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INTRODUCTION

It is a commonplace of recent criticism that even before I begin, and in
ways I cannot tell, I am captured by and folded inside the object of my
research. However [ attempt to stand at a distance and view objectively,
the blindnesses of ideology and interest, the entanglements of identifi-
cation and transference, and the traps of textuality lie in wait. It is easy
for me to acknowledge the impossibility of distance here. My study is
on the graduate training of artists in the American university (and in
the degree-granting art schools fashioned in its image), and I have been
captured by and folded into that object once before—bodily, and as its
object. You might read what follows as a confession of my critical in-
volvements and complicities, or, if you are of a different school, as an
inside view.

I have a B.A. degree in studio art from a small liberal arts college.
Most of my undergraduate courses were in painting, supplemented by a
year of printmaking and two semesters of life drawing, in a course
whose title, Drawing and Composition, was left over from a slightly
earlier, yet more “modern” conception. The drawing program, a famil-
iar one, proceeded from mark-making exercises to the nude model, ren-
dered first in gesture and blind contour drawings, and then in increas-
ingly extended poses. In printmaking, instruction was technical and
craft based: I ground stones, scraped rollers, learned the uses of gum
arabic, Carborundum, asphaltum. In introductory painting too there
were mechanics, though fewer: how to build a stretcher and stretch a
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lesson; its enclosure extends
from Hans Hofmann’s 1nsis-
he first lines of the compOst-

frame is a particularly critical modern
from the page to the professional field,
tence that the “four sides of the paper are t
tion”’ to Raymond Parker’s observation that in art schools “teachers
demonstrate how they participate in the art-world, or discuss how oth-
ers do it. . . . [T}he art-world can be understood and taught as a sub-
ject.”6 My passage as an apprentice from maple frames to gallery walls
might be read as an emblem for what is taught, and indeed what needs
to be taught, in graduate school: again in Derrida’s words, “the mark-
ing out of the work in a field.””

What took place outside my graduate school woodshop, in the pro-
ties and in the individual cubicles

k, was the teaching that Ray-
in the art

gram’s seminars and organized activi
where we worked at doing our own wor
mond Parker described, our training as participating artists
world. Artists are the subject of graduate school; they are both who and
what is taught. In grammar school, to continue this play of subjects and
objects, teachers teach art; in my undergraduate college, artists taught
art. In the graduate school, I argue throughout this book, artists teach
artists. Artists are, again, both the subject of the graduate art depart-
ment and its goal. The art historian Howard Risartti, who has written
often on the difficulties of training contemporary artists, argued not
long ago that “at the very heart of the problem of educating the artist
lies the difficulty of defining what it means to be an artist today.”® The
“problem” is not a practical one; the meaning of being an artist cannot
be clarified and solved by faculty or administration, although across
this book a number of professors and administrators try. Rather, the
problem of definition is at the heart of the artist’s education because it
is the formative and defining problem of recent art. Artists are made by
troubling over it, by taking it seriously.

Since the 1960s the visiting artist program—the display of the exem-
plary artist—has been crucial to teaching artists.? I address a logic of
the visiting artist in Chapter 6; here I want only to note the most obvi-
ous of that artist’s functions: to embody a link between the school and
a professional community of what graduate schools refer to as “na-
tional” artists. Visiting artists are chosen by students or faculty from
national journals and magazines, from the pages of Flash Art or Art in
America, and they speak to students, whatever they say, in the shared
language of those journals and that community; their speech constructs
that community. The visiting artists who spoke to me and my peers
modeled for us what an artist was. Our assignment, as we watched and
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lege Art Journal or Arts in Society, and in the mission statements of the
new art departments, the debates over art and artist in the university
and the calls for reappraisal and reform bear witness to a set of unre-
solved contradictions. These thread through the book as recurring mo-
tifs. I introduce them here with a quotation from Walter Gropius, who
founded the most influential art school of the century, the Bauhaus,
which—to broach one of the contradictions—although it changed the
way artists were made, did not acknowledge itself as a school for
artists. Making artists was a problem; indeed Gropius insisted it was
impossible: art is not a “profession which can be mastered by study”; it
“cannot be taught and cannot be learned,” even if the “manual dexter-

