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design become the symbols of science in the Bauhaus and after. Chapter
4 links the “trained eye,” gridded by the fundamentals and grammars

of art, to the “innocent eye.” The innocent eye is at once the intrinsic, .

necessary source of the fundamentals of vision taught as grammar, and
a tabula rasa that must be trained and gridded. This chapter also begins
in the nineteenth century, not with industrial education but in the
kindergarten classroom, and continues through early-twentieth-century
school art to general education in the postwar college.

The closing chapters once again focus on language; not a discourse
on the artist, hut of the artise, A contral character through them s the
arust who speaks ag a teacher, a student, a visiting artist or lecturer.
Chapter 5 argues that the rapid expansion of the New York art world’s
influence after World War II was reciprocally related to the equally
rapid expansion of university-based graduate art programs. It also
looks closely at the teaching of the artists of the New York school, and
the work of speech around the work of art, as its displacement or ex-
tension: forcing the student to find his or her place in that speech be-
comes the teaching of professional subjectivity. Chapter 6 returns to
those debates of the 1 950s and 1960s over art Practice in the university
that cast the tension between the artist and the university as a struggle
between vision and language. That same struggle between vision and
language has, of course, characterized the question of postmodernism
in the visual arts, and the chapter maps the questions of the earlier de-
bate with the answers provided by the theorization of postmodernism
in the r98o0s. Finally, Chapter 7 returns to the autobiography I started
with, and to the question of professionalization, by asking one more
time, “What does the M.FA. certify?”

. YYINL L HING

| _-1ation was established as ap independent association in
1912, organized out of the Department of University Art Instruction

anual Training Association, a federa-

and mechanical drawing, home economics
first issue of the Art Bulletin
phlet. Its single article, “Problems of the College Art As
the CAA’s first president, Holmes Smijch
abbreviated here.3
The second number of the Art
included an address by then pres
from- the University of Missouri,
on the association’s problems. He
ministrators and the general publ;
'looked most closely at the internal

sociation,” by
» recounts the history I have

Bulletin, published in January 1917,
ident John Pickard, an art historian
who continued hijs predecessor’s focus
assailed the indifference of college ad-
¢ to the goals of art education, but he

cle tensions and divisions threatem'ng the
young association. To unjte his audience against a “common enemy, the
3

commercial, the vicious and the ugly,” he offered a slogan: “Arr for
_ higher education and higher education for artists.”* By Pickard’s for-
mula merely cobbled together the divided interests of the CAA. Teaching

I
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art and teaching artists remain at odds; his address lists the symptoms of
their opposition.

Research University, State School, and Liberal College

“In our Association,” Pickard noted, “the Art School, the Technical
School and the old College are all represented. We have among us the
painter, the sculptor and the architect, the lecturer, the critic and the
historian.”$ Such a divided membership would have differing expecta-
tions of an annual meeting and the publication that would follow from
it, and Pickard’s first order of business was to address what he under-
stood as clearly opposing, and professionally determined, demands.
“On the one hand were those who urged that our Association could not
hope to take important rank and position among the learned societies
of our time until our meetings are characterized by profound discus-
sions of technical subjects—and not even then unless such learned pa-
pers are published as ‘original work’ by our members,”¢ Pickard’s call
for original work issued, not from the artists in his audience—it was
neither romanticism’s nor modernism’s demand—but from professors
in the graduate schools and research universities who, like German sci-
entists of whatever department, understood themselves, distinguished
themselves, not as college teachers but as published professionals in
their fields.

Beginning in the ¢ 870s with the success of Johns Hopkins, a number
of American universities, consciously patterning themselves on the Ger-
man model, had begun to stress graduate education and independent
faculty research in increasingly articulated and specialized disciplines
and departments. The founding of specialist organizations—a learned
society such as the CAA—and the publication of a scholarly journal
were crucial steps to creating those disciplines, allowing research pro-
fessors to construct allegiances and a reputation beyond the college and
among colleagues. By 1893 Columbia, Cornell, Harvard, Princeton,
and Yale all offered graduate courses in the fine arts, Princeton began
its Ph.D. program in art history in 1908; Harvard awarded its first art
history doctorate in 1913. Pickard’s own graduate program at Missouri
was established in 1914, and in the September 1919 number of the Bul-
letin, he too insisted that “we must have a periodical of our own, issued
at first quarterly, ably edited, with trenchant articles by strong men.”?

John Pickard received responses to his request for advice on the new
association’s program not only from those in the research universities,
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but a.lso from the colleges, whose Primary focus was undergraduate
teaching in the broad liberal arts, and the schools and institutes that of-
fered specialized vocational training. Classroom teachers of undergrad

. ) o
dardize’ our work,”8 Certainly standardization reflected the needs of
teacher training, or “normal,” schools and departments, which were re-

t “in al}
the states of the union the secondary schools teach drawing; in aj| the

-"? Most practical

Jainec - 1 . such training was
the primary activity of American higher education: “By the end of the

nineteenth century, American colleges and universities were producing
more teachers than anything else.”10 Of the seventy-six éolleges and
universities offering courses in the practice of art In 1916-17, some
forFy-cight cither offered 3 normal or school arts course or specj
entirely in training teachers, 11 The larger independent art and technical
schools listed with them in the American Art Annyap
fered another twenty-seven norma/ or school arts courses,

The emphasis on consistent standards served, as wel]
the technical schools that turped out co
drafters, and designers for industry as the normal schools turped out
tin essay entitled “Syp.
ply and Demand,” Ellsworth Woodward of Sophie Neywcomtbec(ijolslzpe
called for more schools “devoted 10 training designers ¥
are to pursue the manual arts,” and for studens “deﬁni’t
meet the needs of industry.”“‘Departments of industrial art ang schools
of applied design, as wel| a5 many normal art and broader “practical”
or “technical” ar¢ Programs, entered CAA as parts of state colleges and

and those who
ely prepared to
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the student body at the land-grant colleges and most of the publicly
funded state universities—categories that frequently overlapped—dif-
fered greatly from those of both the Latin- and Greek-based pre-Civil
War classical college and the post-Johns Hopkins research university,
which turned to those same classical texts, not as the grindstone of
mental discipline, but as the object of philological and historical schol-
arship. The land-grants instead taught large numbers of the children of
farmers, mechanics, and local merchants who had not studied Latin
and Greek in seminary or academy. Moreover, as the title of Wood-
ward’s essay suggests, they educated them for specific vocational out-
comes.

- The mandate of the Morrill Act—to © promote the liberal and practi-
cal education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and profes-
sions of life”*—and the more general demand for efficiency and service
that spurred the growth of the state universities led to the standardiza-
tion, and formal theorization, of a number of occupations that had
once been learned in the family or through apprenticeship. By the first
decade of the twentieth century, “such untraditional disciplines as peda-
gogy, domestic science, business administration, sanitary science, phys-
ical education, and various kinds of engineering” were made teachable,
grounded in basic principles, like the professions, at what the historian
Laurence Veysey termed the “serviceable university.”'* The state uni-
versitics were marked by their emphasis on professional training, and
Veysey writes that “many of them in the years 1890-1930 became pri-
marily congeries of professional schools, which they created to satisfy
public demand.”®S As a collection of autonomous, specialized schools
for new professions, the large state university resembled, and indeed
moved closer to, the research university, with its increasingly divided
and specialized departments named after new fields of knowledge and
scholarly expertise.

