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PREFACE

In the realm of academic disciplines, Feminism and Femtnist art history have madc/q
significant contribution on matters and theories of practice. One would think that the
percentage of people in the academic world unaware of the notion of Feminist Art

History is or must be very small. No one would think the opposite, only if lacking in

awareness of those cultural, political, historical, sociological, economic or any other
forms that bound together the past or present characters of society, always and
undenia‘ﬁ]y occupied by sexual politics, if not formed by them and run for them. ‘1he
problem does not lie in the justification of their existence. The problem lies in the
methods deployed by feminist art historians in order to evoke and reevaluate the
assessment of cultural images. These methods are rarely in agreement with each other
and often fall under ideological categories, in search for answers either in form of

——

gender or class analysis,

This project aims to bring together, analyze and examine the main issues concerning
these methodologies, and its application to feminist art history, looking at female
artistic production of 19% century in France and Britain, Questions that are going to
/
be discussed are the role of feminist art history, its beginnings, evolution and ultimate
purpose. Debates between Marxist fel_nim'sts and Radical feminists are going to be
discussed , as well as methodologies that claim to unite Marxism and Feminism. It
aims to prove that the feminist critique comes mainly either from a Marxist

perspective or a gender perspective, for their unification has proved unsuccessful.

This 1s perhaps the most difficult project of Feminist Art History, which challenges



the construction of the traditional form of art history, aiming (o provide an alternative

art history.

In chapter'one I provide a general view of historical facts, concerning the main
projects of feminist art history both in theory and practice. Matters regarding the
changing social status of women in France and Britain in the 19" century are
documented as well as the role of women in the arts and their access to art education

and exhibitton. [ am providing facts that are historically proven and are part of the on-

S

various scholars.

The construction of sexual difference, which has determined the course of women’s
life and cultural production, has led writers into taking views and adopting theories
which are diametrically opposite from each other. This is the content of chapter two,
which looks at the adoption of Marxist or radical positions and their differences when
assessing cultural images. It aims to show that most Marxist teminists started from a
material analysis of class and cultu.re, but moved away believing that sufficient
explanations as to women’s subordinate position to men and their emancipation,
cannot be found in Marxist texts. Examples of iconographical analysis following one
or the other approach are considered, both in literary and art historical theory. Gen
Doy’s Marxist approach leads to a dismissal of Griselda Pollock’s methodology,
where she has tried to provide ideological structure that combines both matiers of
class and gender. I have called chapter two “a friction in feminist arf history” due to
the current literature, which seems 1o take apart rather than unite feminist theory. I

want to show that understanding the ideological structures which form the



theorization of sexual difference, the importance of the role of feminist art history and
its position to the traditional discipline of art history, is not an easy task. The issue is
that it does not look as if it 1s going 10 become any less easy either. For the problems
lie in following either one approach or the other. Marxists fighting for a historical

materialistic analysis versus a gender based explanation.

There have been approaches which have tried to unite both ideologies, but however
have proved fruitless, for most feminist scholars tend to belicve that the construction
of sexual difference is based on the oppression of women by men. Such an approach
is Griselda Pollock’s, the British spokesperson for feminist art history, whose
influence in the world of feminism and cultural studies is undeniable. I have chosen
to concentrate oﬁ the analysis of her sophisticated methodology in chapter three, as it
seems to be an excellent representative example of the above and is best represented
in her Vision and Difference, of 1988. I will be researching her attempt to unite
Marxism and Feminism, her critique of Marxism, the spaces of femininity defined by
her work, her deployment of philosophical methods such as phenomenology and her

dismissal of feminist texts which do not comply with her approach.

I want to say that this is not an attempt to dismiss the theory of Feminist Art History,
its methodologics and ils various academic advocates. Rather if is a project that aims
to state its evolution and course of intellectual progress, and highlight its curent

ideological problems,

v R
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Gender and Feminism - The Facts

1. Feminist projects and history of Feminism

A e

has been_the faising of a whole set of debates and (ssues concerning the way in which
notions of gender have affected artistic production and Art History. Feminist Art
Historians use gender matters in order to reconstruct a cultural analysis of the
historical development. Feminism was not a term used in England before 1895, but
long before the later nineteenth century there were distinct and identifiable discourses
concerned with the rights of women.! Mary Wollstonecratt’s text,” 4 Vindication of
the Rights of Woman, published in 1792, set an agenda for the following ceniury on
the subjects of employment, education, civil and legal rights, sexuality and the
construction of femininity.’ Several interconnected strands have been identified in
this period. Egalitarian feminism had its origins in the civil rights struggles of the

1790s and dcalt with cqual opportunities for women in education, employment and

! Deborah Cherty, “Women Artists and the politics of feminism 1850-1900,” in Womer in the Vctorzan
An‘ World, ed. Clarissa Campbelf Orr, UK, 1995, p. 49

% Mary Wollstonecraft (1759-1797), was a teacher governess, reader and trauslator, While anmarried,
she gave birth to a daughter by Imiay, and tried to drown herself from Puiney Bridge when she found
that he had taken another mistress. Ficst met Godwin in 1791, never married uatil 1797. Died soon after
the birth of her second daughter (fater to be Shelley’s wife), in September 1797. Having been Imlay’s
mistress and the philosophic Godwin’s wife, she wrote to Imlay: “Y have lived in an ideal world and
fostered sentiments that you did not comprehend.” Publications include: “Thoughts on Education of
Daughters,” 1785; “Original Stories from Real Life”, 1788-9 (illustrated by Blake in 1798); “A
Vindication of the Rights of Man”, 1790; “Historical and Moral View of the French Revolution”, 1794,
“Letters from Norway, Sweden, and Denmark”, 1796. For more see The Rights of Woman and The
Subjection of Women, M. Wollstonecraft and J. S. Mill, Loadon, 1929
? Cherry, Op. Cit. No. 1, p. 49




law; Social Purity feminism initially organized to secure the repeal of the Contagious
Diseases Act; Socialist Feminism, and the Wotmen’s Suffrage Movement®, What the
vartous feminist approaches llﬁve shared 1s the sensc in which a feminist intervention
must involve a double operation, looking not only at specific questions of practice,
but also simultaneously theorizing the place of feminist inquiry within the discipline
of Art H’istorj‘ and within the wider framework of cultural studies generally. 'The
projects usually pursued by Feminist art historical investigation are the following:
e The recognition of gender systems as primary categories of historical
analysis, historically and not biologically determined.
e The affirmation and detection of a whole range .of artistic production made
and circulated largely within the domestic sphere, for example R. Parker “The
Subversive Stitch”, which secks to dislodge the distinction belween arts and
crafts.
» The construction of a pasntheon of great women artists who have
subsequently fallen into obscurity or the positive re-evaluation of particular
women artists, invoking a history of suppression of women artists’ worth, for
instance Mary Cassatl.
e The study of the possibilities and constraints upon women who attemnted to
make & career in the public sphere of the arts, and the examination of the diverse
and often implicit ways in which notions of femininity and masculinity function
within the arts, for example Germaine Greer’s “The Obstacle Race”; Linda
Nochlin’s essay “Why there have been no great women artists?”; Pamela Gerrish

Nunn's “Victorian Women Artists”, Tamar Garb’s article “L’art Feminin”, and

* Ihid., p. 50




Pauta Gillett’s “Worlds of Art”, which in different ways look at the training and
exhibition possibilities available to women in the nineteenth century.
¢ The study of images debicting women and to a lesser extent depicting men for
the purposes of determining the way in which social representations of gender are
reinforced by cultural images, thoroughly examined in Griselda Pollock’s “Vision
and Difference”.
e The attempt to embrace the notion of there being a difference between male and
female artistic production, either on the basis of innate / genetic disposition, or on
the baéis of differences in social and cultural experience.

» The positing of a notion of a positive feminine aesthetic (Cixous, Duras, who have
championed the idea that there are distinet qualitics that can constitute un ecrifure
Jfeminin).

+ To investigate whether the experience of women artists of a given period
inevitably leads them to represent themselves differently from the way in which
men havc represented them.

o The study of the way in which ideas of gender figure implicitly or explicitly in
various institutions and practices of art and particularly in writings about art. For
instance in writings about art, there are problems such as language; it is often
riddied with metaphors that are largely masculinised adjectives. In particular the
way the notion of genius implics a division on the basis of gender there have been
no women artists of the nineteenth century who have been associated with the
notion of genius.

e ‘The recvaluation of feminist art history, its geals and its position to the

traditional form of art history.




2. Natural Inferiority?

[T
£ .
_____ ts B,

went back to the Greek philosophers, for instance to Plato and Aristotle. In the
writings of the latter, a theory of feminine “incompleteness™ and inferiority was given
detailed explication. Aristotle suggested that women, because they had less intrinsic
‘soul heaf’ than men, could not process their menstrual blood to the ‘final stage’ of
semen.” Thus be posited, in the process of conception the woman contributed nothing

to the distinctive character of the embrvo, only the material which formed it®

By the end of the eighteenth century, the Evangelical Revival, a religious and
charitable movement was under way.” Tt helped in transforming attitudes about social
behaviour and the rolc of women, by promoting social morals based on patriarchy and
family values, justified by reference to the Bible and established religion. It was a set
of ideas, which fitted well with the Rationalist views of women as irrational

emotional creatures in need of direction and protection.

3 Hlilary M. Lips and Nina L. Catwill, The Psychology of Sex Difference, New Jersey, 1978, pp. 27-8
$ There are numerpus historical examples that confirm the ‘natural inferiority’ of women. Tn 1533,
Thomas Wilson suggested that man should precede woman because it was more natural. Wilson's
colleagues agreed. In 1644, Joshua Poole decreed that the male gender was ihe worthier gender and
therefore deserved priority; his consultant men were convinced of the credibility of his case. Tn 1746,
John Kirkby helped to sct the scal on the case when he insisted that the male gender was the more
comprehepsive and all mate parliament found it feasible to pass the 1850 Act which decreed that he/man
should stand for woman, From Dale Spencer, ed., Mens Siudies Modified, The Impact of feminism on
the Academic Disciplines, Y, 1981, p. 6

7 C. Hall and L. Davidoff, ed., Family Fortunes: nern and women of the middle classes, 1790-1850,
London, 1987




in the middle of the nineteenth century, the concept of Evolution, with Darwin’s
publication on the Origins of the Species in 1859, exaggerated the latter set of ideas,
provided by the Fivangelicans, thereby affecting people’s thinking about the natural
and social world. The notion of the ‘natural inferiority’ of women, reinforced by the
natﬁre of our institutional structures, {as Linda Nochlin discusses in her famous essay
“Why There have Been No Great Women Artists”], was [alsa] discussed in John
Stuart Mill’'s S;ebjeclion of Women, of 1861." Here Mill writes “Bverything which is
usual appears natural. The subjection of women to men being a universal custom, any
departuré from it naturally appears unnatural,”® [Nochlin, in citing Mill’s comment,
argues for the reluctance of men “to give up this “natural” order of things in which

their advantages are so great.”*"]

By 1870, the basic unit of life was identified as the “living cell’ and scientists tried to
discover which factor determined the futiwe development of the cell into a myriad of
living forces, including male and female and the process of sexuality and
reproduction. This cell theory was to be elaborated by Havelock Ellis in a series of
publications from the late 1880s, ultimately in his most important publication of Man
and Woman, in 1894."1 The Evolution of Sex was to follow in 1889, by Patrick

Geddes and J. Arthur Thompson.

% Linda Nochlin, Women Art and Power, and Other Essays, London, 1991, p. 152

# John Stuart Mill, “The Subjection of Women”, London, 1869, in Three Essays by John Stucot Mill,
World’s Classics Series, London, 1966, p. 441. Mill’s discussion is mentioned again in this paper, in
“Women’s Changing Status and Movements”, p. 14

1® Nochlin, Op. Cit. No. 8, p. 152

! Havelock Ellis (1859-1939), was a medical doctar whose writings covered a wide range of subjects,
inchuding literature, science, refigion, philosophy and travel. Fe formed a close fiiendship with Edward
Carpenter, with whom he shared an interest in sexual radicalism, socialism and the women’s movement.
He married Edith Lees, a lesbian Feminist. e is best known for his Sexual Inversion, London, 1897




According 1t the theory provided by Geddes and Thompson, the biological
interpretation can be summarized in three elements.'” The first one was the function
of metabolism, based on cell .theory. According to this, some cells which are well
nourished in their very early stages use their energy to be active, to find new sources
of éilpport. These cells are Katabolic, and they need to be male. Cells which become

3 These were anabolic.

female, in contrast are well nourished able to rest passively.’
In other words males had relatively quicker, more active metabolisms to those of the
females. This was thought to lead usually to such things as greatcr ability, creativity,

variability and scientific insight for men and greater patience, open-mindedness,

appreciation for subtle details."*

Lips and Colwil write on biological sexual differences, in that although the process of
sexual differentiation is well known, still “not every aspect of it is completely
understood, and the sexual differentiation of the brain in humans remains pariicularly

: 215
puzzling.

In addition to this there are several diffcrent theories on how gender identity is
formed. The first one 1s the psychoanalytic theory, following a Freudian pattern. In
this a process a young child identifies with the same-sexed parent. The second is

called the social learning theory and involves modeling, imitation and reinforcement.

(which examined homosexuality) and his Studies in the Psvehology of Sex, Philadelphia, 1906-10. He
argued that women could and should enjoy sexual refations.

2P, Geddes and P, Thomson, The Evolution of Sex, revised edition, London, 1901; first edition 1889,
1 {ips and Colwill, Op. Cit. No. 5, pp. 27-8

 Ibid., p. 52. The second element theory encountered external environmental conditions — food,
temperature, light, chemical media and so on which were satd to contribute in the determination of sex.
The last part of the theory claimed that sexual dimorphism is to some extent the resuti of the continual
action of natvral selection.
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it suggests that parents determine the béhaviour of girls and boys. It is they who
provide them with constant reinforcement of their sexual behaviour in other words
what does a girl have to do in drder to be a girl and what does a boy have to in order
to be a bdy. The last theory on the construction of gender identity is called the
cognitive theory, “according to which a child, between the age of three and five
acquires ‘gender constancy’ and can not be spontaneously altered by a change in

hairstyle, dress or name. '

Nochlin in reinforcing the above issues regarding education, writes on the “woman
question” “The faunlt lies not in our stars, our hormones, our menstrual cycles, or our
empty intemal spaces, but in our institutions and our eduvcation — education
understood to include everything that happens to us from the moment we enter this

world of meaninglul symbeols, signs, and signals.”!”

3. Doctrine of the separate spheres

In both nineteenth century Britain and France, the place and experience of Middie
Class women was largely defined and lived out within the domestic sphere. The
division between male and female experience was in part one of access to the city, a
difference between a largely public or a largely private existence. Middle class
women were discouraged from worki.ng in all but very few professions (feaching,

nursing or craft related occupations). In England, in spite of attempts at suppression,

1 Thid., p. 62. The process is the following: Chromosomes determining the scx, causing the gonads to
differentiate, which in turn secrete the sex hormones - they in turn differentiate the internal reproductive
tract, then the external genitalia, then the brain

' Theodore Mischell, ed., Cogritive Development and Epistemology, New York, 1971, pp. 311-55.
For more see C. L. Iull, Prirciples of behaviour, New York, 1943 and J. M. Hunt, “Tnirinsic
motivation and its role in psychological development”, in D. Levine, ed. Nebraska symposium on
mativation, vol. 13, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1965
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the suffragette movement advanced the rights of women much faster and further than

in France where the political climate militatcd against opportunity and civil rights for

women and ethnic minorities. '

In both couniries a woman’s identity was cstablished in relation to a set of
hicrarchical ‘subject positions’ to be occupied in relation to: i} a husband as symbolic
head of the household, upon whom she was cconomically dependent, and for whom
she was expected to provide moral support and the appropriate domestic environment
for his leisure; fi) their children, whose education and welfare she was iat'éely
responsible for providing or supervising; iii) the extended family relations. George
Elgar Hicks’, Woman's mission: i) Guide to Childhood, 1863, ii) Companion of
Manhood, 1863,and iii) Comfort of Old Age, 1863, provide worthy examples to

illustrate these “subject positions’",

An identity was largely forged out of the interaction between these various positions
and typically everyday experiences that constituted or fell within their realm. The
term “accomplishments™ referred to a set of social and cultural skills in a domestic
context, which were designed to make an able attractive and entertaining companion
of the woman, as well as to ensuring that in the most awful event of not finding a
husband or should he die young, she sh_ould be able to provide tor herself and seek out

a living®® Gerrish Nunn writes

' Nochtin, Op. Cit. No. 8, p. 150

*® For an excellent discussion on women’s artistic culture in France and in the late 1% cenfury Paxis see

Sisters of the Brush, by Tamar Garb, Bath Press, Great Britain, 1994.