Gropius’s inlstence that art cannot be taught is repeated again and
ain b fican educators through mid century, most often by artists
teaching in increasingly well organized and articulated university art
departments. By 1951 it was “widely held opinion” in the pages of the
College Art Journal that “all one can teach are techniques, but that
artistry is completely a matter of endowment and self-induced personal
growth.'s That same year, a teacher from Bard discounted the possibil-
ity of even much effective technical instruction: “All but the most ele-
mentary techniques are fundamentally not teachable.”’” So did the
dean of Washington University’s degree-granting professional school:
“There just isn’t enough to teach—enough that can be taught—to jus-
tify six years of an artist’s life.”'® The contradiction between the tri-
umphal history of the M.EA. and the doubts—or certainties—ex-
pressed by its teachers should be obvious, but the strongest and
strangest effect of this argument might be its displacement of art, the
first of a series of displacements at the same site. Gropius’s equation
makes technique and dexterity necessary to the practice of art, perhaps,
but it assumes, as well, an essential separation of art from technique:
art is the name of that which escapes teaching; technique, as the name
of what can be taught, is destined to become “merely” technique.

In insisting that art is not a profession, Gropius targeted both the
teaching of the classical academy and the presumption that acquiring the
skills of representational drawing and its accompaniments—perspec-
tive, chiaroscuro—was becoming an artist.!? He sought, like many late-
nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century educators, to displace the figure
and technique of academic drawing with the objects and rigorous skills
of the craftsman. The artist isolated in his studio would be replaced by,
or reborn as, a skilled craftsman; moreover, he would be liberated by a
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] tly in these pages is whether the
a professional and, followirg from it, what the struggle with
that word=t or rejection—might mean for the fashionin
of artists. Finally, I take the M.EA. at its word that it is a professional
degree. But even that clear answer poses other questions, raised by both
recent training and recent art: What is that profession and (a corollary)
where is it practiced? Is art a profession learned in the university and
practiced outside it, like medicine o, closer to home, architecture? Or is
it a profession in and of the university, an academic discipline, like his-
tory or mathematics or, perhaps, literary criticism? Still other questions
follow from these, most obvious among them, how does that difference
change what is taught and Jearned in school?

While the themes I have introduced with Gropius’s insistence that art
cannot be taught—the displacement of academic figure drawing and craft
skills, the place of language and the questions of professionalization—
cross the text from beginning to end in different guises, Art Subjects pro-
ceeds, sometimes roughly, chronologically, falling into three sections of
two chapters each. The opening chapters stress the university’s discourse
on the problem of the artist, the language with which the products of the
European academy and the avant-garde were caricatured. Chapter It
charts the vision of a new college-educated American artist across the/
often conflicting demands of the undergraduate college and the high uni-
versity, and it rehearses their shared disdain for the ru'neteenth—century'
European artist (or for a broadly drawn stereotype of that artist), thel
academy that trained him, and the studio that housed him. The univer-
sity’s artist, like the university-trained models he is offered, is always| |
male; the excessive artist lampooned by educators is marked and marred
by the “problem” of femininity. Chapter 2 examines that problem as it
both covers for and reveals the structuring role played by women art ed-
ucators and women’s institutions—and by the women who, as students,
continually outnumbered males in art schools and university depart-
ments—in shaping the practice of art in colleges and universities.

The middle chapters, too, turn around language, the “language of
art,” and the discourse that supported the Bauhaus and its foundation
course. Chapter 3 addresses the difference written in the shift from the |
«fine arts” to the “visual arts,” a change that embeds the work of art |
making in the eye and signals the displacement of the figure and the |
practices of representation. It traces that shift—and certain specific
practices—from the nineteenth-century schools of design and the indus-
trialization of artisanal training; the grids and type forms of schools of
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WRITING
ARTISTS ONTO I
CAMPUSES

«If there is a single crucial point in the process of academic profession-
alization,” writes the educational historian Roger Geiger, “it would be
the formation of a national association with its attendant central jour-
nal.”! Heeding his words, I start at that founding moment. The Col-
lege Art Association was established as an independent association in
1912, organized out of the Department of University Art Instruction
of the Western Drawing and Manual Training Association, a federa-
tion of mostly elementary and high school teachers of art, freehand
and mechanical drawing, home economics, and industrial arts.? The
first issue of the Art Bulletin, dated 1913, was little more than a pam-
phlet. Its single article, “Problems of the College Art Association,” by
the CAA’s first president, Holmes Smith, recounts the history I have
abbreviated here.?

