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author of the notes on a program of 
films by women ventures to point out 
that "it may be observed that pecu­
liarly national characteristics appear 
with great clarity in the work of 
women directors." 

Still, for all their unremitting so­
briety, the notes' authors did OC· 
casionally allow themselves moments 
of humor. They found it impossible 
to resist quoting from the British 
Board of Film Censors when they 
rejected Germaine Dulac's The Sea 
Shell and the Clergyman: ''it is so 
cryptic as to be almost meaningless. 
If there is a meaning, it is doubtless 
objectionable." 

If there are instances where the 
notes seem not to do justice to the 
films they describe, it still must be 
remembered that this huge body of 
otherwise ignored modern art was 
made available to the London public. 
This, in itself, was a remarkable 
achievement. With the exception of 
Nazi propaganda films, perhaps a 
forgiveable omission, virtually no 
strain of American or European cin­
ema was neglected by the society. 
Furthermore, the Society's success 
with its London audience spawned a 
nation-wide interest in alternative 
programming around Great Britain. 
By the late '30s, about 40 provin­
cial theaters were picking up films 
permiered by the society and offering 
them to still more far-flung audiences. 

The London Film Society's real 
legacy, though, was not the immed­
iate imitators it inspired in England 
but the international development of 
non-commercial showcases that oc­
curred in the post-war years. Direct­
ly or indirectly, the Society was the 
prototype for them all. The credo 
expressed on the back of the notes 
for the first program in 1925 is, a 
halt-century later, still expressive of 
any good programmer's aspirations: 

The society rs under no illusrons. ft is 
well aware that CAUGARl's do not grow 
on raspberry bushes, and that rt cannot, 
in a season, expect to provide its members 
with an unbroken succession of master­
pieces. ft w1fl be sufficient if rt can show a 
group of films which are in some degree 
interesting and which represent the work 
which has been done. or is being done 
experimentally, in various parts of the 
world. ft 1s in the nature of such films 
that they are (it 1s said) commercially 
unsuitable for this country: and that is 
why they become the esp ecial province 
of the Film Society. 

Scott Hammen 

Garden party 
Early American Moderns: Painters of 
the Stieglitz Group 
by Mahonri Sharp Young 
Watson-Guptill Publications/157 pp. 
/$24.50 (hb) 

We often use the term "cocktail 
table" to describe a book which is 
lavish in its volume, reproductions 
and design but in which the ac­
companying copy perhaps plays sec­
ond fiddle to the visual richness of 
the material so extravagantly dis­
played. With this in mind I can only 
add as cousin to the cocktail table 
book, the "garden party book." In 
this variant the dress is equally 
glossy, in that term's most positive 
sense, but the copy has degenerated 
to a chatty preoccupation with minu­
tiae and anecdote rather than a sub­
stantive discussion of work. It is 
gossipy and relates to its collected 
subject matter as if it were a random 
distribution of islands. 

Such a book is Painters of the Steig­
litz Group-Early American Moderns, 
by Mahonri Sharp Young. It is a book 
which is too large to be economical, 
and too small in that it lacks an 
adequate treatment of these painters 
as a group. In fact it hardly deals 

Afterimage/February 1975 

Charles Demuth, "Paquebot Paris," 1921. From Early American Moderns. 

with the painters' work as coherent 
individual entities. The painters are 
portrayed as quirky types who move 
from canvas to canvas without ever 
forming an internal reference to their 
own work, much less responding to 
others in the group. 

If these artists were a group what 
did they share in common other than 
Stieglitz? What particularly American 
traits were made manifest by their 
work? If Stieglitz was a guiding light 
to these people, what was the nature 
of the guidance? 

Young's statements concerning the 
lives and work of these artists are 
sweeping, and get swept away as 
quickly and unpredictably as they 
come: 

They were America's early moderns: Mar­

in. Demuth, and Hartley were advanced 
artists of their day while Dove may have 

invented abstract art even before Kan­
dinsky, and O'Keeffe re-invented it for 

herself. They are all interesting painters 
1n their own right ... 