 For a detailed analysis on the Woman 's mission, see Lynda Nead, Myths of Sexuality, Representations
of women in Victorian Britain, Oxford, 1988, esp. pp. 12-23

 Pamela Gerrish Nunn, Victorian Women Artists, London, 1987, p. 8; Nochiin, 1991, pp. 164-8; Paula

Gillett, Worlds of Art, Painters in Victorian Society, New Jersey, 1990, p. 133
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“The ‘accomplishment’ is well named, because its only true function is to accomplish

woman’s required goal of femininity. It is not to make her name, make her money or

make herself heard; but to make her a good woman — that is a lady.”!

“A hand  coloured glvphograph by George Cruikshank, called The Drunkard’s *
Children, from 1848, demonstrates the desperate need to find a husband, especially if

she has no other financial resourses, (see plate 1).%? This shows a young girl throwing

herself off Waterloo Bridge, a favorite jumping — off place for Victorian suicides,?

having been “homeless, friendless, deserted, destitute, and gin mad.”*
4, Social and Cultural Skills

To follow Gerrish Nunn’s definition of “accomplishments”, a ‘good woman” — a
‘}ady’- acceptable and respectable by the norms of societies should have developed
the necessary social and cultural skills to confirm her status. It is worth noting here a
picce of written comespondence in the Leiswre Howr — A Family Jownal of
Instruction and Recreation, from 1862

“I have never entered into the dispute concerning the comparative powers of the

sexes. We naturally and unavoidably judge of the whole by parts, and, of course, by
those parts which come within the circle of our own observation.... I have found in

! Ibid., p. 8
™ The series The Drunkard’s Children of 1848, werc enormously popular visual tracts which were
reproduced by glyphography, an inexpensive graphic technique that yielded enormous quantities of
prints, It followed Cruikshank’s (1792-1878) publication of The Boiife, (reating the drinking problem.
The full series of The Drunkard’s Children, shows:. The Muniac Father and the Convict Brother are
(Gone — The Poor Girl, Homeless, Friendless, Deserted, Destitute and Gin Mad Commits Self Murder,
1848, London, David Bogue, now at the Yale Centre for British Art, Paul Melion Collection. For more
see Suzan P, Casteras, The Substance or the Shadow: Images of Viciorian Womanhood, Yale Centre for
British Art, New Eaven, 1982, p. 68

* Ibid. Cruikshank’s collaborator called this place the English “Bridgs of Sighs” and Thomas Hood in
his poem of the same name, of 1844, drew attention to the site as a watery grave for female “poor
unfortunates” who sought escape from their sordid fives. The average annual mumber of recorded
snicides as written by Mackey, from the Waterloo Bridge, was thirty. However J. Ewing Ritchie wrote
in Night Side of London, London, 1857, that “it is catcufated that 500 people arc drowned in the
Thames each vear... and of the 500 drowned by far the larger class...are of the number of whom Haood
wiple...”

* Tbid.
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them (women) a kindness, a tenderncss, a purity of affection, a disinterestedness
of friendship, a readiness to oblige, to serve, and to sacrifice; and these, with their
gentle manners, lively conversation, and sprightly correspondence...have been my
peculiar excitement and solace...”

The above piece, reflects not only the correspondent’s personal values through a
houschold manual of taste, a daily magazine, which would have reached many
middle-class homes in Britain, but also in & wider manner convey male approval for

the contemporary standard feminine qualities and behaviour. Female readers would

respond and comply within the rules such as marriage for example as we have seen.

Social and cultural skills, which ranged from flower arranging to porcelain painting,
handicrafts, sewing, and other craft related “accomplishments”, were perceived as
acceptable to middle class women. These skills were of obvious use in providing a
{itting aesthetic home environment, to 2 mostly moderate level of basic education and
knowledge of and proficiency in the arts. A smattering of training in painting, the
ability to read and play music, a knowledge of literary classics, were some of the
necessary educational accessories for the upper middle class women.”® The classics,
Roman and Greek mythology, for instance, which formed the subject matter of much
A
history painting remained, however, a maj],e preserve as such tales were seen as too
viotent and too sexually gxplicit for female consumption. It is worth noting here that
the insufficient education and rather shallow way of bringing up girls was noted and

satirized by the comic magazine Punch, in 1891, where “a page from the diary of a

daughter of thirteen” was illustrated, (see plate 2). ¥

B The Leisure Hour, 4 Family Journal of Instruction and Recreation, “Woman’s Tendermess’, London,
1862, No. 532, p. 480

% 19% century manuals of taste, such as Mas Ellis’s The Family Monitor and Domestic Guide — The
Leisure Hour- ete. helped in reinforcing these ideas

¥ Punch, London, 1891, *And Punch’s Almanack for 1862’
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Pamela Gerrish Nunn in Problem Pictures, discusscs [lower painting and iis

assoclation to women painters as an established tradition which “possessed a

P

rightness that was politically convenient and soeially powerful”.*® Gerrish Nunn
argues that flower painting, still-life, the lowest of the genre, was “leased” to women

producers, by men as a result of a political job done by the concept of femininity;

e O i T T e S T

A ,
woman identified as the deity of flowers herself — Flora. An drt Journal review of

the 1868 exhibition of the Society of Female Artists declared “Fruits and flowers

flowers in both Britain and Francc, was closely associated with women artisis, the

RS

subject being derived from domestic and not public spaces; spaces that were lived in

and defined mostly by women.”!

The idea was to be trained, but only to a level befitting her station in life. As the
public sphere of the metropolitan free market of trade was considered a place of
moral and economic uncertaintics, a woman’s accomplishments were in place to
provide the suitable social and cultural milieu to offset and compensate the male for
such dangers. It is worth mentioning here an article published in 7he AMagazine of Art,
of 1880, where a speech is made by H.R.I1. the Princess Christian of Schleswig-
Holstein, to the Royal School of Art Nc;edlework, at South Kensington. She states:

“If the desire which has been created, and which is increasing, for more beawtiful and
artistic needlework, should obtain even a larger influence over the wealthy classes of

2% pamela Gerrish Nunn, Problem Pictures, Women and Men in Victorian Painting, 1995, UK, p. 29
2 1hid,, p. 29

3 vt Journal, 1 March, 1868, p. 46

3! For a similar point see Griselda Pollock, ‘Modernity and the spaces of femininity’, in Vision and
Difference, London, 1988
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this rich country than art present, there 1:-, no saying how much good may not result
from it to the great mass of unemployed women in England, ™

It is obvious from the above‘comment that accomplishments such as needlework,
were well accepted by the cultural milicu which was sct to provide and continue the
tradition of women working indoors, staying away from the activitics of the
masculine spﬁere. The home first and foremost was a kind of symbolic womb, where
the restoration and preservation of a paternalistic moralily were maintained. Women
were discouraged by convention from entering the public sphere, and much of the
Htcraturé of the period recounts the plight of thosc women who fell prey to the
temptations of transgressing their domain. It is worth mentioning here the novel The
New Republic or Culture, Faith and Philosophy in an English Couniry House, by
W.H. Matlock, written in 1878.”° The idea of the “Feminine Aesthete™* becoming a
siren or temptress is suggested, along with the idea of woman turning into a man,
(referring to the changing role of women which of course was not acceptable).
Mallock writes

“how entirely suicidal is the scheme of turning woman into female man. Nature had
marked out her mission for her plainly enough; and so our old friend Milton was right

10 his meaning after all, when he says that man is made for God, and woman for God
through him, though of course the expression is antiquated.”

32 The school expanded its premises and thorefore was inaugurated by an address from the princess. The
Magazine of Art, London, 1880, p. 179

3 W. 1, Mallock, The New Republic or Culture, Faith, and Philosophy in an English Country House,
London, 1878. Mallock writes on a group of upper middie class and aristocratic people. who come
ivgether at a party, and talk about issues such as “the aim of life”, “religion”, “science”, “disgrace of
humanity”, “women turning to female men”, etc.

3 The Aesthetic Movement although having had its roots at earlier decades, had emerged by 1880
without either a format manifesto or a single institution or artist to represent it. In most cases Oscar
Wilde was the informal spokesman of the movement, praising the cult of beauty and taste. Whistler was
its artistic standard-bearer. It found a considerable appeal among artists, playwrights, and inteliectuals,
and a feminine ideal evolved which Walter Hamilton described in his 1882 book The desthetic
Movement it Engilond as 2 “pale distraught fady with matted dark auburn hair falling in masses over the
brow, and shading eyes full of love-lorn languor, or feverish despair”. Cherry, Op. Cit. No. 1, p. 41. For
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Indeed, the terms, which define the alternative ends of the spectrum of female
morality, embody the doctrine of the separate spheres. In France, one term for a
prostitute was a ‘fille publique’ against whose image, the {emme honnette was

constructed.

The artist Marie Bashkirtseff (1858-1884) (one of the few women of this period in
France to become involved in women’s organizations as artist, feminist, and critic®),
was to complain in 1879, (when one expects that women’s status might have
differentiated till then, as the movements and campaigns started in the 1840s), of her
inability to enjoy the freedom of male artistic counterparts o roam freely and to
explore the spectacle of city life.”” Indeed, in a very generalized sense, images of ¢ity
and ordinary suburban life are images which enforce a notion of gendered terrains.
City life in the art of ﬂealis’ts and impresstonists is deftned as a masculinised and edgy
realm of modemily where the suspect presence of prostitution is always around the
comer, The depiction of the female in such paintings invariably invokes that “other
life” ~ hedonistic suspicion while the lived everyday experience of the suburbs is
largely defined as a feminized space, the space of the family, a serene space

peripheral to the city is where nature and culture exist harmoniously.®

more on the Aesthetic Movement see: Lionel Lambourne, The Adesthetic Movement, London, 1996, ch.
6.

% Maltock, Op. Cit. No. 33, p. 87

*% Garb, Op. Cit. No. 18, p. 53

37 Kathieen Adler and Tamar Garb, Berthe Morisol, Oxford, 1995, p. 20; Rozsika Parker and Griselda
Pollock, Ofd Mistresses, Women, Art and Ideology, London, 1981, pp. 106-9; The Journal of Marie
Bashkirtseff, Virago, 1985

*® The best argument for faminine and masculine spaces, private and public, remains Griselda Pollock’s,
Vision and Difference, Op, Cit. No. 31
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A good starting point in the search for an answer to this would be the critical writings
of Charles Baudelaire, and int particular his essay The Painter of Modern Life of 1863.
In this essay Baudelaire rcaffiﬁns his belief, and puts forward his arguments, for the
appropriaténcss of painting the heroic aspects of contemporary life. He concerns
himself only with the city and lists and describes the various types of women to be
found in thé public spaces of contemporary Paris. In effect he defines the
contemporary bourgeois attitude towards female sexuality by delineating the
boundaries (in terms of social spaces within the city) between respectable woman and
fallen woman. Briefly he allots to respectable women only one evening public space;
the spaces in the auditorimm of the theatre and one daytime space; the pa;rk.‘ To fallen
women he atlots the foltowing: the backstage of the theatre, cafes, folies, houses of
ill-repute and so on. There can be little doubt that he describes a city dominated by
men where women have a very much secondary role. Men are the politicians, the
businessmen; they are automatically assumed to be the artists and consumers and

viewers of the art produced.
3. Women’s Changing Status and Movements

One can say however, that the middle class woman, in nineteenth century Britain
especially, has been far more stereotyped than studied™. The work of feminist
historians and also fominist literary critics, has uncovered a more complex

relationship between white middle class women and the culture of femininity, which

¥ Terry Lovell, ed., Feminist Cultural Studies, vol. 1, UK, 1995, p. 20
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they perforce negotiated.*” Women were playing an equally important role to that of
men, in constructing bourgeois domesticity and femininity. Recent work by
Armstrong"’, shows the idenﬁﬁcation oﬁ,\speciﬁc kind of ‘domestic woman’ as an
authority~ﬁgure, who “wielded the pen, using that authority, with some panache, to
coﬁstruct middle class feminine subjectivities.™ A good ¢xample to demonstrate
this, is Mrs Béeton’s book of 1861, the Book of Household Management. In this, she
urged the mistress of the house to act like the “commander of an army”, marshaling

the entire human and other resources of the hoime and actively participating in every

aspect of domestic management.*?

It is true, however, that in 19™ century Britain, in addition to manuals and guidebooks
which glorified women’s maternal and domestic activities and defined women as
inherently weaker and more delicate than men, writers idealized the home even more
as household and workplace separated. Works such as Mrs Sarah Stickeny Ellig’s
Mothers of England, (1843) and John Ruskin’s “Of Queen’s Gardens™ (1865)
portrayed the home as a haven from the competition and materialism of the industrial
world:

“This is the true nature of home - it is the place of Peace; the shelter, not only from all

injury, but from all terror, doubt, and division... and wherever a irue wife comes, this
home is always round her.”*

% Ihid. Writers such as Nancy Cutt in the US looked at the ways in which aspecis of the culture of
femininity might be turned to account by women {Cott, 1978) while the active voice which E. P.
Thompson’s Making of the English Working Class gives to the protagonists of his study echoes
throughout Davidoft and Hall’s work on the making of the English middie-class and the role of
femininity and masculinity in its construction (Thompson 1968; Davidoff and Hali, 1978)

! Naney Armstrong, Desire and Domestic Fiction, New York and Qxford, Oxford University Press,
1987

# Lavell, Op. Cit. No. 39, p. 20

# Tsabelia Beeton, Thie Book of Household Management, London, 1861

* John Ruskin, “Of Queen’s Gardens”, in Sesame and Lilies, Three Lectures, [1865], London, 1897,
twelfth edition, pp. 108-9
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It is the above social and cultural skills and the embedded idea of what constitutes the
‘feminine’ that confused some women when they were trying to be in advance of their

time, and disabled them in escaping their limitations. When Wollstonecraft wrote her

R e

feminist teﬁcts, despite her attempts to declare “we do not desire to rule over men but :\1

1

to rule ourselves,”” her personal life has shown exactly the opposite; for instance her
close dependén,ce on Imlay and her attempts to commit suicide twice, following a ’>
rejection by him. Although Mill in his The Subjection of Women, tried a philosophic
approach, consisting of an investigation of history and an analysis of human nature,
{by 1869 was already considered old-fashioned), he still believed in the power of
society to mould human nature.*® Nevertheless, despite Mill’s efforts to contribute to
the women’s movements, his entire discussion was torn by an implicit tension
between his concept of women as complementary to man, and his desire to affirm the

basic equality of the sexes.”’