If the technical and normal schools called for standardization, so did
the liberal arts colleges, whose commitment to undergraduate teaching
and the humanities consciously opposed both the vocational emphasis
of the technical schools and the increasingly specialized and segmented
knowledge of the research university. Their demand for standardiza-
tion, coupled with or disguised as a plea for standards, begins with the
idea that there is a necessary body of knowledge, above and beyond the
demands of one’s field or one’s job, that anyone who wishes to call him-
self educated must know. Moreover, liberal education holds out the
promise that that knowledge, because it is shared, will unify both indi-
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phy, of humanistic science, of natural science, of history and of litera-
ture,” wrote President Alexander Meiklejohn of Amherst
the liberal arts college in 1912, “So far as knowledge is
these at least he should have, welded together in some kind
tation of his own experience,” 16

Liberal culture requires the study of hroad fields rather th
ments and specialized depths of professional training,
tant than breadth js unity—the ability to understan
knowledge as finally joined and whole. “The missi
Meiklejohn insisted, is “not the specialized kno
tributes to immediate practical aims, but the unified understanding
which is Insight,”17 The unity that liberal education offered was most
often cast, like Meiklejohn’s “insight,” in visual terms: vision is the
equivalent of synthesis, grasp, understanding. But if art was to become
liberal, to be secure as a study in the college, it had to be separated from
vocationalism and, in the pages of the Art Bulletin and then the Arr

_ studio training, Further, it
had to be connected with the goals and disciplines of the college, a rela-

tionship that was envisioned as early as 1874~75, when Charles Efiot
Norton at Harvard was named lecturer on the History of Fine Arts as
Connected with Literature,

At the 1918 annual meeting and in the Pages of John Pickard’s Buj-
letin, Wellesley’s Alice Van Vechten Brown asked, “Is it too much to
place before ourselves as a desirable, even though far distant objective,

, defending
concerned,
of interpre-

an the frag-
but more impor-
d the university’s
on of the teacher,”
wledge which con-

A Ids of the college.

the aesthetic principles which
»
govern all great art,” and 1o ensure that courses in art could be «

erly graded and correlated with those offered in other departments,”

ing, drawing, modeling or de-

means and methods—had been offered
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compare courses in art to those in other, more established d.isciplines.
According to the American Art Annual account, “it was eyldent thgt
the majority of those present favored technical work,” that is, work in
studio art, only “as a laboratory process, supplementing the study of
the theory, history and philosophy of aesthetics. Professor Arthur Pope
presented the course developed at Harvard as being cult}lral ratber
than professional and as comparable to methods of teaching English
Composition.”20 o ‘
Teaching studio practices as art-historical skills in conjunction with
period art history classes spread t0 a number of libe.ral arts colleges
through mid century. Placing art practice in the art history classroqm
and on its syllabus ensured that art would be made in and out of the his-
toried media and that it would be produced, as Harvard’s Pope has it, as
culture. Despite calls for teaching the industrial arts and assertions of .the
nobility of the crafts, painting, sculpture, and the older prirfrm'nkmg
methods remain the primary, often the sole, media of studio art in liberal
arts colleges and university studio departments, insisting, as they do, on
the individual, the humane, and the historical. Even if they are no longer
taught as adjuncrs to art history, art history remains their subject.

College Art and Art History

Gertrude Hyde’s argument for placing the practice of art under the
sponsorship of art history, where it might become liberal and meet the
college’s standard, brings up a division within the CAA that remains fa-
miliar and visibly active today in both the association and 1nd1v.1dual
departments. Pickard commented diplomatically in his 1916 presiden-
tal address on the split berween the pracrtioners of art and the reach-
ers of art history:
Itis possible that there may be among us today technical artists who hold
that any study of Art withour arrises’ tools in the students’ hands is of no
value, but I trust there is no one here who is so provincial. There may be
Withi;\ the sound of my voice someone who is convinced that no form of

technical art has any place in our institutions of higher education but I hope
there is no one here who is so illiberal 2!

Pickard chose his words artfully. “Illiberal” and “provincial” seem in-
tended to suggest a typology of the American university and a geograph-
ical survey of art on its campuses. When Lura Beam, of the Association of
American Colleges, conducted such a survey ten years later, in 1927, she
found “a schism between those who think art is learning and those who

>
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think art is doing. An arbitrary line drawn between these theories would
leave the East on one side, the West and South on the other and Chicago
cut by the boundary, one-half for each side.”?? Art historians inhabited
the old liberal arts colleges, the private institutions of the Northeast, or
the graduate departments that grew around and drew from them. Art
teachers worked in the provinces that Pickard all but named—the state-
supported colleges and normal schools of the West and South.

Lura Beam’s dividing line and my redescription of it seem harsh and
reductive. Pickard’s own early graduate program in art history at the
University of Missouri, on the far side of the Mississippi, suggests that
the division was not monolithic. Laurence Veysey, whose typology I
have introduced with Pickard’s speech, has argued, moreover, that the
movements toward research, utility, and liberal culture that shaped the
American university cannot be plotted directly onto the research uni-
versity, the state school, and the liberal arts college, or simply across a
map of the 'United States, They were sometimes housed in a single uni-
versity; Harvard’s faculty and administration, for example, included
spokespersons for all three directions. Nor were geographical divisions
so clear-cut: across the state from the University of Missouri, Washing-
ton University in Saint Louis divided art and the practice of drawing on
its campus. Holmes Smith, the CAA’s first president, headed the De-
partment of Drawing and History of Art, its combination echoing John
Ruskin’s one-man role at Oxford as well as the department Ruskin’s
colleague Charles Eliot Norton established at Harvard (Norton’s first
appointment was Charles Moore, a drawing master trained by Ruskin).
Students in art history were “graduated of the College, The School of
Engineering or The School of Architecture,” from the liberal arts and
established professions, Drawing was also taught across campus in the
School of Fine Arts, alodg with painting, sculpture, modeling, illustra-
tion, design, interior decoration, metalwork, etching, pottery, book-
binding, and wood carving, to students whose goals were avowedly vo-
cational and technjcal 23 Despite such exceptions, however—or, as in
the case of Washington University, encapsulated in microcosm within
them—the divided goals of higher education were mirrored by a parti-
tion along geographic lines, by a regionalism that was at s height in
the early years of the CAA M . :

The division between history and practice in what was arguably a sin-
gle djscipline-—certainly in a single professional organization—embodied
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more effectively articulated in the university, the division between art his-
tory and art practice remained rhetorically inseparable from the division
berween East and West in the association’s debates into the 1950s. When
Robert Goldwater suggested in his survey of American art education in
1943 that “the practice of art bursts the boundaries of the liberal arts
framework,” his boundaries were not only institutional-—courses in art
practice were most often tied to “pointedly pre-professional training”—
but, once again, geographic.2* While every one of the fifty colleges he sur-
veyed by 1940 “gave some attention to the history of art, eight of the fifty
made no provision at all for studio work. . .. In the East especially, the
omissions are strongly in evidence,”26 The division continued after World
War II as veterans surged into colleges and universities under the G.I. Bill,
raising fears for the liberal arts and for art as a liberal endeavor. Perhaps
fear lent stridency to a 1 946 committee report to the College Art Associ-
ation entitled “The Practice of Art in Liberal Education.”

