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PREFACE

What follows is a slightly edited but essentially faithful text of a series of letiers
exchanged during the period June to Sepiember, 1981, between myself, Richard Barnhart, and
Howard Rogers. The correspondence was occasioned by Dick's review of my Parting Ar the
Shore which appeared in Art Bulletin (vol. LXIIL, no. 2, June, 1981, pp. 344-45). A xerox of
that review, and of another by William Watson (for a different opinion on the book), precedes
the letters. Howard was drawn into the correspondence when, in a letter to me, he responded
to Dhck’s review and to my first letter 1o Dick, of which I had sent him 2 copy. | sent a copy of
Howard's letier (with his permission) to Dick, in turn, and the correspondence from that point
became three-way. | should note, however, that Howard's letters 1o me are represented here
only by excerpts which pertain to the ongoing arguments; much more that does not has been
omilted.

In addition, I circulated copies of my first letter, and of some of those that followed,
among a few of my former students, and permitied others 1o read them in our study room,
believing that apart from the specific problems in Ming painting that we argue, the broader
issues raised in the letters were of sufficient general interest to warrant such a limited exposure.
The l=tters, which in the end were read by more people than any of us intended, have indeed
excited interest, enough 10 suggest that they should be given stll wider distributon. Dick and
Howard have agreed to this, with some reservations (as stated in their letiers of May, 1982,
which are appended).

| hope that the mutual respect felt by the three of us comes through in the letters, If |
wrils sometimes, for insiance, in rather strong lEnguage to Howard, it is because some residue
of the old teacher-student relationship remains, even afler he has become a well-established
teacher and scholar in his own right, with published writings and a wealth of unpublished,
privately-circulated manuscripts that have already enriched our field of study substantially more
than the published oeuvre of zome betler-known specialists, | address him as a colleague and
peer, even when the professorial tone breaks through.

In arguing the directions of scholarship in our field, we have inevitably referred 1o the
writings of colleagues, sometimes with rather negative appraisals. Some of these references
have been altered 1o prevent identification; others have been left. All, [ think, are of the kind
that are natural and proper to scholarly controversy. | assume that others in the fizld make
similarly critical observations about my own writings in their private correspondence, and would
in fact fesl somewhat shghted if this were not so.

Included as Appendix A is an essay by Howard which bears on our discussion of the prob-
lem of schools and their evaluation in Ming painting. [ have also added, at the risk of some
repetitiveness, thres appendices, recent theorstical statements of my own, delivered orally on
perticular occasions and now transcribed. These, like the letters, were not really meant for pub-
lication, and would not otherwise be exposed to a wider audience. The third {Appendix D)
consisis of remarks delivered at the conference "Theories of the Arts in China,” York, Maine,
June, 1980; | am grateful to Susan Bush, the orgenizer of the conference, and to the American
Council of Learned Societies which funded it, for permission 1o include these remarks here. A
brief, partly facetious addendum completes the series,

The three of us engaged in the correspondence hope, of course, (0 convince, OF persuade
{while recognizing that there are no absolute rights and wrongs on these issues); but more
imporiantly, we hope to set forth positions that can be the basis for discussion, howsver clumsy
our articulation of thern may be. The letters were written (if 1 can extend my case to the oth-
ers) at electric-typewriter speed, without time for careful formulation and heavy qualification.



[AMES CAMILL, Parting ot the Shore. Chinese Painting of the
Early and Middle Ming Dynasty, 1368-1580, New York
and Tokyo, John Weatherhill, Inc., 1978. Pp. xiv+281; 14
color and 135 black-and-white ills, $32.50

This ks the First systematic study of Ming painting since Osvald
Siren’s Chinese Pamting of 20 years ago. [t is also the second of a
projected five-volume history of later Chinese painting that is
certain to hold For years to come the authorilative positlon
Siren's work has occupied these two decades, [t s a distinguished
schieverment, of enduring wvalue, that greatly expands upon
Siren. and a richly rewarding general history that = now the
basic spurce for the art of it period.

The plates are well-chosen and of good guality, offering
overall a Fair and balanced survey of Ming painting to 1580.
First-hand access to the Shanghai handscroll (pl. 48), only possi-
ble after the book went to press, has now persuaded Cahill and
others that the painting is not by Wu Wei, and should be dropped
from his oeuvre. The two large-scale landscapes bearing
Wu's signature ipls. 45 and 46) are also dubious attributions, in
my opinion. My enly serious quarrel with the plate selection is
the inclusion of Detroit's Early Autumn (color pl, 87 which | find
here at least as uncomfortable 45 he has found it to be within the
peuvre of Chiien Hastan, Until there i better understanding of
this kind of painting in the period late Sung 1o early Ming, Early
Autumn should be attributed 10 Ch'ien Hsiian and dated ca,
1300; it is certainly not a monument of Ming painting, and does
aot belong in a book of this kind,

A very few minor points of fact or interpretation should be
cotrected. Popular legend to the contrary (the Ming was a great
era in the evolution of fictional writing). Tai Chin is not likely o
have died in poverty [p. 47). but as the most celebrated artist in
China, The Mational University attended by Chang Lu was that
in Peking, mot Manking (p. 128). The scenery of Yen Tsung's
landscape handscroll (pls. 19-20) is more probably that of
northern China, where he ved, than the south, where he was
born {p. 54). The association of Shih Chung with Chisng Sung
(p. 140} is anachronistic; Shih was 21 years older than Wa Wei,
and was probably a major formative influence, along with W,
on the distinctive Nanking tradition that later Included Chiang
Sung. Tung Ch'i-ch’ang wrote nothing at all like the observation
on the decline of the Che School attributed to him on page 128
ifollowing Siren). This is simply a mistranslation of the passage
read more accurately by Susan Bush (The Chirese Literati on
Painting, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1971, 174).
Ch'iu Ying was not illiterate (p. 202). an asseTton contradicted
by the matertal refered to in note 16, And Hnally, the Tal Chin
painting in Shanghai (p. 31] is dated 1449, not 1443,

The pericd covered in Parting at the Shore was the heyday of
the Che and Wu schools. Although Cahill grants 1o the Che
School masters a mor- serioes role than many of his colleaguees, it
is nonetheless in weighing the achievemnents af the professionals
that I find myself most annoyed with the story of Ming painting
otherwise so effectively presented here. The auther’s bizs on
behalf of the Suchou Scholar-painters was amply demonstrated
in the first volumes of this series (Hills Beyond & River, 1978}, in
which nearly all of Chinese painting except that of the
southeastern literati was ignored. In the present wvolume, about

equally divided among the Che School, the Wy Scheal, and the
independent professional painters of Manking and Sechou, a
mire even intent i seen, but & none-too-subile preference is alio
easily discerned, The claim that the professional. Ch'in Ying,
was probably illiterate may br considered symptomatic of
Cahill's basic viewpoint.

There iz First the question of sericusness. The works of the
professional masters, he writes, contain no deeply felt emaotion,
have no relationship with reality of either person or place, and
are ultimately hollow, “escapist” productions meant only to en-
tertain and amuse (p. 103). The srrogance of this reading of the
work of serious artisks is dumblfounding,

Second, the vast bulk of Che School painting is “routine” and
“stereotyped’’ {p. 100). This is precisely 28 true as the game ab-
servation would be if made of the paintings of the scholars — but
the latter obeervation is not made.

Third, the majotity of professionsl masters conform to the
same “iype’” of low-born, brilliant, ecceniric virtuoso typified by
Wu Wei, a kind of inevitable persona somehow taken on by
these men, thelr styles too Falling into predictable patterns and
shapes (pp. 183-88); this example of "lumping™ does nothing 1o
confirm the awthor's description of himself as a “splitter” (p.
163 )

Finally, Cahill resurrects the notion of a "Heterodox School™
{pp. 128-134), to which such “depraved,” "vicious,” and “im-
moral” painters a5 Chang Lu, Chung Li, Chiang Sung, and Chu
Pang are said to have belonged. He takes the curious view that
although the paintings themselves show no signe of either
heterodoxy or depravity, nonetheless they are hetercdox and
depraved. Such analysis reminds us that among cestain scholar-
connoisseurs in China, art history has been 2 mines form of
religion since the late Ming period. It aleo instructs us of the
danger of relying more heavily upon words than paintings in
writing art history.