In talking about marriage, Mill declared, “Under the present laws of marriage, wives
could potentially be forced to endure not merely the traditional forms of stavery, but
“the worst description™ of bondage known to history. Unlike most other slaves, a wife
could be made subjcct to duty at atl hours and all mimtes.”™® He was referring of

course to the laws of marriage, which were very much in favour of men. In Britain, a

* Wollstonecraft and Mill, Op. Cit. No. 2, p. 13

% Yohn Stuart Mill, (1806-1873), formed the Utilitarian Party in 1823-6, proprietor of Orgmiized
Heview, 1837-40. ML2, for Westminster, 1865-8, as 4 follower of William Edward Gladstone. The copy
of The Suhjection of Women, used in this paper, 1s a 1970 publication, Massachusetts, USA,
introduetion by Wendsll Robert Carr

“TIbid., p. 21. Amongst other things which he wrote, making his text a failed attempt but still a helpful
coniribution to women’s evolution of rights, was: “ all reforming action in law and education would
break down in front of the fact that, long before the age at which a man can earn a position in society,
Nature has determined woman’s destiny through beauty, charm, and sweetness”, Though admitting that
“law and custom have much to give to women that has been withheld from them”, he nevertheless felt
that “the position of women will surely be what it is; in youth an adored darling and in matuve years a
loved wife”. p. 21
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wife was not entitied to her properties until 1870, when the Married Woman’s
Property Act gave her the right to rctain hor own earnings or rents. Before then, a wife
virtually possessed nothing, aé even her clothing which belonged to her, during her
lifetime, could be sold by her husband at any time.* She was forced to cohabit with
her husband cven if he committed adultery and had not legal rights to her properties
(even if they .were mherited), even in the case of her husband moving out of their
household with his mistress. This was in contrast to the unmarried woman, who had
the legal right to have total control of her properties, as long as she remained
unmarrted. The Matrimonial Causes Act created a divorce court but not until 1857
Before this a British divorce could be acquired only through z{ bill in Parliament.
After the Divorce Act was created, a husband had one cause of action, adultery. A

wife had to prove adultery plus desertion and cruelty.™

It was within this cultural and political climate, of an ever-changing world for
women, of the world of Darwinism, Utilitarianism, Socialism and the evolution of
science, that the first women’s associations were being formed. In 1841, according to
Census figures, 278 women in Britain identified themselves as astists (“artist ineaning
here ‘painter of pictures’ but nof, for instance tile-painter; in the Census, artist
denotes the traditional meaning of fine art worker.”)’" By 1871, this figure had risen
to 1069, From 1848, women’s righ.ts became an urgent issue in Britain, ['rance,

Germany and USA.*

®bid., p. 17

¥ Chetry, Op. Cit. No. 1, p. 10

0 G. H. Fleming, Viciorian Sex Goddess, Lady Colin Campbell, Oxford, 1990, p. 3. Also see Casteras,
1982. For a more authoritative discussion on wotten’s changing legal rights see: Erna Reiss, Rights and
Duties of Englishwomen, A study in Law and Public Opinion, Manchester, 1934

! Gerrish Nunn, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 3

% For more see: Ray Strachey, The Cause, London, 1928
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In 1847 the first publications of thc Bronté sisters appcarcd, including Charlotte
Bront&’s novel Jarne Evre. In 1848, the Seneca Falls (a convention on women’s
rights), in New York, was created. In England a fcw speeial schools for females
opened in order to educate governesses, such as Bedford and Queen’s Colleges. In
1855, the French painier Rosa Bonheur becatne a great success when her huge picture
The Horse Fair, was exhibited in London, {(exhibited at the Salon in 1853), by the art
dealer Ernest Gambatt, and the journalists took her up as a model of the modem
woman tsee plate 3).>° This was the largest canvas an animal painter has ever
produced.** Bonheur’s case although commercially successful, vet proves that the —
access to sﬁch means of production, the access to genres such as animal painting,
would be different for women in contrast with men, Bonheur, had to disguise her
gender, by dressing up as & man, in order to get a legal authorization, Difficulties like
these would not have to be faced by male artists and their way to recognition as
professionals, as they controlled such means of production living in a masculine

patriarchal society.

In 1856, the socicty of Female Artists was established. At the same year, a publication
for middle-class women called kZleganr Arts for Ladies, would recommend that
female creativity was best applied to Persian painting, quill work, diaphanie,
potichomanie and seaweed pictures.” In 1857, the feminist painter Barbara Leigh
Smith (later Bodichon), and Bessie Parkes founded the English Woman's Review. In

1859, the Socicty for Promoting the Employment of Women was established. In 1360,

** Gerrish Nunn, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 4
3% parker and Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 37, p. 37
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Florence Nightingale ngcrgatcd nursing aé a profession, by founding the Nightingale
School of Nursing. In 1864, the Schools’ Enquiry Commission agreed te look into
gender inequalities in education, based on the efforts of campaigns supported mainly
by the feminist Emily Davies (1830-1921). In 1865, Emily Davies, Elizabeth Garrett
Anderson, Barbara Bodichon, Dorothea Beale, and Francis Mary Bﬁss, formed a
woman’s diséussion group called the Kensington Society. From then on, many
campaigns for women’s suffrage begun. In 1866, the latter group formed the London
Suffrage Commitice and began organizing a petition asking Parliament to grant
women fhe vote. Two years later, in 1868, Dr Richard Pankhurst acted as a counsel
for the Manchester women to be placed on the register as voters. H_é also drafted the
bill giving married women absolute control over their property and earnings, which

became law in 1882,

in the literary world where the writings of Carlyle and Ruskin, the criticism of
Amold, the fantasy of George MacDonald and the realism of George Bernard Shaw,
women pre-eminent authors put their own stamp by producing some of the best
literary works, now regarded as classics. Elizabeth Barrett Browing, Charlotte Bronté,
Fmily Dickinson, George Eliot, Christina Rossetti, Elizabeth C. Gaskell, and Lydia
Sigourney, are some of the many women who contributed towards a different, or
rather ‘feminine’ view of life. Still, 1'1_1 1895, Victor Joze, wrote in the avant-garde
1itérary magazine, La Plume:

“Most women’s work carry an obvious mark of weakness and intellectual
inferiority... This is because the role of woman is not to guide people but rather to

guide children. She, herself, is a sort of large, nervous child incapable of judging
things coldly, with fairness and good sense. This is why the writings of most ‘blue

>3 Yhid,
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stockings” are full of so many exaggerations, of useless bursts of enthusiasm, of
ha 56
empty and overblown sentences.”

6. The Arts as a Profession

Pain’_cing as a profession would have wide appeja;%. In the late nineteenth century, it
could within reason be seen as a suitable profession for the well adjusted new
bourgeoi.s women, whilst for the more open-minded it could be viewed as a symbolic,
taking hoid of one of our culture’s most revered masculine spheres. This influx into
the profession was however mostly scen as a craze, which if treated lightly, would
disappear. Most critics of the day regarded the term Woman Astists, an oxymoron,
and in any case the statement of gender modified the noun.>” Such terms betray the
prevailing assumption that Art is most typically a masculine sphere, after all there is
10 equivalent term Male Artist.” Terms such as ‘the fair paintress’ or the “lady
peinter’, similarly designate an alteration in the terms upon which critics made
discriminations about work, on the basis of cultural assumptions about gender.”” The

following article of the Ast Journal of 1874, reviewing the Society of Lady Artisis,”

*% <La plupart des ceuvres de femmes portent une marqgue dvidente de faiblesse et d’intériorité cérébrable
(sic)...C’est que le réde la femme n’est pas de guider les peuples, mais bien celui de guider les enfants.
Elfe-méme est une espéde grand enfant nerveux, inacapable de juger les choses 4 froid, avec justesse et _
bon sens, Voila pourquoi les €crits de la plupart des bas belus soni remplis de tant d’exagérations,
&’ emballements inutiles, de phrases évides’. V. Joze, Le Féminisme ¢ f& bon sens’, La Plume, no. 154
g_lS September 1895), p. 392

* For more see Cherry, Op.Cit. No. 1, ch. 2
38 Pollock discusses this in Fision and Difference, Op. Cit, No. 31, p. 24
** Dchorah Cherry, Painting Women, Victorian women artists, London and New Yok, 1993, p. 66
 The Socicty of Female Artists was formed in London in 1856-7. It became the Society of Lady Aurtists
in 1872 and the Society of Women Axtists in 1899, From Chenry, 1993, p. 67; Yeldham, pp. 90-4;
Gerrish Nunn, 1987, pp. 72-87, 215; Gillett, 1990, p. 134

e,




however complimentary it may seem, proves the “natural® discriminations made at the
expense of women artists:

“The kind of excellence specially noticcable in this collection is not of itsclf
sufficient to ensure a high pictorial achievement. Refinement is a virtue in all work,
and it is the necessary condition of even the strongest and most vigorous
accomplishment in the realm of Ast... the refinement, which characierizes the
painting of lady-artists, is a thing not to be passed over without remark. We cannot
say that modern English art does not stand in need of its influence, and there is good
reason to believe that in this particular respect Englishmen might take a lesson of
Englishwomen...In this collection of paintings by lady-artists graceful taste and
refined thought are in advance of inventive power and tcchnical resource. There is not
much strength in any branch of the art which here finds illustration, "

There were a number of factors that militated against a successful career in the arts,
other than those which I have already mentioned. Maintaining a career was a difficult
task due to famibiar commitments connected to family. It is has been suggested that
Edma Morisot (Berthe Morisot’s sister), gave up a career when she got married for
instance,”? and other women lost audiences and public atiention when they were
similarty incapacitated through pregnancy or changing their name to that of their
spouse, The inability of many women to maintain a consistent presence on the

cxhibition circuit or to find constant support could create a vicious circle of

unpredictable difficulties.

Henrieta (Mrs E.M.) Ward, (1832-1923) an accomplished history painter, who due to
her marriage to a painter, was unusually able to have access to the nude and to the
components of artistic training needed to be able to paint history subjects, found that
she needed to paint in more traditionally feminine gemres, such as everyday genve

scenes and still life, in order to attract and sustain buyers,” during the recession in the

S Art Jowrnal, 1874, p. 146, roview on Great Marlborough Street
2 Adler and Garb, Op. Cit. No. 37, p. 20
% Gerrish Nung, Op. Cit. No. 20, R 132-146




97
art market at certain moments of the 1860s. This in tirn meant her prices per painting

were substantially reduced. Her history painting though admired, was often patronized

on the basis that critics frequently alluded to the guiding hand of her husband behind

64

the flourish and achievement of her intricate history compositions.” The following

review of 1862 demonstrates the point:

“Mrs B. M. Ward enters this year upon the domain of her husband, and produces a
theatrically picture, ‘Scene at thc Louvre in 1649°. This picture purports to represent
the ‘despair’ of Henrietta Maria on learning the fate that bas befallen her husband at
Whitehall... Subjects of this kind are at best uninteresting, and least of all fitted for a
lady’s pencil: Surely it is better for a lady to paint the simple beauty of children, than
1o invest a beautiful Queen, when siruck down by woe, with so exiravagant an
expression.”

Henrietta Ward’s success could be associated often with talent of hereditary status.
An Art Journal review of 1864 demonstrates my point:

“Talent, or genius, is very far, as a rule, from being hereditary; vet il would be strange
indeed if it were not sometimes found descending from one generation o another
when the individual is surrounded, even from the cradle by everything that would be
able to develop, if not create it. Such was the case with the lady whose name appears
at the head of this notice. She is granddaughter of James Ward, R.A., whose brother
was Willlam Ward, an eminent engraver and whose sister married Morland, and
whose daughter was the wife of J. Jackson, R.A.. Morever, Henrietta Ward 1s
daughter of Mr. George Raphael Ward, the well-known mezzotinto engraver, and at
one time a miniature painter in large practice, whose wife was also a very clever
miniature painter, and a frequent exhibitor at the Royal Academy; their daughter was
united in marriage at an early age to Mr. EM. Ward, R.A. It would, therefore, indeed
have been singular has she not shown powerful evidence of the influences which have
on all sides surrounded her whele existence. Art was her inheritance, and amidst it
she has “lived, and moved, and had her being.”ﬁ6

The critics did not allude to this when it came to her work in lower genres.

“ Tbid., p. 141
6 Saturday Review, London, 24 May 1862, p. 593
6 Tames Dafforne, ‘British Artists: Their Style and Character’, 47t Journal, London, 1864, p. 357
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In France, even when women were painting domestic genres, a space particularly
associated with them, they would still receive dismissive reviews. The critic Paul
Maniz when reviewing Morisot’s works at the Salon of 1865, he declared:
“Since it i3 not necessary to have spent along time drawing at the Academy in order to
paint a copper pot, a candlestick, and a brush of radishes on the corner of a table,
women succeed quite well in this type of domestic painting. Mlie Berthe Morisot

brings to this task reaily a great deal of frankness, with a delicate feelings for colour
and light.”®’

The two burning issues for women wishing to pursue careers as painters in the

nineteenth century were 1) Education 2) Exhibition

6. 1 Education

Jean-Jacques Roussean wrote:

“The whole education of women ought to be relative to men. To please them, to be
usefiil to them, 1o make themselves loved and honored by them, to educate them
when young, to care for them when grown, to counsel them, to make life sweet and
agreeable to them — these are the dutics of women at all times, and what should be
taught them from their infancy™

As already mentioned women rececived a limited education. But the limits of this
education made it inappropriate to the pursuit of a successful career as artists. Women
were taught to paint in watercolour — it being thought of as a more appropriately
feminine medium — as opposed to oil. - Their subject matter in most cases

should be informal portraiture of friends, family, pets etc. Mrs E. F. Ellet, in 1859

wrote:

57 paul Mantz, ‘Salon de 1865”, Gazette des beaux-arts, ser.1, 19, July 1865, 5-42
9 Jean Jacques Rousseau, L Timile or 4 Treatise on Education, ed. W, H. Payoe (New York and
London), 1906, p. 263
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“A New England divine says, “Woman, like man, wants to make her thought a thing”.
“All that belongs to the purely natural, lies within her sphere”. The kind of painting,
thus, in. which the object 1s prominent has been most practiced by female artists.
Portraits, landscapes, flowers, and pictures of animals are in favour among them.
1Tistorical or allegorical subjects they have comparatively neglected, and perhaps, a
sufficient reason for this has been that they could not command the years of study
necessary for the attainment of eminence in these. More have been engaged in
engraving on copper than in any other branch of art, and many have been miniature
H » 69 :
painters.
In the words of Pierre Borel:
“You women artists can do no harm to true artists, to those who are sincere; they will
preserve intact the monopoly on powerful works and the gift of creative power; with
you, troupe légere, rests the domain in which they would remain inferior, the more
delicate arts, the more intimate and gentle notes; to vou the watercolour and the
pastel, the landscape, the flower and the child.”™
Women were not encouraged and received no formal tnstruction m anatomy or the
body, things of which few successful painters could afford to be ignorant. It was only
after 1870, with the gaining of access to the Academy, and with that the eventual
waning of the hierarchical emphasis on the nude, that women were able to compete
more effectively. Yet, this was a gradual process, as the life class continued to be seen
as an essential preparatory part of the curriculum of art training, and women
continued to be excluded from access to the naked figure in life class on moral
grounds. Both the Academies in Britain and France had adopted policies of excluding
women artists from their traintng schools, from whose pool the majority of successful
artists emerged, at least until the last third of the period, where the increasing
diversity of the audience for art, the dealer market and waning of state patronage,

altered all that. The policy of exclusion in France was explicit, in England it was

implicit and when a cerlain L. Herford applied at the school of the Academy though

% Mrs E. F. Ellet, Women Artists in Al Ages and Coumries, London, 1859, P2
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submitting her portfolio, no one thought to check, that the L might stand not for
Lawrence, but for Laura. When the rules were checked hurriedly, it was found that
there were no grounds for exﬁlusion, and she took up her place ai the Academy, in
July 1860.7 Special provisions were made and life class study was only permitted in
the case of the draped figure, not in the casc of the nude. For the next three years
there was a modest intake of a few female students, due to the need to provide
alternative facilities for their study. The study by women of even the draped (partially
undressed) figure was considered not only questionable on moral grounds, but also a

disturbance for the male students.

It is no coincidence that the more successiil women came from background:}/which
enabled them a privileged access to artistic training, Rosa Bonheur (1822-1899),
Berthe Morisot (1841-1895), Henrietta Ward {1832-1924), Louise Jopling {1843-
1933), Mary Cassatt (1844-1926), Eva Gonzales (1849-1883), Elizabeth Jane
Gardener (1837-1922) shared in common the fact that they came either from families
which bad an artistic background or that marriage brought them into contact with
established or professional artists, from whom knowledge, advice and even
encouragement, could be drawn. This was not simply in terms of the matter of
instruction; that is receiving quality instruction (o a high level of personal supervision
and proficiency, but also in respect of a whole set of know how in career making in
the arts. These artists through their exceptional backgrounds and more favorable

social status were able to make crucial contacts and obtain knowledge of matters

7P, Borel, ‘L’Exposition des Femmes Peintres’, Lo Nouvelle Revue, vol. 57, Daris, March-April 1889,
. 625
%Cherry, Op. Cit. No. 1, p. 54; Gerrish Nuns, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 47
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ranging from exhibition possibilities to basic understanding of pigment etc. It was

through such connections that the artist could begin to be taken seriously.