It is our opinion that the College Art Association has the double responsibil-
ity of combatting the handing over of college positions in the practice of art
to teachers of the latter type |“teachers of the practice of art who are not
concerned with liberal education cannot be encouraged to join a College Art
Association in the first place”], and of supporting the training, and recogni-
tion by college administrators, of the “right” kind of teachers. . . . In tack-
ling this task, considerable allowance will have to be made for regional dis-

ern central states. Over and over again, pleas from the former region call for
both greater emphasis on the history of art (in contrast with the situation
elsewhere) and the elevation of the standards of practice courses from the
point of view of liberal education, No doubt, the second point is indissol-
ubly linked with intricate problems of state education credential require-
ments, in turn influenced by problems of supply and demand. In this regard,

portant and hopeful developments, and such proposals as the one calling for
a system of exchange professorships in Eastern and Western institutions
could possibly gain momentum.2?

I have quoted the committee report at length not only because it re-
iterates the educational and geographic divisions I have stressed, even
to the point of calling for art-historical missionaries, but also because it
repeats the calls for standards sounded at the establishment of the Col-
lege Art Association, tied here once again to concerns for teacher train-
ing and credentialing, Moreover, despite the pessimism of the report, it
issues a demand and begins to provide a profile for a different kind of
artist. The “right” kind of artist would be a teacher at home on a col-
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The Artist-Teacher

By the 19405 the larger midwestern state schools, led b
of lowa, had begun to formulate just such an artist-
Lester Longman, a Princetoh-trained art historian

y the University
teacher. In 1938
hired at lows ip

Shortly after uniting the departments, Longman instituted the Bache-

lor and Afaster of Fine Arts as preprofessional and professional de-
grees for “the profession of an artist,” as he told the Midwestern Col-

B .
lege Art Conference,?? 5 phrase that gives the term “profession” a cast

different from that in Goldwater’s survey, ;

' Longman’s guidelines for professional study, presented as “four prin-
cxples” In a report to his dean at lowa in 194 3, forecast the CAA com-
mittee’s suggestion that art be taught as the problems of aesthetics and

S estor ‘ « »” and encoug-
aged “wide independent reading and the study of such alljed subjects as

litc.ratuxje, history, philosophy, and the other arts,”30 John Alford of the
University of Toronto, one of the signatories of the 1946 committee re-
port, noted Iowa’s example in 1940: “The regulations for the B.FA. de-
gree at lowa stress (over and beyond the essential practical courses) the
literary, linguistic, and historical studies usually attached to the history
of art.” At the graduate level, the M.FA. emphasizes “technical and
professional excellence, though additiong] studies in the history and
theory of art, in languages and other subjects ours;
Art are variously required, . . . Curricula [are] calculated to provide
both t‘echnical competence and breadch of organized knowledge.”3 A¢
conceived by Longman, the artist-teacher would be trained in and
-+ . slighting
Arts degree, the artis;-
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The artist-teacher returns in other chapters and guises in this project,
often discussed alongside or played off another image of the university-
made artist: the artist aligned, not with the academic humanities, but
with the sciences. For Toronto’s Alford these paired figures—embodied
in the programs at lowa and at Lészlé6 Moholy-Nagy’s School of Design
i Chicago—offered paradigms for the professional education of a new
kind of artist, Where Towa is “poverned by the anthropomorphic drama
common o all phases of the humanistic tradition,” Moholy-Nagy’s
school “abandons the nexus of the older humanistic tradition and sub-
stitutes courses in Physical Sciences, Life Sciences, Social Sciences, and

Intellectual Integration.” Byt what matters to Alford is that the student- -

artists in both schools pursue their studies outside the studio. “For my
present purposes [their] mutual exclusiveness is less significant than the
representative inclusiveness of the intellecrual relevants.”3* The hyphen-
ated figures of the artist-teacher and the artist-scientist are attempts to fit
the artist to the courses and disciplines of university study, to understand
the artist in relation to existing departments. By the 1960s the artist-
teacher in particular was derided as a “confused hybri[d], not fully ac-
ceptable to either species”; s here [ use that hybrid to suggest that in the
years before World War I the artist Wwas an institutional problem for the
university—and perhaps has remained one: the artist-teacher was a
Symptomatic attempt at a solution.

Across the twentieth century, countless art educators repeated some
version of John Pickard’s call for art in higher education and higher ed-
ucation for the artist, insisting that art must be taught: as history, per-
haps, or as appreciation or problem solving or creative expression, as
basics and fundamentals. But in the debates over the place of art in col-
lege, artists, even if they can and must be liberally educated, cannot be
taught, or as it is often less arguably put, they cannot be made. Ray-
mond Parker, a recognized painter who received his M.FA. from the
University of fowa in 1948, noted in 1953 that the degree raised, or
rather intensified, just this question:

Nowadays, schools hold with reservations the idea of training artists. They
accept the responsibility of developing skills useful to commercial and ap-
plied arts. They stand behind the education they offer as relevant to art his-
tory, art appreciation and the cultivated man, They produce art teachers and
patrons. But the popular Master of Fine Arts degree reflects a dilemma. . . .
since art escapes the formulation of standards and methods.3

Parker itemized the goals of art education on campus: to educate en-
lightened patrons in the liberal arts college, to produce historical schol-
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ars in the graduate school, to teach the fundamentals of design and the
specific technical practices of art in the practical course and the art
school. But in his formulation art escapes, necessarily and logically: if it

s value for the university—why he must be there, particularly on
the liberal arts campus, and at the same time why he cannot be made
there, why heis (aken with reservations,

The liberal arts college, to maintain the liberalness of the fine arts,
and the otherness of the fine artist, must insist, with Harold Taylor of
Sarah Lawrence, that even if it offers painting and sculpture, or hires an
artist-in-residence or a whole art department, “the curriculum is not
professionalized, that is to say turned into a program ro produce . . .
exhibited painters or sculptors,”¥’ Instead, as Norman Rice of the
Carnegie Institute of Technology said in seconding President Taylor’s
Statement, artists are needed on college campuses so that they can be
seen: “By observing the ways in which the arts are transmitted, through
the association of artists with artists, we are provided with a clue as to
the whole of humane learning. Thus the humanities need the arts in
order to preserve the image of what all such learning can be.”38 For
Rice, art is the very image-—and a last vestige, perhaps—of the tradition
and transcendence promised by liberal culture; curiously, the artist too
appears as an image, something to be watched,

