-vis the flatness of the canvas in this way aligns them with a similar
feature of Rot hkoos -1p58)eworksathatsare,cab Jarhes Brestini o n s
argued, fdanger odSHor cBarskearta Moueak algn d Br i
of Rothkoo6s abstracti ons?>*'aor®obermRoderblorn, Avery

they are finead¥NavahibéehKogonieswent as far as

abstractions fArepresent &° Thissensenfghingress i n t h
stems from Rothkodés stated goal to transce
object. Rot hko ai med at achieving®what Mi

This is precisely why John EIl der fesigeedd obse

to deliver transcendence, to provide access to hidden but immanent truths of the

389 Robert VenturiComplexity and Contradiction in Architectufidew York: The
Museum of Modern Art, New York, 2002, first published 1966): 50.

390 Breslin, 7.

¥Bar bara Novak and Brian O6Doherty, fRot!
V o i MarkoRothko Jeffrey Weiss, ed., 28

392 Robert RosenblumMiodern Painting and the Northern Romantic Traditi@f.

¥Natalie Kosoi, fANothingness Made Visibl:
Journal, Vol. 64, No. 2 (Summer 2005)=20.

394 Michael Compton, 65.
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univers® not merely to struggle with that transcendence, those truths (that would be a
doubtero6s way) but *aAllofthaadssessments refecRtvieyd ¢ h e m
statements on the subject of transcendence
views about transcendence.

By emphasizing the interrelationships of each individual canvas in the series to
the other works in the set when installed jointlpttiko also employed a seminal
ingredient of architecture: namely the relationship of a building to the architecture that
surrounds it As mentioned, one painting within the Seagram series was less important
than an installation of his multiple canvasesumted jointly. Each singular canvas of the

cycle thus dematerializes into a greater frieze of his other works and of the architectural

%John EIl derdrimdtdi,omsT,ranisf Glenn Phillips
Seeing RothkflLos Angeles: Getty Research Inst., 2005): 10%ing colorfields to
evoke transcendent themes of «couarlestere pref i g
Kline delivered at the Sorbonmeéhile Rothko worked on the Seagram projéetargued
for the intangibility of tangible art, specifically describing his immaterial aesthetic
experience with the color blue. Borrowing
there is nothing, nexttherei a dept h of nothingness, then
described how blue fAhas no di mensionséis b
and is instead a state of SdeévesKiginframat 1 s fAp
AThe Evol wtwaaomnd so ft hfer tl nmmateri al , 0 extracted
delivered on June 3, 1959 at the Sorbonne in Paris, originally published in 1973 in an
exhibition catal ogue for Kleinbés work at t
Wood, eds.,8.[ | 6m not sure that Rothko would be

*Mi es and Rothkoods focus on the relation:
collective in an attempt to dissolve the boundaries between the two paradigms raises an
intriguing paralél with Noam Chomsky, who had, at that point, recently published his
theoryof transformationagenerative grammar. Byntactic Structures€Chomsky
articulatel the concept that language is nohditioned, but is instead innately grounded,
observing thalanguage as such permeaesindaries, transcending themthe sense
that we ae all hardwired to receive it By emphasizing cognition over empiricism, his
findings not only paved the way for the development of cognitive psychology overall, but
alsq more pertinent to the current investigation, suggested that people were more closely
connectedn terms of the mechanics of how wexeive and process informatitren
what previous linguists believe8ee Noam Chomsk@yntactic Structure§lhe Hague:
Mouton, 1957).
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setting. The color, scale, and architecturally referencing shapes of the Seagram paintings
all function to underscorte serial nature of the set. We are meant to read each painting
as part of a larger frieziéke program.

Similarly, Mies was quite sensitive to the builditagbuilding relationship
throughout his career, and very much so with the Seagram. As FiaunzeSabserved,
Mi es fihad a reputation f or-retbediallgodiesng ar c hi
independent of...the context in which they found themselves...it is decidedly not true of
t he Seagr a%hinBther wodls, Migs.cansidered thedtion of the building
and its relationship to adjacent structures to be so essential to the project. In this way, it
becomes part of an architectural tapestry, dissolving itself into its surroundings. Along
with the theanewly opened Skidmore, Owings &éavtill-designed Lever House,
completed in 1952 and |l ocated at 390 Park
International Style in AmericX® Johnson felt similarly, as evidenced by what is
generally considered to be his response to the Seagram buitdir§T&T/Sony
building in midtown Manhattan, finished in 19%4. At least as early as 1924, Mies

believed that the collective usurped the i

$7Schulze, 27Z3.
398 The style was coined in 1931 by Alfred Barr after a debate with Philip Johnson
and HenryRu s s e | | Hi tchcock, thus replacing Hitc
1930 bookModern Architecture See Alice Goldfarb Marquiglfred H. Barr, Jr.,
Missionary for the Moder{Chicago: Contemporary Books, 1989): 85. It was
popularized by the Johnson/Hitchceaiganized exhibitioModern Architecture:
International Exhibition at the Museum of Modern arthe Museum of Modern Ar
399 30hnson invokes a conversation between the two buildingswissclose
proximity (the AT&T/Sony building is located at 550 Madison Avenue betweEras8
56" Streets, only a few blocks from the Seagram), and also through similar scales (thirty

seven stories in JokbngbhdsnbMi eddbsy. andobhs
idiosyncratic design motifs (derived from appropriations of Chippendale furniture,

Brunell eschi 6s Pazzi Chapel, and so on) as
ofthelesssmor e sensibilities of Miesob6s earlier
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nature, 0 he noted, are more i mgisigniicannet t han
of the individual’®® Translating this view to architectural matters, Mies sought to

achieve a unity of building and its site, dematerializing the structure into its surroundings,
thereby debasing, as GevVvocrklatibhaofrcolonoand an put
wall promulgated by L. Battista Al berti éf[r
f or ma 1 iTeermtetnational Style emerged in part as a plastic expression of such a

dematerialization, a transcendence of a building interitsronment.®?

“OMi es van der Rohe, BeB@uerkchnitholt 4 (1024%31Zei t wi |
32.Mi esds prioritization of the collective
beeninspired bgcent al t enet of OshwaDedinedfpleivgdirser 6s b o
published in 1918 and 1922): namely, that individuals are powerless, caught up in the
magnetic pull of cultural lifeeycles (what he cadd winters and summers).n Spengl er 6
view, civilization is locked into an irreversible system of-tigles, dialectically
polarized intaisummers  ( m@at periogs of civikation, during whichGalileo,

Michelangelo, ShakespeamdMozart among others, have emeryled awinterdfi ( a s
identified ly periods of materialism, greed, and burgeoning metropjlisSese
popularityo f S p e n g I(selling 100,d0@copies by 1928)ovides evidence for

Mi esbs familiarity with these ideas. Publ
notion of acyclical sociological system providémpefor Germans that the low ebb
(after the War) would be only temporarf.he or der |l i ness and si mpl

binarywould have almost certainly appealed to Mi@sthur Drexler first suggested
S p e n gitfléencé en Mies, in a lecture he delivered at the Arts Club of Chicago on
September 20, 198 conjunction with the exhibitioMies van der Rohe: Interior
Spaces For more on the impact of philosophy ol
PeterSereyi , ASpinoza Hegel and Mies: The Mean
B e r | Joumal of the Society of Architectural Historianl. 30 (Oct. 1971). Mies
denied having read the book, though this seems unlikely, especially because he was an
avidreacer. See Schulze pp 9.

“'Gevork Hartoonian, fAMies van der Rohe:
Journal of Architectural Educatio(1984), Vol. 42, No. 2 (Winter, 1989): 434.

“02The new style (of Mies, Le Corbusier, J. J. P. Oud, and Walter Grapiiong
others) showcased the use of form to suggest something formless/immaterial. Mies and
the others employed sleek visual language (in part derived from the geometric wing of
modernist painting) to make buildings that are meant to assimilate intgeaipylitical
context worl dwi de. Vernacul ar architectur
buildings) were outmoded, replaced by a new utefganing architecture, one that
permeated boundaries (of nationalism and culture, among others). Le Corhusger,
chapter on airplanes ifoward an Architectur€l923), the very chapter in which his
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I n his classic essay AThe Romantics Wer

transcendence no | ess than six times, begi
must involve the strange and unfandni | i ar, o
unfamiliar is transcendental . 0 ATranscend

Awhen an artist abandons the false sense o
b a n k b*® &ken efore he made his first signature picture, Rothko distinguished

bet ween object, a commodity purchasabl e wi
experience an object suggests or provokes. He rehashes the discussion of such an

emphasis on the metaphysical experiences one can have with objects/plastic art

throughout higareer. In his posthumously published manuscript, for example, he argues
that the Italian Renaissance artists fAwhet
that in demonstrating a physical |l aw al one
toreduce this law to the t &rDwesscorfi bpirnogf ofiufnrda g

of the universedo and fAimands subjectivity,o

metaphysicality over objecthood.

famous phrase fAthe house is a machine for
transcendence (of terrestrial space, of architectural types). See Lei@oNwrs une
architecture(Paris: G. Crés, 1924); affdward an Architecturgrans. John Goodman
(Los Angel es: J. Paul Getty Trust, 2007) :
transcendence of vernacul ar ar fiet,pureect ur al
cl ean, generalized, r e a sAmerieab Architectuaebasdt r act . 0
Urbanism( New Yor k: Henry Holt and Co., 1988):
appropriation of the International Style (in the Seagram) strongly juxtaposesléhef sty
New York buildings that Louis Sullivan onc
of type; a singularly sordid, vulgar verna
The Autobiography of an Idédlew York: Dover, 1956): 202.

‘% Mark Rothkoi The Romanti c¢cs WeadingARRtraccmpt ed, 6 i n
Expressionism: Context and Critiqui40.

““Rothko,The Artistodés Realdty: Philosophies o
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Rot hkods preoccupati on wi bévidénteedbyhihr e me o

passionate interest in music, an aural,-tegible experienc&? In his manuscript, he

argued that the essential components of the plastt &rsh apes, space, col «
andsoodiconstitute, 0 i n hifpantngtustasasounds,n, At he
ti mbres, and measur es ¢Healdoidasaiteghow musit of t
Sshould only be understood as fAmovement in
fourth dimension, 0 r ev e aetrsofgetdphysilSdeep inte
El sewhere in the manuscript he describes h

feel gay, sad, heavy, or light, not by any human association but through the relationship
of rhythms and the t“%@AsThomadM. Massedfdudyin of t he

1978, Rothko Ashares with composers of mus

05 The recent exhibitioWertical Thoughts: Morton Feldman and the Visual Arts
(held at the Irish Museunt dodern Art in Dublin from March 31 June 27, 2010)
explores the connection, rooted in a mutual admiration between Rothko and his friend
Feldman. Commemorating his friendship with Rothko, based in part on a shared
RussiarJewish kinship, Feldman, in 19,/wrote the twengyninute composition Rothko
Chapel, the solemn, haunting sounds of which are an ideal musical mirror of the chapel
paintings and environment. For Rothko, music was, like pictorial art, a bridge to
something transcendent and intangidkot hkods comment t hat he w

painting to the Al evel of poignancy of mus
the basic human emotions he sought to express pictorially, is especially crucial to this
investigationBarbara Novak and Bimia OO0 Doherty, fARothkods Dark

and VMarkdRothko Jeffrey Weiss, ed., 266R 0t hkods | andies f or musi
metaphysical affects naturally places him in a pantheon of modernist artists with similar
tastes, including most notably Jarn#dsbot McNeill Whistler, Wassily Kandinsky, and

PaulKlegf ok; since youbve established the infl
here]Whi st |l er, for exampl e, usealnd hgn dietr msn é &
the titles of his works, in ordéo suggest not only a fluid, ssmsthetic union of sound

and i mage, as in Amusic is the podamesy of s
Abbott McNeill Whistler, AThe Red Rag, o0 (M

and Marco Treves, ed#rtists on Art from the XIV to the XX CentiNew York:
Pantheon Books, 1972): 347.
°pothko,The Artistods Reald98ty: Philosophies o
407 (i
Ibid., 48.
% bid., 5354.
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ability to engageéthe eyeéin a process tha
attention to consecutive passages; an interest in rhythmic segwetérand t he wuse o
to achieve modul ations that can B%Dosubt !y
Ashton contended, AdAthe other great passion
man who could not be without music, a man whose inner ke accompanied
constantly by the harmonies of great works and, most particularly, the works of
Wol f gang A ma H%Ashson ao deacribed how Rothko once gave a musical
readi ng t o vThe RedBtgdif®id tThedvisisewnsof Modern Art, New
York, Fig. 23) AWhen you | ooked at that painting,
saturated with % Vincents). Bruho similarlyfoend thatmu s i ¢ . 0
Rothko wanted to overwhelm the senses with the emotional shock of
certain colors ira way that raised pure sensation to the level of
transcendental experience. Perhaps his aim was to equal the effects of
music, which he loved, to release the power of color with the impact of a
crescendo in a Beethoven symphony, lifting the mind tolenrbayond
the reach of logié*?