One might also hope that & book sbout Ming painting would
offer concreie descriptions of the achievements of Ming art, and
a clear sssessment of its character. Cahill apparently wished o
avoid such statements, leaving them Instead Implicit in his sur-
vey, and so one turns io his descriptions of style for a glimpse of
his ideas about the period. Thus, on Wen Cheng-ming (p. 220):
“[Verdant Peaks and Clear Springs] Is an esseatially two-
dimengional creation.” On Chow Chen [p. 1901 "The empiy
ared ... 15 here irredepmably blank paper ... this s, In the end, es-
sentially a Ming painting.” On Wang E {p. 128): ".., his forms
are Indeed Mat ... [which 5] characteristic of most paintings of
his time.” On Chang Lu {p. 130): "Such a visual approach o
landscape, evoking an immediste sense of time and place, had
seldom been seen since the Southern Sung period.” And on Sun
Lung {p- 137): "[His effort to] create a pictorial approximation of
visual perception ... was an effect contrary to the whale direction
of Ming painting.”

From such comments, we conclude that the primary direction
of Ming painting was toward flatness. two-dimensionality, and
artificiality both of vision and of technigque. However common-
place this view may have become. | believe that it 1s Inadequate
and probably harmful, formed only comparatively as a kind of
negative image that 15 nedther Sung-Yuan nor Ch'ing, and yet has



Jasmes Camicn: Pastiog af the shore;
Chinese paendvey of the early  and
middle Moy  dymasty  1368-]153),
New York and Tokvo: Wentherhill,
261 pp., 106 plates. New Ydrk and
Tokve : Wentherhull, 1978.

This book, following Cakill'a Hills begond a
river (painting of the Yisn peciod), is no less
brillsant. He carries every point: = :L'hn:ﬂ;lush
historical treatment, netractivoly pusctusted
by regnal periods {an innovatiion in stodies of
thin kind) and séada tied o exeellsnt
ilostrations ; pasmages new & in
whick the achievement of some painters is
amsessed more convincingly  than  hitherto;
8 brave attempt to make sens of the social
factor; mmil everywhere glimpses of an
emirgent phlieophy of style pched in.
dependently of the obsessive Chinese cate.

orips. For fhe first time s Western writing

= peripusly questions the pretension to ex.
clasive merit claimed in the powt-Yian perimd
for the practitioners wenjen-hug, the
scholars’ style, snd the ensy assumption of
sinalogical vekoes s replagsl by somethi
more critical. A predecessor in thia lim.-rE
Suzukl Hed, whose mneligions regasding the
Ché school are hers enlarged upon with fresh
insight. Cahill spesbs af the (sterwaven
dualisme which sre charncteristirs of Chiness
thonght, whether touehing style, social atatus,
affiliation of peinters or appliration of method,
and makes it his sim to reveal the middle
Emund beriween palrities, & task for which

is incomparable commeml of the materisl
ryualifien him well.

Ba=io to his history @ the recognition that
the leguey of Soothern Sung lﬂ.dnns::ic atyle is
nak onfined to the work of she Ma-Hein E:u'up
qo much eastigated by the Aing schalar.
paintors, and that odher trends lasted through
the Yuam perind to imspire the major nom-
schaolastie morement In wﬂl punﬂng;: *“In
ihe late twelfth lnd;;? thirteenth centuries,
in particalar, the cmy atyle aitsined =
polat of squilibeium that satablishel the hams
comservative manner and camronical models for

el artiets fn oall the eenturies o
ollew.” He dircets sitention to two matters
which have mnot had thekr due, the failoree,
ihoogh nob sn unhappy one, of the Ming
emperors. Ho izt & echerent meademy
whist activily might have channelled the
dn‘elcwmenl of o sonal style more rigidly
ifor all tha talk there has been of & ° Meng
Aegdemy ' we find painters merely summoned
to court for work anid there mr_-.- totn aften
;Lv-LMmHa l-m.-trn!-lmﬂ:]t -rlwrl. I'chﬁ hi“ﬂ
in the development of style, Inrlniding t
atyle of uea-jen, and in the prodluct of painters
during the century following 1370, Tt was at
the nning of this irrt-amg;um that the
principled versstility of W blereded mnl
tempered the extremitins of the mew Yian
stvies to & mwdle which made their invention
palatsble to and imitable by academic and
ather nmmwm Waeng painted
' whils travelling, eapecially after drink-
ing ", and w0 alen peoneered the socisl mode of
the ereentric, whom Cakill will define an mom

vii

than the nun-cstablishment roisterer, 1t s
cursts, kel one of the paredoxes Cahill is s
guod at ratohing, thet Wang Fa in one branch
of his experiments sobtrected  from, rather
than elaborsted, the formas of the fypicul
X1 Tann composition, and so ecased the way
eqaally for the simpler kind of schalars
minting. Im trying to give more convinck
condent te the Chimess diamisive CONCEPL O
ceeentricity Cahill m evidenily in a qoandery.,
v which he dosa mot dwell. Eccontricity ia
perhaps only a convention after all, he opines,
for the painting sevles which i engendera show
a certain mmenem. But this snmencss might
lie queaticned,

To the Ché schonl Cahill sllewe  mcee
historicel cobprence than dees Surueki, even
speaking of s internal contrsdictions as
EvREMINEL for its decline. He demonstrotes

or clearly that the disintegration of Chi
viluea must be viewed closely with the growth
of the methoda which replaced them, howeeer
wide the rift between the two was rated by
itheoroticione.  The work of the Hoochow
gentlemen el profemional srtisds, even that
of Shen Chow, |8 not accomntable without
reference to the practice of Tai Chin aml b
aspocintes, More bistorical realicy is given also
1o e resond of Tad Chin's doinge spd per-
sonnbity than derives from Suzuki's sccount |
but both authers make of the Thd schoal &
much wider pomrept than the influence of one
man oF af sny close-knit groap. Cahill spesks
of & Sung treditinon persisting m Fuksmn, while
Surnki considers the possibility that Ché style
= emsentinlly ibe contnuaiion from an early
time of local pectorial tradition to which Ban
acndemie canona need net have conteibute
overmach, On the radlox of Tai Chin's
late.Ming repntation Cahill's remark suggests
a depth af perepective;  “ 0L was almeady
difficult, a century nfter Tai's death, 1o
reconsly & admiration for b painting with
an  all-bot.obligatory  combemmation of the
radition ke belonged to

The texts on Shen Chow and Teng ¥in
show the arst indebted to the broad post.Sang
traclition a8 much s 1o the Vian sxample, and
the secoml ma striveng &0 equal the work of
artista in both the camps, pera-ecademes and
achalaatic, which were beooming incressnghy
defined aesthetically and seetally. Tang Yin's
sehipveinent @ sen a4 o injection of olaciy
und order imto Ché practice, partly through &
refurn b dhe metheds of Li 'E‘t . Tho
mmment on Tang Yins  Featic - F
tropeiling by dombey apeaka of the insccurity
end imstability of the Ilsmlscape, with the
rmatious suggestion thot this quelity must
relite Lo the artst’s emational state, The jden
that Iandscape shouhi be subjected to er
presgicisl treatment in tha wey, mnde the

vabiele of quite subjective emotion in a
ilecidedly umirsditions] mond, @ pot one an
whigh the author enlsnges, although s pomber
nf the paintings citml, bessde Tang Yim's,
knd themeclves to thia nisrprelation,

Cahill mecessarily  sttributes  the felrile

disorder of Hsd Wel's fAower sceedl |6 the
x'-"'.“l'li Museum o the tempersment of an
artist whose irsscibility waa repeatedly vented
m seli-mutilation. Bab in the sbrict terma of

the aesthetic tracition the gross distorwne of
laniscape, i defiane: of netural 0, afersd
mare telling cxpremsion to miellectual malais:
then owtrogeous beush-style,  Such & thene
witl po doubt figure in Cahall's pext volume.
but the roots of ths formnml disidones are
sarely b0 be found alresly in oan exeeptionsd
mode in the pericd reviewsl bere, i the work
partivularly ol Wang Li and Wa Wei, in
Uhiong 2umg amd 2hin Chang's  strangs
cxearpts fiom the  eluasseal fornmula, amd
scknowledged un iecason even in Shen Choo's
dehonnir repertoice, Lakill's prin;ipla wiaiihl
sppear tr be that the eritic, at least the
Western eritie, shoald not sead Bt o paluting
mure than hos beem verbalized by the artis
himself or bis sssociates, the paintieg memain-
Mg, #a IJ“'I}'; in Chime=e theory, sn acdjunct to
literary expression and, irregalarly, o eeflectin
of the owter ' lifeatyle %