Rice was dean of an old technical college of art, established in 1905
to train architects, artists, and designers, but he opened “Art in Aca-
deme,” an essay published in 1963, by “accepting all the old precepts
+ - - artists are born, not made; no artist ever became an artist because of
a school; art is the product of a grear mind, not merely a great hand and
eye; . .. the artist must teach himself.” % He argued, on behalf of inde-
pendent professional art schools such as Carnegie, that it is possible to
create “an environment which js conducive to the development of
artists, a spiritually,‘intellectually, and technically tempered aether in
which students can discover themselves and accomplish initial artistic
growth”—bur soon after he added an urgent disclaimer: “I did not say
‘to become artists.’ "0 The caveat is redundant, for the becoming he de-
scribed is at once so mythologized (acther) and so biologized, or perhaps
psycho-biologized (discover and grow), that it is clear the institution
made neither promises nor artists. In a brief footnote, Rice himself pur-
sued the point, hedging in the name of frankness: “I define professional
schools as those which frankly and openly state as their object the prepa-
ration of students for mature participation in art-based enterprises.” 4!
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Artists are an ontological rather than an epistomological problem; theirs
is a question of being, rather than of knowing. In the professional
school, as in the liberal arts college, the artist exceeds his education: the
artst is precisely what is not educated.

This equation stands even in the declarations of the most influential
technical art school of the century. In his “Theory and Organization of
the Bauhaus,” written in 1923, Walter Gropius insisted that

the artist has been misled by the fatal and arrogant fallacy . . . that art is a
profession which can be mastered by study. Schooling alone can never pro-
duce art! Whether the finished product is an exercise in ingenuity or a work
of art depends on the talent of the individual who creates it. This quality
cannot be taught and cannot be learned. On the other hand, manual dexter-
ity and the thorough knowledge which is a necessary foundation for all cre-
ative effort, whether the workman’s or the artist’s, can be taught and
learned.®?

The difference between artist and craftsman is precisely essential: even
if technique can and must be taught, the remainder that is art cannot
be. For Gropius, offering technical training is not the same as making
artists, and it is not clear that he would want artists made. The final
step, the object’s becoming art, the craftsman’s becoming artist, is an
act outside school. But here I have gotten ahead of myself. With Rice’s
statements and Taylor’s, even as they echo Gropius, I have moved well
into the 1960s. In the pre~World War II technical or professional
school, in an earlier version of Carnegie Tech or of the Chicago Art In-
stitute, the artist’s essence—or rather his excess, the way he exceeds the
possibility of education—is constructed differently, a difference to
which I will turn in the following section. In these earlier schools, the

manual and technical skills of art must be teachable to guard, ﬁkek

Gropius, against the artist, to ensure that the artists who are made will
not be different, but will instead be illustrators and designers and
draftsmen.

The Problem of the Artist

The artist is a curious, laughable, pitiable figure as he is portrayed in
writings on art in America in the years after World War I. A certain
kind of artist, it is clear, is misplaced in America. An article from the
Chicago Evening American, reprinted in 1921 under the headline
“Lowly Artist Now Earns Big Sums” in the Art Student, a correspon-
dence course magazine published by the School of Applied Art of Battle

3
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Crt':ck, Michigan, searches for him with some irony.* “Where is the
artist of the scraggly beard ang long apexed nails thar were used for

o . ,
gl:aph. He is certainly not in America, where artists
the clas‘s-rooms Into offices,” but he has an address here: “If there are
any artists who paint for ‘art’s sake,” they are of the half-mad Green-

past tense, “was an attic, And forever there burned in his
the brilliancy that bespoke consumption, »46
‘ TI;I’C.AI'Z Student’s artist is obviously a caricature, z “ popular concep-
tion, in the words of R, L, Duffus, who surveyed the field of art for df
Carnggxe Foundation at the end of the 1920547 Duffus’s thesis in Th:
Amerfcan Renaissance, the resulting publication, was that 4 distinct]
:\m]:nclan art education had begun to emerge in the 1920, ope tha)t,
Cc;:zd tpW z:)ci cl‘l:’ t“hcer :sarge cl”assrooms thft Fan‘ny Kendall noted. Duffus
“Ome fn e e :; rc:; i whg were “bringing art home to America.”
. g versity professor who sets up standards by

man who teaches his
”48 From their places in
professor and the crafts-

pupils.how‘ to do necessary things beautifully.
the university and the technical art school, the

Spokesmen for the universiti
crsities openly lay claim to the professi
ional
school, as they have successfully done to the professional slzhools o;] ?ncjlf—c

cine, law i i
, law and engineering. Schools of the crafts approach the fine arts;
>

schools of the fine arts find new value in the workmanlike integrity of the

Yy do no 0 I D
d L
not half do"c lf thc d te ab e tIlCl[ Stude“ts to “t nto an actua', l”dlm

i
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Duffus’s sunny forecast was troubled by “a third, and very disturbing
element. . . . the man who approaches art as a personal adventure and
the schools which minister to his needs.”! To describe that man, Duf-
fus turned to the same itemization of dress and notes on character
Fanny Kendall had used. “It is he, if anyone, who is respon’siblc fqr the
popular conception of the painter as a freak with long hair, a p01nt§d
beard, a flowing tie, baggy trousers, and morals no board of cepsorshlp
would endorse.”S? Again the painter, a repetition, a type, exists el.se-
where in time; “we might find real artists who looked and acted like
this if we could turn back the clock a generation or two.”s3

For both of these writers on art and, more to the point, art educat.ion

in the 19205, a certain type of artist was no longer fcasible‘—-certamly
no longer believable. Each described precisely a persgnahty type, a
story captured by a story. Cecilia Beaux, a successful painter and mem-
ber of the National Academy, spoke of that capture in a roundtable dis-
cussion, “What Should the College A.B. Course Offer to the Future
Aruse?” at the College Art Association's 1916 annual meeting: Tho.sc
“hundreds, I might say thousands, of young people (who] select the lffe
of artist as being the most interesting and sympathetic” choose a life
rather than a career.’* Duffus oo says as much. “This is a kind of per-
son who regards art not as a way of earning a living but‘ as a way of
life”; Duffus’s simple qualifiers, “kind of” and “way of,” insist on and
redouble the artist’s fictionality.5S The artist is given a setting—Green-
wich Village, an attic—and a scene. “Here come scores of young peo-
ple,” Duffus writes, stressing numbers as Beaux did, “to whorp t.he
thought of art and the artist’s life has proved alluring. . . . The majority
will drop out in a year or two. Art is not for them. For t}'xose who re-
main the struggle will be long and desperate, and there will be c'asual-
ties all along the line of march.”¢ In the course I am plotting, being an
artist precedes seeing and then speaking as one—other markers for the
artist in the university that I address in subsequent chapters.