On the other hand women artists married or related to artists could tum not
necessarily to their advantage. There are certain cases such as Georgiana Burne Jones,

whlch ta.ke us to the extreme of reducmg women to ob}ect‘; hence maters of clem

- /\

et T T,

.................

beliefs that women artists “don’t exist” and “don’t count.”” He is quoted as having
said “T like women when they are good and kind and agreeable objects in the

landscape of existence - give life to it and are pleasant to look at and think about.””

Morisot’s work in contrast, appears to have been well respected by many of the other

exhibitors of the impressionist circle and her family connection to Manet’* facilitated

her inclusion within that circle and inclusio?/to/intellectual cf)nversations.“ Similarly
-y

Cassatt, was treated seriously by Degas, and through*lu:‘:con tact she was able to

participate m at some of the later shows that have come to be known as the

impressionist exhibitions,”® They took their place within a group whosc artists tended

to adopt a high profile masculine and aggressive stance, insisting on painting

" Quoted in Elree Harris and Shirley R. Scott, 4 Gallery of Her Own, An Annotated bibliography of

women in Victoricn Painting, NY and London, 1997, p. §

™ Ina Taylor, Victorian Sisters, Bethesda, 1987, p. 72

7 Adier and Garb, Op. Cit. No. 37, p. 21; they first met in 1867 at the Louvre. InDecember 1874,

Berthe Morisot married Eugéne Manet, Edouard’s brother

™ D, Rouart, ed., The C orrespondence of Berthe Morisar, London, 1957, translated by B. W. Hubbard,
pp.35-6. Edma wrote to her sister Berthe: “Your life must be charming at this moment. To have

Bichette in one’s head every moming, to talk with Monsieur Degas while watching him draw, to laugh

with Manet, to philosophize with Puvis - each of these experiences seems to be enviable. You waould feel

the same way if you were far off as I am”

" Griselda Pollock, Mary Cassazt, London, 1980, p. 9. In 1913, Cassatt told her biographer of her

response: “I was at the moment that Degas persuaded me to send no more to the Salon and to exhibit

with his friends in the group of Impressiosists. I accepted with Joy. At last I could work with complete

independence without concerning myself with the eventual judgment of a jury. 1 alrcady knew who were
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according to their individual sensation and temperament, their stripping away of
cultural conventions and accrctions in art. Nevertheless, paradoxically in this

alternative space, these women found a place where their work could be seen and

judged more favorably than might otherwise have been the case.

This howeve;, could have had its drawbacks too. There are remimiscences of
Morisot”’ talking about the way Manet would take it upon himself to make alterations
to her work quite uninvited, and Cassatt could barely shrug off the label of pupil of
Degss. Morisot has subsequently been, until of late, known more as the sister-in-law
of Manet than as an artist in her own right. The hatch stroke brushwork considered
bold in 2 Renoir, could be interpreted by the same critic as delicate in Morisol’s case.
Or even if a painting done by a female arlist was admired for its curious handling of
subject and colour, the question of the ‘feminine” would still come up. For instance,
when Cassatt exhibited the Five O Clock Teqa, (see plate 4), at the Fifth Impressionist
exhibition of 1880, I. K. Huysmans made the following comment, contrasting Cassatt
with Gustave Gaillebotte:

“Here it 1s still the bourgeoisie... it 1s a world also of ease, but more elegant... Miss
Cagsatt has nevertheless a curiosity, a special attraction for a flutter of feminine
nerves passes through her painting...””®

To come back to the question of education, the possibilities were for the majority very

limited. Those who had moral and economic encouragement from their families in

my masters. I admired Manet, Courbet, and Degas. I hated conventional art, I began to live, {quoted by
Segard, 1913, pp. 7-8)

77 Talking of the painting The Mother and the Sister of the Artist, 1870, Morisot asked Manet’s opinion.
Manet did not restrict himself in giving advice. Morisot in her correspondence reports the following:
“He cracked a thousand jokes, laughed like a madman, handed me the palette, took it back; finally by
five 0’clock in the afternoon we had made the pretftiest caricature that was ever seen.., And now I am
lefl confounded. My only hope is that T shall be rejected (she imtended to submit it to the Salor jury).
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pursuing a carecr seriously, could enter into private studios or seeking the private
tuition of established artists. And again the situation tended to be as that with the
Academy, or within the orbif of traiming in accomplishments where limits were
imposed. But_ some teachers such as Charles Chaplin, in France quickly acquired a
reputation for offering women serious instruction, which included proper life class
training. It is interesting to find many British women going to France to study with the
likes of Chaplin. Louisc Jopling was one of his students. She wrote:

“He had a large following for his was the only atelier at that time where all the
students were women, so that careful mothers could send their daughters there
without any fear of complications arising between the sexes.”’”

Alternatively, from 1842, there were design schools which women in the lower strata
of the middle class, might attend in order to receive a modicum of beaux-arts
training, * 1842 was the year in which the Female School of Design was established in
London.® In France from 1810, there were about 20 schools of design exclusively for
women, one of which L’Ecole de Dessin pour Jeune Filles in 1849, saw Rosa
Bonheur succeed her father as director.™ Under her directorship the school enhanccd
its paltry teaching of basic art skills and started adopting a rigorous programrac of

training including study from the nude. This, however was the exception to the nie.

Most often the female student needed (o improvise an education from the alternatives

available. Some cnrolled in the increasing array of independent schools, such as in

Mother thinks this episode funny, but I find it agonizing’. Still the jury accepted the picture. From
Rouart, Op. Cit. No. 75, p. 41

™ Cited in Mary Cassatt, Pollack, Op. Cit. No. 76, p. 23

™ Louise Jopling-Rowe, Tienty Years of My Life 1867-1887, London, 1925, p. 3

¥ For more on femate private education see Cherry, Op. Cit, No. 59, pp. 58-60

8! Anthea Callan’s Angel in the Studio: Women in the Arts and Crafts Movement, 1870-1914, London,
1979, provides documentation of the difficulties the Female School faced, being tun by male
administrators and teaching female students.




France the Academie Julian (see plate 5) which accepted female students and made
pravision for study from the nude. In England the Slade School, (see plate 6) which
was set up in the 1850s adoﬁted a liberal policy in both its curriculum and in its
attitude to female students. Before 1860, private art schools and lessons [rom
estéblished artists were the two main options in at education for women. However in
France, the stﬁte school of art, the Ecole des Beaux Arts, remained closed to women
until 1897.% According to Yeldham: “This was over 30 years after women had been
admitted to the Royal Academy Schools in England and the same caution was
observed with regard to facilities for study. Initially they were excluded not only from

life studies but also from painting!”*

Most female students improvised an education out of these possibilities,
supplementing the gaps by recourse to art manuals, copying in museums, which
needed a license and hence wasn’t always an option, and increasingly by making co-
operative workshep arrangements where the cost of facilities and models could be
shared with each other. Both Louise Joplin and Henrietta Ward, set up such
arrangements and even gave instruction, but these did not last for very long due fo
econoimic constraints. The Society 6f Female Artists, as a response to the problems
women faced in exhibiting, quickly recognized that the problem of exhibition was
also a problem of education, and instituted some instructional facilities in its

premises.

8_3 Dore Ashton and Denise Brown Hare, Rosa Bonkenur-A Life and A Legend, London, 1987, p. 191
* Chaslotte Yeldham, Women Ariists in Ninetcenth Century France and Fingland, New York and
London, 1984, vol. 1, p. 58

% Tbid.
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6.2  Exhibition

Many of the problems of exhibition followed on from problems of training. Works
often betrayed a lack of conventional training and were excluded from major
cxhibiting forums os. qualitative grounds. As works were judged anonymously at the
initial jury stage at the Royal Academy or the Salon, it is clear that this was not an
effect of a policy of exclusion aimed at women, as in the case of education. In the
case of Henrietta Ward® however, where entry into the RA show, or in the case of
Louise Joplin, where entry into the Salon was consistently achieved the secondary
Jury stage, (that of the hanging jury which decided on matters of placing works),
could enforce their marginal position by allocating them unfavourably positions

within the exhibition.

The problem of exhibition at major venues was clearly related to matters ¢f training
but also to questions of subject matter. Most women painted in the low genres,
drawing upon subjects they had access to — still life (flowers and fruit), portraits,
landscape scenes, domestic genre, female literary heroines, moments drawn from
Shakespeare and such like. These genres,while they bad a grow:}ilg 3 place in the buying
patterns of the middle c]asses;\most di:dained for their tack of high intellectual and
moral content. Though the Salc;}/ would increasingly accommodate a selection of
such works toward the end of the century, the smail scale deemed appropriate to these
genres/ meant that anything but the most favourable of positions within the gallery
might lead to these kind of works, being overlooked or simply swamped. In the case

of the British Society of Watercolour Painters, known also as the Old Society of

Watercolour Paiaters, women found themselves excluded from. membership, a right
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that enabled one to exhibit a number of Works. In the case of this sociely, works do
not appear to have been juried anonymousily and few women gained access to its
gxhibitions. In France, even tbwards the end of the century, in the 1892 exhibition,
when Laurent J ust, for example, noticed “that some women were venturing outside of
their traditional terrain, he became nervous.™ Garb writes that “he detected that they
were beginming to try their hands at ‘la grande peinture’, academic figurcs,
landscape, outdoor painting. This could only lead to ruin, in his view. Predictably, he
complained that women’s art would be spoiled by becoming a base umitation of

men’s. The result of this could only be vulgar pastiche.”®

Laurent Just’s fears remained unjustified, as “despite assertions that the range of
women’s practice was expanding, the actual distribution of genre and medium at the
exhibitions did not change.”® This was all the more punitive, given that watercolour
was a medium in which many women received training or some degree as before
mentioned. Morever, the aesthetics equated with watercolour, those for instance of
delicate atmospheric effects of colour and the genres thought to be appropriate to
watercolour, such as landscape, offered the best opportunity for many women to excel
in pursuing artistic careers. This exclusionary policy by the society, was indeed pait
of the attempt to fend off the charges that watercolour, was a medium for amateurs, a

feminine and low art mediam.

%5 Gerrish Nunn, Op. Cit. No. 20, chapter 3,
¥ Garb, Op. Cit,. No. 18, , p. 132

&7 Thid.

%8 Thid.
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Jane Mayo Roos, in Early Impressionism and the French State, discusses women’s
position at the Salon and the degree to whach they could participate and move from
one level to another. She writés “for a woman who tricd to work her way through the
system, the course was very different and the rigid structuring of the Salon- preciuded
advancement beyond the entry lf:\_fels.”39 Furthermore she discusses a table included
in the compiled statistics by the administration of fine arts after the Salon of 1869.
This analyzes the exhibitors on the basis of gender and shows that from the 12 percent
of the women exhibitors, only 7 percent had managed to secure an award and enly 2
percent .had received enough medals to be declared beyond the competition. 26
percent of male artists and about 7 percent of female artists were exempted from the
jury process.” Roos writes “because the concepts women and artists were structured
as antithetical categories, it was virtually impossible for art by women to be taken
serfously by either the administration or the critics.”®! The limited number of women
exhibrtors awarded with medals, could not give them encugh votes to elect a female
member of a jury; the natural consequence of the event was the formation of a
masculine jury, following the masculine character of the institution of the Salon.” As
for the Academy of Fine Arts, the fact remains that no woman has ever been elected

.93
to a chair.”

In the light of this and in the absolute impossibility of following normal studio
practices of opening one’s studio to the public, as male artists did in certain moments

of the art season, women’s exhibition opportunities were limited Hence the

¥ Jane Mayo Roos, Euarly Impressionism and the French State, (1866-1874), Cambridge, 1996, p. 18
% 1bid., pp. 18-9

°! Ibid,, p. 21

%2 Thid.. p. 20

% id., p. 19
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consistency of developing an audience for one’s work or even of maintaining a sense
of identity as a professional artist, were imperiled. As has been mentioned, the private
dealer market did not readily absotb female artists and private patronage still
depended on being noticed in public forms. A good example to demonstrate this is
Emily Mary Osborn’s Nameless and Friendless, of 1857, (see plate 7), the year the
Society of Female Artists was founded. Osborn did not have the capital or property to
pursue painting as a profession. Flowever she was the protégé of the painter and
educator James Mathews Leigh” In this Osbor clearly shows a young orphan
offering .her picture to an art dealer. Osborn chooses carefully the imagery, in which
the sexual position of her characters, along with the vulnerability of women lacking in
financial and home security are obvious. An article of The Arr Journal of 1864
reviewing Osborn’s success, gave an excellent description as to the thoughtls of the
dealer:

“The man examines it critically and somewhat contemptuously; and one can
fancy the result of the inspection will be of this kind — “Afraid I can’t find room for it,
I’'m already overstocked with things of this sort; there’s no sale for them.””

On the other hand it is interesting to see the orphan - artist approaching the art market
directly, in contrast to real life where she had influential supporters to facilitate her

economic situation. Osborn’s success enabled her to build a new studio.*

Often women who were highly skilled artists had to settle for exhibiting at marginal
forums, which received little to no press coverage and lacked any prestige. The

solution to this exclusion seemed to many to lie in the forming of segregated

¥ yeldham, Op. Cit. No. 83, pp. 309-311
% The Art Journal, James Dafforne, ‘British Artists: Their Style and Characier — Emily Mary Osborn’,
London, 1864, pp. 261-3
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societies, such as in England in the 1850s the Society of Femalc artists, and in France

much later in the 1880s Unton des Femmes Peintres, Sculpteurs, Engraveurs, &ic.

Gillett suggests that it was Osborn’s success and her “less fortunate sister-artist in the
print sclier’s shop that were present in the mind with those who worked with Mrs
Grote to develop the Society of Female Artists, so as to provide needy gentlewomen
with encouragement and access to a special market of purchasers - women and men
who visit the society’s exhibitions and buy pictures there, either out of charitable

motivation or because they were more affordable then the high priced works.”’

The tact remains that the 1871 census listed over one thousand female painters,” (as
it has been mentioned), whose social conditions although shaped by sexually
orientated ideological forces did not exclude them from participating to labour

process.

% Gitlett, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 135
”" Thid.
% Thid., p. 133
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Friction in Feminist Art History — Class or (zender?

Having di_écussed the historical béckground of gender and feminism, I now want to
concentrate on the theories and methodologies fenunist scholars and art historians
have adopted. The discovery of and reevaluation of women’s work has been the first
project of feminist art historians. However the acknowledgment of a sexually and
socially based society has led writers to adopt different methodologies in reevaluating
the works, and in examining the role of feminist art history in relation to traditional
art history. Problems have been found in the very structure of the discipline of art

history, which can be categorized as a man~-made construction,

That women'’s art existed in 19™ century France and Britain is not an issue of dispute.
What comes into question, through feminist art history, is the formulation of such
concepts as ‘women’s art’, who is responsible for a “feminine’ production, and how
has this been enveloped through the discipline of art history itself. Feminist texts,
Radical or Marxist™, aim to a single resuit. As Joan Kelly writes, “the double

perspective of social and sexual oppression must inform all feminist theory.”™'®

* For the purpose of this chapter [ will be looking at texts whose authors have identified themselves
either as Radical or Marxist,

"% Quoted in Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, ‘Placing Women's History in History’, in New Left Review, No,
133, May-June 1982, p.6
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1. Ideological Occupation

Writers whether rich or lacking in sophistication have recognized this double
oppression, ever since August Bebel, in Woman Under Socialism,’ identified that
feminine Ciualities “are born under the pressure of social conditions, and are further
de?e]oped by heredity, example and education. A being irmrationally brought up,
cannot bring up others rationally” ' Although Bebel’s comment cannot be equated to
a “sexually based social reality”, an idea which Joan Kelly introduced in her essay
The Doubled Vision of Feminist Theory'”, (1976), vet I don’t think Bebel conceived
the ‘social’ in terms economic relations of production. Tt is worth mentioning here
that he dismissed the idea that women had a natural calling to raise families; that idea
was “twaddle”.’ Furthermore Bebel argued that the domination of women by men
was rooted in history and not in biology. For

“...the faculties of the female sex, a scx that for centuries has been held under,
hampered and crippled, far worse than any other subject beings. We have absolutely
no measure to-day by which to gauge the fullness of mental powers and faculties that
will develop among men and women so soon as they shall be able to unfold amid
natural conditions.™'®

These social conditions of women which “have been generally aliowed to determine
the degree of intellectual culture in a nation™® and have been stressed by the
institutional or the individual preconditions for “achievement or the lack of it in the

arts” as Linda Nochlin writes'””, have been explored further by contemporary feminist

art historians in order to provide alternative methods or methodologies, which

™ August Bebel, Woman Under Socialism, travslated by Daniel De Leon, NY, 1971, first edition
published 1883.