To this writer there are quite a few

questions in that excerpt which never 
get asked much less answered by 
Young, and once again we are given 
products without any adequate dis­
cussion of what passion gave them 
form. 

The early decades of the twentieth 
century, following the Armory Show 
of 1913, marked for American art• 
ists a lifting towards a self-knowledge 
in terms of their own land. Although 
these artists were trained by Mod­
ern European masters, their return 
to this country and their subsequent 
work signaled the end of the total 
dependence of Western culture on 
European art. Furthermore, the 
Amercan Modern Art movement 
served as a fundamental rejection of 
the nihilism of Eliot and later the 
Dadaists which followed in the wake 
of the first World War. It was in es• 
sence a movement of affirmation, of 
a redefinition of the world and of 
art on a more indigenous plane. It 
glorified the local, knowable object, 
and rejected the exotic metaphor. 
This was a very lyric form of ex­
pressionism. The group in question 
went way beyond painting or even 
photography, encompassing litera­
ture and music as well. This was the 
first important, successful, cohesive, 

and self-consciously American art 
movement. 

The book violates one of the rules 
of the group it is presenting, that 
the strength of the statement is 
what governs its importance and not 
the medium in which it was done. 

Where are Stieglitz's photographs? 
Although there are Stieglitz pictures 
accompanying the biographical ma­
terial on the painters, they are pre­
sented as small ID photos, poorly 
reproduced. Stieglitz was far from 
being merely the mother hen for this 
bunch, he was a participant in their 
passion, and very often the catalyst 
for it. To leave out his photographs, 
done in the same spirit, to reduce 
the importance of photography to that 
of illustration, is to misconstrue an 
important part of the group's make­
up and impetus. 

For whom is this book written? In 
some ways it seems to be a catalogue 
of an exhibition of the Ferdinand How­
aid Collection of the Columbus Gal• 
lery of Fine Art, of which Young is 
the director. He is also, by his own 
description, "a great talker." In­
deed, this book has that chatty quality 
of the charming, ever-so-slightly. 
naughty museum-director explaining 
the behind the canvas story of how the 
pictures really came about, to the 
members of the garden club. The 
high quality of the plates merely 
grates against the program-notes 
quality of the text. As companion to 
a beautiful reproduction of Hartley's 
"Lilies in a Vase," Young eluci• 
dates: 

Hartley had a talent for unusual composi­
tion. He easily placed things where they 
looked best. He could make a striking and 
original p1ctu re out of the most traditional 
sub1ect matter. Although Hartley was no 
flower lover like Demuth, he painted flow­
ers to show that he could, the way he 
painted everything except the female nude 

which wasn't exactly one of his ob­
sessions. 

Young has ingested a good deal of 
material in the making of this book, 
but he has proceeded to squash it all 
down into a mass of pulp and re­
distribute it next to the plates. 

I suppose the ideal book on this 
critical period in the development 
of American modern art would have 
the beautiful plates of this book, the 
primary source documents of Bar­
bara Rose's Readings on American 

Art Since 1900, and the interdis­
ciplinary, analytical view of Bram 
Djikstra's Hieroglyphics of a New 
Speech. This sort of cute demystifica­
tion, however, seems unnecessary. 

In all fairness I must congratulate 
Watson-Guptill and Rochester 
Polychrome Co. on their exquisite 
color plates. They are produced by 
offset lithography and yet they rival 
high quality musuem print-shop 
collotypes. They are printed one 
to a 9x12-in. page, with only a 
small amount of text on the facing 
page. This treatment produces a very 
clean look that does not distract nor 
interfere with the viewing of each 
work; sadly, however, what text does 
exist is innocuous. 

- Alan Klotz

Alan Klotz teaches the history of
photography at Rochester Institute 
of Technology. 