Christopher Rothko similarly argued for RO

music as much ifnotmoreit han he “foved art. o

49 Thomas M. MesseMark Rothko, 1903970: A Retrospectiy®iane Waldman,
12.

“0Asht on, MARot hko 0S3eeifgRahk®9. of Mi nd, o

“11Breslin, 283. See also Dore Ashtdrhout Rothkp112113.

“2yincent J. Bruno, fAMark Rothko and the
i n Roman Mural s, 0 i n R.EiusirtutisSStudiost Clasgicdl A . R.
and Postclassical Studies in memory of Frank Edward By&#tudies in the History of
Art, Symposium Papers 23, National Gallery of Art (Washington, DC, 1993): 239.

“PChristopher Rothko, quoted ednChistoghere Dwy
Rot hko Shares Troubl ed TWelndependerfSeptoXl, hi s Fat
2008).
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Rot h k o 0 sleasing sensibilitiesawhich are also well documented in the
Rothko literature, also points toward his interest in transcendent themes. His friend, the
poet Stanley Kunitz, referred“tonisehi m as fit
Bourgeois stated that Rothko fihad dusgni ty
backgroundo and that he fAal Wasweneounded | i
Al l oway suggested, fARothkoo6s art w&® al way
Anna Chave devoted the prime position, most of the first page of heMeakRothko:
Subjects in Abstraction t o t he subject of Areligiosityo

work.*'" Hilton Kramerweighed n, noting that the Areligiot

is found iniinstmheeseheégi onSmMheftheset i st mad

senti ments, and many ot hers | i-kpeattddhem, mir
phrases: fAthe people who weep before my pi
experience | had™Widrmel mpaMontreé chgteheédrm. G Tr an
Immanence in Art, o published five years befor

offers a definition of transcendence as it relates to spirituality that would have suited
Rot hkoos -leamng sensibilitiast i st

We are all the less familiar with the cortiens that exist between a
state of soul which thus inclines toward transcendentalism, and the
form of its expression in art. For the spirit's fear of the unknown and
the unknowable not only created the first gods, it also created the first

“14 Stanley Kunitz, interview with Avis Berman, Part |, Archives of American Art, in

Breslin, 320, and note 59.

15| ouise Bourgeois, interview with Bresl{dan. 7, 1986), in Breslin, 323, and note
68.

“6 awr ence Al Nation@lgr,15, A9¥1):t3490

“17 Anna C. ChaveMark Rothko: Subjects in Abstractioh

“BHilton Kramer, fiRot hKheNewAork Tinsslov.R2 1 i gi ou:
1978).

19 Mark Rothko, in Breslin, 325.
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art. In othewords, to the transcendentalism of religion there always
corresponds a transcendentalism of art, for which we lack the organ of
understanding only because we obstinately insist upon appraising the
vast mass of factual material in the whole field of anrftbe narrow
angle of vision of our Europedblassical conception. We perceive
transcendental feeling in the content, to be sure; but we overlook it in
the real core of the process of artistic creaffdn.

Rot hkods interest i anscengdaenageculminatédindis def i n

acceptance of the Rothko Chapel project in Houston (see Fitf*80he Chapel was the

“PWi | hel m Worringer, #ATransdhedodreahof e and |1
Aesthetics and Art Criticisiol. 12, No. 2 (Dec. 1953): 210.

“'The transcendent themes of Rothkodés Chaj
paintings he fasbned to convey them, were largely influenced lpy@ect Matisse
completed in 1951the small Dominican Chapelle de Samarie du Rosarie in the
French town of Vence (see Figd-82), located o the French Riviera near Nice.
Matisse worked on the pegjtfrom 194751 as a partial favor to Sister JaciMarie,
known to Matisse as Monique Bourgeois, who nursed him after his surgery in 1941, and
whose Atendernességoes beyond words. o See
(May 9, 1947), quotedinGaleril | e Langdon, AGA Spiritual Sp
t he Domi ni c deaitshrifaftir Kihstgeschachiéol. 51 (1988): 544.
Mati ssebdbs attempts to intersect pictori al
from his careetong architeturally-themed/related works, including tle¥gescale
muralsDanceandMusic (1910, Herntiage Museum, St. Petersbyfgr the Russian
collector Sergei Shchukin, afxhnce 11(1932, The Barnesdtindation, Merion,
Pennsylvania)il n a v er yc er,estthrei chtreeda dstpha i s fi ve me
ofthe Chapel Al wanted t o i n Henri Mdtisséta MasiplLiuz, i t ual p
1952, quoted in Jack D. Flamatisse on Arted.(New York: Phaidon, 1973): 136.
Matisse designethe variousaccoutrenents within the space, including the altar and
candlesticks, inordertor eat e a t ot al environment, one
compl ete i mmersion and transcendent exper.i
i mperfections, 0 mMa tmas s eHewriMatisse,.in@fettasto b e
Bi shop R®mond, quoted i n FIrTeedeInstitatkof A. Swee
Chicago Quarteriv ol . 46, No. 2 (April 1, 1952): 33.
and the Rothko Chapel in Houstarere mmediately made, just after the dedication of
the latte, in 1971. [people linked the two; did Rothko have any thoughtkish

Dominique de Meniwh o descri bed Rot hkoos atinditavihe | as |
the Vence chapetbserved that the Chag Awi | | probably be knowr
the Rothko Chapel, just as the conventual Chapel of the Dominican sisters of Vence, the
chapel of the Rosary, is known the world o
Meni |, fAThe RroJonnklvol 80hNop3dPringdp1971): 249.For the

most recent account of de Menil 0s relation
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brainchild of Dominique de Menil, who visited Rothko in New York, on April 17, 1964,
where she viewed some of the Seagram paintings, antl der e d : AO miracl e,
decl ared, fpé&aAsaresuhofthal experienve,.shie commissioned a
series of paintings for what would ultimately become ad@mominational chapel in
Houston. Shaped in an octagonal form derived from Torcellol{aptistery fonts and
baptisteries , (Meyer Schapiro once informed Rothko the octagon was of the model for
Eastern Orthodox churches), the chapel, designed by Philip Johnson and completed by
Howard Barnstone and Eugene makeBastyandWest | f i | |
merge i n an 0% Foamostofd964 throughpAerll of 5967, when Rothko
sent the requested fourteen paintings, along with four additional ones, to Houston, the
project consumed him. The paintings were stored thereuntil 197 af t er Rot hkoo
at which point the chapel was completed with the installed paintings.

The Chapel paintings are among Rothkoos
di scourse with the architecture, 0 as Steph
Afarchitectonic in scale, the fulfil ment of
inner | ife to a culturally symbolic, envel

thereby suggesting the shaping of*Ashe indi

The Rothko Chapel: Writings on Art and the Threshold of the D{dNew Haven and
London: Yale Univ. Press, 2010).
22 Dominique de Menil, quoted in Nodelman, TRethko Chapel Paintings: Origins,

Structure, and Meanin®g3-3 4 . She recalled: fAHe had pl ac
feet in front of it [the painting]lheld | ust
up, embraced, and free. There was a beyond

consequence, she attempted to acquire "a group of these paintings for the future chapel in
Houston."

423Rothko, quoted in Dore Ashton, 169.

424St ephen Pol caHiou s iiTekeaBurkngtéhdiagazngal. 139,
No. 1132 (July 1997), 506.
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Shel don Nodel man found, the chapel WAinscri
centuryds most serious attempt at the rein
estranged since®RbehEobsghtuegeray. Dor tr an
he argued, explained why he would have been drawn to the chapel ffopdemny

schol ars have proposed similar anal yses.
inevitabledo that Rothko would have made pa
di scourse of the motif of the doorway inev
David Anfam concluded that the chapel work
their reduced palette triggers a transcendent spiritual experience, one he feurat wa

unlike the unmarked stones used by the ancient Greeks to represent a deity in its
absencé® Chri stopher Rothko went so far as to

cul minationéthe opportunity he had | ong se

425Nodelman, 34.
2% |bid., 306.
27 julia DavisMark Rothko: The Art of Transcender(gent, U.K.: Crescent Moon,
1995): 69, 82.
“Anfam, fATo Se dmagemithe NaBeen$earch$oe e, 0
Understanding, The Rothko Chapel Art Sertés In this way, Anfam observed, the
Chapel works are thus not dissimilar to key Buddhist reliefs from the 2nd century C.E.
and the Kabba at Mecca. Rothko made the palette from variations ofmfaroo
combination of alizarin crimson and black, with traces of umber, sienna, and blue).
Anfam also |linked the ideas of fAblacknesso
culture (to the black sl ab t200HtASpateg ment s a
Odyssey(1968), and to references to blackness in the conceptually darkmdckll

songPaintItBlackboy t he Rol |l i ng St ones H¢twbBchatin t oppe
1966, while Rothko worked on the chpel pr
See, 0 65, 66. More recently, Anfam | inked
Rot hkods predilection for Romantic art, me

contemporaneous datkemed or dartoned works (including works by Tony Smith,

Eva HessgRobert Smithson, Richard Serra, Carl Andre, and, among others, Ad
Reinhardtds Abstract Painting, Bl ack serie
Anf am, AThe WoRothkdex.icat. (Landdh:rTaten 2008): 46.
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sat ement of all the ideas t hd%Hewadonper col at
describe how his father had Apushed the <ch
conclusion, 0 with the result thaat htkhoedsChap

ot her p*iWMessel Staker obderved that the chapel paintings code an

Afexpression of the wuniversal religious in
that visualizes pictoriall*™ A[confrontatio
AsRobet Rosenblum observed, in his classi

(1961) and later his groundbreaking bdd&dern Painting and the Northern Romantic
Tradition: Friedrich to Rothk@1975), Rothko, Newman, Still, and Pollock, among
others, revived not onithe sublime tradition in painting, but also the Romantic

spiritual/metaphysical associations it inviff&Ros enbl umdés essay begin

“ChristopherodRatthlom, fSleratr rc HmafemfitheNMetd er st a
Seen: Search for Understanding, The Rothko Chapel Art Seloeston, TX: The
Rothko Chapel, 2007): 13.

*0pid., 13.

“Blwessel Stoker, AThe Rothko Chapel Painti
expei e n creernétional Journal for Philosophy of Religiafol. 64, No. 2 (Feb.
2008): 98, 94.In this way, the Chapel also probably responds® Cor INatrei er 6 s
Dame du Hau{1955, Ronchamp, France), for the reasonltbatorbusieunited
pictorial and architectural forms and concerns so thattiapelwould function as an

inti mate space, noting that fthe requireme
Ronchamp...the form was an ankeferbusigrro t he p
guoted inOeuvre Complet¢¥ oIl . 5 ( Zuri ch: Les Editions dbé

Blending stainedjlass with sweeping modernist forms, he emphasized sensuousness, so
that visitors to the chapel would experience a bedéged, physical reaction, not urik
the one Rothko wanted the visitorsthe Chapespace to experience.
“?Rosenbl umds r esear cOaspevBavid Frigds wihroesd sitra t pan
and paintings thateference his preoccupation with quapiritual/transcendent themes.