Duffus’s narrative is marked by an exaggerated temporality; the slow
creep of the “line of march™ stands in obvious contrast to the cfficiency
of the art education offered in the classroom. Speed is the attribute of
the American artist. Kendall’s American artists are “hustled from the
class-rooms into offices,” and in the American Renaissance Duffus em-
phasizes the acceleration of art education in the university afxd the tech-
nical school: “If there is a shorter cut than the one customarily followed
Yale is inclined to follow it.”7 Prart Institute, too, “long ago made a
study of short-cuts. . . . the problem is to get as much art as possible
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into the least amount of time, ”58 Speed and efficiency, virtues shaped in
the mold of college and technical school education with their hour-long
time slots and two- and four-year limits, mirror the demands of the
university in the first quarter of the century. Ellsworth Woodward of
Sophie Newcomb, at the CAA roundeable with Cecilia Beaux, sug-
gested that the other new majors of the “serviceable university” might
provide models for an efficient art education: “Professional study in art
seems too long delayed if it must wait on academic graduation. The lib-
eral electives now offered in B A, courses in mechanical arts, in agricul-
ture, household economy, etc., should be extended in the same liberal
spirit to the future artist,” fitted between “adequate time and opportu-
nity for instruction in drawing, painting, and design with art theory and
history,”s?

In Duffus’s description, the would-be artist’s long, slow march is
marked by the disconnection between education and outcome; there are
no happy endings, or very few. At Yale, in contrast, “artists arc made as
shipwrights used to be,” trained to perform specific tasks of work, even
if those tasks include murals and medals and portraits. “When he grad-
uates,” Duffus writes, “it s expected that he
reer, and need not waste precious years in
ing.” Yale’s artist will be able to make paintings and sculptures for
architectural commissions, to produce models and illustrations, and to
design goods for home and office, as well as their packages and their ad-
vertisements. For the other artist, the narrated artist, education provides
no such guarantee; it cannot make artists of those who are not and has
next to nothing to do with the student who is already an artist: “Once or
twice in a peneration a genius will appear—and if the school helps him,
even to the extent of teaching him how to mix his paints or clean his
brushes, it may have justified the grief, the cost, the waste of what is ad-
mittedly a haphazard scheme of education,”6! ,

Similar recitations of extravagance and waste and declamations
against the squandering of education and of lives appear frequently early
in the century. In 1915 a survey by the American Federation of Arrs

recorded “109 schools of Academic Art in the United States with a total

enrollment of 6,252 students” in training to become “painters, sculptors
and illustrators.”$? Like Duffus in the late 1920s, the AFA survey wor-

ried over and italicized the haphazardness and the waste of professional
art education: “About 1 per cent of those who receive this professional -

will be ready to begin a ca-
fumbling and experiment-
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entirely abandon the pursuit of the profession.”®* John Pickard, in his
1917 address to the College Art Association, pointed to the AFA statis-
tics, asking whether “too many are not now thronging our art schools,
whether we are not making it t0o easy to enter the road which is sup-
posed to lead to art as a profession.” “In no other profession,” he as-
serted, anticipating Duffus’s imagery of excess and dissipation, “is there
such a woful [sic] waste of the raw material of human life as exists in
certain phases of art education.”®* We have come again to waste,

Artists, if they are artists, already are; they are marked by an excess
of being, or, as in Kendall’s description, by being too much. The born
artist cannot be made an artist by education because he already is one.
He is joined in the art schools by “imitators and admirers, whose
name is legion,” but who cannot be made artists because they are
not.®* Theirs, t0o, is an excessive presence, an overenrollment. They
are always too much and too many, hundreds and thousands and
throngs and legions, and they figure the tragedy even of the true artist,
the waste of his education or his talents. The artist of the garret, even
a real one, is unwholesome, pathological. In all the writings I have
cited, the born and suffering artist and legions that mirror him are
linked together as a reproach to the old-fashioned professional art
school, to an education that cannot fulill what it promises, cannot
guarantee an outcome. The stories of missed opportunities, of un-
happy endings and forever deferred outcomes, are repeated again and
again, made to stand in obvious contrast to the simplicity and effi-
ciency of a happy, wholesome existence.

At once born and future, artists are, in the language of American art
education, elided in the present. The artist, or again this life of the
artist, is always out of time and place, particularly on the college cam-
pus. The College Art Association banished him at the start. CAA pres-
ident Pickard, despite his plea for unity in 1916 and his expressed con-
cern for the failures of art training a year later, insisted in his 1917
convocation that the “great educational work” of the association
could not be the training of the future painter or sculptor: “The edu-
cation of the technical specialist is the function of the art school and
the atelier or of the graduate school of art,”$ Pickard’s list of educa-
uonal sites removes the training of the artist from the campus, the as-
sociation, and time, into the past of the atelier and into the future. Al-
though in 1918 the graduate school of art did not yet exist, he foresaw
“the day when, even in a state university, it shall be recognized that art
is as valuable to the stare as agriculture, when a graduate department
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of art shall be established coordinate with the graduate departments of
law, medicine and engineering.”” Like university presidents of the
time, Pickard argued for social efficiency, offering art as a rational
public policy choice. And in the models he chose, in his vision of a
graduate, rather than a technical, school, he raised his sights from the
vocational—from the land-grant analogies of Sophie Newcomb’s Wood-
ward: home economics, mechanical arts—to the professional. In
Pickard’s future, the artist is made reasonable, and reasonably made,
educated as a professional, in the same system and institution—the
professional school as satellite of the liberal arts campus—that edu-
cates doctors and lawyers and professors,

The Problem of the Academy

The difference of the artist troubles writers on art education across the
century. Curiously, the academy, held responsible in the literature for
the artist’s otherness, was criticized as well for its sameness, its repeti-
tion and formulas. Duffus suggested that the troubled, driven artist “is
more often found in a certain sort of art school than in certain other
sorts.” That observation, along with his description of the bearded
artist in baggy pants, is part of his segue from a discussion of college art
departments and technical schools to a survey of American academies,
an account of his visits to the National Academy of Design, the Penn-
sylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, and the Art Students League. While
Duffus noted differences between these institutions—the two acade-
mies, unlike the Art Students League, have a “progressive curriculum,
with a beginning, a middle and an end”®8—they were united, for him,
by their disdain for the practical arts and their avoidance of a general
education for their students.