The snapshot 

The Snapshot 
edited by Jonathan Green 
Aperture/126 pp./$12 (hb); $7.50 
(sb). 

This latest offering from Aperture 
is a collection of portfolios by a 
dozen photographers who (in the 
opinion of the ed itor, Jonathan Green) 
belong to one of two groups making 
pictures derived from the snapshot: 
that is, those who pursue' 'the plastic 
controls and visual richness hinted 
at in the work of the casual amateur," 
and those exploring "familial subject 
matter.'' 

These categories, of course, are 
extremely arbitrary; the number of 

groups could easily have been ex• 
panded to include "those who con­
sider the subject of paramount im• 
portance," "photographers who 
have no concern for print quality," 
etc. It is interesting that Tod Papa­
george, in his essay for the book, 
says that, for him, "men like Walker 
Evans and even Edward Weston have 
been closer to the direct celebrating 
spirit of our anonymous box camera 
photographers than Kertesz, Car­
tier-Bresson and later masters of 
35 mm photography." In fact, to 
suggest that any contemporary pho­
tographer has avoided the influence 
of snapshots would be absurd. 

But Green's ground rules allow him 
to do such incongruous things as 
following Emmet Gowin with Henry 
Wessel, Jr., and that, it appears is 
exactly the point: Green has used his 
"theme" only to loosely tie together 
a number of fine images for us to 
enjoy and save on our shelves. On 
th is level, the book is a success. 
This is the first widely-available se­
lection of work by Bill Zulpo-Dane, 
Wessel, Tod Papageorge, Joel Meyer­
owitz, et al. It also marks the first 
publication of a good amount of 
new work by the better-known con­
tributors (Robert Frank, Lee Fried­
lander, Gowin,GarryWinogrand.) In­
cluded are essays by a number of 
major figures in the medium and an 
interesting book review by Judith 
Wechsler. As an Aperture book, it 
goes without saying that the repro­
ductions are excellent. All in all, 
it is a book that most will want 
for their library. But what is so 

disappointing is that an extraordinary 
opportunity was ignored in favor of 
a (more or less) safely appealing 
book. 

What were the alternatives? Lisette

Model makes her proposition ex­
plicit in the first of seven guest 
essays: "If I were to print a book 
of snapshots, I would do it in its 
own spirit ... without introduction, 

... without explanations, ... so that for 
once people would be free to dis• 
cover for themselves." 

Another possibility can be seen 
in the pieces by Steven Halpern and 
John A. Kouwenhoven. Halpern's 
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"Souvenirs of Experience: The Vic­
torian Studio Portrait and the Twen­
tieth-Century Snapshot" compares 
these two genres and describes the 
current form as being as much a 
product of our speeding, informal 
and subjective period as of tech­
nological advances. He then points 
out that the snapshot is in the pro­
cess of degenerating into as worn 
a stereotype as the Victorian portrait 
finally became, and concludes that 
we should expect it to soon go the 
way of the nineteenth-century por­
trait. 

Kouwenhoven examines the sub­
ject from the opposite direction: What 
effect has the snapshot had upon the 
society of which it is a part? In ex­
cerpts from his Metropolitan Museum 
lecture, "Living in a Snapshot 
World," he reminds us that "The 
cumulative effect of one hundred and 
thirty years of man's participation 
in the process of running amuck with 
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cameras was the discovery that there 
was an amazing amount of signifi­
cance, historical and otherwise, in 
a great many things that no one had 
ever seen until snapshots began 
forcing people to see them." While 
this may not be a unique or en­
tirely original thesis, it at least stim­
ulates thought and (perhaps) dis­
cussion. 

The Book That Might Have Been 
could probably have incorporated 
both of the above alternatives, first 
presenting examples of work by un­
trained photographers in an unen­
cumbered way, then studying this 
class of picture as either cause or 
effect of a number of social phen­
omena, inquiring into its influence 
on all the arts, and, most important, 
trying to come to some understand­
ing of it for itself, as the folk art of 
our age and more - as the first art 
which every member of a society has 
interacted with, been the subject of, 

Wendy Snyder MacNeil, from The Snapshot.