The second number of the Art Bulletin, published in January 1917,
included an address by then president John Pickard, an art historian
from the University of Missouri, who continued his predecessor’s focus
on the association’s problems. He assailed the indifference of college ad-
ministrators and the general public to the goals of art education, but he
looked most closely at the internal tensions and divisions threatening the
young association. To unite his audience against a “common enemy, the
commercial, the vicious and the ugly,” he offered a slogan: “Art for
higher education and higher education for artists.”* But Pickard’s for-
mula merely cobbled together the divided interests of the CAA. Teaching

II
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“In our Association,” Pickard noted, “the Art School, the Techn;

School and the old College are all represented. We hav; amon e
p:?inter, the sculptor and the architect, the lecturer, the critic irrci ?l:e
h'lstorian.”5 Such a divided membership would have differing expect 6
tions of an annual meeting and the publication that would follow fro:
it, and Pickard’s first order of business was to address what he under-

s“tood as clearly opposing, and professionally determined, demands.
On the one h.and were those who urged that our Association could not

hope to 'take important rank and position among the learned societies
o'f our time until our meetings are characterized by profound discus-
sions of techr}ical subjects—and not even then unless such learned pa-
pers ax.re'pubhshed as ‘original work’ by our members.”¢ Pickard’s call
for. original work issued, not from the artists in his audience—it was
flelther romanticism’s nor modernism’s demand—but from professors
in t'he 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.

Begmf\mg in the 1870s 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©ourses in the fine arts. P¥jnceton begaI;

its Ph.D. program in art histor}“m—rgoﬁ,«lflax 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. i uc;
at first quarterly, ably edited, with trenchant articles by stron , Ssufi7
John Pickard received responses to his request for advice ong :160.

association’s program not only from those in the research univt .

ersities,

Writing Artists onto Campuses 13

but also 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-
uates insisted that they could use annual meetings and the association’s
publications to “compare syllabi of lecture courses, discuss whether or
not textbooks should be used in our classes and so endeavor to ‘stan-
dardize’ our work.”® Certainly standardization reflected the needs of
teacher training, or “normal,” schools and departments, which were re-
sponsible for ensuring that the elementary and secondary art teachers
they graduated could be examined and credentialed at the state level.

In 1870, spurred by representatives of local manufacturers, Massa-
chusetts passed a law mandating drawing in the public schools and in-
struction in “industrial and mechanical drawing” for those over fifteen.
The Massachusetts Normal School of Art, established in 1873, trained
teachers and examiners to carry out these provisions. By 1920, after
«untold efforts,” a contributor to the Art Bulletin asserted that “in all
the states of the union the secondary schools teach drawing; in all the
states but one the elementary schools teach drawing.”® Most practical
art instruction in turn-of-the-century art schools and colleges in fact
trained teachers. Indeed, in all disciplines at the time 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.”!® Of the seventy-six colleges and
universities offering courses in the practice of art in 1916-17, some
forty-eight either offered a normal or school arts course or specialized
entirely in training teachers.!! The larger independent art and technical
schools listed with them in the American Art Annual’s 1917 survey of-
fered another twenty-seven normal or school arts courses.

The emphasis on consistent standards served, as well, the needs of
the technical schools that turned out commercial artists, mechanical
drafters, and designers for industry as the normal schools turned out
teachers, quickly and efficiently. Ina 1919 Bulletin essay entitled “Sup-
ply and Demand,” Ellsworth Woodward of Sophie Newcomb College
called for more schools “devoted to training designers, and those who
are to pursue the manual arts,” and for students “definitely prepared to
meet the needs of industry.”'? Departments of industrial art and schools
of applied design, as well as many normal art and broader «“practical”
or “technical” art programs, entered CAA as parts of state colleges and
the agricultural and mechanical schools founded in the three decades
after the passage of the Morrill Act in 1862. The course of study and
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vidual and culture: it will become understanding. “A young man must
take from the college of liberal training, the contributions of philoso-
phy, of humanistic science, of natural science, of history and of litera-
ture,” wrote President Alexander Meiklejohn of Amherst, defending
the liberal arts college in 1912. “So far as knowledge is concerned,
these at least he should have, welded together in some kind of interpre-
tation of his own experience.”!®