ACl osre byoodui 'y eye, 0 Friedrich directed, fso
the eye of the spirit. Then bring to the light of day that which you have seen in the
darkness so that it may react upon others

Friedrich, quoted in William Vaughaigerman Romantic PaintingNew Haven and
London: Yale Univ. Press, 1980): 68. In fitse Abbey in the Oakwo@#i809 10,
Schloss Charlotteenburg, Berlin), to take just one example, Friedrich used an
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spectatords reaction to two St i*fBanetai nting
Newmanos s itimihd sahlimeiaffiect and etlser quapiritual themes related

to transcendence would have reinforced Rot
works™® Ne wma n 6 s -aphitectural warkaoften specifically explord@dwish

spiritual theme$> AsKarenKur czynski recently observed,

architectural subject, ained cathedral/church, to covey something dark and emotive,
expressing the turbulent context of the Napoleonic conflicts. Rothko was quite familiar
with Friedrichoés worKk.

“*Robert Rosenbl um, #MRTmevy/d.58 Na. B0¢Feb. Sub | i me
1961): 38.See also Robert Rosenbluliodern Painting and the Northern Romantic
Tradition: Friedrich to RothkgNew York: Harper and Row, 1975As Michael Auping
has shownRothkohada Romantieinspiredpreoccupation with largecaleto achieve a
sublime affecthat continuedd inspire artits after Abstract Expressionismgluding
Dan Flavin, Richard &ra, and Robert Smithson, among othéfschael Auping,

ABeyond the Subl i mAbstract BxpresdbnismhToeCriticddu pi n g,
Developmentsed., 146166. [Auping includes other AlX artists in this, as well]

“*I'n his catalogue essay fAThe I deographic
Parsons Gallery, Newman defined his art in relation to that of Rothko, Reinhardt, and
Hofmann also in the exhibition, pritizing the metaphysical affects of his work over the
objects themselves. By opening the essay with an epigraph of three definitions of the

Ai deograph, 06 a symbol that suggests someth
(verbally, rhetorically, opotherwise), Newman proclaimed that his work was

unconcerned with fAideas, 0 and instead focu
See Barnett Newman, @AThe | deographic Pictu
Reading Abstract Expressionism: @ext and Critique1351 3 6 . I n his 1948
Sublime is Now, 0 he equated the fApure idea

and advocated a pure art that was only pure when it was sublime and thus communicated
what he believed to be the primg nature of human experience. See Barnett Newman,
AThe Sublime is Now, 0 in AThe Il des of Art:
The Ti gWwlljNo. 6BHDee. 1948): 553, reprinted in Harrison & Wood, 580
582. In the essay, Newman propos®at art must shed its desire for beauty in order to
become sublime, and that beauty was ingrained in art as far back at theRGneao
tradition, with only sporadic periods including the Baroquemdréists attempted to
destroy the perfect/beautifulrfo. In his view, the colossatgcaledVir Heroicus
Sublimis(195051, Museum of Modern Art, New York), which measures 95 3/8 by 213
Y4 inches, increased our sensitivity to the sublime, at once filling our frontal and
peripheral visual fields.

“3%1n a 1965etterto the Jewish Museum in New York, writtafter he had attended
they mposi um AWhat about Jewashivvhat ot Ne winawi
Museum has done iIis to compromise me as an
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painterly expression *&disddyrhewaspeshaps o tr ans
Rot hkods cl osest analogue in terms of his

a metaphysical affeét’ Newman 6 s pai nt i n gThe Statiomswf thelCmsss er i e s

t o A c o o pwvath aaytoeyoue shave) SeeBarnett Newman, in a letter to Hans van
WeerenGriek, dated Jan. 18, 1965, in Mark GodfrApstraction and the Holocaust

(New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2007): BBich of his work, however,

dealt specifically with Jewistihemes. ImPAbraham(1949, Musem of Modern Art, New
York), for example, Newman references Biblical patriarchthrough the title in order to
pay his respect® his father (who died in 194.7)n Onement (1948, Musem of

Modern Art, New Yorl, to offa a second exampldlewman referred to the role of
atonement in Judaism (and in particular to Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement) in order
to suggest the theme of rebirth. As Thomas Hess, in his monograph on Newman, and
later, Robert Rosenblum, have shothe Kaballah in particular inspiredh 2po i mot i f
he first used in this work. Sd@&omas HesBarnett NewmaiiNew York: Museum of
Modern Art, 1971); Robert RosenbluMpdern Painting and the Northern Romantic
Tradition: Friedrich to Rothkp209. Matthew Baigellsummarized exactly how

kabalistic texts influenced the zip, notin
first man, 0 in accor dance wdertunymgsicrRabbipt s pr
Isaac Luria from Safad (in modedaylsa el ), as summari zed in Ge

thenrecently published book Major Trends in Jewish Mysticidviatthew Baigell,
ABarnett Newmands Stripe PaiAmericamdrd/ol88nd Kab
No. 2 (Spring 1994): 34. See also Gershon Goken,Major Trends in Jewish
Mysticism(New York: Schocken, 1946)-or more on the intersections between
modernist artists and Judaism, see a series of books by Matthew Baigell on the subject,
includingJewish Art in America: An Introductigihanham: Rownan & Littlefield,
2007);American Artists: Jewish Imagé€Syracuse: Syracuse Univ. Press, 2006); and
Jewish Artists in New York: The Holocaust Ydalsw Brunswick: Rutgers Univ. Press,
2002).

“*®Karen Kurczynski, Al roni cdABgract ur es: As g¢
Expr essi oni s mAlstract Expressianism: Nz intemational Context,
112.

“"Among many other works contempoisary to I
al so tr ue o fAbstadt Pddng,Blackeriest whish uses abact pictorial
language to connote quaspiritualist themes related to transcendence. For Reinhardt,
the wor ks wer e -objectve, emeless,lsmateless, ciangeless n
relationless, disinterest-eahscquaimont i ng, 0 wi t
unconsciousness), i deal , t r[spintsaltyesradie nt , awa
trickier in relation to Reinhard®ee Ad Reinhardt, in Barbara RoAet-as-Art: The
Selected Writings of Ad Reinhardtl. (Berkeley: Univ. of CaliforniarBss, 1991): 83.
Rot hko, however, distinguished himself fro
remar king that his own paintings fAare here

150



(195866, see Figs. 88 4 ) begun just after Newmanoés fi
1957, are, as Ann Trefarekhding beveen gaintingseadd, a WA cr o

spiritual®®

\&itim fourteen maimtsrgs,ahe cycle, as Lawrence Alloway

observed, alludes to the theme of the Passion of Cfitigts Mark Godfrey has shown,
Newmanodos reference to Christianity in this
Jewishthemes, in this case, referergithe holocaust!® Investigating the Judeo

Christian connection, Ziva AmishMai sel s | i nked Newmanbés appr
concepts to a | arger phase in modernist ar
signifies the holocausf! The large sale of the works in the series, with each painting

measuring about 78 by 60 inches, is also meant to evoke the spiritual affect Newman
desired, one that he referr e Withonealsfoui a hum
hundred sixtysix square feedf wall space taken up by the stations cycle, it is indebted to

Rot hkodos Seagram cycle, and is similarly m

painting and architectufé®

met aphysical . Mar k Rot hko, quot édothkm Davi
ex. cat., 49.

438 Ann Temkin,Barnett Newmayed. (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art,
2002): 229.

“Lawrence All oway, fResidual SiAgtorunByst e mse

(Nov. 1973): 3e43, reprinted in Ellen G. LandaReading Abstct Expressionism:
Context and Critiqueed. (New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 2005): 319.

““Mark Godfrey, fiBarnett Newmands Station:
OctoberVol. 108 (Spring 2004): 350. See also Mark Godfrepstraction and ta
Holocaust

417iva AmishaiMai sal s, fChristological Symbol i sn
Bauer,Remembering for the Future, Volume II: The Impact of the ¢éoist on the
Contemporary Worlded.(Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1989): 1691.

*“?BarnettNewan, fAThe 14 St at-l6686RToewd/d.b% Cross,
No. 3 (May 1966): 57.

“*Newmands c o mbafchitectiral forms telateditoalisia might also
correspond o Marc Chagall 6s many architectur al !

151



Kazimir Malevich, also involved in architecture, was perhaps the first to
undestand this conceptual platform, as evidenced by his iconic pafBtipgematist
Composition: Airplane Flying1915, MOMA New York, Fig. 85), a work that suggests
an abstracted worl d wi t h oaydvielw aovd suchs , as vi
arbitraryds t i ncti ons which separatpel perepdei.n MMITH
conception, is just the Astarting point of
with the intangible essence of the work essentially superseding the &é&hash
Malevichand Rot hko, as Anna Chave has observed
created a new type of wunity, o Rothko told
met hod of a ¢*hBothalsowvagiousiydepicted béack squares, Malevich
becausehefet it was At he e*hindRothkoddcauselitlastheot ent i a

coll ectors Robert and Jane Meyerhoff felt,

glasswindows for the Abbell Synagogue at the Hadassah University Medical Center in
Jerusalem. Theemarkable success of the exhibition of the windowweeatMuseum of
Modern Art in New York, in 19652, makes it likelyat Newman and Rothko must
have seen #m. 176,000 attended the show, despgeelatively short run of November
19, 1961 to January 3, 1962lfred Wernerwrotet hat At her e has been n
show in years that has received such a flo
AChagaldléesm JWirArSdownalyob 21, No. 4 (Summer 1962): 224.
“Kasimir Malevich, -OBueceimaei Wor | Fhée Rolbe
and Marco Treves, ed#rtists on Art from the XIV to the XX CentiNew York:
Pantheon Books, 1972): 452lthou gh Mi es menti oned that he w
opposedéto Mal evich, 00thhast rhaet iwansal fien evoerr tihr
formali §suggedéasdbhat he curiously read th
dimensional way, with little recognitiomfr Mal evi chdés emphasis on
metaphysical. SeMies van der Rohe, in Puente, 44.
44> Rothko, interviewed by William Seitz, 1953, quoted in Anna Chilagk Rothko:
Subjects in AbstractiofNew Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press, 1989): 191.
#4® Malevich, cited in Chave, 191. SeealsoJédnaude Marcad®, @AK. S.
in Stephanie Barron and Maurice Tuchman, elise, Avant Garde in Russia, 191030:
New Perspectived.os Angeles: Los Angeles County Museum of Art, 1980)221
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mystef Maurseodver, as Brian O6Doherty found,
linked the m, I n Iine with Rothkods comment t hat
my feelngs about life, about humaniéy*® Rothko made this commeint the context of
Mal evichds belief that he had conveyed pic
he considered to be a pure one that transcended form.

As with Malevich, Mies believed his forms had the potential to be transcendent.
For hisBarcelona Pavilion (Fig.86), he cent er pi ece of Ger manyo
International Exposition in Baraaha, 192930, Mies set out to erase the boundary
between interior and exterior spaé&sHe accomplished this through its characteristic
horizontality, a quality of the structure emphasized by the juxtaposition of the low
building and the neighboring RoyRhlace of the reigning Spanish monarch at the time,
Al fonso XI11. A[flt appears] perfectly obv
orientation of the pavilion should be perpendicular to the palace wall, that in contrast to
the considerable height that wall the pavilion be quite low, and that in contrast to the
calm unbroken surface of “tYwralwdditidnali t be ke
attributes of the Pavilionds design sugges
These includa series of chromplated columns lining the passageway to the interior of

the building, a colonnade that mirrored the metallic accents of the interior, including the

“’SeeJaneMeer hof f, fAThe Coll ectorTheRoPeetr spect i
and Jane Meyerhoff Collection, 198879(Baltimore: Jane B. Meyerhoff and Nina C.
Sundell, 1980).

4“8 Rothko, quoted i r i a n O GAMeritar Mastgrs: The Voice and the Myth
(New York:Random House, 1973): 164.

449 5ee in Franz SchulzBlies van der Rohe: A Critical Biograpli¢hicago and
London: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1985): 1520.

“*“Wal t er Genzmer, fDer deutsche Reichspavi
Ausst el | un Die Baagide\wll 1d (Oat, 26, 1929): 16587, quoted in
Schulze, 154.
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met al bars of Miesbds Barcelona chairs insi
exterior, dissolving the boundary between the two. A massive ten by eighteen foot slab
of onyx dorée, a rare marble literally linked interior and exterior spaces. Large curtain
walls further enhanced the union of the two spaces.