Henry Wessel. Jr .. from The Snapshot.

and practiced. At a time when there 
is such widespread general interest 
in the older forms of vernacular 
expression and intense interest 
among people in photography in the 
naive photo, it is regrettable that 
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Green and Aperture were unaware of, 
or unresponsive to, our needs. 

Not that we aren't elated to see 
that Friedlander and Winogrand have 
been "discovered." But in recent 
years Aperture has been becoming 
less and less responsible to its oft­
avowed purpose: "to communicate 
with serious photographers and crea­
tive people everywhere." Much of 
what the publisher is sending through 
the Rapoport presses these days is 
communicative only insofar as the 
artist has made 1t so; there seems to 
be too little effort to explicate, in­
terpret, or put into perspective. What 
we get instead are shelf books and 
coffee-table books, georgeous and 
useful, to be sure, but prov1ding only 
part of what we require. This, of 
course. 1s in sharp contrast to the 
policy of the magazine ,n ,ts early 
years, when 1t helped to fill the gap 
,n the literature of the medium (the 
most obvious case in point 1s the 
series of experiments by Henry 
Holmes Smith, Minor White, et al., 
in reading ,mages). 

Given the resources available to 
Aperture and ,ts non profit, medium 
service pos1t1on. we have a right to 
expect more from this publisher than 
from others. Let's hope that they 
can re route some of the energy 
from the success they seem finally 
to be en1oying to some proiects 
which, while perhaps not entirely 
secure as investments, might be 
even more substantial contributions 
to the field than they are already 
making. 

Charles Desmarais 

Mary Jones Lloyd. from the Windy City Open Photography Contest. 

The Windy City Open Photography 
Contest, Exchange National Bank/ 
Chicago, Dec. 17 - Jan. 24. 

The photographic event of the Chi­
cago season is the Windy City Open 
Photography Contest. The contest, 
open to both amateurs and profes­
sionals (as defined by per cent of in­
come from photography), was spon­
sored jointly by the Exchange Na­
tional Bank and the Chicago Guide
magazine, a first for both institutions. 
The winners were featured in a hand­
some 11-page spread in Chicago
Guide, along with a transcript of a 
conversation of the judges David 
Travis, Harry Bouras and Jack Lund. 
The work of the finalists was shown 
Dec. 17 through Jan. 24 on the first 
two floors at the Exchange Bank. 

There were 113 prints by 82 pho­
tographers displayed in small groups 
in the bank's slant-top cases. About 
one-third of the prints were color and 
two-thirds black and white. Slightly 
more than half the work was desig­
nated with a (P), meaning profes­
sional, while the rest was (A), or 
amateur work. 

Though there was no theme to the 
show the problem of grouping the 

prints in multiple mounts was ad­
dressed thematically by curator Joel 
Snyder. That is, whenever possible 
pictures were grouped together by 
what I'll call "mini-themes." Some 
of these themes were amusing, and 
some groups of pictures really 
strengthened each other, but some 
groups were fairly dull. My favorites 
were a group of animals ( including a 
"recent turtle" in a museum dis 
play, a horse's nose, and a cow 
with part of a man's elbow), a 
group of bodies or parts of bodies 
lying down (here Debby Schaub's 
black legs by a swimming pool 1s a 
striking image), and people with dogs 
(Bob Mader's picture in this group 
is unusual in technique and pomt­
of-v,ew). Other groups were united 
around concepts like couples, people 
in enclosures, stripes, children, old 
people, walls and windows, multiple 
images, etc. You get the idea, I'm 
sure. 

Prize money of $2,000 went to 
eighteen photographers, nine m the 
amateur and nine in the professional 
category. Top professional winners 
were John Butsch with a bird's-eye 
view of a park-district boxing match; 
Michael Marienthal with a photo of a 
lone black man in an official looking 