Liberal culture requires the study of broad fields rather than the frag-
ments and specialized depths of professional training, but more impor-
tant than breadth is unity—the ability to understand the university’s
knowledge as finally joined and whole. “The mission of the teacher,”
Meiklejohn insisted, is “not the specialized knowledge which con-
tributes to immediate practical aims, but the unified understanding
which is Insight.”!” 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 Art
Journal, from art practice and professional 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 Eliot
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 Bul-
letin, Wellesley’s Alice Van Vechten Brown asked, “Is it too much to
place before ourselves as a desirable, even though far distant objective,
the standardization of art methods in some such sense as is the case
with Greek, Latin or Mathematics?”!® Gertrude Hyde of Mount
Holyoke shared these concerns and, at the same meeting, urged the
congruence of the study of art and the other, older fields of the college.
To give her students a better grasp of “the aesthetic principles which
govern all great art,” and to ensure that courses in art could be “prop-
erly graded and correlated with those offered in other departments,”
“no separate courses are offered in painting, drawing, modeling or de-
sign and no college credit is given for this practical work except as it is
taken in connection with courses in Art History and very closely re-
lated to such courses.”!? A similar proposal to teach art practice only
as a laboratory for art history—an opportunity to examine historical
means and methods—had been offered as early as the association’s an-
nual meeting in 1913, where it was once again joined with a call to
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compare courses in art to those in other, more established ;.
According to the American Art Annual account, “it wag 1SC1plines,
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Teaching studio practices as art-historical skills in conjunction wi
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through_ mid century. Placing art practice in the art history class o
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College Art and Art History
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It is possible that there may be amon
that an . nong us today technical arti Id
value, g'ust“;‘i:'ugtf :}\1:- v\(xthout artists’ tools in the students’ }?::\Sd:vgool;ono
b Th s ot ni is no one here who is so provincial. There may be
technical art has an 13; voice someone who is convinced that no form 0
there is 110 one he ¥ place in our institutions of higher educati

re who is so illiberal 2! ation but I hope

Plclza:id chose his words artfully. “Illiberal” and “provincial”

: nci -
Fcn ed to suggest a t'ypology of the American universit al” seem in
ical survey of art on its campuses. When Lura Beam y and a geograph-

American Colleges, conducted such a survey ten ye, of the Association of

” : ars later, i
found “a schism between those who think art s lefxrn;ng"f::';1 ;n l1927, she
¢ those who

Writing Artists onto Campuses 17

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, along 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 technical.?> 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 its height in
the early years of the CAA*

The division between history and practice in what was arguably a sin-
gle discipline—certainly in a single professional organization——embodied
the ideological and regional divisions that shaped early-twentieth-century
higher education as a whole. In contrast, perhaps, to other disciplines
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lege campus, an artist-teacher, perhaps, who could instruct undergrad-
uates in the practice of art as it exemplifies “problems pertaining to es-
thetics, the theory and the philosophy of art.”?8

The Artist-Teacher

Lester Longman, a Princeton-trained art historia
1936 as both professor of art history and head of the Department of
Graphic and Plastic Arts, combined his two departments into the sin-
gle Department of Art; they had been separate since 1909, when an
academy-inspired School of Fine Arts was established at lowa and
courses in art history were ceded to the archaeology department.
Shortly after uniting the departments, Longman instituted the Bache-
lor and Master of Fine Arts as preprofessional and professional de-
grees for “the profession of an artist,” as he told the Midwestern Col-
lege Art Conference,” a 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-
ciples” in a report to his dean at Iowa in 1943, forecast the CAA com-
mittee’s SWWHWemS of aesthetics and
theory. He outlined a curriculum that “dynamically relate[d] thc\sﬁ%dy
of art his d_criticism_to work done in the studio,” apnd.emcour-

: Zwide independent reading and the study of such allied SuBjeCTs3s

literature, history, philosophy, and the other arts.” John Alford of |
ity of Toronto, one of the sigllatorie\s,‘of,r.h&,w/;s-eernﬁﬁffee re-
port, noted Iowa’s example in 1940: “The regulations for the B.F.A. de-
gree at Jowa 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.EA. emphasizes “technical and
professional excellence, though additional studies in the history and
theory of art, in languages and other subjects outside the Department of
Art are variously required. ... Curricula [are] calculated to provide
both technical competence and breadth of organized knowledge.”3! As
conceived by Longman, the artist-teacher would be trained in and
“sympathetic to both the history and the practice of art . . .slighting
neither aspect.”3 Armed with the Master of Fine Arts degree, the artist-
teacher could be employed on the college level and ranked among his

faculty peers.