As Director of the Bauhausa position he accepted in 1930 soon after the
Pavilion was dismantled after the Exposition, he disseminated his ideas concerning the
integration of interior and exterior architectural spaces as part of a larger conceptual
program/curriculum at the schawol think, somewhat utopically, about transcending
border s. Mi es wrote: fAwe should strive to
a higher unity,o a unity which®™Mraeasésends
buildings suggestedawaytos uct ur e what he called Athe d
timeso with a Aquiet ti mel BWhatmatteredito, t he r
him was how fAarchitecture expresses the re
t r u’t® Me expressed his pritidation of the ideological/metaphysical over the

materi al repeatedly in interviews, and in

understand the relationship between ideas and between objective facts. But after |

clearly understood this relationship,ildl n 6t f ool around&* Tist h ot h
is why Mies was, as PeterBlunddlones argued, more intereste
typical approach to architectural question
*1bid.

452 \ies van der Rohe, cited in Peter Blakbe Master Builders: Le Corbusier, Mies
van der Rohe, Frank Lloyd WrigfNew York: Norton, 1996, first published 1960): 74.

453 Mies van der Rod, in Puente, 46.

4 bid., 21.
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problems within an overall structuf®. The fitranscendent: eternal
sought was, Blundel ones argued, one in which Athe f
content &8 possible. o

Mi esbs speci al i nterest in philosophy p
of his thinking aboutranscendent themes. It is quite possible that his first client, the neo
Kantian philosopher Alois RiefhIAsFramncour age
Schul ze has shown, Ri ehl wanted to fiadvanc
than contracan established archittt© Ri eh| 6 s awareness of conte
developments in physics and metaphysics made him quite familiar with ideas concerning

the transcendental. This led him to acknowledge, as Michael Heidelberger has observed,

5% peter BlundelJonesHugo Haring: The Organic Versus the Geome{Btuttgart:
Ed. Axel Menges, 1999): 156.
**%bid., 156.
“’OneofRiehbs most i mportant contributions to
thefirst monograp on Friedrich Nietzsche. Sédois Riehl, Friedrich NietzscheDer
Klnstler und der DenkdStuttgart: Frommann, 1897). Riehl is, however, kastvn
for his most important work, the twamlumePhilosophy of Criticism and Its Significance
for Positive Sience publisted variously from 1876 to 1887. Seehl, Der
philosophische Kriticismus und seine Bedeutung fur die positive Wissen2ohalf.
(vol. 2 in 2 parts) (Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1876, 1879, and 188&7addition to
his postulation ompistemology, ideas of time and space, and s@oa of the central
contributions of the text to the philosophical discourse was his mapping of the roots of
ImmanuelKk ant 6 s p hi 1stSobrplLbckecand DaviddHomin the second part
of the secondhstallment of the second volume, Riehl explores what he calls
Amet aphysical problems, 0 examining deter mi
%58 3chulze, 23. For more on the Riehl House, see ShulZ29.2@/ith Mies and
Rothko, the role of the metaphysical iskeytduwnr st andi ng Ri ehl 6s phi
Riehl s influence on Mies has been acknowl
positing that Rothko might have been aware of his ideas, too. Riehl had become more
widely known in America after he received amboary doctorate, from Princeton

University, in 1913, raising the intriguin
in philosophy at that same ti me coAldisd have
Riehl, AThe Vocat PoesehtPlDayosophy Eai |l eh8o

A. D. Godsley, and Arthur Shiplelectures Delivered in Connection with the Graduate
College of Princeton University in October, 19E8inceton: Princeton Univ. Press,
1914): 4566.
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the existencedi s omet hi ng outside of consciousness

cognitive c&tllemgoad ckist iadmntea 0Ri ehl , Geor g Si
philosophy, as W. Gordon Brown has demonstrated, also had a major impact on Mies and

the formation bhis ideas concerning transcendefieBrown notes that Mies was well

aware of Simmel 6s essay Philbdoghiche ultuxin 6 f r om h
which he asserted that a building is built

icr umbl i nga tpdtwes MarrayfS. Davis has shown, this dialectic suggests

Athe balance between the strivi‘gn of the s

intangi ble, transcendent Aspirit-snaking t hus
Backandfott , human will to construct architectu
are in flux, in what Brian Dillon called i
dec®ySwbscribing to Simmelods view, Mies und

springboard into an intangible essence: a transcendence.

*9Michael Heidelbergefi Kant i ani sm and Realism: Al ois
Schlick), o0 in Michael HheiKendambegacya nd Al fr ed
NineteenthCentury Sciencesds. (Cambridge, MA: M.L.T. Press, 2006): 235.

0w, Gordon Brown, fForm asg tShemnbjdesc tl noffl
on Mi es v aJlourrdileof ArcRitectueal,Educatiofi984), Vol. 43, No. 2
(Winter, 1990), pp. 426.

“®l'Georg Si mmel, @Th eGe®RqSimmelo1858918adurt Wol f f
(Columbus: Ohio State Univ. Press, 1959). See atson8l, Philosophiche Kultur
(Leipzig: W. Klinhardt, 1911).

“’Murray S. Davis, fAGeorg SimmeSBociand the /
Forces Vol. 51, No. 3 (Mar. 1973): 325.

“Brijian Dillon, @Fr agmeGabiretvd.PooWinta, Hi st or y
2005/06).
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CHAPTER 6:
ARCHI TECTURAL THEMES I N NEW YORK®S VAN
CA. 195565
Rot hkodbs aggressive quips that @Athose vy
he Awould kill o any memberobf NeweYgokadgeav
artist attempted to usurp his position as a patriarch underscores an uneasy relationship he
had with his younger contemporaries in the 198b4is withdrawal from the Sidney
Janis Gallery, in 1962, as a protest agelhe New Realistsxhibit that opened in
October of that year firmly declared that he was no longer cwgtilgg. By 1965, he
knew he had been replaced, telling the painter-Fohnan k| i n Koeni g t hat |
were deadé[t hat Jarognel yc omupsoeruamisi oannsd cloul d acq
John Grahamés comment from 196°%Whathast fmode
been completely ignored, however, is the e
architectural ideas and the culmination of thateas in the Seagram project and two
subsequent mural commissions actually aligned him with a handful of the most important
artists who made major breakthroughs in advanced art in New York in the late 1950s and
early 1960s, at which point Rothko worked lus three mural commissions.
Numerous major works from the period could have been brought into the
di scussi on, including Louise Bourgeoisbs t

Ol denburgbs architecturally sha@eded t he med

464 Rothko,according tcHerbert Ferber in a Jan. 27, 198%iniew with James E. B.
Breslin; and Rothko, in Fisher.

6% Rothko, inBreslin, 430, note 73John Graham, interviewed by Angus Deming,
September 1960 [Archives of American Art, Microfikno | | 96] , i n Hayden
Feu Ardent : J o h rArcitBessohAmeridan ArdJowniglol. 44, Noo?2
(1974): 4.
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S e g al érsenwanmednts, which he identified as having been strongly influenced by
Edward Hoppero6s architectural paintings.
that time who later turned their attention to architecture, including Aétonci, could
also fit comfortably into a discussion of this kind. However, to streamline the current
chapter, a small crossection of artists who emerged in the late 1950s and early 1960s
will be discussed, including Robert Rauschenberg, Jasper, Jaluise Nevelson,
Ellsworth Kelly, and Frank Stella. Rothko would have been familiar with all of these
artists, having attended solo exhibitions of some of their work, and likely having seen the
Dorothy Miller-curatedSixteen Americansxhibition at theMuseum of Modern Art in
1959, where pieces by all five artists were exhibff8dd s mal | set of Rausoc
combines, Johnsods target s, -objfeivegpdindimys)@and as s e
Stell ads bl ack paint i n gbvanguard arimadeen New s cus s e
York all in the late 1950s. The use of doors, windows, images of architecture,
architectural ornaments, and references to architecture in these works will be considered.
Additionally, a succinct rundown of how the Minimalistists Donald Judd, Tony Smith,
Sol LeWitt, and Carl André treated architectural themes will also be bought into the
discussion.

Of the seven works by Rauschenberg exhibited at the 1959 show, among the
largest at approximately seven by twelve feet wasNhger(195%59, Kunstsammlung
NordrheinWestfalen, Dusseldorf, Fig. 87), a composite of four canvases. While
Rauschenberg has concentrated a mass of paint drips mixed with various bits of

newspapers, fabrics, and other found materials, the right anghlefls are sparer,

%6 Sixteen American®orothy C. Miller, ed. (New York: Museum of Modern Art,
1959).
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focusing attention on two important details. At the right, an unmistakable tracing of a
life-sized male figure evokes the human scale of most of the combines, and at the left pair
of references to architecture are clearly separated fine rest of the composition. At the
bottom left is a small image of the Capitol Dome in Washington, D.C. (Fig. 88), and at
the top left is a pair of what are likely fragments of wallpaper, cropped and outlined in
pencil (Fig. 89). By 1959, when he cplated the work, Rauschenberg had included
dozens of architectural references and objects. lbiigled (1954, Private Collection,

Fig. 90),a staineelass window dominates the top portion of the work. In the
freestanding combinklinutiae (1954, Priate Collection), a yellow architectural

fragment supports one of the panels, not unlike how white architectural fragments act as
columns in the subsequddntitled (ca. 1954, The Museum of Contemporary Art, Los
Angeles),Odalisk(1955/1958, Museum Ludwi@;ologne), and'he Towel(1957,

Private Collection), all completed befdiéager In Interview(1955, The Museum of
Contemporary Art, Los Angeles, Fig. 91), adffieed door jutting out toward the viewer
suggests that we are looking into the work rathen i it, a idea he repeated in several
subsequent works, including wsvis the window inTrophy V (For Jasper John§)962,
Honolulu Academy of Arts, Fig. 92).

Even outside the realm of his combines, in which the architectural fragments
might appear tbde as random as the other items included, Rauschenberg continued to
suggest architectural themes in works in other mediums, including his transfer drawings,
prints, and silkscreened paintings. Silkscreened depictions of the architecture of
Manhattan, imags of buildings in various stages of construction, populate multiple

works of the early 1960s, includifigdeline (1963, Louisiana Museum of Modern Art,
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Humlebaek, Denmarkicanning1963, San Francisco Museum of Modern AByge

(196263, Solomon R. Gggenheim Museum), and, among othé&gresg1963,

Fundacién Coleccién Thyss@ornemisza, Madrid). I&state(1963, Philadelphia

Museum of Art, Fig. 93), for example, Rauschenberg has paired silkscreened images of
urban buildings with a view of the imter of the Sistine Chapel. Given that, as Paul

Schi mmel has argued, Rauschenbergds sel ect
compl etely random, that it relates to his
body and t he r e sisdifficidt todnfagine that hisfireluslomofand , 0 i t
image of the Sistine was a haphazard A& hat the Chapel offers one of the most

iconic examples in western art of pictorial imagery that is dominated by architecture and
architectural forms makes it ilguing to imagine if, witfEstate Rauschenberg was

perhaps attempting to convey this aspect of the Chapel frescoes. While the scope of the
current study does not allow for a broader
is worth noting that heantinually alluded to architecture throughout the many stages of

his long career, in an attempt to bridge the art object and the world outside the gallery. In
the 1959 catalogue for the MoOoMA show, his
bothartand | i feeée(l try to act in that gap bet w
enterprise was inexorably linked to the real world and to the objects, some architectural,

fromthatworld®®* As Bri an O6Doherty observed, even

*®"Paul Schi mmel, fAABobpbiagtapbyianBaGsther
Co mb i Rabert,Rauschenber@ombinesPaul Schimmel, ed. (Los Angeles:
Museum of Contemporary Art, 2005): 211.

68 Robert Rauschenberg, StatemenSixteen American®orothy C. Miller, ed.,
58.
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Rausce nber g combine, in the sense that we fAs
world outside the gallery and how we quickly scan our surroundffigs.