At the Philadelphia Academy, at the Art Studencs’ League and too many
other art schools . . . he doesn’t learn about life, he learns about art,

He may remain ignorant of even the rudiments of information regarding
the world in which he lives—of history, literature, science, politics. He may

artistic salvation of a public which he despises. He won’t understand the
public and the public won't understand him, which is bad for the public, bad
for the artist, and possibly even bad for art. For the work of the artist . . .
ought to be just as necessary, just as understandable and in a way just as
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commonplace as that of the farmer, carpenter and tailor. He ought to be lated figure on the page. Draw
friendly and human fiest, then artistic, Bur the older-fashioned art schools, it
s said, haven't made him 50.89

ing education in the academy, accord-
- Ing to its critics in particular, consisted of drawing, first parts, frag-
ments of the body on Paper and in cast, then from the whole body

In his final sentences Duffus, like Pickard, offers agriculture as the cast, and f’"“”)'_ﬁ'om the live model. By even in its final move, the
benchmark for the normality and necessity of art, But those same sen- figure stood in isolation, unconnected, Centered on the page that
tences perform an interesting slide from the commonplaceness, the must be made to disappear and carrying within it its own center as

plumb, the academic figure wag created in the line thag severed figure
from ground and figure from world: the hard, drawn outline of the

dessin au trajs. “Misery,” wrote Mondrian in 1920, “is caused by
continual separation 72

friendliness, of the work of art tq that of the artist. Not only his work
but also his persona is to resemble rhe farmer’s or the carpenter's: the
artist himself needs to be worked on and corrected. The older-fashioned
schools—or to insist on the name, the academies—have not made him
friendly, have not made him a citizen.

The academy, in particular its training in representation, the life
drawing that formed its center and with which it had been identified
since the early 1600s, both caused the artist’s failure and embodied the
attributes of the failed artist it made. Together artist and academy are
marked by isolation, uselessness, and waste, by a disjunction of means
and ends. Against this caricature of the academy a new vision of the
artist and his education was constructed, one that fit the artist to the
university’s image of jtself both broadly, as a reasonable, rational insti-
tution, and specifically, as an institution that fits the life of its students
ata particular age and time and places them at a certain site, a particu-
lar rung, at the end of their tenure,

Although Cecilia Beaux regretted that the college could not be fitred
into the life of a “future artist,” she insisted in her CAA address that a
“young person whose potentialities were only possible” should not be

the frame and the Page. Georges Braque, to begin early in the century,
argued that he painted, not things, but the relation between things; the
Space “entre-deux”—in between—is “just as important ag the objects
themselves.””3 Thyy relationship, Arshile Gorky suggested in the early
thirties, is mapped not only in relation to the world, but also on the sur-
face of Page or canvas; “Every time one stretches canvas he js drawing
a new space,” 3 “measurable Space, a clear definjte shape, a rectangle, a
vertical or horizonta] direction, ”74 Gorky’s declaration of the canvas it
self as already a drawing repeats Hans Hofmann's lesson of the late
twenties that the “four sides of the Paper are the first lines of the com-
Position.””S Hofmann’s teaching, according to one student of his school
at Munich in the 1920s, directly challenged the lessons and methods of
academic drawing, and the academic plumb. “Easy understanding of it
for most of us was impeded by some Previous Beaux Ares training. .

Woodward, repeated her concern, and her hierarchy of danger: art
schools are “in Many ways ineffective, but above all there is danger in

Again and again, the figure of the artist segregated too soon from his fel-

as a personality, as well as the isolation and peculiarity of modern art,
The academic artist Wwas separated early on, shunted off to a special
school and kept there too long, drilled in a technique that matched no

Program at Yale, where “fine art is pursued, but by ¢r
end. Indeed, the technique he learned was g study in isolation: the iso-

;i aftsmanlike meth-
ods,” and the “older method in art education”.
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The older method in arc education has heen to provide the student with a
technique and let him whistle for his ideas. He would begin by drawing from
the antique—moldings, casts, block heads and statues. This might last a
year—in some art schools it still does. He would then be promoted to a class
in drawing and painting from life, and do that for another year. . . . The stu-
dent of painting . . . may graduate from any one of several reputable art

The academic artist is stunted by his education, by his isolation, and by
the disconnection between his excessive technique, his remarkable abil-
ity, on the one hand, and his ideas, his employment, his public, on the
other. The mirror image of the artist isolated in the academy is the artist
isolated in his garret,

Despite their historical animosity—and explaining it—the bohemian
artist and the academic are yoked together in American essays; they
share their isolation, The artist as other, educated in 3 special school,
¢xaggerated in his differences: this description fits both the academi-
cian, who seemingly transcends the tasks and foibles of daily society,
and the bohemian, who dwells beneath it. Duffus’s caricatured art stu-
dent could attend either the National Academy or the Art Students
League, and he matches as well Fanny Kendall’s Greenwich Village
type, the bohemian painter of the acid-colored skyscape. Each, in
American writing, is marked by too much art; combined, they embody
once again a waste of time and technique and livelihood. The academic
artist has too much training, too much technique and facility. The bo-
hemian artist is forced ingo technical experiment or expressive violence
in search of “salvation from that mortal arrest and decay called aca-
demic art””*—thus no Jess a figure than John Dewey links the academic
and the bohemian in a pathological, parasitic relation.

The struggle against the academy leaves its mark on the work as an
excess of subjectivity, Dewey argued. The “arbitrary and willfully ec-
centric character” of the works of the avant-garde is “due to discontent
with existing technique, and is associated with an attempt to find new
modes of expression.”0 At their worst, Dewey continued, “these prod-
ucts are ‘scientific’ rather than artistic”—the quotation marks around
“scientific” suggest a dubious honor, a reference to the merely techni-
cal, a barren experimentalism.3! If the academic has nothing to say, the
bohemian cannot be understood: neither can communicate; neither can
be understandable and friendly, as Duffus, for example, would like him
to be, or happy and wholesome. “The present segregation of art sti-
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dents tends to foster the already hyper-individualistic point of view,”
wrote the digector of the University of Pennsylvania’s art program in
1929.8 That point of view is mirrored and restated in their works of
art, in Dewey’s phrase, in the “over-individualistic character of the
products.”® Againgt the academician and the avant-gardist, or between
them, the university painter occupies a juste miligy 84

Studio Problems

There is one further figure for the old-fashioned artist i the writings of
American art educarors in the first half of the century; in scenarios like
Fanny Kendall’s, the artise’s studio—the empty, cold-water garret—is
the very image of uselessness and self-inflicted loneliness. The walls of
the studio defined ap absolute perimeter, another world for the other-
worldly artist; as Caroline Jones has recently argued, it was, for a cer-
tain vision of the artist, “a powerful topos—the solitary individua)
artist in a semi-sacred studio space.”8S By, precisely because the artist
in it was withdrawn, Separate, troubled, it was a troubling place for the
project of a meaningful and effective art education, which had as its

workshop and the bottega, In the discourse of American art education
these locations make possible a different artist and a different work, a
public art, architecturally scaled and fitted.