~
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often discussed alongside or played off another image of the yy; TOject, 21
: . . . vere:
made artist: the artist aligned, not with the academic humanitiesrsg)k ars in the graduate school, to teach the fundamentals of design and the
s Dut

with the sciences. For Toronto’s Alford these paired figures—emy
in the programs at lowa and at Laszlé Moholy-Nagy’s School of D()d‘led
hicago—offered paradigms for the professional education of aes1 !
kind of artist. Where lowa is “governed by the anthropomorphic drﬂew
common to all phases of the humanistic tradition,” Moholy-l\laam’a
school “abandons the nexus of the older humanistic tradition and sg);)s
stitutes courses in Physical Sciences, Life Sciences, Social Sciences, :m;

\_}) Intellectual Integration.”* But what matters to Alford is that the studen

artists in both schools pursue their studies outside the studio. “For m
present purposes [their] mutual exclusiveness is less significant than tht.
representative inclusiveness of the intellectual relevants.”34 The hyphen-
ated ﬁgures of the artist-teacher and the artist-scientist are attemptspto fit
the artist to the courses and disciplines of university study, to understand
the artist in relation to existing departments. By the 19,605 the artist-
teacher in particular was derided as a “confused hybri[d], not fully ac-
ceptable to either species”;> here I use that hybrid to sugg,est that iZ the
years before World War 11 the artist was an institutional problem for the

university— i
; ty 'and perhaps has remained one: the artist-teacher was a
ymptomatic attempt at a solution
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specific technical practices of art in the practical course and the art
school. But in his formulation art escapes, necessarily and logically: if it
can be formulated, then it is not art. This paradox begins to point to the
artist’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 he is taken 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 to 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 great mind, not merely a great hand and
eye; . . . the artist must teach himself.”3° He argued, on behalf of inde-
pendent professional art schools such as Carnegie, that it is possible to
create “an environment which is conducive to the development 9f
artists, a spiritually, intellectually, and technically tempered aethef in
which students can discover themselves and accomplish initial arustic
growth”—but soon after he added an urgent disclaimer: “I di.d not say
‘to become artists.” ”4° The caveat s redundant, for the becomung he de-
scribed is at once so mythologized (aether) and s0 biologized, or pf:rhflps
psycho-biologized (discover and grow), that it is clcar. the .msntfunon
made neither promises nor artists. In a brief footnote, Rice himsel .puri
sued the point, hedging in the name of frankness: “I ?icﬁn_e professiona
schools as those which frankly and openly state as their object the'pre[’),i-
ration of students for mature participation in art-based enterprises.
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The artist is a curious, laughable
b

€ . iti ‘

w.ntmgs on art in America in the P iable = e is perEiaged I3

kind of artist, it is clear. is m;
<

Chicago Evening American ep c_ed in America,
“1, . ’
) owly Artist Now Earng Big Sums” in th

ence course magazine published by th e Art Student,

Writing Artists onto Campuses 23

Crf?ek, Michigan, searches for him with some irony.*> “Where is the
artist of the scraggly beard and long apexed nails that were used for
c'olor Palettes, who roamed the streets in lopsided tam and affected
limp ties of temperamental virtue?”** The question’s author, Fanny
Kendall, identified as registrar of the School of the Chicago Art Insti-
tute, locates that artist and then misplaces him in the space of a para-
graph. He is “certainly not in America, where artists are hustled from
the class-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-
wich Village type, whose conception of true art is a skyscape with a
blue cat perched on an orange ashbarrel peeling at an orchid and black
moon.”* Unlike the American artist trained in the university or art
school or even through a correspondence school—the one in transit
from classroom to office—the comic painter exists elsewhere, at the
margins, in Greenwich Village. And not really even there; he is, after
all, merely that “type.” Kendall situates him elsewhere in time as well;
“his habitat,” the registrar writes, finding him once again, but in the
past tense, “was an attic. And forever there burned in his genius-lit eyes
the brilliancy that bespoke consumption.”*

The Art Student’s artist is obviously a caricature, a “popular concep-
tion,” in the words of R. L. Duffus, who surveyed the field of art for the
Carnegie Foundation at the end of the 1920s.47 Duffus’s thesis in The
American Renaissance, the resulting publication, was thar a distinctly
American art education had begun to emerge in the 1920s, one that
took place in the same classrooms that Fanny Kendall noted. Duffus
cited two new “crusaders” who were “bringing art home to America.”
“One is the college or university professor who sets up standards by
which we can tell the difference between good art and bad art, honest
art and dishonest art. The other is the sound craftsman who teaches his
pupils how to do necessary things beautifully.”*® From their places in
the university and the technical art school, the professor and the crafts-
man were moving closer together; their melding would characterize a

“not only modern but peculiarly American” art training.*’

Spokesmen for the universities openly lay claim to the professional art
school, as they have successfully done to the professional schools of medi-
cine, 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
craft schools. Teachers of the arts realize more and more that their w.ork is
not half done if they do not enable their students to fit into an actual, indus-
trial commercial world.%
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into the least amount of time.”® 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 roundtable 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, €tc., 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.”"?