Before he included architectural fragments and images of buildings into his
combines and silkscreed paintings, Rauschenberg was, like Rothko, highly sensitive to
architectural concerns, including the space his paintings created. This is evident in his
earliest works, includin@he Man with Two Sou({8950, Private Collection, Fig. 94), a
simple consuction of a glass rod and two wine bottles in a plaster he made as a response
to one of Barnett Ne wmlated8alpteesiere li(185,tThear c hi t
Menil Collection, Houston), an over lfgzed totemic work made up of two vertical
wooden zipshaped pieces standing inside a milk crate, painted and plastered. As Charles
Stuckey has shown, the exhibition of the Rauschenberg piece at his first solo exhibition at
Betty Parsons Gallery in May 1951 came not long after the exhibition ofeivenisin
sculpture a month previouslyere |, installed at the 1951, engages architecture through
itscolumnl i ke upright stance, among other facto
Broken Obelislseries and related architecturaihgpired sculptures.

lnhaddition to borrowing from Newmands ar
engaged architectural/spatial issues with his monochromes from the early 1950s,
including hiswWhite Painting (Three Pang(1951, San Francisco Museum of Modern
Art, Fig. 95). AsSheldde Nodel man asserted, Rothko fAal mi

Rauschenbergés monochromat i“éMpendery pt ychs fr

9B 1 | aDoheypAmericanMasters: The Voice and the MyiRew York: Ridge
Press, Random House, 1973): 198

4" Nodelman, 96. Nodelman discusses the Rothko Chapel paintings in relation to
Rauschenbergbés earl y bl ac lolomoonstructtom, ancthe s, na
scale.
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Rauschenbergbds presence in the New York Sc
would have been unavoidalii&. Borrowing the largecale championed by the Abstract
Expressionists, the work, at 72 by 108 inches, the work encourages viewer participation

on a phenomenological level. Althoughathite paintings had been done previously by

Kazimir Malevich, as in hiSuprematist Compositn: White on Whit¢1918, Museum of
Modern Art, New Yor k, Fi g. 96) , Rauschenbe
critique of the artistentric more selabsorbed paintings of his Abstract Expressionist
contemporaries. Rather than being withnesséslioe ab st r act expressi on
emotions, for example, we instead actively participate in the white paintings by

conceptually completing them by imagining what we want to see on the surface of the
canvases. Ridiculing, at least in part, what RotiNewman, and others thought were
profound paintings prompted Newmands react
paintings: fAWhatoés the mat t* WhiwEraséddd i m? D
Kooning Drawing(1953, San Francisco Museum of Modern A&ig. 97) raised the
guestion again of whether Rauschenbergods w
Expressionism, an fierasureo of it, his hig
performative pieces similarly activated the architecture/space in which vigpzde

with such pieces. In this way, Rauschenberg, along with John Cage and Allan Kaprow,

among others, provided a new dimension to the type of actions and dramas both artist and

“"For more on Rauschenbergds relationshiop
early 1950s, see Calvin Tomkir@ff the Wall: A Portrait of Robert Rauschenbékpw
York: Picador, 2005): 788.

472 Barnett Newman, quoted in Tomkins, 77.
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vi ewer can have by ngetting i nslydeelaredh an

in his essay fiThe Ameffcan Action Painters

As with Rauschenbergdés foray into archi
during the Seagram project, wel/l aware of
Rothko signed the contracto ma ke t he Seagram murals, he

man show at Leo Cast el* lkwasattBeaghllergthayRothkon J an
remarked that fwe wor ked *fTheshowavasras t o get
resounding success, with Jehidrarget with Four Face€1955, The Museum of Modern

Art, Fig. 99) having graced the coverAt Newsbefore the show opened officially

declared. Perhaps the most important early critical inquiry into the work was Leo

“SeeHaroldRosenber g, fiThe AmeARTnewa/nl.5A0Ne.8 on Pai
(Dec. 1952): 223, 4849. For more on the Rauschenb&gge connection, see lbid.,
5968. ForKapr ow, who had attended one of the pe
Carnegie Hall, in 952,the engagement of the space occupied by the spectator related to
JacksorP o | | pecfdendative stylea space Kaprow designed his Happenings to
activate.Kapr owdé s p ai rAssentblage,iEnvirommest, abhdoHagpenjmdgsa
reproduction of onefHans Nenut hds f amous @ Rotloackorsthefaata@ m 1 9 5 (
painting,with a photograph from hiswn Happeningrard (1961, temporarily installed at
the exhibitionEnvironments, Situations, Spa@ghe Martha Jackson Gallery, New
York, Fig.99bat h cemented Poll ockébés performativel
Kaprow as the inheritor of that traditio®eeAllan Kaprow,Assemblage, Environments,
and HappeningéNew York: Abrams, 1966)William Kaizen who has studied the
i mport anc e ol ésalgraselytizenodtke dissolution of paintimg ithe space
of architecture, hasbserve thatK a pr o w, Ai nstead oméledegngagi ng
and pure expressioangaged with the problem of painting and space, and with objects in
asocietyturnng away from product i Wiliam&aizn,t owar d ¢
AFramed Space: All an KapiGeywRoama 13t(AutemnSpr ead
2003): 82.0n Kaprow and performance, see Amelia JoBesly Art, Performing the
SubjectMinneapolis:Unvw . of Mi nnesota Press, 1998); P e
Voi d: Performance and tOntef AQibns:Betvieend i n Paul
Performance and the Object, 194979 ed.(New York: Thames and Hudson, 1998).

474 Rothko and Johns had multiple ennters. As Bernard Malamud recalled, both

Rot hko and Johns participated in the fest.i
i naugur al celebration in 1965, even riding
Diane WaldmanMark Rothko, 1903970: ARetrospectivel3.

" bid., 427.
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Steinbergbés frowmsu86G2paintwhieh amseahmivn gn,go a
suggesting that the painting and the subject the same, at once a depiction of a target and a
target itself’® Along with the target, what garners most attention in the boxlike

construction attached todhop edge of the canvas, within which four plasters casts of a

face are set in four separate compartments. What cannot be overestimated is the

importance of the small door that is hinged to the top of the wooden section. Although it

is generally open wén installed, so we can see the casts, its hinges allow it to function as

a proper door, to alter how we view and in
functioning door] has been |l ost, o0 Johns ha
become moremmeumi zed, but it was i Hpnhentthent at t

door is open, the niches and their contents are exposed, raising issues of public versus
private, exposure, voyeurism, and spectacle, in addition to the concerns of representation
andillus on central to Johnsdés work from that t
door is even greater witharget with Plaster Cas{d.955, Museum of Modern Art, Fig.

100), the first of several dozen target works. In this case, the nine small doors when

opened underscore the paired themes of eroticism and display, disclosing the male

genitalia and various other body parts. This was made abundantly clear in 1957 when

Johns refused to allow the work to be exhibited at the Jewish Museum with the doors

4?8

closeds omet hing that the showds organi"mers fe

“®Leo Steinberg, fAJasper Johnreto4dThe First
(1962), reprinted in Steinber@ther Criteria: Confrontations with Twentietbentury
Art (London, Oxford, and New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 19AA.

“"Jasper Johns quoted in Roberta Bernstei:r
1980, reprinted in Kirk Varnedodasper Johns: Writings, Sketchbook Notes, Interviews
(New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1996): 202.

“"8\arnedoe, 273.
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one of Johnsdés many visual puns, the meani
of the nude figure in postwar art, to play with the paradigms of illusion versus
abstaction, to test the waters between something that is at once subjective and objective,
all literally hinge on the small doors.
In addition to the multiple intersections between the early work of Rauschenberg
and Johns and Duchamp, including found olsjgatins, and the role of chance,
architecture must also be considered. Withlhis Bride Stripped Bare by Her
Bachelors, Eveli191523, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Fig. 33), Duchamp employs the
architectural form of a window, and through its transpared@ws attention to the
floors and walls surrounding it. As it is installed at the Philadelphia Museum of Art, its
pl acement directly in front of a window th
more attention to the dissolution of the architemitsculptural divide. IrEtant donnés:
1. La chute dbébeau, 2. Le gaz do®cl airage (
Gas)(194466, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Fig. 101), to offer just one more example,
entices viewers into an architectural spiatentionally estranged from the adjacent
gallery by an eerie dark lighting scheme, one that sets the mood for the piece. To create
and conceal the piece, Duchamp transformed the architecture of his studio, anticipating
the augmentation of the Philadeiplyallery to accommodate the work. Moreover,
viewers participate with the work by gazing itteo small holes in a readymade, exterior
wooden door, onto a mixededia combination of bricks, nails, stucco, and other
architectural ingredients.
Architectual references/ingredients are also essential to other important works of

vanguard art from New York in the | ate 195
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mi nd. N e v-sided emvirdnsier® sovormd s We d(l95% g. 102),a s t

made for theSixteen Mericansexhibition, combined issues of space and viewer

participation with architectural forms. No longer extant in its original form, with its

various parts currently housed in the collections of the Museum of Modern Art and the

Art Institute of Chicagpamong other places, the piece was a massive assemblage of

small fragments unified by a single color, white, in forms that Robert Rosenblum equated

to Athe archit ec Ulnrmrlationfteaheruse sfiwvkite, NevélsorGhasu d i . 0
referredtohess| f as the Architect of Light, descr
architecture as % Asiwith hershHblack pieces,iasegesshan be. 0
began in the mid 950s, the 1959 work is made in part from balusters, doorknobs, and

other arbitectural ornaments, often dating to the tofsthe-century, she found on the

streets of New York. As Robert Hobbs argued, Nevelson did not see these fragments as
broken, fragmented parts of something el se
a new coffpo6aseé owi ©h Five Bal ust ef19859,fr om D:
Walker Art Center, Fig. 166), originally part of the larger piece assembled at the 1959
exhibition, Nevelson devoted at least half of the composition to balusters andoeinfo

the heavy architectural emphasis by the title. The wh#ghing not only united the

various forms, but also suggested a more traditional link between purity and nuptials.

Li ke R o {fatedk embrenment fdr the Four Seasons, another archidegpect of

Nevel sonds piece was that it structured/cr

47 Robert RosenblunSixteen AmericanDorothy Miller, ed., 52.

80| ouise NevelsonDawns + Dusks: Taped Conversations with Diana MacKown
(New Yor k: Scribner 6s, 1976) : 128.

“'Robert C. Hobbs, fALouise Nevenasnidrs: AAtPI
Journal Vol. 1, No. 1 (Spng-Summer, 1980): 42.
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her review of a Nevelson exhibition at

he

up organic relationships with the human figure and with its acchites r al e % i r o n me

That she hoped one collector would purchase the entire environment rather than breaking

it up into disparate parts underscores just how important the architectural/spatial setting
was for the piece. After the exhibition, Nevelsansubsequent decades, experimented
further with her architectural pieces, fashioning lasgale works includinir s . NO s
Palace(196477, Metropolitan Museum of Art, Fig. 104) that mimicked the proportions
and scale of architectural spaces. As \8kly Githedral(195455, Museum of Modern

Art), one of her earliest forays into merging sculpture and architecture, creating what

Hilton Kramer has referred to as Ascul ptur

title, fipal aceo akmedndéxofartcHitectdre atnambigudtsh at mak

Along with Rauschenberg, Johns, and Nevelson, Ellsworth Kelly also exhibited

some of his early work at ti&ixteen Americanshow. Rothko and Kelly met only once,

when Dorothy Miller introduced thetwo atadele at i on f or Rot hkoos

at the Museum of Modern Art in New York. At a subsequent Sidney Janis Gallery

exhibition of Kell yds work in New Yor k,

1 ¢

Ro

Kellyos work made hi md[ &op h&® pitedhisiecin. 6 i k e

to New York, in 1954, Kelly was brought

®2yirginia Tillyard, fALouise Nevidd son.
Burlington MagazingVol. 128, No. 1004 (Nov. 1986): 853.

®35ee Hilton Kramer, #AThe AScvoll3ptune e o f
1958): 2629.