2 hid ., p. 118

1% yoan Kelly, “The Doubled Vision of Feminist History: A Postseript 1o the “Woman and Power”
Conference’, in Ferminist Studies, 1976

1% Bebel, Op. Cit. No. 101, p. 182

195 1bid., p. 189

1% Mrs B.F Ellet, Women Artists in Al Ages end Counntries, London, 1859, pp. 1-2
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conventional art history has overlooked. Whether it be the “rules of the game which
demand scrutiny™'® rather than the “obstacles” that women artists faced, or vice
versa, according to Griselda Pollock “we seem to be involved in a contest for

occupation of an ideologically strategic terrain™,'®

2. Feminist Art History — An approach or method?

Lynda Nead in Feminism, Art History and Cultural Politics, sums up the feminist
involvement with art history in two stages. The first one is the rediscovery of women
artists, their work, and their integration into the traditional discipline. The second one
is its critical approach to the discipline itself, and its confronting position to the
values and positions within art history and the exposition of the function of culture in
the formation of patriarchy."” Nead writes, “feminism and its meaning — that of
difference - has to resist becoming a term of difference for the traditional
discipline™""’ of art history. After all, the idea of feminism as one possibility, offering
new alternative methodologies, outlines the “dangers involved in formulating an

effective agenda for feminist cultural politics today™ !

Nead calls for a ‘new’ feminism, which should not be an approach to art history,

rather to “challenge the values and ideas constructed within art history as part of its

7 Nochlin, Op. Cit. No. 8, p. 149

198 R ozsika Parker, review of Germaine Greer’s “The Obstacle Race”, cited i Vision and Difference,
Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 23

9 Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 23

191 ynda Nead, ‘Feminism, Art History and Cultural Politics’, in A. L. Rees and Frances Borzello,
(eds.), The New Ari History, London, 1986, p. 123

1 1hid,, p. 120

2 Thid.
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programme of cultural politics”.!? Whefher feminist art histoty is an ‘approach’ to
conventional art history, or a progressive method, or method in progress of art history,
its importance lies, accord.ing to Nead, “in its project o demonstrate the work of
visual repfesentation and the social function of culture and cultural values™™, In
order to achieve this, T think the construction of a ‘strategic terrain’ to which Pollock
refers, isa neéessa-ry step and perhaps the most difficult which feminist historians and

art historians face, in order to add, change or develop the current patriarchal form of

art history.

Griseldﬁ Pollock and Roszika Parker occupied themselves with the construction of
such terrain, in Old Mistresses, Women, Art and Ideology, (1981), where they offered
an analysis in order to provide a “new theorctical framework for the understanding of
the significance of sexual difference.”® Although Parker and Pollock stated that to
see women’s history as “a progressive struggle against the great odds™ is a mistake,
what they actually followed however was a process which although it tried to connect
women, art and idcology, showed the endless constraints that were placed upon
women’s art, These come from art institutions, the language and codes of arl with
which they had to work, and the structures and ideologies of art history itseif. Thus
they provided a view of women’s artistic production deeply reflecting the different
construints women faced at different periods and affected predominantly by matters
of sex', at the expense of class. Whether this framework falls under a feminist,

radical or Marxist perspective is another issue, and will be discussed further on.

1 Toid., p. 121

H4Thid., p. 124

113 parker and Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 37, p. xix

1€ poflock and Parker although they stated in their introdnction that an approach such as “women’s
history is simply judged against the norms of male history. .. fails to convey the specific ways that women




3. Feminist, Radical and Marxist positions

For the purpose of this chapter I am borrowing the definition “Radical’ from the New
York Radical Feminist’s organizing document, the Pofitics of Ego: A Manifesto for
New York Radical IFeminists. “Radical feminists are those feminists who argue thai
the most fundeamental dynamic of history is men’s striving to dominate womesn.
‘Radical’ in this context does not mean anti-capitalist, socialist, counter-cultural, etc.,
but has the specific meaning of this particular set of feminist beliefls or groups of
feminists™.!” For instance recent publications such as Problem Pictures, Women and
Men in Victorian Painting, by Pamela Gerrish Nunn, (1995), states its ‘radical’
character in the introduction of the book. Gerrish Nunn writes,

“In prioritizing sex as its organizing factor, this examination of Victorian culture does
not deny the influence of race and class as oppressive taxonomigs in Victorian
society, but it does express the author’s belief that gender was and is the most
fundamental, crucial and pervasive of these discriminatory systems, and that any
appraisal of the nineteenth century based on this belief is bound to reveal significant
and useful truths. Inthusfar, Problem Pictures is a work of radical feminigm” 1#
[nstead Marxist scholars argue for a materialist analysis of capital, patriarchy, family
and sexuality.'’® However Marx’s labour theory of value, in which the value of

commodity was based on the amount of labour time used in its production and the

consumption of symbelic goods can also be measured by the time and rigour

have made art under different constraints at different periods, atfected as much by factors of class as by
their sex”, however their book gave emphasis on the factor of sex, thus providing a *radical’ work of
feminism despite its efforts to unite factors of class and sex. From Parker and Pollock, Ibid., p. xix.

7 <Politics of Hgo: A Manifesto for New York Radical Feminists’, in Rebirth of Femirdsm, ed, Judith
Hole and Ellen Levine, NY, 1971, pp. 440-43, Yoan Wallach Scott, in Gender and the Politics of
History,1988, devides feminists into tlhree groups: 1, Feminists who concentrate on theories of
patriarchy 2. Feminists who atterapt to link with Marxist theory 3. Feminists who use psychoanalysis to
explain the gendered production of subjectivity.

"'® Gerrish Nuna, Op. €it. No. 28, pp.1-2 '

" Gen Doy’s Women and Visual Culture in Nineteenth Century France, 1800-1852, London, 1998, is
the most recent publication defending a Marxist approach in assessing women’s work and women’s
images in 19 century France and will be discussed further on.
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necessary to master them, has been consj.dered by many scholars and feminists to be
‘sex-blind’,*** and non-adequate to expl:iin the complex interlockings of women’s
lives, their structure and their. relationship to modes of production. These ‘“Marxist
Teminists’ Gen. Doy writes, are not Marxists but socialists who confuse the definition
of Marxism. How can they be Marxists if they argue that “A Marxist analysis of

capitalism... can be termed ‘sex-blind?”. 1
p

So there has been a war between several strands of feminism, which all follow
differentl ideologies and consequently metho;iologies. There has even been a war
between the same categories of feminism, (it would be impossible to list them all in
this essay), arguing for different approaches. I wish to put this question: How are we
to know how to look at sexual politics and their construction, and how to assess visual
images ‘reflecting’ or corresponding to social places-spaces and issues of class? To-
what degree of sophistication we must aspirc, before we are able to understand the
multitude of complexitics, and the interrelations between patriarchy, class, capital and
gender? Can one strand of feminism exist without the other, and if so which are the

best to follow?

120 The following writers have adopted the view that Marxism is sex-blind: Heidi I, Hartmann, “The
Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism; Towards a More Progressive Union’; in Copiial and
Class, 1979, vol. 8; Graig Owens ‘The Discourse of Others: Feminists and Postmodernism’, in H. Foster
(ed.), Postmodern Cufture, London and Sydney, 1985; Frangoise D’Eaubonne, Histoire de art et Luite
des sexes, 1977; Carol Elulich, “The Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism: Can it be saved’, in
Lydia Sargent, (ed.), The Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism, A Debate of Class and
Patriarchy, London and Sydney, 1986, first edition 1981; in the same book Gloria Toseph’s essay “The
Tncompatible Menage & Trois: Marxism, Teminism and Racism’; Joan Wallach Scott, Gender and the
Pofitics of History, NY, 1988

"*! Doy refers here to Michelle Barrett’s Women 's Oppression Today, Problems in Marxist eminist
Analysis. From Gen Doy, Seeing and Consciousness, Women, Cluss and Represemation, Oxford, 1993,
p. 20




46

Gender for Joan Wallach Scott, has two parts: “gender 1s a coustructive element of
social relationships based on perceived differences between the sexes, and gender is a
primary way of signifying relationships of power”.' Gender as an analytic catcgory
has emorgcd in the late 20™ century. However its historical and not biological
character has been underlined in key texts such as “Placing Women’s History in
History”, written by Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, (1982). In this, “The adoption of gender
as a fundamental category of historical analysis historically and not biological
determined™* is one among the many theoretical implications of placing women’s
history ih history”, for arguing that “...adding women to the received account -
especially in the form of a few more neglected worthies or a lot more descriptive
social history does not necessarily change anything substantive in our manncr of
writing history.”™ Fox-Genovese writes “Make no mistake, the inclusion of women
within conventional narratives cannot be dismissed lightly... But adding women to

history is not the same as adding women’s history”.'®

122 Wallach Scott, Op. Cit. No. 117, p. 42

13 Fox-Genovese, Op. Cit. No. 100, p. 6. The rest of the theorstical implications are 1. Forms of male
dominance vary and cannot be assimilated under the general rubric of patriarchy. 2. To substitute
women’s history for mainstream history leaves us prisoners of the status as ‘other’ to which mainslrcam
history has assigned us. 3. Capitalism and the bourgeois revolutions have tended to generalize gender
differance as the custodian of displaced notions of hierarchy and dependence, and thus practically to
repudiate their theoretical promises of equality for all. 4. Expansion of capitalism and modern
represeniative government had tempted to blind men of difterent classes with the double promised of
individualism in the public sphere and male dominance in the home. 5. All modern fanguages of social
theory are impregnated with the ideological premises of this gender system. 6. Most modern institutions
have systematically extended gender difference as a fundamentat part of social order. 7. Official theories
of the family and sexual division of labour must be understood as the product of class and gender
struggle. 8. Our dominant sociat theories have provided us with no adequate way to assess the
indispensable contributions of women to collective life in society, including class and racial dominance
on the one side and the resistance of the oppressed on the other. pp. 6-7

2 1bid., p. 6

25 Tbid.
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4, Historical Xxciusion of women from knowledge ~ They (men) are to
blame!

Dale Spencer in Mens Studies Modificd, argues that women have been left out of
history due to accepted knowledge and its historical exclusion of women from it. Of
course men are the ones to blame. Spencer writes:

“They (men) have created men’s studies (the academic curriculum), for, by not
acknowledging that they are presenting only the explanations of men, they have
passed off this knowledge as human knowledge. Women have been excluded as the
producers of knowledge and as the subjects of knowledge, for men have often made
their own sex, representative of humanity... Fundamental to knowledge is the premise
that women have been ‘left out’ of codified knowledge™**.

Spencer emphasizes that this is not done by individual men, rather it is a structural
problem which it has been built into the production of knowledge. “Because it has
been primarily men who have determined the parameters, who have decided what
would be problematic, significant, logical, reasunable, net only women have been
excluded from the process but the process itself can reinforce the ‘authority’ of men

and the ‘deficiency’ of women”'”.

Spencer’s argument provides a key text in
explaining why there have been no great women writers, historians efc.; an argument

which has been picked up by later scholars such as Pollock, Nochlin, Nead, Broude,

Garrard and others,

The danger with Spencer’s argument is that it tends to homogenize women as a
whole, and put them into the same category — that of women — women’s history — thus

obscuring the complexities and contradictions within specific historical epochs, and

13 Spencer, Qp. Cit. No. 6, pp. 1-2
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changing roles of women in scciety. Also it looks at the relationship between men and
women, excluding the direct relationship of women to labour and power, (which
according to Spencer and other Marxists such as Hartmann, is controlled by men),

thus providing a one-dimensional aspect which is incomplete and must be avoided in

assessing any cultural products.

What Spencer also does, is to homogenize feminists as a whole, believing that they all

work on the same ideological terrain, fighting for the same cause. Spencer writes:

“Rather than separate the personal and political {rom the production of knowledge,
femimsts are attempting to bring together and in this synthesis they are striving to
construct more accurate, adequate, and comprehensive explanations than those which
emerged under the reign of objectivity, and male supremacy. Instead of trying to be
‘detached, feminists are blatantly ‘involved’ in the knowledge which they are
producing and unlike the traditional model in which the researcher is presumed to be
‘outside’ the subject matter being researched, feminist contributions frequently testify
to the way in which women are changed by the tesearch process. This is a concrete
example of the way women are trying to bring politics and knowledge together™?,

As for the accomplishment of the task of how they (feminists) try to bring politics and
knowledge together, Spencer leaves the question hanging. For

“There is still an ongoing debate within feminism about the criteria of credibility and
there are signs of some discomfort at being required to accept the current

position. .. the world i3 not monodimensional (as men would have it), it is perhaps an

indication that we are products of our own culture when we become uncasy with our

‘multiple’ cxplanations™ '

The tendency of feminist scholars to talk about feminism as a homogenous body of
theory, has been picked up by the Marxist art historian, Gen Doy in Seeing and

Consciousness, - Women, Class and Representation, {1995). In this, Doy questions the

7 tbid., p. 2
28 Thid., p. 7
29 Ibid., p. 8
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notion that all those studying women in cultural production are feminists of one sort
or another, as she admits that she has done it herself at times.”*® Doy writes, “In the
case of women's history, the responsc of most non-feminist historians has been
acknowlengnent and then separation or dismissal”."' Doy’s approach is based on the
Marxist belief that ‘gender struggle is not the basis for understanding history” and will

be discussed in detail further on.

The issue of women having being left out of official history or that official history has
nothing fo do with women’s history, was taken further by R. Bridenthal, C. Koonz and
S. Stuart. These writers in Becoming Visible (1987) identified two main trends, which
have shaped women’s history. The first is division of labour, from which power tends

to go to men, purely because they have the centralized authority.
5. Division of labour

The literature on the division of labour is cndless and comes mainly from socialist
texts. These scrutinize Marx and his successors for not giving sufficient explanation
to the emancipation of women, due to its ceniral analysis, which focuses on the
relationship of women to the economic system, rather that of women io men. As
Hartmeann writes “They give no clue about why womenr are subordinate to men inside
and outside the family and why it is not the other way around”.'* It is the analysis of
patriarchy and capitalism that writers such as the latter, Fox-Genovese and others

have Tound as the responsible elements for making Marxism ‘sex-blind’. For Engels,

B bid,, p. 22
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wormen’s emancipation in the labour force was the key to their emancipation.'”
However, according to Hartmann, Engels argued that i “bourgeois families, women

had to serve their masters, be monogamous, and produce heirs to inherit property.'*

Hartmann when examining the political implications of Marxist approaches lists
convincingly two crucial remarks which have been adopted and camied further along
by leminist art historians like Pollock. Hartmann states that according to the first
Marxist approach,

“women'’s liberation requires first, that women become wage workers like men, and
second, that they join with men in the revolutionary struggle against capitalism.
Capital and private property, the early Marxisis argued, are the cause of women's
particular oppression just as capital is the cause of the exploitation of workers in
general, Though aware of the deplorable situation of women in their time the

early Marxists failed to focus on the differences between men’s and women’s
experiences under capitalism,”"’

I'm thinking here of Pollock’s approach when attacking T.J.Clark, in discussing
Edouard Manet’s 4 Bar a La Folies-Bergére (1881-2) (see plate 8) on the subject of
wonen’s experience being different to that of men."® Pollock’s argument is that a
woman artist could not have painted such a picture, purely because of her sex which
could prevent her from entering those spaces of the public sphere, such as café-
concerts, etc., and not because of her class. Although the argument is strong in

cmphasizing the different experiences of women to men under capitalism, it however

P2 flartmann, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 8

3 Frederick Engels, Origins of the Family, Private Property and the State, edited with an introduction
bg.r Eleanor Burke Leacock, New York, 1972

34 Quoted in Hartmann, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 3. Hartmann sums up the Marxist analysis of the woman
question in three forms: 1. Capitalisin saw women drawn into the wage labour theory, thercfore
destroying sexual division of lebour. 2. We are all workers in the everyday life system in capitalism
(contemporary view). 3. Marxist-feminists have focused on housewaork and its relation to capital, some
arguing that homework produces surplus value and that house workers work directly for capitalists.
From the same article, p. 2.
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fails to show that it was the very capital and private property that enabled women at
all to become painters who exhibited and sold, breaking away from the traditional

norms of domesticity.