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 are 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 is expected that he will be ready to begin a ca-
reer, and need not waste precious years in fumbling and experiment-
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 generation 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.”®!

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 Arts
recorded “109 schools of Academic Art in the United States with a total
e‘nrollment 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
training become professional artists and the remaining 99 per cent either
drift without special training into industrial and commercial arts, or
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of art shall be established coordinate with the graduate departments of
Jaw, 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”¢—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 Axt Students’ 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 informati.qn regarding
the world in which he lives—of history, literature, science, politics. 'He.may
associate largely with art students who have his own tastes ar‘xd limitations,
and so miss the wholesome give and take of more diversified circles. He may
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lated figure on the page. Drawing 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
cast, and finally from the live model. But even in its final move, the
figure stood in isolation, unconnected. Centered on the page that
must be made to disappear and carrying within it its own center as
plumb, the academic figure was created in the line that severed figure
from ground and figure from world: the hard, drawn outline of the
dessin au trait. “Misery,” wrote Mondrian in 1920, “is caused by
continual separation.”’?

Against academic isolation, the teaching of modernism would insist
again and again on the placing of forms in relation to each other and to
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 as the objects
themselves.””3 That 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 is drawing
a new space,” a “measurable space, a clear definite shape, a rectangle, a
vertical or horizontal direction.”” 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 parer 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 Arts training. . . .
We had to learn to substitute the horizontal and vertical axes of the pic-
ture plane for the optical axis against which we had previously seen the
subject. Those who didn’t cross that threshold left either confused or
bitter, or both.”76

Mimicking the split of figure from page were the more damaging di-
visions between academic teaching and the processes and production of
works of art, and between training in the academy and working. In a
1902 issue of the Craftsman Walter Perry, who had founded the art
course at Pratt in the 1880s, complained that “it is not honest to take
time and tuition from a student, and give him nothing in return but cast
drawing and life drawing. That is not art education.””” Duffus echoed
Perry’s criticism and his descriptions to stress the difference between the
program at Yale, where “fine art is pursued, but by craftsmanlike meth-
ods,” and the “older method in art education”™:
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The older method in art education has been to provide the student with
technique and let him whistle for his ideas. He would begin b).r drawing fm;
the antique—moldings, casts, block heads and statues. This might 5 .
year—in some art schools it still does. He would then be promoted to 5 clas
in drawing and painting from life, and do that for another year. .. . The g,
dent of painting . .. may graduate from any one of several reputable ‘ant
schools with literally no notion of composition or any conception of what
do with such skills as he has acquired. He has to learn that, often painfully,
after he gets out.”

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 a special school,
exaggerated 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 into technical experiment or expressive violence
in search of “salvation from that mortal arrest and decay called aca-
demic art””—thus no less a figure than John Dewey links the academic
and the bohemian in a pathological, parasitic relation.

The strugg!e afga\'inst the academy leaves its mark on the work as an
excess of Sub]ect’l,wty, Dewey argued. The “arbitrary and willfully ec-
centric character” of the works of the avant-garde is “dye tq discontent
with existing technique, and is associated with an attempt to find
modes of expression.”$® At their worst, Dewey continyed “the ne;"
ucts are ‘scientific’ rather than artistic”—the quotatjon r;'nark se prod-
“scientific” suggest a dubious honor, a reference to the m IS aroun‘d
cal, a barren experimentalism.®! If the academic hag noth; erely techni-
bohemian cannot be understood: neither can communic ing to say, the
be understandable and friendly, as Duffus, for ex, ate; neither can
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dents tends to foster the already hyper-individualistic point of view,”
wrote the director of the University of Pennsylvania’s art program in
1929.82 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.”®® Against the academician and the avant-gardist, or between
them, the university painter occupies a juste milien.*

Studio Problems

There is one further figure for the old-fashioned artist in the writings of
American art educators in the first half of the century; in scenarios like
Fanny Kendall’s, the artist’s studio—the empty, cold-water garret—is
the very image of uselessness and self-inflicted loneliness. The walls of
the studio defined an 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 individual
artist in a semi-sacred studio space.”8® But 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
goals the artist as a citizen and the integration of the arts into national
life. Over three decades the studio is replaced, in essays in the CAA’s
Parnassus and the College Art Journal, by invocations of the guild
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 i scaled and fitted.

rtist works alone. on his own inven-
tions, at asel and on a s 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 studio and its inanimate
objects, his model posing, the fruit and flowers on his table, his window and
the view from it. . . . 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.