“®BrionyFer M Rot hko aS®edingRethkdlenn PhillipsrandSThomas
Crow, eds. (Los Angeles: Getty Research Inst., 2005): 160.
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remarking that he #fadfPiAswithehrly®ofthe&rtst8s br us
di scussed in this c leabpdtheresponsesaonleewerk oftheRot h k o
younger artists does not change the fact that they all shared an interest in incorporating
architectural themes, motifs, and forms in
from the late 1950s are based stmpe derived and often literally transcribed from
architecture, observing that neverywhere |
be made, and it ha'tinAwningseAvenueMatignddd50as it wa
Museum of Modern Art, Fig. 105)naearly example of his appropriation of architectural

forms, Kelly has distilled the forms of seven awnings into simple blocks of blue and

white col or. Through its reference to a s
provides the essential clue tivee are not faced with what appears superficially to be a

nonobj ective canvas, but are instead | ooki n;q
In a September 1950 letter to John Cage, he articulated the relationship of architecture to

his paintingse x pr essing that he was fAnot intereste
for so lon@ to hang on the walls of houses as pictures. To Hell with picuttesy

shouldbethe walb even bettéd on the outsidewallo f | ar g e*® Blwdyeacsi ngs . o
later, in a étter to Hilla Rebay, then director of the Museum of fQi)ective Painting in

New York, Kelly reiterated that #Athe futur

85 Kelly interview by Mark Rosenthal, Sept. 5, 1997, in Mark Rothko, Jeffrey Weiss,
ed. (Washington, D.C.: National GalleryAit, 1998): 356.
®CEl |l sworth Kelly, fiNotes from 1969, 0 in I
19631979, Barbara Rose, ed. (Amsterdam: Stedelijk Museum, 1980): 30.
87 Kelly to John Cage, excerpts reprintecEitsworth Kelly: The Years in France,
19481954 Yves Alain Bois, ed. (Washington, D.C.: National Gallery of Art, 1992):
187-88.
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| have been tryi*®*hAsatompadson bétweenmhis maveoreddake o
n(2002, Beyeler Coll ecti on, Th8Gul d Marseillfes g . 10
Seen f r omcalLl®@85sTheaAqg institute of Chicago, Fig. 107) indicates, Kelly

continues to derive his abstract shapes, color, and forms from proper pldgests,

and, in this case, works of art.

As Michael Pl ante has argued, Kel l yos i
concerns has been ficonceal edodo i npakey Ameri c
paintings that are r e segenaalwnstalledan t hei r 1 nt
di sproportionally small galleries that ndo
the rMdAmgwi ng that fKellyodés work in gener al
critics, who for too long have overlooked the importamde hi s Pari s year s,
related Kellyds early work to the traditio
World War, one reinvigorated by the need to repair buildings after the war, to use
architectural paintings to promote political agendas,tarathampion a more collective
artform rather than an highly individualized dfi&.As Jeanne Cassou, director of the
Mus ®e National dOoArt Modern in Paris while
decl ared, fAafter a per iherdshoufdbeaypearisdoer at i ng
wor king toward some collective action, 0 on
the house and therefore a sign of the huma

Aforces the painter, | whatéclosbdandaschematicanelc t , t

88 Kelly to Hill Rebay, Nov. 29, 1952, Hilla Rebay archives, Solomon R.
Guggenheim Museum, New York.

““*Mi chael Plante, A6Things t @Pahtngseand Wal | s
the Traditi on oAmerianAraMol. IDNoclgSpany 19650 370

*lbid., 37.
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to move toward what “aVhileméEraneesfoom h9484al i n t h
Kelly made pilgrimages out of Paris to visit architectural sites, including Romanesque
churches and Uni t ® d Gehtiallapartmeerit buitddimg Le €orbosted e r n i
designed in Marseilles. Moreover, he even pitched an idea for a mural to Marcel Breuer,
who rejected the proposaf

Frank Stella, who once described Kelly
pai nt er yconcevedoiflatabsttact forms that related to architecture, at the same
moment Rothko made the Seagram paintffigDespite a fundamental difference
bet ween the Rothko and Stella as W lliam R
the pi ctriernecéerseft o the things of this worl d,
wider, o0 the two painters, at the same ti me
painting from being merely a pictorial enterprise to being a spatid®6r&t e IThea 6 s
Marriage of Reason and Squal¢t959, Museum of Modern Art, Fig. 108), which was
included along with thr ee SixtderhAemericahid | ack pai
declared a connection and perhaps an homage to the aspects of a signature Rothko he
admired most,naenl y fA Rot hkoo6s soft neistepresernedakd nes s,
power of tfdlomast viemg. daken with Abstract

always | i ked house painting anywayéo Stel]l

“ljeanCasso®i t uat i on dRarist Hlitonstde Minuil, @950): 14011,

492 plante, 43.

“SFrank Stellafi Sal ut e, o i nFranzJaachin V&rspehlhe Writirgs d
of Frank Stella. Die Schriften Frank Ste(l&dIn: Verlag der Buchhandlung Walther
Kénig, 2001): 247.

494 William Rubin, Frank Stella, 197€.987(New York: Museum of Modern Art,
1987): 7.

9% Frank Stellajn William Rubin, Frank Stella(New York: Museum of Modern Art,
1970): 10.
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worked as a house painterins18 , Al still feel rooted i n AL
probably al®ftays will be. o

While, as Carl André explained in a short statement printed in the catalogue for
Sixteen Americans t hat Stell ads art fnAexcludds the wu
in Athe necessities of painting, 0 a number
graduating Princeton and moving to New York, in thf##b8, reference architecture
directly**” In his preblack paintings of 1958, he referred to buildings and places in the
city through his titles, includinéstoria Coney IslangEast Broadway (Door)Great
Jones StreeandWest Broadway By the end of the year and into 1959, with his first
black paintings, he continued to reference architecture and places, indWamtiray
Castle ReichstagArundel CastleB e t h | e h e m&lntorHaga@andToalinson
Court Park*®® As Robert Rosenblum illustrated, Stella, at that phase of his career, also
referenced Al andmarks of American eandchitec
Cemetery in Chicago (1890) designed by Louis Sullivagetty Tomi{1959), and
Frank Ll oyd Wrightoés buildings for the cam
i n S tDade City Blant City, andTampa all from 1963**° St el | ad snteemp hasi s
object, following his famous decl arati on,

might suggest that his allusions to architecture were contradictory to how Stella saw these

%y ank Stella, in Frank Stella and Al an !
| nt er Mambens,NewsletteNo. 8 (Spring 1970): 2.
97 Carl André, inSixteen American®orothy Miller, ed., 76.

“®Fort he i mportance of 1958 as a pivotal vye
and Megan R. Lukdsrank Stella 195§New Haven and London: Yale Univ. Press,
2006).

99 Robert Rosenblum, Introduction to Lawrence RuBirank Stella Paintings 1958
to 1965(New York: Stewart, Tabori, & Chang, 1986):-18. Rosenblum followed
Joseph Masheck in |Iinking Stella to Wright
Studio Internationa(Feb. 20, 1969).
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paintings as functionind® As the architectural critic Paul Goldberdes recently
shown, in his catalogue essay for Brank Stella: Painting Into Architecturexhibition
held at the Metropolitan Museum in 2007, however, Stella was indifferent to the
functionality of architecturé®*

Li ke Rot hko, St ehislingréssin therhistory of westerrsat g g e s t
more broadly, and how prior artists employed hybrid pictarahitectural
concerns/ambitions. One of the themes he addressed in a series of lectures he delivered
as the Charles Eliot Norton Professor at Hadvaniversity during his tenure there, in
198384, was the relationship between painting and architecture in cinquecento art. He
descri bed how I talian Renaissance artists
surfaces of architecture and soughttadnmiof vy it écreating a painted
in some meaningful, though often competit:.i
Leonardoésignaling the beginning of painti
archi t®*Moueever, he i s o hilaréesdthnt] sighahthe bigagkwo gr e
between painting and architectlire e o n altast 8upgea nd Mi c hédstangel 06s
Judgment 6 arguing that Michelangelods dAflorid
it Asomething one coultdirwadl lsetnlsreou@h d eirn td

coul d 1%Hoek parto.vdi ded simil ar assessments of

0 Erank Stella, from an interview by Bruce Glaser with Stelth@Ranald Judd,
broadcast by WBAF M, New Yor k, Feb. 1964, under the
Art?, 0 published as AQuest i oArsNews&@epSt el | a a
1966): 5859.
*91 SeePaul GoldbergeiPainting into ArchitecturéNew Haven ad London: Yale
Univ. Press, 2007).
*2Frank Stellafi Ca r a v a g gWookingSpdceTler@harles Eliot Norton
Lecturesa Har vard Uni ver sit yJoachim\Versgoln, a5nk St el | a
*%bid., 21.
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spaces his cycles created, including those for the Contarelli Chapel and for the Church of
San Luigi dei Francesi, both in Romaggesting that the cycles usurp the architecture
that houses them by creating their own cuaaishitectural environments.

The presence of architectural themes an
he recently playfully ridiculed the notion of thfentiating architecture from other
medi ums. AEverybody uses plumbing as the
archit ect ur’¥|nthe same inteeview, hererpdunded on architecture that
closely engages with the pictorial. Inhiswie he i ncl uded Le Cor busi
du Haut, Philip Johnsonés Gl ass House, Mi e

|l nter Active Corporationds new Manhattan he

the reason that all exploit pictorial, sculpr al , and traditional arc
world is so into categories that andleody wa
makes architecture. d But, Le CorBusier di

Many of the architecturalwok s j ust described, includir
monochr omes, Kell yds abstractions, Stell abdo

geometric compositions, have all generally been credited as having laid part of the
foundation for the first official Minimalist wds in the early 1960s. Thus, architectural
themes, motifs, and references played a vital role in two of the most important styles that
gained prominence ca. 194865, or, the years Rothko worked on his three mural
projects. With this in mind, fragment$ the role architecture played in the work of the

primary Minimalists from that point, namely Donald Judd, Tony Smith, Sol LeWitt, and

> Frank Stella, quotedif Th e Ar c h Re ¢ dmrchitectural Rexzords i e w
published online June 2007.
% |bid.
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Carl André, will follow. AsBr i ony Fer has shown, Rothkobs
worth doing once, itisworthdong over and over againo sugg:¢
bet ween the repetitiveness of Rothkodés abs
deal of Minimalist work, in line with CatAndré s observation that #fif
doingonce, itiswarh doing againodo and Donald Juddds
anotfer . o

Judd i s fAinot an architect in the conven

who invited him to create the aatchitectural worlStage Sefor the 1991 exhibition

Donald Judd: Archiektura t the MAK Exhibition Hall i n Vi
work is committed to architecflomeeéwhat he
catal ogue essay for the show, Brigitte Huc

with architecturefo over twenty years, 0 as of the eal

work resulting from®

iJtudarbes lamacvwn ttexw tweray fp
relationship between object and architectu
reaffibemad, wilth hi ®boulpddoéal ewwsaksfor th
praises the Seagram Building as among dthe
advance and enlightenment in as simple a way as any survey tells you the first buildings

oftheRenaissnce di d, contrasting architecture of

skyscraperso that in his view debase archi

*®*For Rothkods quote,BseenPrEslt | niRBOAko !
Repet i tSeemgRotbhkdb2n See also Briony Férhe Infinite Line: RéMaking
Art After Modernisn{New Haven and.ondon: Yale Univ. Press, 2004).
*"Peter Noever, HfAArchi tDenaldJuddeArchitectute,i n Ar c hi
Archiecktur Herausgegeben von Peter Noever, ed. (Ostfiékerin: Hatje Can, 2003): 7.
%Brjgitte Huck, fADonal&d Judd: Architect, «
9 1pid., 35.
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historical architectural precedentS. More recently, in 2007, Peter Fliickiger continued

the trend to draw more attention to Juddos

few people fiare aware of his writing on ar

panned and reali Z%dudddés ngemsist llcinkemng i me . dr

can be found throughout the art and architectural criticism he wrote several decades

previously, including a 1963 passage about Rothko. This is perhaps why, on the subject

of Rothkods 1961 MoOMA retrospedtsihweve dJ udcadt

they were improving, o0 an uncommon stance t

the show, the Seagram murals, were more advanced than what Rothko painted until that

ti me. Judd consistently prai s ed®otkoandh ko, n

Still made their worR?a reality, not a pic
Possibly the most architectural of the Minimalists, and the earliest of the group to

delve into architectural t hEweBlakBoXI%2y Smi t

1967, NationbGallery of Canada, Fig. 110) established the pattern of using streamlined,

massproducible forms that harkened back to the manufacturing family into which he was

born in addition to streamlined processes galvanized in postwar architecture. In his

massie works, including the painted aluminiBmok&1967, Los Angeles County

Museum of Art, Fig. 111), measuring twenty four by forty seven by thirty three feet,

Smith mimicked architectural spaces. In scale and f8Smgkeand related works echo

MarkdiSuveo 6 s cont e mp or ascaled soupturespteeraicratécturgl

*Donald Judd, fAArt and Architecture, in |

> peter Fliickiger, Donald Judd: Architecture in Marfa, Texas (Basel and Boston:
Birkh&user, 2007): 25.