What is most mirigoing in Cahill's writing 1=
i kind of eritieal brinkmanship. Por example,
ke draws back from defining the anti-estohlnk-
Eent stanee of the arcst es intellectar] protes
of & rativosl stamp, thoagh be woukd fike to
g wa, and tn & Marxist vein. Whet In this
pannexion might be men se expremionism in
brush and fom be W inclised o mote briefly
na calligraphic versatility, seriblbfing, or the
' relaxation of kinacethetse controd'.  Apart
from & scholarly abendance 1§ s the gread
merit of his book thet sach guestions we
brooght to the fies la & text where losar
nrtists sre carefully sssigeed to their pluces
and the grenter are better connecteld than has
been ibore hitherta. His chameterization of
Ch'in Yimg's work will amuse and satisfy @ the
saphisticats] wore prepared 1o mvour a bat
perversely, by & tamabowt nomenon 0f
aesthedics famibier o anvone whoe follows even
muperficisily the fashons. of art im oar pwm
tiner, & technically superior hat otherwise only
slightly altersd form of & °* vulgar * slyle ar
which, i nther eomiexte, they wounld seoff

WILLTAM WATSY



biases. If | point out that the Che school masters don’t write poetic or other lengthy inscrip-
tions on their works, this is a simple and (generally) objectively true observation; if some
Chinese critics associale negative judgements with that observation, that is their problem, not
mine. The line vou quote on Chou Ch'en’s 1534 picture ("the empty area . . . is here
“jrredeemably blank paper”) was quoted in Sullivan’s review as an example of perceptive stylistic
analysis, where you take it as negative; he wrote (I don't have the review handy) that reading
this account and looking at the painting, he could see exactly what [ meant. And that is just
what | aim at; it's an analysis, not a judgement. (I gave a lecture today on Rimpa painting in
Japan, which is for me one of the high points of Far Eastern art; if 1 say they are quite flat and
spaceless, is that a put-down? Only if someone chooses to read that into the observation.
Actually, 1 walk about tensions between flat pattern and implications of depth.) That both Tai
Chin and Shen Chou tend 1o compose in large flat forms, or that Wen Cheng-ming's "Verdant
Peaks® is *an essentially two-dimensional creation,” seems likewise to be simple, and true,
stylistic observation saying something basic and important about the paintings and their
differences from the Sung and Yilan works that they partly imitate. That other artists of the
time are doing other things is pointed out over and over throughout the book; period siyle, for
me, doesn’t mean what everybody has to do to quelily for the period (as the now-abandoned
Princeton formulation of Yioan painting style argued). So where is the disagreement?

What bothers me especially is your quoting a lot of statements of this kind and saying or
implying that they are bigsed without showing that they are in any way wrong as it would seem
to me to have been incumbent on you to do. You seem to say: these observations are trus
enough, but also contain negative implications, so they shouldn't have been made. But much
of the time, I think, the statements are pot only true but quite devoid of the negative meanings
you attach to them. You seem to have read, and written, in & heated state, finding offenses
where nope were meant. [ would be surprised if any reader without an axe of his own to grind
would find my use of the terms “scribbly® and “splashy® any kind of put-down; they seemed to
me useful (if slightly facetious) characterizations of the styles, and were used of artists whom
(as the text makes clear) | admire greatly. (Your contrast of these with my characterization of
the “scholarly” brush-work of Shen Chou in his cypresses breaks down on two counts: 1 don't,
and wouldn't, write that way of Shen's brushwork in his more typical works, the landscapes;
and [ wrote more or less the same, but more enthusiastically, if anything, about T ang Yin's
"Trifling Bird" and Hsil Wei's Nanking scroll.)

S0, | think you have indulged in a good deal of distortion of what | write, and tend to
ignore what seem to me the new and wseful contributions of the book. I took what I thought
was a new approach to Hsli Wei; no comment. Also for Ch'iu Ying: ditto, except to object 1o
the statement that he was probably illiterate. (I assume that you've read the recent writings
that qualify the criteria of "literacy” in China to include a more widespread kind of functional
literacy, the ability to write and read letters and sccounts and such practical things without hav-
ing the specialized wen-jen kinds of literacy nesded for the poetic and essayistic Inscriptions in
good calligraphy written on paintings. [ should have made the distinction, and will in some
future writing.} 1 put forth, first at the Wen Cheng-ming symposium in Ann Arbor and later in
this book, a thesis that | hoped would be challenging: that we can observe a close correlation
between the patterns of the lives of certain artists (at least as they reach us in biographical
accounts) and the subjects they paint and styles in which they paint them. You asked me, after
that session, whose writings 1 had in mind; surely that was a disingenuous question, since wril-
ings on Ming peinting around that time are full of what I call “lumping,” i.e. refusing to recog-
nize distinctions and arguing that they can't or shouldn’t be made—some of Dick Edwards’s
writings, and Marc's and K.5. Wong's Friends of Wen Cheng-ming are examples that come
immediately to mind. And, once the thesis had been presented, since its inténtion was obvi-
ously revisionist, | would have thought that some useful response to it would be in order; if the
correlation doesn't hold, where doesn't it? If it is real and you disagree with my understanding
af it, what alterpative understanding can you offer? But you only allude to it as another exam-
ple of bias {unfairly, again, considering my treatment of the artists involved, Tu Chin and
T'ang Yin and Hsii Wei etc.) and —=willfully? —miss entirely the point of the splitter/lumper
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All the best 1o you and Joan. 1'1l see you, | assume, in NYC next week: bul perhaps we
shouldn't upset the felicitous tone of the cccasion by arguing? It will be a time for harmony,
in which all Sung-YUan pictures are as attributed and all are masterpieces simply by the virtue
of hanging there on the Met's walls.

Yours,

James Cahill

ILBARNHART LETTER TO CAHILL, JUNE %, 1981,

Dear Jim,

Probably most scholars who write books in this field end up feeling frustrated by what
seems (o be a general failure to acknowledge anywhere in print the contributions and strengths
of the book. Maybe if more of us wrote reviews the situation would improve. No reviewer can
adequately cover all of the merits of a substantizl book along with any perceived shortcomings,
but more reviewers each concentrating on particular aspects of the work would help. On the
other hand, | think 1 may give them up. [X] gave them up for good after writing his first,
when he saw how many people he offended. In a field this small, we are all too close.

Also, the author of a book obviously reads a review differently. I, for example, thought
John Hay's review of Hills was very positive, and left the impression that the book was not only
very good, but stimulating and representative of the best the field has to offer. | thought that
in writing my review of Parting I was making a similar attitude clear. It is not very useful 10
add laudatory sentence after sentence, and 1 tried to avoid that by stating my overall assessment
of the book clearly at the outset. 1 then went on to what | would have called quibbles if the
word weren't 5o overused —matters of interest mainly to specialists in the feld.

In the end, the virtues of the book will speak for themsalves, primarily in the ways they
guide the field in the vears ahead. It seems (o ake about five to eight years for the impact of
scholarship to spread throughout the field, and to give it shape. 1 have no doubt—and | think 1
made this very clear in my review—that Parring will set the standard and the direction of Ming
painting studies for a long time (o come. | chose the word “distinguished® very carefully, and |
would be sorry indead if it is overlooked by readers of the review.

As to some of the specific matters you raised, on one point you are completely wrong.
The review was not written in a heated state. [t was written over a period of months as | read
the book slowly, punctuated by a trip to China, and rewritten repeatedly. My initial reading was
almost completely uncritical, but the longer [ spent with the book the more | came 1o see cer-
tain underlying assumptions and values that | found vaguely disturbing. There is 2 pattern to
the writing of history that moves and changes very slowly, but which has a certain logic and
interest of its own. For years in the West only Sung and Sung-inspired painling was undersiood
and appreciated. Then, in the 50s and 60s we began to learn about and admire wen-jen ideals in
the Yian, Ming, and Ch'ing periods. You and I grew up in that era, separated by tén years or
mare. Then, later, we all began to dump on the professionals. We are at a stage now in which
there is some visible rejection of this attitude, with recognition of its sources and limitations. |
think we are approaching a more balanced and idiosyncratically Western understanding of
Chinese art history, and just at the time that native Chinese scholars have rejected their own
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be fair and balanced, and go the logical extreme of lumping aif wen-fen painters in one camp
and all prolessionals in another and use the pattern of your structure to make final judgement.
If you don't think scribbles and splashes next to your appreciative description of Shen Chou's
mysticzl powers is stacking the deck, I wonder what vou would do with the gloves off! Reduced
to the terms of predictability and inevitable shallowness of thought and siyle somehow condi-
tioned by low birth or other social limitations the case is closed on the professionals. 1 just
don’t buy any of this.

But we do come from different directions in this. You have been concerned with a ten-
dency toward “lumping” that [ have not worried about. So for you this life styles analysis is a
coTective; to me it is just lumping. It is, of course, an approach that has been tried in more
limited form. I wrote about the virtuoso image in my old NPM fgure painting article; Kohara
wrote about it in his Ch'en Hung-shou paper some vears back. You go much further, T don't
need 10 emphasize, but I don’t find the extension, as you do it, (o be very useful. I1 has the
effect of belitiling artists, by making what they do or become merely a repetition of a pattern.