The necessity for this is well cxpressed in The Art Journal of 1861, in an arlicle
referring to the Female School of design and its importance in educating girls from
the middle classes in order to gain employment. According to this:
“It has been founded expressly for the purpose we have been considering. its object
being twofold ~ partly to enable young women of the middle class to obtain an
honourable and profitable emplovment, and partly to improve ornamental design
manufactures, by cultivating the taste of the designer... since the year 1852, no fewer
than six hundred and ninety have entered the school... while members have been able
to support themselves... at the present moment its students number one hundred and
eighteen; of these twenty are studying with a view of ultimately maintaining
themselves,..”™”
Holcombe in Victorian Ladies at Work, writes “there was a significant and always
increasing number and proportion of middle-class women in the country’s labour
force”."*® Gillett writing on the reviews of works of female painters discusses
publications such as the Art Journal, which dealt with cultural matters and their
reflection of female creative practice. She claims that many women were earning
income through their work in art, as were their counterparts in the fields of journalism

and literature.'*® Miss Harriet Martineau, the radical Feminist whose words inspired

Jessie Boucherett to found the Socicty for Promoting the Employment of Women,'*®

133 1bid., pp.3-4

13 pollack’s approach is discussed in full detail in chapter three.

137 “3WOMAN, AND ART. THE FEMALE SCHOOL OF DESIGN?, The 4rt Journal, T.ondon, 1861, p.
108

138 Lee Holcombe, Vietorian Ladics at Work, USA, 1973, p. 12

39 Gillett, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 138

% Holcombe, Op. Cit. No, 138, p. 10
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pointed out that in 1851, of six million women in Britain over the age of twenty, more
than two millions were independent and self supporting like men. She concluded:
“The supposition was ...false and ought to be practically admitted to be false; - that
every woman is supported (as the law supposes her to be represented) by her father,
her brother, or her husband. .. A social organization framed for a community of which
half stayed at home, while the other half went out to work, cannot answer the
purposes of a society, of which a quarter remains at home while three quarters go out
to work.”*!

In France, looking at the Impressionist circle, we sce that Cassatt, although coming
from a haut-bourgeois background, made an enormous success out of the sale of her
work, to the extent of enriching her economic capital by investing in property. As for
Morisot, although not dependent on the sale of her work for survival, as has often
been implied'*, compared to Monet, Renoir and Sisley, her 1875 correspondence
suggests the opposite. Charles F. Stuckey and William P. Scott, in Berthe Morisor,

Impressionisi, suggest that her determination to sell could have been caused by her

husband’s search for work in Constantinople, Beirut, Grenoble and London.**

Furthermore 1 would like to suggest that Morisot’s commitment to the avant-garde
could hardly being taken as an identification of her art with the management of the
household; a commitment which did not change when she married Eugene Manet."**
In March 1875 along with Monet, Renoir and Sisley, she organized a public auction
of recent works which was to cause a scandal. The revolutionary techmiques of the
Impressionists were not well received; Renoir later recalled “one gentleman called

Berthe Morisot a gourgandine (street walker). Pissarro punched him in the face, thus

1 Fomale Industry, Edinburgh Review, CIX, April, 1859, pp. 297-8, 335

142 Charles F. Stuckey and William P. Scott, Berthe Morisot, Tnpressionisi, London, 1987, p. 64
193 Rouart, 1950, 81-90; 1957, 84-94: 1896, 97-107: cited in Stuckey and Scott, p. 64

" Stuckey and Scatt, Op. Cit. No. 142, p. 63




¢

53
police had to be called.”'*” The critics were similar in their opinions. Pierre Wolff
wrote for Le Figaro: “Five or six lunatics — one of them a woman — make up a group
of poor wretches who have succumbed to the madness of ambition, and dared to put
on an exhibition of their work”.!* Paul Durand-Ruel, the “epitome of the dynamic
entreprencur who twinned financial acumen with devotion to “innovative” trends™' "
of Impressionism handled Cassatt’s work with equal care as the rest of the
Illlpgessionists._ In the 1875 auction, the dealer Hoscede boughi Morisot’s work
Interior, which fetched the higher price,'*® although the bids for the pictures were
low, coﬁpared 10 her male colleagues. The rest of her buyers were Henry Rouart, her
brother in law Gustave Manet, and her cousin Gabriel Thomas'. T want to suggest
that this involvement Morisot and Cassatt had in the art market and their obvious
understanding of art not just as an aesthetic process but also as an economic one, puts

them on an equal level to their male associaies.

Furthermore, I sqggest that it is this understanding Qf female exhibito_@ of theart that
must be looked at in order to provide answers as to their class and their chosen
iggp_{_)gr_faphy cxecuted to secwe a s;?e_qiﬁc public of pers_l?"ectivev___‘buyirs. For without
this public the woman’s role as an economic contributor would not exist. It is also
their changing role in the system of arl marketing that must be looked at. Nicholas
Green writes “it is a tale of big capital investment, the marketing of futures, complex

sale and resale techniques between dealers and speculative collectors, the

3 Jean Renoir, Renoir, My Fother, trans. Randolph and Dorothy Weaver, Canada, 1962, p. 158

M6 1bid., , p. 158

Y7 Nicholas Green. Circuits of Production, Circuits of Consumption: The case of Mid-Nineteenth-
Century French Ari Dealing, Art Journal, Spring 1989, London, p. 29

48 The picture is called Interior or Young Woman with a Mirror, and was sold for 480 francs; Merete
Bodelsen, Early linpressionist Sales 1874-94, in the light of some unpublished ‘procés-verbaux’, The
Burlingion Magazine, Tune 1968, vol. CX, p. 335
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proliferation of supportive art-historical publicity”.'*° This system included women
more than ever before. In France the decline of the Academy helped women artists to

get involved more effectively in the new artist-dealer system.

Green presents the arlist as the salaried employee against the dealer appearing as
entreprencurial capitalist, who despite the financial vulnerability of his position,
(which may not be secure by taking the chance of investing} remains the hero; On top
of that the artist can be at the mercy of market forces beyond his control.*! For Green
it this oécillation that can be found in the writings of John Rewald, “between the
positive characterization of certain innovative dealers and the largely negative
relation of the avani-garde to financial success that has been the key site for the
reproduction of the popular notion of the artist as a social misfit or outsider, the
bohemian Van Gogh oppressed by and opposed to commercial {(bourgeois)

22132

society. 1t has to be said that women’s different social experiences would not

allow them to participaie in this promotional game of the artist being the outsider, as
it would not comply with their ‘lady’ status. Although artist’s work-production-
financial outcome cannot be categorized as wage labour, however both women and
men artists worked for a living. As Paula Gillett writes,

“The prominence ...as it related to female art practice reflected a widespread
awareness among well-informed observers - including readers of the A#t Journal and
other publications dealing with cultural matters - that many women were earniag
income through their work in art, as were their counterparts in the field of
journalism and literature. Proponents of legislation to protect married women’s
carnings heightened this awareness in their 1856 petition, calling Parliament’s
attention to the fact that modem civilization, in extending the sphere of occupations
for women, had “in some measure broken down their pecuniary dependence upon

Y9 hid., p. 335-6

19 Green, Op. Cit. No. 147, p. 29
Bl 1hid.

2 Tbid.
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men”, lower-class women were widely employed in factory work and other
occupations, while women of the “middle and upper ranks™ of society were now
entering the fields of literature and art.”'*

What I want to suggest here, is a concurrent and cchabiting nature between class and
sex. Rather than say it was her class that made a woman unsuccessful in gaining-
access to these places and therefore could not produce the “masterpieces’ male artists -
produced, at the same time we have to admit that it was her class, that of the
bourgeois woman in most cases, that gave her the opportunity for attributing to
women’s emancipation in general, by making her productive. This includes
education, running a studio, exhibition possibilities, etc.

However for Fox-Genovese

“it became customary to speak of market activily as productive. But the human
participants in the process no doubt saw it differently. Specifically, the labour of
women —although not only of women - was consistently classified as non-productive
if it did not conunand a wage: the grinding expenditure of human energy and the
uscfulness has nothing to do with the issue™**

Here Fox-Genovese refers to housework, which should be paid but never was.
Mariarosa Dalla Costa’s strong analysis in The Power of Women and the Subversion
of the Community, supports the proposition that women should demand wages for
housework.™ This was something that was discussed nearly one hundred years
before, when Barbara Leigh Smith, the contemporary painter and feminist, wrote:
“Women who act as house-keepers, nurses, and instructors of their children, often do
as much for the support of the household as their husbands; and it is very unfair for
men to speak of supporting a wife and children when such is the case. When a woman

gives up a profitable employment to be govemess to her own family, she eams her
right to live.”"*

133 Gillett, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 138 with reference to Holcombe, “Victorian Wives”, 10.

13* Pox-Genovese, Op. Cit. No. 100, pp. 25-6

'* Quoted in Hartmann, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 5 . Hartmann refers to Mariarosa Dalla Costa's essay
‘Women and the Subversion of the Community’, in The Power of Women and the Subversion of the
Community, by Mariarosa Dalla Costa and Selma James, Brstol, England, 1973,

1% Barbara Leigh Smith, ‘“Women and Work’, in The Exploited, by Matie Mulvey Roberts and Tamae
Mizuta, (eds.), with an introduction by Marie Mulvey Roberts, London, 1993, p. 9




Yet for Fox-Genovese, women’s labour at home started from the need of women to
find their social identity in the family, “the principal arena of activity” purely thanks
to the “inhospitability of the workplace, the constraints of law, and the informally
licensed violence against women”,'”” However ! think it is fruitless to excuse the idea *
of domesticity, which has been discussed in chapter one, as purely a matter of the
inevitable course of fortune, thanks to men and the total subordination of women to
thclﬁ, for portraying a fatalistic idea which homogenizes all women — poor them
{women), thalnks to men women could never make it! So how did women achieve the
vote, and became citizens with rights to property, divorce, education and professional
success? It is true however, that due 1o the construction of man-made knowledge, a
large percentage of women wanted a home more than anything else, a home in which
they felt secure financiatly and socially, as their social respect would rise due to their
marital status. Once they married the division of labour would appear as the norm.
Even successful women artists such as Margaret Gillies (1803-87), portrait and figure
painter, Martha (1824-85) and Annie Muirie (1826-93), flower and fruit painters, and
Emily Mary Osborn, (1834-after 1909), figure and landscape painter, would tind that
marriage would automatically put them in the position of the subordinate, as their
earnings would become their husbands’ properties. Paula Gillett refers to Joanna
Bovce (1831-61), figure and landscape painter, as an example of a women artist who
agonized over her agreement to a proposal by the artist Henry Tanworth Wells “in u

correspondence that discussed marriage with such words as “slavery”, “dependence”,

and “degraded™™*

%7 Rox-Genevese, Op. Cit. No. 160, p. 16
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Especially for the “womanly domesticated woman”, a term defined to portray an ideal
married woman'*, B.L.Hutchins, wrote in 1913;

“But what is to be the married women’s ideal? Self-dependence for her is at present
usually difficuit, if not impossible, It is only in the case of exceptional and picked
women that the strain of carrying on an occupation closely enough to produce an
adequate income can be combined with home and children. In the face of facts that
are all round us, the greater capacity of men for producing exchange-values; the
greater efficiency of womcen in the realm of use-value; and the success of many
homes and households thus run upon the principle of “division of labow™, it appears
extremely unlikely that any large proportion of married women will aim at earning
their own living, as the norm or standard of their lives. We ought, indeed, to go
further and recognize that for the womanly domesticated woman to be forced by

economie stress into the field of competitive production or service is really a
waste, even a cruelty™%.

To argue for an Engels type of argument, that is that familial ideology arose as part of
the class practice of the bourgeoisic who were able to impose this on the working
class (to remind the reader that for Engels within the family the woman was the
proletariat and the man was the bourgeois), and that somehow the bourgeoisie were
able to impose this on the working class, is as argument that many writers have
followed, such as Michelle Barrett in Women’s Oppression Today: Problems in
Marxist Feminist Anafysis (1980). This argument is not clear to me, and far too
generalized, Contradictory examples have always existed within various forms of
political systems, and have always been formed by both matters of class and gender,
for secing one without the other, manages only to promotie a theory that rests on a
single variable of physical difference. For Wallace Scott such theory “...assumes a

consistent or inherent meaning for the human body — outside social or cultural

%% Gillett, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 162. Also see Cherry, Op. Cit. No. 59, p. 36

1% Hutchins’ own words are the following: ©...nearest to an ideal state, the wite’s position as a creator
of use-values, and not a parasite, being fully defined”. From B. L. Hutchins, ‘Conilicting Ideas: Two
Sides of the Woman’s Question’, London, 1213, in Mulvey Roberts and Mizuta, Op. Cit., p. 64

19 hid., pp. 63-64




58

construction - and thus the ahistoricity of gender itself.”"!

For Engels the explanation for the origins of and the changes in gender systems is
found outside the scxual division of labour. For

“The supremacy of the man in marriage 1s the simple consequense of his economic
supremacy, and with the abolition of the latter will disappear of itself”... “the only
answer that can be given is that it must advance as society changes, even as it has
done in the past™ '@

This is how Engels concluded his Origins of the Family. Docs one follow Engel’s
conclusion and therefore [ollow a method where the amount of labour work equals
the hours put into its production (I can’t see how an analogy would work when
assessing visual-cultural images), or does one follow Catherine McKinnon’s
formulation of sexuality being the “primary process of the subjection of women™?
McKinnon writes,

“Sexuality is to feminism what work is to marxism: that which is most one’s own, yet
most taken away... Sexual objectification is the primary process of the subjection of
women, It unties act with world, construction with expression, perception with
enforcement, myth with reality. Man fucks woman; subject verb object”.'”

For Kelly, economic and gender systems interact to produce social and historical
experiences;, neither system was casual, but both “operate simultaneously to
reproduce the socioeconomic and male dominant structures of ...[a] particular social

order” 1%

161 Wallace Scott, Op. Cit. No. 117, pp. 34-5. For an argument against the use of gender to emphasize
the social aspect of sexual difference, see Moira Gatens, ‘A Critique of the Sex/Gender Dinstiction’, in
J. Allen and P. Paiton, eds. Beyond Marxism?, 1985

152 Engels, Op. Cit. No. 133, pp. 144-5

163 Catherine McKinnon, ‘Feminism, Marxism, Method, and the State: An Agenda for Theory’, Sigws,
Sgaring 1982, Chicago, 7:515, 541

154 Joan Kelly, “The Doubled Vision of Feminist Theory’, in Women, History and Theory, Chicago,
1984, p. 61




This order as we have seen is carrying on and reproducing a circle which art
historians come to deal with when offering an iconographical analysis of female
images. The housework has always been unpaid; the need of women to identify
themselves in the family as their principal space, has been a consistent characteristic
of women even nowadays. In the case of many female artists whose works were
identified as t-hose of their husbands or fathers, and who worked for them either as
assistants or as models, then it is not only housework, which has not been accounted,
but also manual-artistic labour. A labour that although they would not have been paid
for, yet \Sfould keep them in the position of the subordinate — woman subordinated by
man, woman depends on man. Elizabeth Eleanor Siddall (1829-62), the Pre-
Raphaelite heroine and later wife of Dante Gabriel Rossetli, serves as a good example
in demonstrating the above. Jan Marsh in Pre-Raphaelite Sisterhood, discusses in
detail the relationship of Lizzie to Rossetti and her confribution to his work which
was at times not acknowledged. This was not because of Gabriel, who according to
Marsh, “pursued Lizzie’s professional advancement with as n:uch energy as his
own”'®, but rather the publisher’s refusal to use Lizzie’s illustrations. However
Marsh writes that in view of Rossetti’s admiration for her work, “he silenily
incorporated part of her drawing into his, so that she should at least see her work in
print!”'% Marsh refers to Siddall’s S¢ Cecilia (for “The Palace of Art") and Gabriel’s
own design for St Cecilia, as published by dward Moxon. Whether women artists

were paid for this kind of work is doubtful.