*2Donald Judd, fi Ab sCompet WritiBgs:1978986s i oni sm, 0
(Eindhoven: VarAbbemuseum, 1987): 41.

175



methods di Suvero used to make them, including his use of cranes, and, as Barbara Rose
has argued, his farchitectur al use of Il ine
was embracé, penetrated, or otherwise activated
b e a M8 FooSmith, his architectural bent began when he studied architecture at the
New Bauhaus in Chicago, under Laszl6 MohNlggy, later worked, from 19380, for
Frank Lloyd Wright & an office clerk, and in his independent architectural practice
designed more than twenty four private homes and spaces. After he relinquished his
architectural work to become a sculptor, in 1961, Smith immediately incorporated
techniques and styles hachworked with as an architect into his sculptures.

As with SmithtOtbemead hworekit ubalikeklyeWi tt ds
constructions includingloor Structure(1963, Museum of Modern Art, Fig. 112)
emphasized the serial and modular qualities dfitacture. Begun not long after he
abandoned painting, in 1962, such works re
office, from 19555 6 . LeWittds smaller s Seaidle wor ks f
Project, | (ABCD)1966, Museum of Modern Art, Fig13) more closely borrowed, in
form, scale, and the use of the grid, architectural models with which he was quite
familiar. From there, LeWitt progressed to engage architectural spaces more directly,
making his first of more than 1,200 wall drawings 86&. As John Carlin found in his
review of an exhibition of LeW ttds drawin
contradiction of a seemingly meaningless visual structure married to an implicitly

complex conceptual apparatus which remained virtualtyir the silence of the art work

*Barbara Rose, fOn Mark di ABdoureatMol: Scul pt
35, No. 2 (Winter, 1978976): 121.
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i t s¥However, fAhis art, |ike his writing, o

al ways been in close touch withi the abstra
While many additional architecturatiyinded Minimalist piecesan be brought

into the discussion, including, in their o

monument 1 for V. Tatlifl964, Museum of Modern Art, Fig. 114), the first of thirty

nine monuments made between 1964 and 1990 to the Russian Gosstiared Robert

Mo r r Unstléds(Column)1961, destroyed), to say nothing of the many-non

Minimalist architecturallybound works of the mid960s, one final artist warrants a brief

mention. InEquivalent VIII(1966, Tate Gallery, Fig. 115), Carl Agdused

unpretentious, rough building bricks inspired by the simplified forms of Stonehenge,

which had a major impact on him when he visited it in 1954. The precise patterning and

geometric emphasis of his work from that time recalled his connectionllm, Sii¢h

whom he shared a studio during his fruitful earliest period, in-B858The symmetry,

geometry, and architectural references of the black paintings significantly influenced

Andr ®06s work, as did Constant hepamiisBofOnc uki 6s

Romanian folk architecture. By the ril®60s, his use of steel and other industrial

materials not only referenced the railroad tracks he grew accustomed to through his work

as a train brakerman and conductor in the early 1960s, but also los®ky e@ppropriated

the function of architect 144 AlumanbnsSeuates f r om S

(1967, Norton Simon Museum) and related sculptures, which functioned not unlike the

“John Carlin, fSol L4Wi8tatJouallVvbl.4)Naii ngs,
(Spring 1982): 62.

*®RobertRose | um, @ Not es OnModeSmAmericam AfiNewt , ©
York: Harry N. Abrams, 1999): 255.
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floor on which they rested, encouraging us to walk on them asowtelthe floor,
downplaying the sacrosanct role of the art object.

Examining the architectural concerns of the small sampling of pieces just
described obviously does not provide a completed narrative for each work. However, by
engaging with architectura his own way, Rothko, first with the Seagram project, and
later with the Harvard and Houston commissions, participated in a discourse that had a
major impact on vanguard of the late 1950s and the first half of the 1960s. While it is
unclear and probablynlikely that he did so in order to keep pace with his younger
contemporaries, considering his enduring interest in architecture and architectural
painting, he nevertheless continued to make inventive work despite the fact that the style

he helped to estéibh inched closer toward being passé.
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CHAPTER 7:
CONCLUSION

In May 16, 1959, less than a year after the contract between Rothko and the
Seagram corporation was finalized, on June 25, 1958, he legally changed his name from
Marcus Rothkowitz to MarRothko as he was obtaining a passport for his trip to Europe.
While the change was more practical than poetic, it points toward a paradigmatic shift for
him: the culmination in the Seagram work of a casgE&nning interest in architecture.
To the list & the many contradictions that defined Rothko and his work, including
Marcus Rothkowitz/Mark Rothko, Latvian/American, timeless/modern,
collective/personal, philosopher/painter, should thus be added the pictorial/architectural
binary.

Like Carl Jung, wit whose writings Rothko was familiar, Rothko looked to
architecture and architectural themes to express and convey emttidnsg

constructed his famous tower in Bollingen, Switzerland at the edge of Lake Zurich to

Al t hough Dore Ashton remembered that ROt
of Carl Jung, 0 I rvi amg iSaemrrdIlJerh nr eGraltilaend ntoht a
the i mportance of o0 automatic writing to RO
concepts to Rothko, through his bo&ystem and Dialectics of A1937). Dore Ashton,

ARot hkods FrSaengRothkd7 Mndirdng 8andler, iimph of America

Painting: A History of Abstract Expressionighlew York: Harper & Row, 1970P3.

See John GraharBystem and Dialectics of Ai1937) reprinted as Marcia Epstein

Allentuck,J ohn Gr ahamds Syst egeth(Batimdre: Iohns Hoplkins i ¢ s o f
Press1971). According to the Graham specialist Eila Kokkinen, Rothko had given some
attention to Grahambs book shortly after i
concepts concerning interconnectedness in particular, as evidenced by the collective
unconscious, the archetype, and synchronicity, among others, were, of course, ideally
suited for Rothkod6s artistic sensibilities
with his signature painting in particular, to transcend the object im tw@dBnnect people

and experiences. For a recent investigation on the connections between painting,
architecture, and psychology, seesan Bernsteirjousing Problems: Writing and

Architecture in Goethe, Walpole, Freud, and Heided&tanfod: StanfordJniv. Press,

2008).
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examine in architectural forms how int& spaces function metaphorically as mirrors of
the human psych®’ Following Jung, Gaston Bachelard,Tihe Poetics of Spagcérst
published in 1958 during the Seagram project, deschbedve areintimately

connected to the architectural spaces weipg. The space and architecture of the home

we occupyshapes both how we behave in it and our moods/experiences as we perceive

"As Mezei and Briganti have also shown, .
structures, both architectural and literary, as possible fruitful replications or images of
mental structures, offering ghoweastsl, as Ba
foranalysisof t he human soul . 0 Kat hy Mezei and
A Literary Perspective, 0 841. Jungbs f amo
monument out of stone, 0 o finteestisarchilkeeturenost i c

See Carl Jungylemories, Dreams, Reflectignigans. Richard Winston, Fontana Library

of Theology and Philosophy Series (London:
tower (in relation to similarly themed towers, by Willidutler Yeats, Robinson Jeffers,

and Rainer Maria Rilke), see Theodore Ziolkow3kie View from the Tower: Origins of

an Antimodernist Imag@rinceton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1998). Jung began working

on the tower in 1923, and it thereafter became dmtaotural project that for him

represented a process of s#icovery, of returning to his childhood and to a moment

when he constructed such structures. Recalling his early experiences with architecture,
Jung, in his autobi agrodp hpy,aydesgc rwiilt ehs blraicrk
Abuilt towers, o0 which he then Arapturously
Ibid., 33. Having worked on the tower intermittently throughout his life, adding what he

call ed a fAspir iourtyard and langiee(1985), 4nd &€ Adpér roonahe ¢
identifiegermasomalsi iy@go(1955), Jung empl oye«
with, as Vaughan Hart has observed, Ra pl a
Jungds Al c¢chemi cean RES: dAntheopologytand Biesthdtie.n2§

(Spring 1994): 37. See also Aniela Ja@eG. Jung: Word and Imaged.,Bollingen

series (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1979):2&885; and Cl are Cooper
as Symbol of t h enett8, ddntiang) Walter M@dska, edBesignindd u r

for Human Behavior: Architecture and the Behavioral Scief&&sudsburg, PA:

Dowden, Hutchinson, & Ross, 1974): 1304 6 . The towerods interio
metaphors for a handful of archetypes Juagously explored throughout his career,

those he would ultimately codify ifihe Archetypes and the Collective Unconscious

(19341955). Carl Jungrhe Archetypes and the Collective Unconscigu€ollected

Works of C. G. Jung, Volume 9 (Part 1): Arclpety and the Collective Unconscipus

trans. Gerhard Adler and R.F.C. Hudds (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1969). See

also Joseph Campbelihe Portable Junged.(New York: Penguin Books, 1971): 5®.
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it.>'® Rothko constructed his Seagram cycle for some of the same reasons. When he did
so, he reconnected to the architectumncerns that informed his earliest paintings. By
making a migtwentieth century gesamtkunstwerk, one that merged painting and
architecture, Rothko participated in a wave of renewed interest in architecture that
preoccupied some of the most influentialsas that emerged in the wake of Abstract
Expressionism~® While Rauschenberg, Johns, and the others mentioned embraced
architecture for various reasons, Rothko did so hoping to trigger tragic responses in his
viewers, something he had been attemptindptas early as ca. 1940. His penchant for
tragedy was just as strong during and after the project as it was previously. In 1960, just
after he abandoned the Seagram project, he remarked:

As | have grown older, Shakespeare has become closer to me gaylés,

who meant so much to me in my yout h. S

for me the full range of life from which the artist draws all his tragic materials,

including irony; irony becomes a weapon against Tate.

Rot hkods ¢ on ntareisjusbame piece ofaamach largee puzzle in
modernist and poshodernist art. Among the many artists included in this macro

spectrum is Matisse, the artist Rothko perhaps admired most. As John Elderfield has

recently argued, examining the RotHM@tissearchitecture triumvirate is especially

>18 SeeGastorBachelardThe Poetics of Spa, trans. Maria Jolas (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1994).

>19 Rothko adored the work of Richard Wagner. AstBira Novak and Brian
O6 Do hheavtey f ound, Frederi ck NO thdtteagetlye 6s i de a s
Afarose out of the tra&agiac auaern «cs ,ad éors tnlodthi
panand r ever ber ad likedymeintorted hishpassionrioa \Wagreer.
Frederick Nietzschélhe Birth of Tragedy and the Genealogy of Martakns. Francis
Golffing (Garden City, New York, 1956): 47,3Babb ar a Novak and Bri an
ARot hkods Dar k Pai n MarkRpthko JeffreydVgiesdey., 266nd Voi d
267.