Ditto for your description of Ming flatness, and here as elsewhere I'm as guilty as anyone.
We all do it, but I've begun to realize that it is an inadequate formulation. It might be useful
1o graduate students trying to distinguish between Sung and Ming, but it is not suitable for a
general history that seeks to give historical place to artists who were not thinking about flatness
or two-dimensionality as we describe it. It belittles them, again. There must be a better way,
and I did suggest one possibility among many.

As to Ch'iu Ying's illiteracy, if you are using the word in the sense of being illiterate in
composing classical poetry then you should make that clear. An American reader reads it
differently. 1 can't greatly admire your very full treatment of Ch'iu Ying when it is built upon
what seems (0 me (o be a fundamental misstatement that colors everything else. I do admire
your chapter on the Nanking painters, and do acknowledge that it is the first such identification
of the school in an English language book. But | don't much respond to the curious statement
of Wilson/Wong that you quote. Their wild enthusiasm for Suchou can be easily ignored as a
natural product of their project, and no one would take it very seriously anyway. But the Nan-
king painlers have been written about for some time, both in Japan and in China. Here again [
wonder what you would expect of me: do [ praise you for doing what you should do? [ said, 1
believe, that your book is the most complete such history we have, without specilying all the
ways this is true. Or, should | comment upon some of the things that [ find dubious or ques-
tionable?

I don't think you can throw much of what I do object to back on the Chinese critics. In
fact, you several times attribute ideas to them that you cannot accept. But you still often come
back finally 1o the idea that they were right—e.g. the heterodox painters.

Anyhow, | am not attacking your work in the review. If | were to try again to phrase my
idea of the balance that exists in my mind, it would certainly be entirely positive, with a few
reservations as to particulars, nens of which detract from the overall assessment. And at the
end of the review | might have said something like "These reservations do not in any way
lessen my admiration for the author’s achievement, which is 10 have written the definitive
volume on the history of Ming painting to 1580.® Except that | felt to write something like that
would have been trite, and unnecessary. Perhaps [ underestimate my readers. I agree with you
about the state of the field, and the need for new ideas and direction. That the book is a major
step forward will emerge in the next few years, and will not be hindered by my review, Your
reputation as the most productive, knowledgeable, and creative scholer in the Beld is undouhi-
edly intact. But, I will still quibble with you, publicly and privately, whenever I believe that
¥ou are either wrong or misguidad.

You asked about my ideas of Wu Wei. He is the major painter treated least well by you
in Parring, in my opinion, although there are mitigating circumstances. Most of the paintings
around attributed to him are dubious, and first-rate works have only recently come to light in
substantial numbers. The NPM hanging scroll you reproduce is no good, and the Shanghai
handscroll. Perhaps your plate 46 is genuine: 1 would love to s2e iL It may be just a
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think; this letter will be fairly short, and will try only 10 identify the points on which we seem
still 1o disagree. Let me thank you for the complimentary things you say in the letter about my
writings; 1'm sure you intended to be equally positive, on balance, in the review, Sometimes
we don’t realize the real effect of what we write, we can be openly out to devastate a book (as ]
tried 1o do vears age with Mai-mai Sz2, in 2 way | wouldn't now) or can have the Fairest of
intentions and still come through quite negative. Our depariment chairman, reviewing my wril-
ings and responses (o them recently in making a case {or advancement, expressed some bewild-
erment over the disparity between the generally favorable assessments in popular reviews and
the rather negative tone of the scholarly ones (Hay, Sullivan) as he read them, with no
influence from me. What's up? he asked, and it was hard to explain, | feel secure enough, in
a situation of mutual esteem with my colleagues from knowing them over many years, not to
be bothered much by this, but an outsider gets a different impression. [ firmly believe that vou
wriie with a good feeling about my Ming book, as you sey; | also believe (with some evidence
from outsiders who have read it) that the review doesn’t come over that way, But enough of
that; we've exhausted the subject, as | say, and still remain good lriends and affectionate col-
leagues.

As for points where we differ (and I don't mean 10 have the last word—you can correct
my formulations if you want):

-You believe, or write as though you believe, that all well-recognized artists are more or
less equal in the amount of good and duller work they produce. You say you rate Shen
and Wen, T'ang and Tung, highest in the Ming—1 think I'd agree—but object 10 my say-
ing that the late Che people produced far more routine and repetitive work, | believe that
they did—Chang Lu, and even more such painters as Chung Li and Chiang Sung, who
seem 10 devote much of their oeuvre to repeating a few themes and compositions, judging
from extant works. 5o | think what I said is an objectively observable aspect of late Che
painting, just as the extraordinary inventiveness and lack of routine production is an
objectively observable aspect of Soochow painting from, say, 1470 to 1550, and is a good
part of what makes the artists of that time superior, including three of your four Ming
favorites (and mine). And true of Chou, T'ang, and Ch'iu a5 much as Shen and Wen—
the professional/amateur thing isn't even o the point here. You seem to believe that
making observations of this kind constitutes bias, and misleads the reader or student. |
believe that it is exercising critical judgement, as we must do if we are to proceed further
beyond the Siren stage than we have.

-You believe that my book represents a less "halanced, intelligent assessment” than we
have had in the writings of “Siren, or Max Loehr, or Sherman Lee.® [ would defer
immediately in the cases of Loehr and Lee, highly respected older colleagues:; but using
Siren as an example of the *balance” of older writings, would argue that that kind of bal-
ance is just what we don't need any more. It was based on a state-of-the-field in which he
(or we, collectively) had not yet seen and studied and assessed enough Chinese paintings
in the originals (in spite of Siren's continual travelling and looking), and devoied enough
single-minded time and energy to the siudy, to allow us (him) to discern either the Aner
discriminations or the larger patterns, as | (and others) are now trying to do. Siren, fine
Theosophist that he was, elevated everything to some lofty plane on which it was all more
or less the same. True, he would dismiss minor masters with curt words; but he was
never good at assessing the real strengths and weaknesses of major ones. We must do
betier, and exercizse critical judgement on particular paintings, artists, even schools or
phases of schools, knowing that there will always be exceptions to what we say, and that
we will annoy those whose judgements are different.

~You believe that making the kind of correlation 1 attempled between “life patierns and
stylistic directiions® i another example of bias and "stacking the deck,” and vou don't find
it "to be very useful” because "It has the effect of belittling artists by making what they do
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University of California, Berkeley. Then, however, 1 realized that almost nothing less than
quoting vour book in ils entirety, or writing another, would provide sufficient background for
the Western art-history readership to properly evaluate the review. Having—as always!—my
own points of view, | was moved to express those bearing on the issues raised by Dick and had
intended then to send copies to each of you in an effort to become part of the dialogue and to
extend it as you suggested in your reply to him. But fearing that my unsought-for contribution
might not be appreciated, 1 am sending only you a copy (mailed separately) —which you are of
course welcome o send on o Dick=for your commenis.

V. H. ROGERS TO BARNHART AND CAHILL, JULY 2, 19381.

Dear Richard Barnhart and Sensei,

On reading Dick’s review of Parting ar the Shore 1 was first stiruck by the shesr impossibil-
ity of anything found to be so obviously flawed and biased to ever "hold for years to come the
authoritative position Siren's work has occupied these two decades,” and so decided o examine
the major points of the review in an effort to determine the extent o which they were valid or
themselves Mlawed and biased.

The 8th century figure painter Yang Sheng was very much later credited with having
developed a landscape style which utilized heavy application of opagque colors; many of the
extant works used to represent that style have recently been convincingly related 1o the 17th
cenlury following of Lan Ying. While there is still much that remains to be clarified about the
development of painting during the 8th century, that clarification as well as increased under-
standing of late Ming painting can only be retarded by retaining the old atiributions and refus-
ing to consider those paintings within their proper context. While the Detroil piciure may mol
be by Sun Lung himself, it far more certainly does not belong to Ch'ien Hsiian. Further, the
stylistic evolution of the P'i-ling school from the 13th to the end of the 14th century precludes
inclusion of the scroll within that development. The recently published handscroll by Sun Lung
{in Hug-yiian To-ying 6) suggests a further loosening of the siyle evidenced in the Taipei and
Shanghai albums, a change which anticipaies the freedom of Hsii Wei in the 16th century. The
more careful structuring of forms seen in the Detroit picture would seem to precede by some
decades the mature work of Sun Lung, and could thus be en early work by him.