In the privacy of the studio the artist works alone, on his own inven-
tions, at an easel and on 3 set of genre pictures whose subject matter
only repeats the studio’s isolation. In 1936 Meyer Schapiro used the

close confines of the studio to accuse the modern artist of painting only

himself and the individuals associated with him; his studjo and its inanimate
ObJCC'tS, his mode] posing, the fruit and flowers on his table, his window and
the view from jt. . . . all objects of manipulation, referring to an exclusive,

private world in which the individual is immobile, but free to enjoy his own
moods and self-stimulation. 8

earlier, Thomas Craven, who publicly championed Americanism in
painting, had raijled against the studio and the still life as it exe
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image, complaining extravagantly about the “tilted table and stiff, flow-
ered cloth, the lopsided vase with its artificial flowers, the phallic banana
and the ponderous bowl—how can one be patient with these perform-
ances, and how can ope hope for a healthy revival of painting while
able-bodied young men continue to paint such trumpery?”8%7

From opposite sides of the political spectrum and in decidedly differ-
ent language, both Craven and Schapiro demanded a public artist and
an art for the public sphere by calling for an end to the studio. For
Schapiro, artists “who are concerned with the world around them in its
action and conflict . . . cannot permanently devote themselves to a
painting committed to the aesthetic moments of life . . . or to an art of
the studio.”® Craven’s call for public artists, and for the murals that
have come to characterize the socially responsive art of the 1 9308, was
even more forceful. “The notion that painting is something ‘to be lived
with’ is a modern sophistry born of that innocuous ornament called the
easel-picture,”# he declared, demanding that those few artists “with
senseand a talent for living should be expelied from their studios, made
to observe American civilization for ten years, and then to record the
results in the form of murals for public buildings or drawings for news-
papers and magazines, "%

These passages are often cited in discussions of twentieth-century
American art. If they seem to take us some distance from the campus, the
public artist, constructed in discourse as the choice between the studio’s
inside and the world outside, in fact runs through the college art depart-
ment and the art school. The idea of the mural as the primary medium of
a public art, and a necessary alternative to easel painting and the private
exhibition, was current by the opening years of the century: “It is this
lack of relation berween the artist and the public that has created the
modern exhibition,” wrote Kenyon Cox, a member of the National
Academy and a participant in America’s turn-of-the-century mural re-
naissance; “it created those bastard forms of art, the ‘gallery picture’ and
the ‘machine du Salon,’ »91 Beginning in 1904 a series of articles in the
Arts and Crafts journal the Craftsman emphasized the mural as a public,
democratic form. Ag the appropriate medium for the advancement of an
American art, it was once again pitted against the easel painting and the
studio: “Monumental art in a democracy can never be a toy for the rich,
nor will it ever be a field for the exploitation of studio reminiscences and
echoes of the old classical and academic art of Europe, "5

While the mural could render and support social values and provide
powerful images, the ameliorative discourse that promoted it stressed,
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not its ability to convey a specific, pointed content to a politically dis-
tinct audience (the task perhaps imagined for murals n the wake of the
1930s or the 1970s), but its very publicness. The mural’s primary value
was as a form, one that assured its patrons—civic, business, and educa-
tional feaders—and perhaps its audicnce that there was a “pencral puh
lic,” both by making public places for it and by showing a public arr to
it. Thus the mural had a particular attraction to those who wished to
make functioning citizens of artists; it demanded artists who did “not
scorn to work with builders and industrialists,” wrote Peyton Boswell
in19300fa younger generation of artists working in California, “even
those who heretofore have preferred the ease] picture.”®? The mural is
the mark of a skilled and social artist, a professional working on behalf
of others, painting not himself and his objects, but others and their
world.

Boswell’s editorial comments were published in the same number of
the Art Digest that announced José Clemente Orozco’s Prometheus at
Pomona College, and just as Diego Rivera arrived in San Francisco to
complete a mural at the California School of Fine Arts. Most of the

and colleges: the California School of Fine Arts, the Chouinard Insti-
tute, Pomona College, Dartmouth College, and the New School for So-
cial Research. The muralists’ presence in the United Stares was extraor-
dinarily influential in the 1930s, and the mural had specific lessons to
teach in those institutions. Al] Orozco’s murals in the United States
were painted for schools; he completed his first in 1 930 at Pomona, and
his second in 1931 at the New School. Looking back from the early
1950s, Stefan Hirsch credited Orozco’s third mura] and his presence at
Dartmouth from 1932 10 1934 with giving a “tremendous impetus to
the idea of the artist in residence. It virtually began the revolutionary
action which within a few years made almost every university in the
country put artists on their faculties and allow the students academic
credit for this work,”%

Hirsch suggests the impact of the muralists on campus but credits
Orozco with leading a curious and exaggerated uprising. He makes no
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1934 the college published a pamphlet defending the educational bene-
fits of debate rather than the mural’s content or Orozco’s politics. “Pas-
sive acceptance has no legitimate place in the educational process. . . . The
Orozco project at Dartmouth was primarily an educational venture,”%s
The mural and its difficulty fit the college’s self-image, and Dartmouth’s
publicist paused to note that Orozco had painted it as a professor: com-
missioned to do the Baker Library mural, “he would accept appoint-
ment to a regular faculty rank in the department of art.”% The critical
content of American Civilization could be contained as the statement of
an individual professor, protected by the college’s promise of academic
freedom. That is, its meaning belonged, not to a public, much less the

was important to the “educational venture.”

The public artist at work was the central image of Rivera’s mural for
the California School of Fine Arts, one of the first he completed in the
United States (Figure 1). Painted for an art school or, as Rivera put it, a
“technical school of the plastic arts,” the fresco was a lesson in its own
making, intended to “express exactly the objective situation which pro-
duced it and to contain, technically, all the possibilities of mural paint-
ing.”” At the center of Rivera’s analysis of the mural’s possibilities is
the fresco painter ar work, dressed in working clothes, shirtsleeves
rolled up, and surrounded by his assistants. They labor alongside the
roster of citizens Peyton Boswell enumerated-—architects and develop-
ers, sculptors and masons, and factory and foundry workers—to build
a city and to paint at its center “the gigantic figure of a worker grasping
the power control of the machine with his right hand and with his left
the lever which regulates its speed.”% The enfranchisement of the
artist—the commensurability of his labor with thar of workers in cov-
eralls, and of his reason with that of architects and engineers dressed in
lab coats and armed with slide rules—was a subject that, at least osten-
sibly, crossed political lines, that was called for by all sides.

Rivera’s commission from the San Francisco Art Association asked
for something “suitable 0 an art institution,” suggesting that “the
character of the mura] might have a very wide choice of subject mat-
ter—anything but of political nature.”9 Ag Anthony Lee has recently
argued, Rivera’s public artist was ironic, and his subject was, in fact,
marked by politics.100 Rivera, refusing the idea of a public outside poli-
tics, segmented and segregated industrial and intellectua] labor, and
labor and capital; more immediately noticed, he painted himself with
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Figure'x. Diego Rivera, The Making of a Fresco Showing the Building
of a City, 19371. Fresco, 223 % x 390 % inches. San Francisco Art Insti.
tute. Photography: David Wakely. .

EE st

his back turned, presenting his rear to the patrons of “public” art as

laborer,

In “The Revolution in Painting,” ap essay published in the Unjted
States in early 1929, Rivera fashioned himself as a workman, in direct
contrast to the Paris-trained cubist studio painter he had once been:
“Probably that js why I have been able to paint buoyantly, withoyt fa-
tigue, fifty ease] pictures, any number of drawings, a quantity of water-
colors, and 150 mural Paintings in fresco.”101 The insistence on qQuan-
tity, on productivity and capabtlity, characterizes the public artist who
can work together with builders and industrialists: an appeal to effi-
ciency instead of struggle—and certainly not inner struggle—marks
writing on the mural, “Teq years ago there were comparatively few mu-
rals by art students in campus buildings,” wrote a commentator on the
University of Georgia’s art department in 1940; “today acres of wall
Space are being covered with individual and class projects.”192 Rivera’s
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mural painter and hjs workman are both productive members of of-
ganized society; they are citizens, where enfranchisement is the equiva-
lent of and the name for productive employment.