Delivered as a call against the artist’s onanistic refusal of politics at the
American Artists’ Congress against War and Fascism, Schapiro’s critique
of the subjects of modern painting is a central text of the mid-1930s
artistic left, but his charges were leveled from the right, as well. A decac.ie
earlier, Thomas Craven, who publicly championed Americanism in
painting, had railed against the studio and the still life as its exemplary
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and the ponderous bowl—how can one be patient with the Anan,

ances, and how can one hope for a healthy revival of paifftiﬂerform'
able-bodied young men continue to paint such trumpery?”87 B vhi
From opposite sides of the political spectrum and in decidedly ig
ent language, both Craven and Schapiro demanded a public artist a;rd
an art for the public sphere by calling for an end to the studio, Fo
Schapiro, artists “who are concerned with the world around them in itg
action and conflict. .. cannot permanently devote themselves o q
painting committed to the aesthetic moments of life . . . or to an ar of
the studio.”®® Craven’s call for public artists, and for the murals tha
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
sense and a talent for living should be expelled 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,”%
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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 in 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 leaders—and perhaps its audience that there was a “general pub-
lic,” both by making public places for it and by showing a public art 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
in 1930 of a younger generation of artists working in California, “even
those who heretofore have preferred the easel 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 (?f the
work completed in the United States by the Mexican muralists Rivera,
Orozco, and David Alfaro Siqueiros was commissioned by art school.s
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 Unired States was extraor-
dinarily influential in the 1930s, and the mural had specific lessons to
teach in those institutions. All Orozco’s murals in the United States
were painted for schools; he completed his first in 1930 at Pomona, and
his second in 1931 at the New School. Looking back from the early
1950s, Stefan Hirsch credited Orozco’s third mural and his presence at
Dartmouth from 1932 to 1934 with giving a “tremendous impetus to
the idea of the artist in residence. It virtually began the revolut{onar}'
action which within a few years made almost every university in tl?e
country put artists on their faculties and allow the students academic
credit for this work.”%* .

Hirsch suggests the impact of the muralists on campus bur credits
Orozco with leading a curious and exaggerated uprising. He ma%:e.s.no
mention of the critical politics of Orozco’s Epic of American Civiliza-
tion—including its scathing critique of university knowledge. What mat-
ters instead—what is revolutionary—is the public presence of the artist
on campus. Dartmouth’s official account of the mural and the contro-
versy accompanying its debut also stressed its value to the college. In
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1934 the college published a pamphlet defending the educatiopy ben
fits of debate rather than the mural’s content or Orozco’s politics, “P:
sive acceptance has no legitimate place in the educational process. . . N

L Th
Orozco project at Dartmouth was primarily an educational venture_”:s
The mural and its difficulty fit the college’s self-image, and Dartmouty,

publicist paused to note that Orozco had painted it as a professor: cop,
missioned to do the Baker Library mural, “he would accept appoint.
ment to a regular faculty rank in the department of art.”% The criticy|
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
masses, but to a single person. It was the lesson of the mural as public

form, and the example of the public artist, working and efficient, that
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 at 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 that of workers in cov-
eralls, and of his reason with that of architects apqg engineers dressed v
lab coats and armed with slide rules—was 3 subject that, a¢ s sed in
sibly, crossed political lines, that was called for by all sid’es o osten-
Rivera’s commission from the San Franciscg Art Agg L

for something “suitable to an art institution,” sug eSQClatlon asked
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Figure 1. Diego Rivera, The Making of a Fresco Showing the Building
of a City, 1931. Fresco, 223 % X 390 ¥; inches. San Francisco Art Insti-
tute. Photography: David Wakely.

his back turned, presenting his rear to the patrons of “public” art as
panacea or public relations, the bankers and industrialists who under-
wrote public art and the California school. Still, Rivera’s self-portrait
insisted on the value of his work as a worker, as a technical and manual
laborer.