Sun Lung was born around 1390, and served as Prefect in Anhui during the T"ien-shun
era (1457-1464). His daughter, also a painter, married the artist Jen Tao-hsiin (1422-1503).
Sun’s plum-blossoms were praised together with the bamboo of Hsia Ch'ang, and Tai Chin
owned paintings by both Sun and Hsia. Wang Shih-chen praised Sun as "excelling in using
ink-wash to maks clouds and weves appear and disappear . . ..* end Chan Ching-feng com-
mented: " . . [l have] seen his feathered [birds], furred [animals], grasses, and insects. He
studied the boneless conceptions of Sung men, but perfected himself another style, for his evo-
cative, fres, snd uncolored forms were new conceptions, not derived from the ancients.” The
new conceplions so evident in Sun's paintings are very close to those of "Early Autumn,” and
the latter picture should be associated with Sun Lung until there is better understanding of the
kind of painting done in the period late Sung to early Ming.

Duwring Tai Chin's years of activity in Peking and association with high court officials he
could certainly have been characterized as the most celebrated arust in China. The exact cir-
cumstances in which he lived after returning south to Hangchou are in fact unknown, How-
ever, according to Tai Chin's earliest and most complete biography, that written by Lang Ying
(1487-ca.1556), Tai died in poverty, While we do not know the reason, il is the height of arro-
gance and—even worse—scholarly irresponsibility (o dismiss that record as “popular legend”
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coniemporaries admired his technigue over his person 15 attested by the wealth of information
on what he painted as opposed to a dearth of comment on his pérsen so complete that for him
alone of the "Four Great Masters™ we know his birth and death dates only approximately
through calculations based on his works. While Ch'iu Ying wes of course literaie in 2 limited,
technical sense, one explanation for his lack of inner resources might well be his “exciusion by
birth and upbringing from the literary culture that shaped . . . sensibilities" in Ming China, and
to define that as “cultural illiteracy."

I yesterday asked the students in our seminar—who know 15th but not 16th century
painting, and who know Cahill’s book but not Barnhart's review—two questions: "If you were a
painter coming to maturity in the early 16th century, which of the two general trends of 15th
century would hold most promise to you for further development,” and *Does the esteemed
author of Parting at the Shore hold any discernible bias for either of those schools?" The
answers were immediate and unanimous. To the first they answered that they would follow the
trend begun by Tu Ch'iung, Liu Chiieh, and Shen Chou because that seemed far more suscep-
tible to further development than the other, which seemed to have most permutations already
explored. And to the second queston they responded "Yes! For Suchou painting!” The reason-
ing behind their response to the first question (along with changes in critical standards to be
mentioned below) o some extent mirrors that followed in fact by 16th century artisis; the
styles of Chang Lu, Chung Li, Chiang Sung, and Chu Pang were already individual re-workings
of earlier 15th century styles—and especially that of Tai Chin—and however creative and
interesting we may find them today—and | include myself among their numerous admirers
here—the fact remains that at least in comparison (o the untapped resources of the Suchou
style the Hangchou vein was very nearly worked out.

An approach to understanding what has been called Jim's “hias” for Suchou painting can
perhaps be made through his anzlogy with Florentine {and | would alse include here that of
Rome) painting of the 16th-1Tth centuries. Writing with foreknowledge of 17th century
Baroque art, Jim would emphasize the special qualities of Correggio which were appreciated
only later but then had wide importance. At the same time he would point o siylistic elements
of later Mannerist art which, however appreciated and influential they were in their own day,
represented stylistic extremes which could not with aesthetic profit be pushed even further and
hence were discarded by the early 17th century paimters. Dick, on the other hand, seems in the
position of one insisting that we are not really looking at the Mannerists and properly appreciat-
ing their achievemnents; he would have us dig in our feet around the year 1585 and give not
only such as Primaticcio but also his followers their just and historic due.

Writing as historians, we could indirectly describe the temporal and stylistic changes
between 15th and 16th century Chinese painting by mentioning empirical facts—Li Chu
changed from following the style of Shen Chou to following that of Wu Wei; Yen Sung owned
more paintings by Tai Chin than he did of Shen; Chiang Ch’'ien followed the Wu-school style
rather than that of his father, Chiang Sung—and conclude that Tai was held more important or
popular than Shen by their contemporaries, and that *Che-style® was more important or popular
than "Wu-style® until around the middle of the 16th century. Positioning ourselves around the
year 1535, we could further note: that "at that time those with red sashes [i.e. the officials] all
commended and honored” Chang Lu; that Chang's pupil, Juan Fu, was doing wall paintings in a
Peking temple with "greens and reds of a freshness and brighiness not attained by Chiang-nan”
painters; that Chiang Sung had recenily been highly honored by the Emperor himself and was
known for an art based on the atmospheric scenery of Nanking; and that Chu Pang was wriling
poetic appreciations on a Sung landscape painting (by Ma Yiian).

In Suchou, on the other hand, “our scholars at the beginning of the dynasty still had the
air of the previous generation and all liked to study painting . . . After them, from the genera-
tion of Chu K'ung-yang, Hsia I-p'ing, Chin Wen-ting, and Ku Ying-wen, paintings are still
extant today, but the brush and ink are entirely turbid . . ." And in Sung-chiang "Chu Meng-
pien and Chang [-wen painted landscapes which, while good, were merely plays and nol neces-
sarily serious. . . . In Wu, Shen Chou is regarded as a Sage of Painting, but among his
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specify the sple in which the work would be painted, for that remained the means by which the
artist expressed his response 10 the stimulus. Nor would the patron have wanted to control
style, for what they wished to possess had much less to do with Tiger Hill or Hsl Yu than with
Shen Chou and Tai Chin themselves.

Just as there are major differences between Sung and Yiian painting, so too are there
between Ylan and Ming painting of whatever persuasion. For the Yiian period John's conten-
tion on the very real importance of f@ng-shuito painting is amply substantiated by Jao Tzu-jan
and Huang Kung-wang: the latier states quite plainly that "a painting still has feng-shui
preserved within it." That means that the forms of nature maintained still an objective reality
separate and apart from the artist even when they are embodied in a painting. By the 15th cen-
tury, however, Truth and Reality were held 1o be found not in forms or sysiems external to the
perceiver but rather within himself, and when every person carries within him the seeds of
enlightenment, the result is to increase the importance of each and every individual and 1o
make his individual perceptions of interest and value. My own assumption is that this is just as
true of Hangchou artists as of those from Suchou, and that Chiang Sung's scenes of Nanking
are — potentially, at least!—as valid, personal, and expressive as Wen's or Shen's of Suchou.

A further complicating factor is that of the non-artistic modes of expression used by some
artists but not by others. Thus, for example, Shen Chou's picture of his "Night Vigil® is found
to be fraught with deeply felt and special emotional associations while Tal Chin's "Men in a
House over a Stream” is a dazzling virtuoso performance with technical brilliance bordering on
the showy and expressing no satisfaction with the here-and-now of either audience or artist.
(That’s really loading it, isn't it!) The point I am trying to make is that it is the combination of
Shen Chou's words and image that results in the tremendous impact of that painting, and that
the picture without the words is not really all that good as a painting alone. (Compare it, for
example, with the Shen Shih in pl. 128 of Parting which is far superior as a painting in that
style.) Tai Chin does not tell us who the four men in his pavilion are, but if we had been
informed that they were Tal himsell together with the two Yang's and Wang Chih—as is cer-
tainly possible—would that not change our evaluation of the picture to some considerable
degree? The scrolls by Tu Chin and Shih Chung also include calligraphy whose style and con-
lent potentially enrich those viewing experiences but the paintings do very well on their own—
at least as well as Shen Chou's "Landscape for Liu Chiieh."

A third difficulty in understanding the 15th century Hangchou or Che-masters is brought
about by the present scarcity of first-class works to illustrate their achievements. Significantly, 1
think, enormous numbers of them were coliected by Yen Sung, a man whose position enabled
him to buy—or to coerce collectors to present—almest anything he desired in the way of paint-
ing. His collection was built up around the middle of the 16th century, when critical opinion
was just turning against the Che-siyles, and he very likely was able to obtain the best of the lot.
After his collection was confiscated it entered the Imperial Household Agency treasury. The
Chia-ching emperor cared little for painting and calligraphy, and gave many eway—in licu of
salary!—to his officials and later the rest were sold. By that time, however, critical opinion had
definitely turned against Che-styles, and the paintings then bought, treasured, and preserved
were not those masterworks of 15th century Che-painting we should so like to find today. One
has only to read through the various lists of Yen's collection to find that the range of accepiable
subjects in the Academy and Che-school repertory had not narrowed after Tai Chin and that
there were indeed works which dealt with the here-and-now of Che-school artists—Tai Chin's
"Scenes of West Lake," lor example. Some part of the paintings which Dooded the market in
the 1560s and 70s must simply have perished in neglect; others were brought to Japan (along
with kinrande and akae ceramics) and preserved until the present, some very likely acquiring
attributions to Sung painters in transit,