Men as Artists

and beauty. William Morris’s influentia] image of the artisan appean?d
often in American publications of the Arts and Crafts, figured, as in
Morris’s News from Nowbere and other essays and images, in sensible,
well-made medievalist garb and, as in Rivera’s mural, in rolled-up shirt-
sleeves. In Germany, Walter Gropius’s 1917 program for the Bauhays
invoked the same medieval moment in jcs call for “a new guild of
craftsmen.”103 Like the Arts and Crafts writers, Gropius cited Ruskin

schools of fine arts discovering “new value in the workmanlike integrity
of the craft schools,” and both preparing their students—in words
echoing Gropius’s tribute to Ruskin and Morris—to “fit into an actual,
industrial commercia] world.”1% Dyffys and other American writers
recast the utopianism of the Arts and Crafts and later of the Bauhaus as
professional success and gainfuyl employment,

The image of the new artist and of the arts united with industry was
tound first in the medieval craftsman, but beginning in the late 19208
the bottega was invoked with increasing frequency as the most relevant
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open shop and free trade, too closely resembled the modern-day trade
union for the university in the 1930s, a connection made clear in the
flames unionized artjges chose for theijr Organizations in that decade: the
Sculptors® Guilg and the Mura Artists’ Guild were both affiliated with
the American Federation of Labor.106 Tp, legal, economic, and clagg
implications of the term “guild” were finessed in the unfamiliar and
redolently southern European bottega, fashioned by its supporters as 3
voluntary meritocracy, focysed on teaching and ysefy production
rather thap €conomic organizatjop,. In its image, the art schools’ apolo-
gists sought to combine the humanism of the Renaissance masters with

“We must take for our mode the bottega, the real workshop of the
Masters, the creatjye system of training the artjs; from prehistoric times
to the seventeenth century, when jts gradual breakdown Bave rise to art
schools,” declared Yale’s Eugene Savage in 3 L1929 essay on art edyca.

This golden age came
to an end when the arts and crafts of the bottega were dissolved by sep-

leaving both art

ton. “In those €ras a teacher was often at once architect, scy
painter, and engineer, and sometimes 3 literary man, a musician, and 4
scientist as wel],»110 Savage’s bottega teacher is extr

dividual—ape finally joined the industria] artist prom;j
schools and land-gran¢ colleges and the liberal artist,

the artist prom.
ised by the university,

; he produced fo, “every architectura| pur-
pose, doorways, pulpits, doors and mouldings. . . loggias, overdoors,
ceilings, altar Pieces, "1 Tha Program Savage championed a¢ Yale in
the 19205 and 19308 attempted to re-create paingj
architectural arrs. “The outstanding featyre of the Yale plan is that the
course in painting and sculpture s interwoven with th

¢ architecturs|
uses to which these arts cqn be put." 112 ke ohe

professional practice of
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architecture, producing murals and sculpture for a particular sire and
purpose required study, materia) investigation, and theorization; these,
rather than the simply technical and “applied” teachings of a guild ap-
prenticeship, or the arbitrary, individualistic experiments of the art
school, would characterize the lessons of bottega pedagogy.

The shift from guild to bottega, and from artisan to architect as the
allegorical figure of the unified arts, suggests a shift in class status and
- pedapogical backgronnd, The a rchitect in the twenticth-contury
imagination is the artist ag rationalist, and certainly as professional,

of Fifty-seventh Streor and the isolation of the muscum, Gibson Danes
of the University of Texas was among the many administrators who of-
fered his art students the model of the architect, “ministering to the
basic needs of the people. . . . solving problems from the requirements
of the region and the needs of the client, ”113 Artists, he insisted, must be
trained like the archijtect to work with him, in schools like the Bauhaus
and in programs that saw themselves once again as bottegas: “If the
twentieth century Counterpart of Verrocchio’s bottega could be realized
by the art schools, art would begin to operate for the public again.”114
The bottega held out the promise of an effective rational artist, a fully
professional mode] citizen, precisely because it produced a broadly
trained and widely interested artist. “Artists in the Renaissance,” Danes
proclaimed in 1 943, “were men, craftsmen, that were not limited to a
particular kind of artjstic production.”!!s

By the 1950s the bottega artist was-marshaled to stand not only for

artist and, more than that, a professor: the perfect figure for the artist in
the university. In 1 951 Ralph Wickiser, the head of the art department
at Louisiana State University, redoubled Danes’s prescription, arguing
that the “creative artist must educate himself in many fields, much as

his time.”116 The artist, Wickiser concluded, concentrating Danes’s stut-
tering plural description of Renaissance artists as “men, craftsmen,”
must move beyond his particular training to become “truly the ‘man-
as-artist’ first, the ‘painter’ or ‘sculptor’ as specialist second,” 117
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The artist of the bottega was a special individual precisely because he
Was not a specialist, or rather not too peculiar. In contrast to the long-
fingernailed, foppish artist of Greenwich Village and the studio, he was
marked by his libera] education, his rightful place in society, and, most
clearly, by an insistently repeated masculinity. The exaggerated insis-
tence on the masculinity of the university artist was determined by a
number of factors——-enumerating some of them is the task of Chapter 2.
Here, T would noge only that art education constructed a masculine
model for the university artist our of jrs discomfort with the private
studio, the ease] picture, and the individual practice of art, its fear of
the caricature that popular discourse—and irs own essays—had con-
structed for the painter. The American artist, wrote Thomas Craven in
the twenties, “is an effeminate creature who paints still-life, tepid land-
scapes, and incomprehensible abstractions purporting to express the
aesthetic stades of his wounded soul.”'¥ Because Craven has been
charged with racism and xenophobia since the 1930s, it would be easy
to dismiss his sexism and homophobia as part of his bad politics, but
Meyer Schapiro, too, invoked the specter of femininity to critique the
studio and the artist isolated in it

In its most advanced form, this conception of art is typical of the rentier
leisure class in modern capitalist society. . . . A woman of this class is essen-
tially an artist, like the painters whom she might patronize. Her daily life is
filled with aesthetic choices; she buys clothes, ornaments, furniture, houge
decorations; she is constantly rearranging herself as an aesthetic object. Her
judgments are aesthetically pure and “abstract,” for she matches colors with
colors, lines with lines. But she is also actentive to the effect of these choices
upon her unique personality,119

Schapiro’s terms, or rather his conflations—of femininity and a certain
kind of artistic practice with domesticity, ornamentation, display, and

consumption—are among the themes and alignments I trace in the
chapter that follows,