For similar cases women have been considered unproductive, remained unpaid, thus

163 Tan Marsh, Pre-Raphaelite Sisterhood, London, 1985, p.72
166 1.
Ibid.
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becoming obscured in the market system. It is due to such diverse factors that women
artists such as Morisot and Cassatt, made their home or rather were being made to
find their identity in the private space, that of a family house. Families are the cores in
which gender systems have been reproduced and transformed; gender systems have

been defined as forms of patriarchy.®’

If it was difficult in the case of Siddal, in distinguishing the similarities in style and
composition -between her own work and Rossetti’s, then artists such Artemisia
Gentileséhi can prove another art historical tool i.e. that feminists have drawn from
the differences in living experiences between male and female artists. Artemisia
Gentileschi’s work (¢.1597- after 1651), has been associated with her father’s.
Garrard in ‘Artemisia and Susanna’®®, establishes as Artemisia’s, Susarna and the
Elders, (1610), (see plate 9) (one which though inscribed as Artemisia’s has been
considered by several scholars to be the work of her father’s Qrazio), by
distinguishing its uniquely sympathetic treatment of its subject. It is presented,
unusually, from the view-point of the female protagonist — as distinct from the way in
which the subject was traditionally handled during the Renaissance and Baroque
_periods by male artists, who emphasized not Suzanna’s plight and victimization but
rather the elder’s anticipated pleasures (Artemisia was herself a victim of rape).'*
This art historical {eol Garrad draws from “the definite assignment of sex roles in

history” which “has created fundamental differences that cannot help but have been

Y7 For Patriarchy see Papers on Patriarchy: Conference, London, 1976;Sheila Rowbotham, Sally
Alexander, and Barbara Taylor in Raphael Samuel, ed ., People s History and Socialist Theory, 1.ondon,
1981, pp. 363-73

1% Mary D. Garrard, ‘Artemisia and Susanna’ in Femirism and Art History, Questioning the Litany,
Norma Broude and Mary D. Garrad, 1982, NY, pp. 148-167

1 1hid., p. 7
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carried over into the creative process...”™"”

It all leads to the occupatioh of different spaces, public-private, however never
monelithic and constantly changing. When Morisot’s work is stitl associated by
scﬂolars with. the domestic, I have to agree that it is mainly because of her scx,
without claiming that sex predates class and capitalism. What 1 do have to claim
though, is that class and sex together have played equal parts in building, developing,
and transforming female creativity — production — success. Morisot’s work was
considerécl of a higher status by her male colleagues, than that of Elizabeth Eleanor
Siddall, in Britain, whoese name is known more in connection to her modehing to
Rossetti than to her own work (see plates 10 and 11). Morsol’s class status was
higher than that of Siddall, whose humble background was well known.'" It is
interesting to note that Siddall’s work, highly influenced by her immediate circle of
the Pre-Raphaelites, included subjects comprising of sexuality and class, compared to
the respectable, “safe” subjects of Berthe Morisot . Chetry writes on Siddall’s Pippa
Passes, of 1854, (see plate 12),

“Here the pure and the fallen are not differentiated across class, but within class;
purity and respectability are the atiributes of the silk-winder journeying round the city
on her annual holiday. This representation was inflected by the divergent class
appropriations of respectability the mid-century. Patierns of respectability became a
focal point in the identity of the upper strata of the working class to which Elizabeth
Siddall belonged™™

A lower class background could make things difficult for a woman artist. Gillett

writes that “even the unconventional Barbara Bodichon had felt constrained fo keep

170 1bid.

1 Lizzie was discovered in a bonnet shop possibly by Walter Deverell, a fellow pupil of Gabriel
Rossettt, is fully discussed in Marsh, Op. Cit. No. 164, chapter 1. She was born in London, in 1829 and
was the daughter of a cutler and smull businessman from Shefcld. For morc sec also, Jan Mash and
Pamela Gerrish Nunn, Pre-Raphaelite Women Ariists, Manchester City Art Galleries, 1998
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Elizabeth’s modeling catcer from bécoming known™”. The social climate
condemned women who posed nude. Furthermore, coming back to Morisot, I would
suggest that her art a]thougim associated with that of Manect, was never really
threatened by his status. Instead her work was constantly exhibited, as Morisot
became an established artist. However exccptions such as the Mother and the Sister of
the Artist, 186970, (see plate 13} do prove, according to Stuckey and Scott, “Manet’s

unsolicited collaborator’s role which is cleaily visible.”'™

Equally Mary Cassatt’s and Louise Jopling’s'” works became acceptable fairly easily

e e e

T

E}:ﬂ}f: public. It is interesting to see Cassat’s intrgs;zglgfc.ions to the wea%ﬁhy felna;?
?_qurgeoisie getting or being sophisticated by reading — a class to whiél:l .shc belonged.
Works such as the Reading “Le Figaro”, Reading in the Garden, Lydia Reading,
Under the Lamp, Katherine Cassatt Reading to her Grandchildren, Woman Reading,
by Cassatt portray representations of obvious social. status and interest in information
and education, (see plates 14,15,16,17,18,19). Comparatively, 1 suggest we look at the
photograph of her taken by Theodate Pope , in c. 1905. T think the lived positionality
— that of wealthy comfortable lady portrayed — depicted both in the presentation of
her portraits of women and the representation of herself, proves the point, (see plate
20). I believe it is not a question of these images “reflecting” (thus poriraying a

Marxist ideology) or corresponding to social places defined by their gender, rather is

172 Cherry, Op. Cit. No. 59, p. 161

13 Gillett, Op. Cit. No. 20, p. 184

Y+ Moxisot’s work is firther discussed in chapter 3. Regarding The Mother and the Sister of the Artist,
Manet took the liberty of changing the design all together; see chapter 1. Stuckey and Scott write that
whed the painting was exhibited in the Salon, the art critics and journalists paid it no heed in thejr
reviews. This for them suppests that they were aware of Manet’s contribution to Morisot’s painting,
and thus avoided a sensitive issue. From Stuckey and Scott, Op. Cit. No. 141, p. 36

7% L ouise Jopling studied art in Paris, under Charles Chaplin; she becarme a central figure in social and
artistic circles, supporting seif gnd family from her own work trom 1871 when her busband left her. For
more see Jopling, Op. Cit. No, 79
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about showing the space in soeicly, which equals to class and not to gender (see

plates). Whether is executed indoors and ot outdeors does not mean anything.

Similar examples of male depictions engaged in intellectual acuvny arc Numerous.
We find pdrtrayals of men from prosperous surroundings in Gustave Caillebote’s art,
(1848-1894) with paintings such as Portrait of Eugéne Daufresne Reading, 1878, and
Interior, or Interior, woman reading, 1880, (see plate 21). In the latter a very
interesting interplay takes place, between a female figure depicted in a bourgeois
interior, reading a paper, with her male companion at the background, lying on a
couch, reading a paper. Both figures are shown in profile. What we have herc. is an
example of a domestic space, categorized as a feminine space, livcflq by both a man
and a woman. They share similar experiences in the same surrounding. What unites
the different sexual experiences is the space they both occupy and live in. And this is

a prosperous space. The issue lies T believe, not so much/,eﬁ the fact that women

bet ey
cccupied different spheres to those of men,h\ratheﬁ the construction of their identities
£

in them, their role in working and producing from these idgﬂj}‘ﬁes? and how much

e Tl .

their sex and class facilitated or disabled their production and contribution in the
market activity.

For Fox-Gengvese,

“The concept of separate spheres has deep reots in the gender differentiation at the
core of ail world views and social formations. Bourgeois sociely cannot, in this
respect, be credited with inventing separate spheres, but it can be credited with
promoting and generalizing the ideology of separate sphercs as the custodian of
displaced notions of hierarchy.”"”

Hartmann belicves that “Marxists, werc aware of the hardships women’s labour force

participaticn meant for women and families, which resulted in women having two

1% Fox-Genovese, Op. Cit. No. 99, p. 24
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jobs, housework and wage work.™” The relationship of pD\rVCI;! between the sexes —
{
“the relation of the officially power less (female) fo the success of the powerful

32178

(male)™” - and its significance in shaping women’s history-sexual politics, has been

examined by many scholars, Marxist or - non. The role of patriarchy (indoors and
outdoors) which rcsts in men’s control over women’s labour power, has been
thoroughly discussed by Hartmann, in The Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and
Feminism: Towards a more progressive union, (1979).'” Hartmann when analyzing
patriarchy and capitalism, defines patriarchy “as a set of social relations between
men, which have a material basc, and which, though hierarchical, establish or cireate
interdependence and solidarity among men that cnablc them to dominate women,”*
Although Hartmann dismisses both Marxism (for being ‘sex-blind’), and Feminism,
for being blind to history and insufficiently materialist, however she concludes that

the social organization under which the people live are “determined by the economic

production and the production of people in the sex/gender sphere.”'®!
6. Problems in Beurgeois Ideology — A Marxist approach
The second historical trend which shaped women’s history, identified by Bridenthal,

Koonz and Stuait'®, is “the attempt to justify women’s loss of power and authority by

simplifying gender ditference into a system of appositions labeled male and female.

1’?Hartmarm, Op. Cit. No, 120

178 Fox-Genovese, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 28

'™ Hartmann follows here Kate Milllett’s definition: “our society ...is a patriarchy. The fact is evident at
once if one recalls that the military, indusiry, iechnology, universities, science, polifical offices, finances
— in shoit, every avenue of power within the soclety, including the coercive force of the police, is
eatirely in male hands™; from Kate Millett, Sexual Politics, NY, 1971, p. 25
1% Hartmann, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 11

" Ihid,, p. 11

R, Bndenthal, C. Koonz, S. Stuard, eds., Becoming Visible — Women in FEuropean Htsrorjf, USA,
second edition, 1987, p. 2
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‘Feminine’ qualilics are counterposced to “masculine’: women are labeled passive,
men active; women are defined as emotional, men described as intellectual; women
are assumed to be ‘naturally’ nurlurant, men ‘naturally’ ambitious™.'® (The notion of

women as beings ‘naturally’ inferior has been discussed in chapter ).

Again these writers tend to homogenize women t:reating_ them as an undifferentiated
Y ikt o goss oo
whole. This is confirmed when they discuss women’s role in the 19™ century. They
write, “...the-message wag clear. The bourgeois lady was too pure for sexual pleasure
and too inferior for emancipation. Meanwhile, poverty drove thousands of poor
women into brothels that made a mockery of bourgeois men’s picus attempts to keep
womarthood on the proverbial pedestal™. ™ Although, it is true that the outcome of the
industrial revolution with iis differentiated social structures was for women a reverse
step indeed a falling toward the bottom, as new divisions of lubour continued to

widen the gender gap, however what I want to question here, is whether this can apply

to any women of the period? Can this apply to women artists?

Doy in her most recent publication, attempts to show to what extent we can say that
representations of women by male and female artists are explicable in terms of their
relation to bourgeois ideology, and states that the only possible way to discuss
“different sorts of women — different_ in terms of class, different in terms of their
historical situation, different in all kinds of ways”,' is achieved through Marxism

which “does not and should not ignore gender issues by attending to the economic.”*

183 hid.

B 1bid., p. 6

'® Doy, 1995, Op. Cit. No. 121, p. 22
% Doy, 1998, Op. Cit. No. 119, p. 5
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For the actual problems “were less to do with traditional Marxist thought than with
later deformations of earlier methods by centrists or revistonists who had very little
indeed to do with Marxism. As an example of “fraditional’ Marxist thought we could
hardly criticize Trotsky’s words of 1924: “In order to change the conditions of life, we

must learn to see them through the eyes of women, ™

Doy, in order to defend her Marxist position, goes into an analysis of Marxist
perspective, and argues that Marx and Engel’s methods were not only materialist but
also diaiectical, thus world and huiman history are seen as a process in motion.
Therefore “for the dialectician, a thing can contain opposing eleinents at the same
time: it can be progressive and reactionary, or dead or alive at the same time...these
do not occur in isolation from human activity and intervention.”"® She argues for a
Marxist approach in need of development and refinement with advances in
knowledge that carlicr Marxist scholars did not have. Thus she argues convincingly
for the complexities, contradictions in societies - - images both conlradictory and
dinlectical. Hence the creative process of art is not only complex but never a
homogenous production reflecting images (in the specific case in early nineteenth
century France) that comply within the general rules of the patriarchal modes of
society; that is the woman being viewed according to these terms, becomes reduced to

signals of either the mother or the spectacle.'™™

¥7 Day, 1995, Op. Cit. No. 121, p. 21

5 Doy, 1998, Op. Cit. No. 119, p. ¢

1% Here Doy refers to Pollock’s work, whose views of these paintings “represent one thing or the other
-~ artist or woman- active conscious subject representing ffmself or the woman attist presenting zerself
as beautiful spectacle mother. The ‘feminine’ (pleasurabie sight) cannot coexist with the “masculine’
sel-absorbed artistic ereator”. From Doy, 1998, p. 10
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Therefore Doy embarks on deconstructing key feminist and social texts such as
T.J.Clark’s The Spectacle of Nature, Landscape and Bourgeois Culture in Nineteenth
Century France (1990) and Griselda Pollock’s Vision and Difference. She dismisses
Clark for making us believe that Marxism is cconomistic, rcductionist and
methodologically stultified. She writes, “thus we are led to believe that a Marxist art
historian is one who concentrates sclely on the proletariat, strikes and the economic,
and thus cannot genuinely conceptualize the complex interrelations between the
economic, the cultural and the individual.”"®® This is an argument that Hartmann
believes, as she wrote:

“ The focus of marxist analysis has been class relations; the object of marxist analysis
has been understanding the laws of motion of capitalist societies. While we believe
marxist mcthodology can be used to formulate feminist strategy, these marxist
feminist approaches...clearly do not do so; their marxism clearly dominates their
feminism™, !

Doy is a classic example of the above argument -~ ber being a Marxist defends the
view that class predates sex. It is this belief that makes Doy challenge Pollock due to

her dismissal of Marxism in her influential body of work,"** and which offers an

altemative reading of bourgeois femininity,

~
Doy considers Pollock’s readingéf@ﬁ Mme. E. Viggée-Lebrun’s Self Portrait of 1783
and the same artist’s sclf portraits with her daughter, Pollock gives a different reading
to that of Doy, each fighting for gender over class and visa versa. Pollock argues that

the bouwrgeois revolution of 1789 was a defeat for women, and that thereafter

B 1hid., p. 4

1 Hartmann, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 7

92 poliock, in Fision and Difference, although she tries to unite Marxism and Feminism, she fails her
task as we shall see in chapter three. Op. Cit. No. 31
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“femininity was exclusively domestic and maternal”™®. She thus writes, when
describing the painting that it shows

“what was to become in bourgeois sociely an insuperable disiance between the notion
of the artist and the notion of woman... The bourgeois notion that women’s place is in
the home and that woman’s only genuine fulfillment lies in child-bearing — the “You
won’t be an artist, you’H just have babies™ — is anticipated in this maternal rather then
professional presentation of the artist. The compositional device of the mother’s arms
encircling her daughter “inscribes in to the painting the closing circle of women’s
lives in the bourgeois society that was to be established after the revolution.
Femininity was exclusively domestic and matemal ™™

Doy offers a-different reading, based on her Marxist belief that is more historically
feed

!*\C--
plausible. First she concentrates on the fac/t.lat this time Viggée-Lebrun was a famous
Ahare v :
artist, thus easily recognizable by the Salon visitors, Therefore it could be read as an
.('JI

-;t'\.a P LA

attempt on behalf of the artist to portray the idea that a combination of a woman
being an artist and a mother is possible. Doy writes ... the painting could be read as a
shrewd professional sclf-advertisement of her skills both as an artist and as a
mother,”*” Sccondly the sensual exposure of the upper part of the body combined
with the fact that mother and child look out at the spectator, “...who is thus
welcomed into an intimate relationship with them”," leads to the non-possibility of
the spectator being only male or the absent father of the child. Doy by bringing an
analogy between Pollock’s argument and the view of history primarily as a gender
struggle, deconstructs convincingly any myths that reassert women’s art to that of the
clearly domestic - matemal thus second - rate art. By using Marxism as weapon, she

raises questions such as:

183 1.