The achievements and value of Che-school painting can (o some extent be suggesied by
their great attractiveness for the Japanese of that time. A great majority of the extant works by
"heterodox® masiers were found in Jupan while very few of those by Suchou masters came
over. Mor can this be ascribed simply to availability, for Chan Ching-feng had seen over two
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by Wu Wel in Parting But that 8 noran associational group, of we should include Shen Chouw
and Tai Chin, and is mor occupational, for their staruses vary, and is mor geographical, and is nor
organized by biographical similarity, or we should include Tu Ch'iung, but is stylistic and artis-
tic in nature. And, like all such groups, its basis had better be sought in their artistic training
and personal psychology rather than in their social, economic, or geographical backgrounds.
Each of the artists included in that group received basic training in calligraphy, and as painters,
when they chose to "trust their hearis and free their hands® it was as calligraphers that they did
s0. Shen Chou and Wu Wei, | agree, could not have painted sach other's pictures, but because
of their different personalities and not at all because their social positions constrained them in
any way. Shen Chou, afier all, towards the end of the 15th century when rising land taxes
made i necessary for him o sesk additonal income elsewhere, was in the position of selling
nol only his own works (when he could) but even important earlier paintings in his collection
to the Duke of Ch'eng-kuo in Nanking at precisely the same time that Wu Wei was living a
privileged life within the Duke's household. There is no conceivable reason to think his *Small
Immorial” name was given with anything less than full senousness, nor that he was exploiting
the popularity of any romantic, bohemian image of the artist, for such did not then exist.

That the notion of a "heterodox school® in Paorting was a resurrection of any kind came as
nearly as great a surprise 10 me as that whatever underlying preferences there may be in the
book have prevailed among historizns of Chinese painting only since 1950; surely both the
“hetercdox school” and those "preferences”™—which are after all two sides of the same thing—
have been in continuous existence since around 1550. It is hardly likely that many readers of
the Arr Bulletin will know much about either Chinese history or Chinese art-history —which is
why that journal seems such an unsuitable and even unfair venue for a serious critigque of
Parting—30 it would have helped to point out that much of Chinese historical writing has a
moral sim: to assess and apportion praise end blame. To a mid-16th century critic, Chang Lu,
Chung Li, Chiang Sing, and Chu Pang were indeed "depraved® and "immoaoral,” for they lacked
affiliation with a recognized tradition as well as the personal character held necessary for the
required transformation of that received heritage. | don't say that that is the only way o evalu-
ale those artists, or even the best way, but then neither did Jim, which is what the review
implies. "Rich, flowing ink wash and quick-silver brushwork” is truly a just description of the
styles of those artists at their best, but that description in no way explains why such supremely
skilful art was not continued, and any art-historian of 15-16th century Chinese painting may be
well advised to retain some “scribbles” and “splashes” for use in the 16th century segment of his
lext.

With all best regards,

Yours,

Howard Rogers
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discouraging to find even one’s siow steps resisted so mightily by some who should take them
seriously, and the old, standard ways reasseried. (Not everybody, of course—1"ve had good
conversalions on these matiers, with large areas of agreement, with Wai-kam, Kohara, Kuo
Chi-sheng, Rick Vinogred, others.) And the most discouraging s the tactic of looking always
for the exception, and going to greal lengths to find it, or seem to find it, and then producing it
as though it invalidated whatever | was trying to say. It is like (I pull an analogy out of the air
by looking out of my study window at the trees) someone pointing out that the coast redwoods
grow mostly near the coast while the Sequoia gigantia grow mostly up in the Sierras, and some-
body says: ves, but what about this Sequoia gigantia growing in Codernices Park? See, you
were wrong. Sigh of despair,

For instance, on Che/Wu subject matter. Dick responds by finding a Chang Lu painting
of Kailfeng scenery—I look forward 1o seeing it, and meanwhile accept his report of it. OK,
that’s one. You pull from the literature something about how Chiang Sung painted Nanking
scenery. But the paintings as we have them are preponderantly on my side, [ think: you know
as well as 1 that the happy fishermen and woodcutiers and virtuous hermits and recluses and all
that are typical of Che school painting, and that one finds very little there to compare with the
large number of paintings by Soochow artists devoted (o particular places, gardens, villas, etc.
Why work so hard to avoid the obvious? Do | have to make a statistical study? (We can com-
puterize Chinese painting and do that, and no doubt will, in time.) But observations of this
kind are worth making, and shouldn't occasion such resistance, as though in making them |
were tunning down the Che school. Once having made them, we can then investigate why
such subjects were chosen. Or commissioned, or whatever it is. Scarlett Jang, one of my stu-
dents, has been working on a masters thesis on the meanings of the “calling the hermit® and
related themes, something I speculated on in writing about Tai Chin, as you recall; she's getting
beyond speculation, by reading a lot of literary works etc. and finding out how such paintings
functioned, when they were presented to people etc. From the point of view you are arguing
throughout your letter, she would have to assume that these were all chosen because the artist
felt that way, and it is pure chance that Che school artists felt that way more than others.
Which would reduce the subiect to meaninglessness, and shut off any progress toward further
understanding.

Most disturbing is your arguing against my correlations between style {and subject) and
status. You do this at several points, and in different ways. At one point you simply jumble
everything together, listing Wen Po-jen, Wen Chia, Wen P'eng, Wen Cheng-ming and Shen
Chou all together as "professionals,” presumably implying that there is not only no significant
difference between them in this regard (they all "sold paintings,” or can be suspected to have
done so—this is like the old sophomoric argument that all women are whores because at some
point in their lives they barter sex for something, even il only a good dinner and a seat at the
opera) but also are indistinguishable in this regard from the out-and-out professionals, except in
social standing. By that kind of forced jumbling you can indeed discredit any attempt to under-
stand their real status and how it affzcts their paintings.  Bul that seems (o me quite contrary o
the evidence we have; they weren’tall the same in status. At other times you make the argu-
ment that all artists are different from each other. True enough; but the corollary isn't, as you
and Dick seem to believe, that all artists are therefore equal in respect to professionalism, orig-
inality, choice of styles and subjects, etc. And to argue that way doesn’t get us anywhere—any
study that attempts to define schools, trends, categories, amyihing—must lake as the basic
assumption that while no two artists or paintings are exactly alike, there will be discernible and
definable affinities in characteristics of their paintings or their lives that can be correlated with
factors outside "personality.” Studies of patronage assume that, as do studies of local move-
ments (such as our Anhui catalog) or any study that tries to relate art to intellectual history or
anything else outside the mind of the artist. But you seem to be fighting that at every point.
This is hard to understand: why so rock-bound? I am not inventing something, | am pointing
something out, and trying to understand it; it is there if you look with some purpose other than
trying to find an exception.
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intent.” 1 agree, and don't think [ denied "serious aesthetic intemt” to the many good Che school
works 1 reproduced and discussed, and if I characierized them that way, it wasn'i to devalue
them. One could say the same, not only about much 20th century painting, as you poinl out,
but also about some of the best Sung painting.

As for the *common, subjective approach® (better without the comma) you argue for
paintings by Tai Chin and Shen Chou; | suppose one could make that argument. But can you
look over Tai's works and find pictures that seem, by any objective criteria (if such exist), to
convey personal experience with the immediacy of Shen's "Gazing st the Mid-Auviumn Moon”
in the BMFA {cool as that is, in its way) or "Rainy Thoughts” or others? I don't think so, or at
least | don't think [could. You suggest thet this is only because we have inscriptions associated
with the latter; again, [ don’t think so. Surely we can manage to distinguish between relatively
conventonal themes, however well painted, and relatively personal and immediate ones? And
again, this isn’t just a matter of quality (you write, truly enough, that Shen’s "Night Vigil® is a
less than great painting, as though that were an argument against what | wrote about it). A
painting by me of some personal concern would be vasily less good and interesting than one by
Ch'eng Shih-fa (in his best manner) of something dictated by his circumstances, as indeed his
subjects were/are, most of the time.

John Hay's crusade for femg-shuiin landscape painiing is an interesting approach, and will
be illuminating if he can avoid the overstatement ha's been prone to. Huang Kung-wang's
remark is pretty isolated, isn't it? John's feng-shud interpretation of the Fu-ch'un scroll as the
fundamental meaning of the painting founders on the fact that in the whole literature on this
painting, from Huang's inscription on, he wasn't able to find anything (well, one very minor
bit} that interprets it that way. Nor, to my reading, can we find much in other writings on
landscape painting that would support such interpretations of them, Thatl some writers from
late Ming on use /eng-shui terminology is interesting, but they use it to set forth compositional
concerns, and as part of their desultory efforts to give an old metaphysical basis for landscape
painting that is actually going in quite other directions.