>20 Mark Rothko, in a conversation with Peter Selz in 19604amk Rothko(New
York: Museum of Modern Art, New York): 12.
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fruitful, since it helps to explain, in Matissean terms, the spectatorial relationships we

tend to have wit i Boowihgapliase farm the Gortempadraoyn s .
Freudian Christopher Bollas, Eldeafl d r emi nds wus that we HAsurr
falters the self,d making a ROoOHwketve abstrac
years after Rothkods death, a groundbreaki
journal Perspectasuggestethat architectural concerns were important for many artists

working in various mediums. The essay explored the intersections between art and
architecture, investigating Siah Armajani, Niki Logis, Nathaniel Lieberman, Christopher
Sproat, Robert Guillot, Rhard Haas, and Vito Accont® A sequence of interviews

with these artists revealed that issues of an architectural nature, including space and
architectural imagery, were more pressing than the authors had anticipated, leading to the

conclusionthatsucar t i st s were no | onger fAcontent me

*2lE|derfieldrea | | s Henri Matisseods definition of
experience is suggested both by the vertical/human proportions of such works and also by
the logisticalspatial reality that there is only enough room in front of a signature Rothko
for one viewer at a time. Matisse, in his correspondence with the Russian art critic
Alexsandr Romm, letters published in 1947 and written in relation to his fuegal
Dance(19323 3, The Barnes Foundation), distingui
pai nt i npgiscot uarneds .o The former are inexorabl
be understood within the visual scope of the architecture. They derive their meaning, at
least in part, Ism that connection. Such paintings are not figurative, since a figure

consumes the viewerbés attention, thereby m
adjacent to the work or the space within which it is installed. With a non
figurative/architectu al wor k, the viewer, as the only

where to look in the absence of a painted figure commanding our attention, thereby more
strongly participating with the architectural space of the gallery. Rothko was likely
awareofthisdst i ncti on. As El derfield asserted,
efficacy and display does seeRommletterhhave bee
John El der fi el dSeeing Rothikch0s!*or mati ons, o
22 Christopher BollasThe Shadow of éhObject(London: Free Association Books,
1987): note 46, p 14; <cited in Elderfield,
2 Siah Armajani, Niki Logis, Nathaniel Lieberman, Christopher Sproat, Robert
Guill ot, Richard Haas, and Vi titecturdas@aonci ,
Subj ect Pdrspectavél.rid (1982): 66107.
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spaceébut envision[ed] their role as actiyv
envirofXmMenttois observed, AZXrAndasSeott ure en
Burton described hisownworlsa a medi ati on bet ween art and
resolution of the modern h°&urthetreseaygchbet we en
aimed at digging deeper into the role of architecture in vanguard art since 1950 will draw

even more attentontohe f act that Rothkods interest i
idiosyncratic. With this in mind, it is n
career that have the potential for engaging dramatic literature, John Logan, in his recent
Tony-awardwinning playRed looked to the Seagram project as a primary subject and
backdrop.

Thechanges Rothko made to his style during the Seagram project, including his
embrace of the colossal scale, his darkening palette, and his use of shapes demnived fr
architecture, are thus best understood not in regard to logistical concerns. How to cover
five-hundredtwenty square feet of space in the Grill Room with large murals seems to
have been relatively insignificant for Rothko. Instead, such changedrefldc Rot hk o0 s
intense negotiation of architecture. As J
but | suspect Rothkods death [eleven years

related to the fact that artists these days are not encouragedp ai n % t emp | es . 0

> pid., 67.

°%bid., 75.

Scott Burton, f[ EDesigaQuatesyNoSI2d Site: THeur t on] , «
Meaning of Place in Art and Architecture (1983): 10.

>27 John Fischer, in Wick, 207.
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Fig. 1: Mark RothkoUntitled {Black on Maroon} [Seagram Mural SketchP58
Oil on canvas, 90 x 81 ¥z inches
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 2: Mark RothkoSk et ch f or A Mur al No. 60 (Two Op
{Black on Maroon} [Seagram Mural Sket¢H]958

Oil on canvas, 105 x 152 inches

Tate Gallery
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Fig. 3: Mark RothkoUntitled {Sketch for Mural/Black on Maroon} [Seagram Mural
Sketch] 1958

Oil on canvas, 105 x 95 inches

Tate Gallery
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Fig. 4. Mark RothkoUntitled {Black on Maroon} [Seagram Mural SketchP59
Oil on canvas, 105 x 90 inches
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 5: Mark RothkoMural, Section 2 {Red on Maroon} [Seagram MurdPp59
Oil on canvas, 105 x 180 inches
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 6: Mark RothkoMural, Section 3 {Black on Maroon} [Seagram Mural]959
Oil on canvas, 105 x 180 inches
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 7. Mark RothkoMural, Secibn 4 {Red on Maroon} [Seagram Mural]l 959
Oil on canvas, 105 x 94 inches
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 8: Mark RothkoMural, Section 5 {Red on Maroon} [Seagram Murdlp59
Oil on canvas, 72 x 180
Tate Gallery
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Fig. 9: Mark RothkoMural, Section 7 {Red on Maroon} [Seagram Murdp59
Oil on canvas, 72 x 180 inches
Tate Gdery
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Fig, 10:Ezra Stoller, Ludwig Mies van der RolMies van der Rohe (with Philip
Johnson and Kahn and Jacobs), Seagram Buildjri§58

Gelatin dver print, 20 in. X 16 inches

San Francisco Museum of Modern Art
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Fig. 11: Current Plan, Four Seasons Restaurant, Seagram BuNewgyork. What
was called the Grill Room in 1958 isatthetog f t , i n what i s now c
Room Terraceo or PDR 1 (Private Dining RO
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Fig. 12: (above) North wall facing 83treet and west/entrance wall (adjacent to Pool
Room); (beloy East and south walls, Four Seasons Restaurant, Seagram Building, New
York
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Fig. 13: The Rothko Room, Tate Modern
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Fig. 14: Marcel Duchamgile of String 1942, temporarily installed on the second
floor of the former Whitelaw Reid Mansion, New YoFfkrst Papers of Surrealism
exhibition
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Fig. 15: Jackson Pollockjural, 1943
Oil on canvas, 97 1/4 x 238 inches

University of lowa Museum of Art
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Fig. 16: Rothko Room, Phillips Collection, Washington
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Fig. 17: Leonar do dEe WealfPoportionsiofthetHummam i an  Ma
Figure, ca. 1492

Pen and ink with wash over metalpoint on paper, 13.5 x 10 inches

Gallerie dell’Accadmia in Venice, Italy
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Fig. 18:Mark Rothko, pendrawingi@o |l deds Composi9samdn Sketc
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Fig. 19: Mark RothkoUntitled [Nude] 1937/1938, cat. 117
Oil on canvas, 23 7/8 x 18 1/8 inches
National Gallery of Art, Washington
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Fig. 20: Section of friezBionysiac Mystery Cultfrom Villa of the Mysteries,

Pompeii, Wall painting, ca. 50 BCE

National Museum

Naples
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Fig. 21 Mark Rothko,No. 7/No. 11 {Untitled}1949
Oil on canvas, 68 1/8 x 43 ¥4 inches
National Gallery of Art, Washington
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Fig. 22:Fresco wall paintings in @ubiculum(bedroom) from the Villa of P. Fannius
Synistor at Boscorealea. 40 30 BCE

Plaster

The Metropolitan Museum of Art
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Fig. 23: Detail Fresco wall paintings in @ubiculum(bedroom) from the Villa of P.
Fannius Synistor at Boscoreale, cal. 3@ BCE

Plaster

The Metropolitan Museum of Art
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Fig. 24: Henri MatisselThe Red Studjdl911
Oil on canvas, 71 1/4 x 7'2 ¥ inches
Museum of Modern Art, New York
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Fig. 25: Milton Avery,Girl Writing, 1941
Oil on canvas, 48 x 31 3/4 inches
ThePhillips Collection, Washington
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Fig. 26: Mark RothkoHarvard Mural, Tryptych, Panetlll, 1962, installation view,
Holyoke Center, 1963

Left: Mark Rothko,Panel One [Harvard Mural Triptych]1962
Oil on canvas, 105 Y4 x 1%%
Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University Art Museums

Center: Mark RothkoRanel Two [Harvard Mural Triptych]1962
Oil on canvas, 105 ¥4 x 180 5/8 inches
Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University Art Museums

Right: Mark RothkoPanel Three [Harvard Mural Triptydh 1962

Oil on canvas, 105 1/8 x 96 inches
Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University Art Museums
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Fig. 27: Domenico Ghirlandaibast Supperca. 1486
Freso, 13.1 x 26 V4 feet
San Marco, Florence
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Fig. 28:Ambush of Troilus by Achillesa. 540 BCE, Tomb of The Bulls, Tarquinia
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Fig. 29: Mark RothkoNo. 5 (Reds)1961
Oil on canvas, 70 x 63 inches
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin
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Fig. 30: Giotto di Bondond)eath of the Virginca. 1310
Tempera on Panel
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin
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Fig. 31: Giotto di BondoneCrucifixion, ca. 1315
Tempera on wood, 22.8 x 13 inches
Staatiche Museen zu Berlin
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Fig. 32: Marcel Duchamgsresh Widow1920

Miniature French window, painted wood frame, and panes of glass covered with
black leather, 30 2/x 17 5/8 inches

The Museum of Modern Art, New York
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Fig. 33: Marcel Duchamg,he Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even (The
Large Glass)191523

Qil, varnish, lad foil, lead wire, and dust on two glass panels, 9 feet 1 1/4 inches x 69
1/4 inches

Philadelphia Museum of Art
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Fig. 34: Charles Sheelerjew of New York1931
Oil on canvas, 48 x 36 3/8 inches
Museum ofFine Arts, Boston
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Fig. 35: Casper David Friedrickfjew from the Artist's Studio, Window on the Lefta.
1805 06

Graphite and sepia onpar; 12 3/8 x 9 1/4 inches

Belvedere, Vienna
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Fig. 36: Casper David Friedrickjew from the Artist's Studio, Window on the Right
ca. 180506

Graphite and sepia on paper; 12 1/4 x 9 3/8 inches

Belvedere, Vienna
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Fig. 37: Hans Hofmanmutumn Gold 1957
Oil on canvas, 53 3/4 x 62 x 1 3/4 inches
NationalGallery of Art, Washington
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Fig. 38: Robert MotherwelDpen No. 122 in Scarlet and B|UE©69
Acrylic and drawing on canvas, 84 x 100 inches
Tate Collection
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Fig. 39: Michelangeloyestibule, Tlke Laurentian LibraryMonastery of San
Lorenzo, 1535, Florence, Italy
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Fig. 40: Michelangeloyestibule, The Laurentian Librarionastery of San
Lorenzo, 1535, Florence, Italy
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Fig. 41: Mark RothkoMother and Childca.1940
Oil on canvas, 36 x 22 inches
Collection of Christopher Rothko
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Fig. 42: Mark RothkoAntigone 19391940
Oil and charcoal on canvas, 34 x 45 3/4 inches
National Gallery of Art, Washington
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Fig. 43: Arshile GorkyTheArtist and His Motherca. 1926ca. 1942
Oil on canvas, 59 15/16 x 50 inches
National Gallery of Art, Washington
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Fig. 44: Arshile GorkyThe Artist and His Mothega. 192642
Oil on canvas, 60 x 50 inches
Whitney Museum bAmerican Art
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Fig. 45: Giorgio di ChiricoThe Disquieting Muse4918
Oil on canvas
Private Collection
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Fig. 46: Mark RothkoComposition | [Versa]ca. 198
Oil on hardboard, 12 7/8 x 13 % inches
Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko
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Fig. 47: Mark RothkoComposition | [Rectq]1929/1931

Oil on hardboard, 12 7/8 x 13 % inches
Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko
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Fig. 48: Mark RothkoSophie ca. 1927
Oil on canvas board, 17 % x 14 inches
Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel and Christopher Rothko
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Fig. 49: Mark RothkoUntitled [Portrait of Leah Farber] ca. 1927
Oil on canvas board, 15 3 x 11 5/8 inches
Collectionof Herbert and Esther Schimmel, Nashua, N.H.
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Fig. 50: Mark RothkoPor t r ai t of ,PB8llBk o6s Mot her
Oil on canvas, 19 7/8 x 16 inches
Collection of Kate Rothko Prizel
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Fig. 51: Mark RothkoPortrait of a Young Boy {Untitled}ca. 1932
Oil on anvas, 31 7/8 x 21 7/8 inches
Collection of Christopher Rothko

234