In “The Revolution in Painting,” an essay published in the United
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 is why I have been able to paint buoyantly, without fa-
tigue, fifty easel pictures, any number of drawings, a quantity of water-
colors, and 150 mural paintings in fresco.”1°! The insistence on quan-
tity, on productivity and capability, 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. “Ten 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 his workman are both productive members o

ganized society; they are citizens, where enfranchisement is the equior.
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lent of and the name for productive employment. a

Men as Artists

The guild craftsman of the Middle Ages had served Arts and Crafts cyj;.
ics of art training as the first model for the necessary, integrated artjg
who could refashion everyday mass-produced items with renewed Car;
and beauty. William Morris’s influential image of the artisan appeared
often in American publications of the Arts and Crafts, figured, as in
Morris’s News from Nowhere 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 Bauhaus
invoked the same medieval moment in its call for “a new guild of
craftsmen.”193 Like the Arts and Crafts writers, Gropius cited Ruskin
and Morris by name, crediting them with rediscovering the “basis of a
reunion between the creative artist and the industrial world.”'* For
American commentators, as for Gropius, the reunification of artist and
world, and of artist and craftsman, needed to be matched—and would
only be secured—by reconnecting learning and doing and the now sep-
arate and specialized arts and crafts. That list of contingent reunions
formed Duffus’s optimistic vision of the present in the concluding pages
of The American Renaissance: craft schools approaching the fine arts,
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 commercial world.”1% Duffus and other American writer;
recast the utopianism of the Arts and Crafts and later of the Bauhaus as
professional success and gainful employment.
f The image of the new artist and of the arts united with industry was
ound first in the medieval craftsman, but beginning in the |
the bottega was invoked with increasing frequency as the S
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
names unionized artists chose for their organizations in that decade: the
Sculptors’ Guild and the Mural Artists’ Guild were both affiliated with
the American Federation of Labor.1% The legal, economic, and class
implications of the term “guild” were finessed in the unfamiliar and
redolently southern European bottega, fashioned by its supporters as a
voluntary meritocracy, focused on teaching and useful production
rather than economic organization. In its image, the art schools’ apolo-
gists sought to combine the humanism of the Renaissance masters with
the utility of the guild, replacing an idealized, often socialist, Middle
Ages with an equally imaginary—and importantly individualistic—Re-
naissance.'?’

«\We must take for our model the bottega, the real workshop of the
masters, the creative system of training the artist from prehistoric times
to the seventeenth century, when its gradual breakdown gave rise to art
schools,” declared Yale’s Eugene Savage in a 1929 essay on art educa-
tion prepared for the Carnegie Corporation.!% “This golden age came
to an end when the arts and crafts of the bottega were dissolved by sep-
aratism into their component parts,” he argued, leaving both art
schools and the modern art they produced a “clutter of separatism, in-
cidentalism, and genre.”1%’ Against that confusion, the bottega, its art,
and particularly its master offered the possibility of unity and integra-
tion. “In those eras a teacher was often at once architect, sculptor,
painter, and engineer, and sometimes a literary man, a musician, and a
scientist as well.”110 Savage’s bottega teacher is extravagantly accom-
plished, the very embodiment of the unity of the arts: in him—as an in-
dividual—are finally joined the industrial artist promised in the new art
schools and land-grant colleges and the liberal artist, the artist prom-
ised by the university.

The College Art Association’s version of the bottega was held to-
gether by architecture as the culmination of the arts. The historical
artist Savage described was focused, like the artist of the Bauhaus, on
architecture as the end of art; he produced for “every architectural pur-
pose, doorways, pulpits, doors and mouldings. . . . loggias, overdoors,
ceilings, altar pieces.”!!! The program Savage championed at Yale in
the 1920s and 1930s attempted to re-create painting and sculpture as
architectural arts: “The outstanding feature of the Yale plan is that the
course in painting and sculpture is interwoven with the architectural
uses to which these arts can be put.”!12 Like the professional practice of
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armed with theoretical knowledge and concerned to solve the problem
of his clients and his world. The figure of the bottega artist, repeated

across the war years and into the 1950s, becomes as exaggerated in hj
professionalism as the academy artist was in his picturesque failure,
Pleading for solid craftsmanship and necessary art against the fashions
of Fifty-seventh Street and the isolation of the museum, 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.”!!3 Artists, he insisted, must be
trained like the architect 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.”
The bottega held out the promise of an effective rational artist, a fully
professional model citizen, precisely because it produced a broadly
trained and widely interested artist. “Artists in the Renaissance,” Danes
proclaimed in 1943, “were men, craftsmen, that were not limited to a
particular kind of artistic production.”*!?

By the 1950s the bottega artist was marshaled to stand not only for
the dignity and necessity of artistic labor and technica] command, but
also for the wholeness and cohesiveness of public culture, He js 3 [iberal
artist and, more than that, a professor: the perfect figure for the artist in
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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 liberal 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, I would note only that art education constructed a masculine
model for the university artist out of its discomfort with the private
studio, the easel picture, and the individual practice of art, its fear of
the caricature that popular discourse—and its 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 states 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, house
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 attentive to the effect of these choices
upon her unique personality.!'?

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.