This is going on too long; it is very late. | would argue with vou, another time, about the
Japanese view of Che/Wu; my own recent studies should have established that there were lots
of Soochow paintings around for artists to see in Japan, and | don't believe that they had the
opportunity to buy real Shen Chous and Wen Cheng-mings and chose not to do so. For that
maatter, their part in the choice was quite limited, [ think; Chiness dealers were bringing
through MNagasaki paintings they could get cheap in China and felt would appeal to the Japanese.
And they understood well enough how Sung-stvle pictures, those with sirong design end certain
decorative values etc, would appeal. But yes, Che school painting was appreciated in Japan after
it had become unpopular in China; true encugh.

Your material on Chan Ching-feng (see Appendix A) is very interesting, although I'm
not sure at every point what you mean by introducing it. Similarly with the long passage on
Wen Po-jen; is it different, basically, from what 1 wrote about him? He is indeed a crucial
figure in the process of decline that late Ming writers saw Soochow painting as having fallen
into, and apart from the Tokyo Mational Museum series, seems mostly a fairly dull and deriva-
tive painter. All the sl on the relative evaluations of Che and Wu in the 16th century is of
great interest. Should | suggest that because you have found and read these pro-Che refer-
Ences, Your own positive evaluations are derived from them? [ wouldn't; but that seems to be
whal Dick, and to a lesser degree you, are charging me with. 1 thought | had made enough
unconventional re-evaluations of artists and paintings over the years (o be free from suspicion
of slipping back into accepting established Chinese evaluations now, and that my judgements
could be scoepted as reflecting many vears of looking at and studying and in a few cases buying
paintings, and having strong ideas on what is good and what less good. (Svetlana Alpers, with
whom I lunched a few days ago and who had read the review and later the correspondence |
gave her—she came o me asking "What has this Richard Barnhart gol against you?" a reaction
I've had a number of times, although Dick persisis in being blandly mystified over my befief
that it doesn't read as a basicaily favorable review—>Svetlana, to continue, felt that I had been
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P.5. Let me use this space at the botiom of the page for a further attempt at clarifying what [
am talking about. You did your masiers thesis on Ni Tsan, his siylistic development, authenti-
city questions, etc. Fine. | wrote about him, in the Skira book, etc., in ways that related his
style to his personality/psychology etc., p'ing-tanand all that. It was fresh and interesting then,
and one level of understanding. More recently 1 ask other questions: OK., Ni Tsan creates the
style; how does it become so popular and prestigious that everybody has to have one? What
were the implications of the style for people then, and later? What is behind the popularity of
similar styles in Anhui in early Ch'ing and the news that then, similarly, having or not having a
Hung-jen determined your level of taste and culture? Is it significant {(correlations 2gain} that
these purist, "literary” stylistic tendencies flourish in urban settings in times of afluence?
Questions discussed, but not resolved, of course, in the late Ming book and the Anhui cata-
logue. And again, your response was to try to find flaws in the arguments. | am not s0 much
bothered by your arguing egainst my positions as by your disinclination to offer alternative
understandings of the phenomena to which ['ve called attention. All this is, as | said, quile
unworthy of your vast knowledge of Ming-Ch'ing painting and your inquiring mind and your
originality of thought; it would seem to be contentiousness carried beyond the point where it is
productive.

VII. ROGERS LETTER TO CAHILL, JULY 26, 1931,

Digar Sensei,

Your lest letter arrived before | had time to reply to the earlier one, but you really
needn’t have worried: | would have complained only that you seem not to have read my com-
ments slowly enough, for in your response 1o them you have me saying things which [ find
very strange and improbable! But for the rest, I find myself in complete agreement with Joan
Hartman's comments appended to the end of her review of James Watt's jade exhibition:
*There is a disturbing tendency of late, in publications as well as the conference room, for ideas
1o be presented without comment. MNeesdless to say, unchallenged scholarship does not always
represent the truth. Yet one senses an unstipulated understanding that 1o question is to attack.
It is, after all, incumbent upon the scholar to defend his thesis, just as it is incumbent upon his
peers to ask him to do so. . ." New ideas, new approaches, and new research are of course not
only desirable but are essential to an increased understanding of our subject, but, like the older
work they attempt to supplant or build on, they too must be subjected to close scrutiny 50 as 10
determine the degree to which they are founded on fact and the extent to which they answer
the problems posed by the material itsell. And in this process exceptions 10 our general
theories cannot be dismissed as mere aberrations and of no consequence, but should rather be
used to refine and correct the general theories. For example, my earlier comments on the
Anhui school should not be taken as any kind of attack on the conceprof a school—how ridicu-
lous that would be'—but rather in many cases on the consistent implication set forth in those
essays that the school was somehow called into existence by the demands of patrons, a position
for which no evidence at all was ever presented.

You wrote of Ch’en Hung-shou as one who "understood very clearly the significance of
his position in art and society, and did articulate it,” which of course is true—but you are the
one who argues that professional artists such as Ch'en were entirely outer-directed. 1 assume
you would include Ch'en among the class of "people educated as if to office-holding who don't
make it into officialdom. . . , and that they are using the form to articulate the particular con-
cerns of peopie in their position, and writing for people who will recognize what they are up to
in bending or subverting established types and conventions.” Such seems a reasonable
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those of a pragmatic Chinese!) | think that progress in the field would be best served by appor-
tioning tasks internationally sccording to talent and approach: the Chinese could supply the
source material—the books and paintings—along with their humanistic ethos to be used by all
scholars involved in the project, the Japanese would computerize all the paintings, inscriptions,
seals, etc. with their admirable patience, accuracy, and thoroughness:; and we Americans could
then apply our abundance of theories and ideas to that organized material with unmatched
enthusiasm, adjusting our conflicts with Japanese sensitivity over Chinese dinners!

But what | want to make clear above all else is that whether or not | agree completely with
everything you write, any comments | have or will make are morintended simply o “tear to
shreds” what you have written, but rather to attempt to strengthen the writings of one 1 admire
above all others in the field.

We do look forward to having you here and being able 1o talk with you directly and at
greater length abouwt many things, even including Chinese painting!

With warmest wishes,

Yours,

Howard

P.5. On your contention that the Japanese had no access to paintings save through Nagasaki:
the various Japanese embassies to China in the fifteenth-sixteenth centuries—especially those
sponscred by the Oouchi and Hosokawa families—are well-documented, and they brought back
akae but not i-hsing wares though both were then readily available, a clear aesthetic choice on
their part. Paintings by Shen Chou and Wen Cheng-ming were then norso highly priced as
they would become by the end of the sixteenth century, and what evidence I have come across
suggests quite clearly that they were readily available for anvone who appreciated their very spe-
cial qualities.

VIIl. BARNHART TO CAHILL, JULY 21, 1981.

Dear Jim,

Here I am, trying very hard to sit at my desk six or eight hours a day/night grinding out
page after page on Lung-men and other stony matters, and yesierday brought Howard's long
and interesting letter, which required a suspension of more financially rewarding efforts; and
now today 1 get your letter to him: ditto. "1l never make my deadline!

As you again explain it to Howard, this interest in identifying common patterns of life and
art seems (0 me very primitive. You look 2t two men, and say, look, they both have two eyes
and two ears and hair on their heads, and so they are exactly alike. OK. You would perhaps
say, "They resemble each other.” In human psychology and physiology I presume that identify-
ing commeon (raits is clinically important and necessary; it is diagnostic, helping us and those
who study us realize what we have in common as human beings, and thus helping us to deal
with our problems. But what makes us each ourselves ig in any case unique, and only the most
penetrating understanding of our individuality can reveal anything truly significant about any
individual person. 'When one tries to translate these matters into the realm of art and artists, it
is easy (for me) to see that while we need to be concerned with how one painter resembles
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most useful work in art history these days is being done in rather traditional ways. It is the
questions we ask ourselves that account for the interest, and [ like and am stimulated by the
questions vou are asking— without always agreeing that the approaches you take toward finding
the answers are the most fruitful. You are undoubtedly advancing the field in ways it is oo
early to predict. For the time, at least, I will continue to maintain less inventive methods in
the beliel that they may still provide useful answers to questions worth asking. The CAA panel
next year is not concerned with painting only —or so I hope—nor is the point merely to once
again elaborate Western methods of formal analysis in the service of Chinese art. I hope rather
10 have papers that deal with stylistic and formal matters in Chinese art from an intrinsically
Chinese standpoint, that is, Chinese rather than European definitions of formal meaning. [ will
give a paper on Wang Shen and the notion common among admirers of his art of a "dream
landscape” that is formally and expressively quite different from the moral landscape of the ear-
lier Sung period. I am hopeful that Judy Ho will give a paper on native traditions in the earliest
caves &l Tun-huang. | may also persuade someone to try once again to define a Tacist style in
Yiian painting. 1 would be very interested to hear more about Rick Vinograd's ideas of dream
visions in painting; I gather his interest lies in the projection into art of actual dreams? John
Hay has been interested in that idea too, in a vague way.

