
within a few feet of the canvas, one 
can determine that the patterning 
does not knit into a rational structure. 
The paintings function visually on two 
different levels, producing from a dis­
tance a known image, and from close 
up, surface patterning built by flat 
shapes of color.

Like numerous contemporary real­
ists, Burko assembles her works from 
photographic sources. She projects 
slides onto a white canvas, drawing 
the contours in pencil. However, rath­
er than a simple transfer of image to 
canvas, Burko selects and edits. To 
her, the photograph is not sacred. 
Only certain information need be tak­
en. Sometimes the final drawing con­
tains sections from several different 
slides. The slides are not followed for 
color. Instead, she uses a limited pa­
lette of blues, whites, purples and 
reddish browns. Although the paint is 
applied in flat areas, there are traces 
left of the brush. The mountain image 
is simplified by a one-lens viewing 
camera that flattens forms and cre­
ates shapes which resemble a topo­
graphical map.

One of the most striking features in 
the paintings is the way a number of 
shapes will function in patterned uni­
son as a diagonal thrust. The orches­
tration of a major diagonal thrust and 
a minor diagonal counterthrust 
seems to occur in all of them. These 
opposing thrusts, coupled with the 
ragged-edged shapes, cause a sen­
sation of movement and conflicting 
energies. Sometimes the movement 
is an expansion beyond the picture 
limits; in other cases, especially in 
two graphite drawings, there is an in­
tense upward movement. The scale 
is dictated by our understanding of 
the subject. Because of the grand­
ness of scale and other romantic no­
tions associated with mountains, it 
would be easy to say Burko’s influ­
ence is mainly from 19th-century 
American landscape painting. But 
that would ignore the references to 
modernist painting. The success of 
these works is their ability to maintain 
a balance between their referential 
and non-referential concerns by ma­
nipulating contradictions to useful 
ends. —Gary Grissom

ROCHESTER 

Robert Heinecken at 
Eastman House
Despite the fact that any discussion 
of recent photography usually in­
cludes reference to Robert Heineck­
en, until this major retrospective, few 
people had much first-hand knowl­
edge of his work. One reason was 
that it simply had not been accessi­
ble, especially in the East (Heinecken 
is from Los Angeles). His photo­
graphs are usually big, one-of-a- 
kind, technically complex and/or 
three dimensional, and are therefore 
difficult to acquire, transport, exhibit 
or reproduce. Another reason we 
hadn’t seen the work was a tendency 
of purist critics and curators to ignore

Robert Heinecken: Periodical (detail), 1972, 
over-printed magazine; at Eastman House.

or reject Heinecken's work as “un- 
photographic," because he frequent- 
ly goes beyond the small-format, sii- 
ver image to incorporate ftand color- 
ing, chemical staining and drawing, 
along with borrowed images from 
popular sources: sometimes he even 
prints (heaven forbid!) on photosen- 
sitized canvas.

It is these methods—and tfie flex¡- 
bility and freedom they represent- 
tfiat have had the greatest influence 
on Heinecken's younger contempo- 
raries. When he first started sflowing 
in the early '60s, experiment was all 
but stifled by the "straight" esthetic. 
A number of photographers ftad tak- 
en tentative steps away from that nar- 
row view, and of course Pop artists 
tiad introduced photographic images 
and techniques into their work. But 
Heinecken was the most visible 
bridge (to photographers, at any 
rate) between extremes. Proposing 
that all photographs be thought of as 
falling along a continuum between 
the totally unmanipulated print (which 
cannot exist outside theory) and an 
entirely hand-worked picture, he cir- 
cumvented the “either/or’’ attitude 
then prevalent in both photography 
and art communities.

Because of his remoteness in mys- 
terious Southern California and be- 
case of attractive rumors about his 
lifestyle. Heinecken became some- 
tfling of a legendary figure. Tfiis exhi- 
bition de-romanticized him consider- 
ably, and modified a widely held view 
of him as a sort of artist-guerrilla. To 
be sure, we do sometimes feel 
there's a sniper in our midst, as when 
tie photolithographically adds tfie im- 
age of a young Cambodian soldier 
holding two severed heads to tfie 
pages of fashion magazines; or when 
tie presents subliminal and explicit 
sexual appeals in immediate juxtapo- 
sition by shuffling and rebinding 
pages from porno and glamour mag- 
azines. But the bulk of his work is not 
nearly so didactic as these exam- 
pies. And though it is playful, satirical 
and frequently displays a Duchamp¡-

an reliance on system, these ele­
ments are usually secondary to a 
concern with formal problems. This 
exhibition forced us to admit .hat 
what Heinecken really does is make 
beautiful objects. This is evident in 
his Le Voyeur/Robbe Grillet se es 
1972, elements of which have been 
carefully crafted from photographic 
fragments of a woman’s body, ind 
then reconstructed into abstractions 
which suggest a wide, undulating 
landscape.

Heinecken is a photographer, re­
gardless of die-hard critics and de­
spite his stated intention to move 
away from showing solely in photo­
graphic contexts. He works with pho­
to-sensitive materials and frequently 
includes references to the medium in 
his work. Pictures made by lit oral 
“contact printing” of such things as a 
bacon-and-egg breakfast he refers 
to as “Documentary Photogramr”— 
ordinarily contradictory terms, since 
“documentary” usually connotes the 
kind of narrative, socially concerned 
reportage once the mainstay of Life 
magazine, and “photograms" (cam­
era-less silhouettes on photosensi­
tive paper) are usually associated 
with the formal experiments of the 
likes of Man Ray or Moholy-Nagv If 
nothing else, Heinecken's photo- 
grams point up the inadequacy of 
current photo/esthetic terminology

Seeing Heinecken as a photogra­
pher commenting on his own m ؛d¡- 
um may get us beyond his more obvi­
ous social-political statements. I[١ 
fact, no matter now densely he m ani- 
pulates his photographic information 
Heinecken always retains enough 
photographic content to suggest the 
original referent(s). This is apparent 
in the many works produced by mu1؛؛' 
pie exposure of photosensitive mate­
rials to images from pornographic 
magazines (the Porno Photo Li‘M 
Different Strokes for Different Fn/k؟ 
and 14 or 15 Buffalo Ladies series) 
The results—dark masses of flai ؛ng 
arms and legs—leave us with the 
kind of paradox Heinecken loves. A٢e

e to read these pictures as abstract 
compositions or acts of social criti- 
cism?Well, neither-and both.

-Chartes Desmatafs

/HOUSTONBi؛،ber ConTpany

-'١'T(;,ano is a Texan of Mexican- 
y^erican descent, but if he or she is

 I neaning： As this travelling exhibitionجاا، 7ه٢د؛ ءق٩؛لا٢قج جم؛لاا٢ً
of some 5٥ works by 2ج artists re- 
gals. Tejano art is the newest direc- 

;,on in a movement that might be 
called “Post-Chicano."

Though these artists gathered from 
all over tfie state range in age from 2٥ 
٥) 60, their art has been done in a dif- 
ferent spirit from the politically orient- 
ed Cfiicano work arising from the 
great social issues of the 1960s. 

'Though Tejano art owes much to the 

 -are：：；；：er، .؛^fncpio^jo::?'؟;!:!;
(vasive influences Of the post؟r art of

Tejano an is another voice. The is- 
sue today Is where ah adist of Meal- 
canAmerioan descent draws tnspt-