Well, so long until omorrow!

Best Regards,

Richard Barnhart

P.5. I am thinking of writing a little essay on how James Cahill's methods, views, and activities
are conditioned by his California background. It is well known how life patterns and stylistic
directions are formed by the California syndrome. Ha ha!l

IX. CAHILL LETTER TO BARNHART, JULY 24, 1981,

Dear Dick,

Our correspondénce has really been very interesting, | think, and valuable in obliging or
allowing both of us to define our positions. I do think that some portions of it, at least, should
be distributed in some way—my students found it interesting reading.

Your position becomes clearer in your July 21 letter. At the same time, [ must say thai 1
can’t believe you have thought through its implications, because if you carried out those impli-
cations, you could not be a practicing art historian. Art critic, perhaps, art biographer yes, but
nol art historian.

Yes, of course every artist and every painting is unique, unlike every other, and of course
the differences are most interesting, and so forth. And T"ang Yin and Wen Cheng-ming no
doubt felt, as artists do, that they had perfect freedom and were painting differently, as you
suggest, as a matter of choice. All that is unchjectionable as far as it goes; but it doesn’t go far
enough. I you set yourself up &5 opposed to defining what artists of similar social status or
life-pattern have in common in their works, you will be obliged, by the insistence that
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can explain anything (the artis1 felt that way, the artist was that kind of person) witimately
doesn’t explain anything. Even in relating N1 Tzan's landscapes o his personality, as [ and oth-
ers have, we do this in a framework of understanding of what the possibilities in landscape
were, how the paintings related to the precedents of Huang Kung-wang end Chao Meng-fu etc.
in dry, spare landscapes, what the aliernatives were and rheir significance. Ni Tsan didn't=—
couldn't=—simply create a landscape type or style out of thin air to express his particular feelings
and personality; he had 1o utilize, and alter, and re-combine, elements of style that already
existed and (most important) already had meanings attached to them that were intelligible for
the people who saw his paintings. Otherwise, the paintings wouldn't "work” expressively.

On other things in your letter, | will simply have to disagree without arguing at length. [
do se= things of great interest being done by Western colleagues outside the traditional style
and iconography framework. | think patronage isfruitful and interesting. Semiology is mora
bust, although it has been carried to absurd ends, used for obscurantist stuff, ete., and in spite
of the recent panel at the CAA in 5.F. which ended in shambles and could have persuaded any-
one who based an opinion just on that session that it is indeed useless. Svetlana would be very
pleased at your view that she is extraordinary (she is} and appalled at the news that she is quite
traditional (she isn't). Anyway, I will make no further efforts 1o convert you—example is more
useful than arguments anyway, and you either will or won't be persuaded and affected by my
various writings that will be coming out in the next year or two. But quite apart from what you
think of my efforts, | will be very surprised if, ten years from now, you still think that the trad-
itionzl stylistic approach 15, then or now, the way to go. | will note the date and put the ques-
tion to you then. Or mavbe five years will do.

One last note: you say you'll try to find someone to "define a Taodst style in Yian paint-
ing.” Another set of coordinates for style—religious. You seem to accept all of them except the
social-economic, while making arguments that would in fact invalidate all the others as well. 1
mean: in speaking of "a Taoist style” in Yian painting you are presumably saying that artists
who were also Taoists tend o paint pictures with certain definable characteristics. If you were
to try to make the definition by subject you would be in trouble—the same landscapes, ink bam-
boo, plum branches; and if you try to see il as some natural expression of the Taoist tempera-
ment or whatever, you are in worse trouble. 5o it has to be, | think, based on the assumption
that certain traits of style had come o be associated with Tacism and Tacists, which is what 1
would suppose. How they came to be so associated is a different question, and one usuailly not
answerable. And if you grant that, | don't see how you can continue to deny that certain traits
of style, choices of subject, etc. were similarly associzted with artists who occupied particular
positions in Chinese society, fitted certain patterns in their careers, etc. As indeed they were.
And if you say, as you seem [0 be now, this is true but not important, or not what we should
be looking at, then: why do you want someone to define a Tacist style? or any other style that
extends over more than one artist, or more than one painting?

Anyway, it sounds as though it may well be 8 more interesting session than the
announced subject might promise (as [ assumed would be the case) and [ hope | can get there.

All the best to you and Joan.

Yours,

James Cahill
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sought his paintings considered even a single brushstroke as precious as gold.” The high regara
for Tai Chin among the scholar-gentry comes not from the Chin-ling so-shik, but from the col-
lecied writings of a large group of the most influential men of the time, from Tu Ch'iung and
Shen Chou to Li Tung-vang and Li Meng-vang, Wang Ao, Yang Shih-ch’i, and on 10 Chu
Yun-ming and others.. In Li K'ai-hsien's Huag-p'in of 1545 Tai is unequivocably the greatest
painter of the dynasty, and even Wang Shih-chen a little later maintains that view. There is
nothing remotely fictional about any of this: it is 2 matter of record.

The fiction begins in the sixteenth century, among both Tai's admirers and his critics, and
this of course is the very age in which the issues of professionalism, correct traditions, ortho-
doxy, acedemicism, and good breeding were at their peak. All of the main 16th century biogra-
phies of Tai Chin were written around the same time, including those of Lang Ying, Lu Shen,
and Li K ai-hsien, and as Ch'en Fang-mei and others have established these stories are full of
chronological, geographic and other impossibilities that render them dubious insofar as histori-
cal fact is concerned, the more so when such matters as his poverty seem clearly contradicted
by earlier, more dependable evidence. Why this fiction began is the question, and | am con-
vinced the reason is closely tied to other issues current in the sixteenth century. One can only
guess, at this time, but [ suspect that Tai's admirers were seeking to heroicize his life and 1o
clearly separate him from the court and the "academy.” since both had besn newly set up as the
abode of merely "capable” painters in the Southern Sung academic tradition. It is really too
much to have alfof the key Hsilan-1e academicians jealous of him (but what betier way 1o indi-
cate that he had nothing in common with the court painters), threaten to have him killed, and
then a short while later welcome him back to good grace—after fleeing in the night to
Hangchou, hiding out in temples there, then running all the way to Yunnan where, of all peo-
ple, Shih Jui, who tried to have him killed in Peking, now praised him, securing his reputation
and saving his life. Just trying to reconcile the contradictions in all of this is a fictional game in
itself, Hsieh Huan, learned and affable companion of the Yangs, and their portraitist, attempis
to kill Tai Chin. Tai escapes and returns to Peking and who are his mentors and patrons? The
Yangs! All in all, it is undoubtedly best to look benignly at this sixteenth century baloney, and
set it as a product of precisely the same mentalities and critical directions that produced a "wild
ind heterodox school® at about the same time. Jim says it best {p. 258, note 14): "This chrono-
logical disparity is difficult to resolve; Lang Ying, writing about a century or so after the events,
must have had faulty information.”

That the Mational University attended by Chang Lu was that in Peking, and not Nanking,
can be stated with a good deal more certainty than the reverse, as you put it, since it is a fact
that he attended, indeed bought his way into, the Mational University in Peking, not Nanking.
Check Chu An-k'an’s biography in Ming Wen-hai, ch. 419,

Can you reafly mean that because an old painter and a young paintér were both alive at
the same time that they were therefore contemporaries? By that measure Mozart and Bestho-
ven were contemporaries. Why get worked up about a simple factual correction? Shih Chung
was 4 mature man and painter when Chiang Sung was a young man.

On the very large matter of the decline of the Che Scheol and the term *Wild and Hetero-
dox" you offer a lot of useful observation and information. [ would have stolen some of it
when I wrote the "Wild and Heterodox" paper I enclose a couple of years ago for the Breckin-
ridge conference. It sounds as if you hadn't seen it, but if you had, no harm done in mailing
you a copy. Just throw it away. It is a very superficial treatment of a fascinating critical ques-
tion that can and should be more seriously examined—gs you seem fo be doing. Someone al
Columbia—1 always forget her name [note: it is Louisa Tingl —is also working on 16th century
theory, Maostly, of course, I agree with what you are writing about the sixteenth-century Che
and Wu schools and their merits and demerits.

| don't think you quite understand what | am saying in the review, however, The term
"Wild and Heterodox" was not originally used for only late sixteenth century Che School
painters. Its initial formulation included both fifteenth and sixteenth century masters, and
quickly, by the seventeenth century, the *Heterodox School” simply meant the "Che School.”






















