Ibid., p. 48
% The ‘myth’ of ‘femininity being exclusively maternal and domestic’ is being discussed in Harris and
Scott, Op. Cit. No. 72, along with other myths such as that women had to give up painting when they
married. It will be discussed again in chapter four.
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“Why ...did thc number of women artists showing at the Salon exhibitions increase
dramatically after the Revolution if the patriarchal bourgeois order was so
determinedly against them? Can motherhood and the family be seen as in such a
clear-cut way as an oppressive prison constructed by bourgecis men for
women?... How can a theory based on society as patriarchy grasp the contradictions
within the bourgecis social crder and the French post-revelutionary peried? Further if
we accept such familiar arguments that portray woman as the object of the look and
woman as the signifier of nature to man’s culture, does this mean that we can identify
such traits in the art of the early nineteenth century in France as clear manifestations
of the mewly ensconced bourgeoisie and its ideology, or is the reality far more
complex?”™’

Doy’s method,"although refreshing in approaching women’s studics from another
perspective, fails however to consider the importance of psychoanalysis and its
impact on assessing cultural images. Instead she dismisses it."”® Susan L. Siegfried, in
a recent review of Doy’s Seeing and Consciousness, persuasively points out that
1Doy’s work although “curiously refreshing”, however fails to show that “people teday
seem to be ...interested in the projection of fantasies, the construction of identitics,
and aesthetics {(pleasure),”™ For Siegfried there are “concerns that a class based

analysis either neglects or discourages™.*® Unfortunately Siegrfied herself fallg,\to the

same category of approaches which I have been examining. Class over sex and visa

versa. One must fight with the other, for a harmonious relationship cannot exist.

It is of no doubt, given all the above information on various different ways of
thinking, that most scholars, if not all, recognize the complexities in reading cultural

images. However what I want to question is why feminists must work from either one

% Doy, 1998, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 7

26 Ihid., p. 7

7 1bid,, p. 8

%% Doy attacks T.aura Mulvay for employing psychoanalytic concepts and failing to offer a “theoretical
conceptualization. .. of how the fomale subject achieves any consciousness and critical awareness”. From
Seeing and Consciousness, Op. Cit. No. 121, p, 178

199 Suzan L. Siegfried, “Seeing and Consciousness. Women, class and representation’, hook review, in
Journal of Gender Studies, November 1997, Vol 6, No. 3, UK, p. 351
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point of view of the other? Must it be just gender or Just class? Can they ever be
successful on their own? If not,can they be successful together? Can they ever be
united and try to give answer;as to the ongoing problem of feminist art history —
in:tegrated( ;i.n"the conventional art history or separated as a different approach? How is
one supposed to know the most attainable method of conuecting class with sex? Is it
because Marx and his successors did not give sufficient answers as to the
emancipation of women? Or is it because of relationships of power that feminists are
still struggling [or? Does one follow the pessimistic conclusion of Carel Lhrlich?
That is |

“ the critical difference lies in the emphasis on power. If power relationships arc
the key to class and sex inequality alike, and to all the other forms of inequality as
well, then a marxist analysis can take us only so far and no farther. And the marriage
of marxism and feminism might as well begin divorce proceedings. Of course one
would hope that they might remain friends”!””

Or does one follow Doy’s belief that Marx’s method is fundamentally correct in
attempting to understand women’s oppression and that race is defined “as a social and
cultural construct ultimately based on an economic relationship of domination”;” a
beliet which is obviously cpposed to most current feminist literature, based on sexual
economy. For Doy when attacking Pollock’s method (which she calls sexual
cconomy), there is a “knowable reality which ultimately explains the complexity of
motivation, -- concepts, illusions, unconscious motives etc. is different forms of

property and different social conditions of existence™ *” For Pollock there is no reality

from which represeniations of femininity or masculinity develop. Rather it is the

0 Thid.

%1 Carol Bhrlich, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 130
2 Doy, Op. Cit. No. 119, p. 13

23 Doy, Op. Cit. No. 121, p. 16

Cibe -
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constructions we see and experience in culture which define our notions of cursslves,

our individuality, our sexuality and our understanding of the world.

For me it is not a question of Feminism and Margism trying to remain friends, neither

-

o
is a question of dismissing one anothe—r‘/Eor &hey both contribute to the complex

historical analysis of gender issues within societies. If we keep following only the
correct notion that knowledge is a man - made construction and women have been
subordinate to mien, sexually and economically (and stiil are in many cases at various
places in the world), then I believe that women’s studies and feminist art history h.ave
a long way to go, before they can challenge their existence within the traditional
history and art history. However a model in which class, feminism, psychoanalysis,
post-structuralism, semiotics and other current trends in contemporary society coexist,

certainly feels needed and is yet to come.
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AN ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE OF GRISELDA POLLOCK’S
METBODOLOGY

“The historical recovery of data about women producers of art cocxists with and is
only critically possible through a concomitant deconstruction of the discourses and
practices of art history itself. But alone historicsl recovery is insufficient. What sense
are we to make of information without a theorized framework through which to
discern the particularity of women’s work? ... Yet we have to recognize whal women
share — as a result of nurture not nature, i.e. the historically variable social systems
which produce sexual differentiation. This leads to a major aspect of the fominist
project, the theorization and historical analysis of sexual difference. Difference is not
essenttal but understood as a soctal structure which positions people asymmetrically
in relation io language, to social and economntic power and to meaning. Sexuality,
modernisin or modernity cannat function as given categories to which we add
women. Sexuality, mioderiism ot modernity aie organized by and orgauizations of

sexual differences™ ™

T
J

Having dedicaied two general chapters on”ihe historical facts of female artistic
production, feminism and wvellectual development of feminist art history, [ am
narrowing my research now and providing an insight into Griselda Pollock’s work,
who is internationally known as the British spokesperson of feminist art history an

cultural theorist™. T have chosen lo look at Pollock’s woik, because shie has devoted
her research to the promotion of a united Feminist and Maixist art history despite
thcir unhappy “mairiage’. We have already seen this in Marxist works by writers such
as Hartmann, Ehrlich, and Sargent. | Want to show however, that although she claims
a unification of Marxism and Femiitistn, wiat she establishes in effect [s a feminist

methodology that privileges gender at the expense of class. I am doing this not in

order to dismiss her unquestionable contribution in art historical, sociological, and

2% Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, pp. 55-6
05 Griselda Pollock is professor of Social and Critical Histories at the University of Leeds,
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and cultural studies but rather to show that her method of analysis ofien provides the
reader with a problematic oversimplification of gendered and class art history. Also
her argument’s logic, represented at best in Vision and Difference, of 1988 and in the

recent pubiication of 1998, Mary Cassatt, Painter of Moderrn Woman, often confuse

the reader, as she herself employs the methods of analysis that she argues against.

This chapter aims to show the relationship of marxist-feminist politics in her work,
issues concerning the division between theory and practice and how she applies them
often shéw contradictions in her own arguments. She connects spatial arrsmgexﬁcnt
within the paintings — spaces read as confined — with social spaces - lived in -
predominantly by females. [ want to show that she employs = reflection theory, which
at the samec she dismisses in the beginning of her publication of Vision and
Difference. She also usecs philosophical approaches such as phenomenology, falling

into the trap of subjectivity, thus neglecting objectivity.

The notion. of the construction of art history as a masculinized academic discipline
has been the underlying idea behind her work. Her concern with definitions of art,
through social and ideological formations and the repetitive and systematic
suppression of women’s art works, has led to the discovery of new methodological
approaches, which according to her, provide the answers as to a new art history free

{rom formulations such as “art and society”, “art and its social context”, “art and its
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historical background”, “art and class formation”, “art and gender relations”. For “the

veal difficulty which is not being confronted resides in those ards ",

In Vision and Difference, Po]lock)in assessing the production of sexual differentiation,
. A ~
claims that social systems produce sexual differentiation. Sexual difference is

understood as a social structure and sc*mahty is orgamzcd by orgamzations 01: sexual

o ai e S N s L ARLE b

differences. This is an argument, wh wh was not {irst appeared in Pollock’s work but

e e A A i gy, b it

as we have alrcady seen in chapter two, it emerged from Kelly’s and Fox-Genovese’s
ik il
woiks. However, this consistent argument through feminist texts, leads one naturally

to the search of’ the production and structure of these systems, and through them to the

preduction of the feminine and masculine. It is unquestionable that it was within the

class structures of capitalism that women’s work was produced and defined. Thisis a -
ﬂ9if§t~ which although it was one of the causes for the beginning of a Marxist

Feminist Art History, was abandoned later on for centering their research on the

oppression of women through sex, and the particularities of the gendering of the

image. We have seen this in works such as Ehrilich’s in chapter two, that suggested

the d1v0rci _plggﬁedmgs between marxismi and femunism. According to Marxist

Feminists such as Barmrett however, “the precise ways in which gender division

becawme built into capitalism were determined by the history of struggles between men

1 % A . a1 ; .. (7
and woimen, within the working class and within the bourgeoisie.™

205 1bid., p. 30. Here Pollock inserts a Footnote on the most developed discussion of the issues of how to
think through the social totality as a complex of many relations and determinations — Karl Marx
‘Introduction’ to Grundrisse {1857-8), trans. By Martin Nicolaus, Harmondsworth, 1973.
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1. A Critigue of Marxism
Pollock in her famous essay “Modernily and the spaées of femininity”, attempts to
reassert a need fb{rﬂ\ secial history of art against the traditional norms of art history; it

supports historical_l matters having been replaced by chronology with “connections

t”208

never drawn between art and the conditions of the momew She addresses

O f

T.J.Clark, not only for his blindness to the different experiences begbweén women and
men under the same capitalist society as we have seen in chapter two, but also for his

for
call on' a critical altermative, on the writing of history of art. She writes that Clark

"

e
although calling for a Marxist analysis of sociely, dismisses disciplines such as

“literary formalism, Freudianism, {ilm thcory and Feminism™™ . It is natural for one
to cxpect Pollock to argue against the later opinion supported by Clark, purely (if
nothing else) from her feminist perspective. She dismisses Clark for being blind to the
patriarchal and sexist nature of the societies, writing as he does from a masculine

point of view.

Although Pollock follows Jean Gardiner’s point of view (that 15 believing that
Marxism on its own cannot give sufficient answers as to the shaping of women’s
consciousness or class?'?), she empﬁasizes however that it would be wrong to see
sexual politics as an “additional element” ”'' Rather she takes Kunh’s readings and

definition of culture, that is “culture as production of sense or making orders of

7 Anne Philips reviewing Women's Oppression Today: Problems in Marxist Feminist Analysis, by
Michelle Barrelt, in Capital annd Class, Sununer, 1981, vol. 14, p. 135

8 pollock, Op. Cit. Nu. 31, p. 19. She presents as an example Alfred H. Barr’s book on his exhibition
Cubism and Abstract Art, 1936, Museum of Modern Art, NY

9 1hid., p. 19

™ Jean Gardiner, “Women in the Lahour process’, in Class and Class Structures, London, 1977, ed.
Alan Hum

211 poflock, Op, Cit. No. 31, p. 20
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“sense” for the world we live in™.*? From this she draws the conclusion that the
discipline of art history itself is also a crucial component of the cultural hegemony by
the dominant class, race and gemder. She concludes therefore that the “development
of art historical practices which analyze cultural production in the visual arts and
related media by attending to the imperatives of both Marxism and recent feminism

art history™"?

, is the main project before us.

Pollock looks at the constitution of sexual difference, the construction of genius as a
male clla;l'acteristic, the emphasis of the bourgeois ideology from which art and artists
have becn created, and the biologica[ differences according to whic.h the notion of the
“natural” has been associated with women’s occupations. This recalls Nochlin’s
work, as stated in chapter one, who i “Why There Have Been no Great Women
Artists”, mentions all these problems that have been constructed and accepted as
natural. This, according to many writers that we have seen, such as Bridenthal,
, Stuart, Spencer, Fox-Genovese, lies in the exclusion of women from
knowledge, which has been codified by men for men®” The paradox here is that

n the end of this chapter, dismisses Nogclin's along with other
A
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feminist art historians’ work..

Polleck criticizes Marxism first for not addressing the “sexmal divisions embedded in
concepts of art and the artist arc pavt of the cultural myths and ideologies peculiar to
art history. But they coniribute to the wider context of social definitions of

masculinity and femininity and thus participate at the idsological level in reproducin
p g




77

*13 Secondly, she lists a number of problems arisen

the hierarchy between the sexes.
from the Marxist tradition, that should be avoided from the practice of Feminist art
history: “treating art as a reﬂeétion of the society that produced it, or as an image of
its class diifisi.ons; treating an artist representative of histher class (she does the same
in Morisot’s case, as we shall see); economic reductionism, that is, reducing all
arguments about the forms and functions of cultural objcets back to economic or
material causes; and ideclogical generalization, placing a picture because of its
obvious content into a category of ideas, beliefs or social theories of a given society
or -pc:riud”zlé" These are the problerns which make Pollock’s work scem contradictory,
(she often uses these parameters when looking at female artistic production herself)

and which are going to be discussed in detail further down.

At the same time Pollock places Marxism next to Feminism, as critiques opposed to
bourgeois att history. She dismisses feminists who have inserted women’s names in
the chronologies of art history, which has been created by men, an argument which as
vie have seen comes Spencer’s Mens Studies Modified, without addressing any

specific individuals. She stresses the importance of looking at the history of art a

a

o

masculinized discipline, from which female achievement has been excluded.

Pollock attacks feminists for the way they have respended, by writing: “Feminists are
casily tempted to respond by trying to assert that women’s art is just as good as

men’s; it has merely to be judged by yet ancther set of criteria. But this -only creates

1% The best study of this remains Spencer’s Mens Studies Modified, Op. Cit, Na. 6
21 poitock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 22
25 Ybid., pp. 27-28
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2:217

an alternative method of appreciation — another way of consuming art™’. Instead she

argues corrcotly for a concentration on “historical forms of explanation of women’s
gues Y

artistic production™'*.

Pollock dismisses the reflection theory for two reasons. First because she finds it
“mechanistic”, representing society as a static entity. Secondly, although she accepts
the “need to recognize the point of view and position in class society as a

a . s ) . n 219
determination of the production of art™

, she finds thai it often invoives a
considcrﬁble gencralization. This is duc to two factors; Yirsi, beeause of the Marxist
attempt to place upon a group of art works labels implying sociological
representations of specific class, thus generalizing the visual ideclogies the works
carry. This makes the works, as she writes, “unitary examples of the singutar outleok
of a social group via the service of the artist”™™. Sceondly, the outcome of the above
is the tendency “to reinstate the artist as a special kind of spokesperson — visionary ox
seer - or ‘ad-man’-with privileged access to and imeans of expression of the

X J . - 2 Fad 1 22]
perspective and conecinsg o1 a Class, ™

The paradox in this is that she brings, as examples, women ofien trcated as
representative of a whole sex. Onc could casily see from her argument on “Medernity
and the spaces of femininity” (chapter 3 of the same boolk} that this is a trap into
which Pollock unfortunatcly falls hersclf. She connects the visual ideology (which she

dismisses. in Hadjinicolacu’s case, with his book Art Histery and Class Struggle,

Ibid., p. 27
Ihid.

“ ibid., p. 28
220 =

Toid,
221 Toid.

~.3 :35 -.1

at
Zi
n
H




79

1973%%%)

, of the feminine social spaces iI.l ihe sociely, with the spatial arangement
within the paintings. She brings social and pictorial spaces together, at the expense of
missing out on the dangerc ‘snéss of following the very same theory of refleciion and
egonemic reductionism - an argument which becomes clear when addressing T. T

Clark, defending a “necessitated deconstruction of the masculine myths of

modernism™ . She attacks Clark, and his The Paintings of Modern Life: Paris in the

Art of Manet and his Followers, for the “peculiar closurss on the issues of sexuality in
LR ¥ = 2322 o : B 1 : : : 3
bourgeoisic Faris™™* referring to Manet’s paintings Olympia and A bar at the Folies-
Bergére, (sce plaic &) . She writes
J

“How can a woman relate o the viewing positions proposed by either of these
paintings? Can a woman be offered, in order to be denied imaginary possession of
Olympia or the barmaid? Would a woman of Manct’s class have a familiauty with
either of these spaces and its exchange’s which could be evoked so that the painting’s
medernist job of negation and disruption could be effective? Could Berthe Morisot
have gone to such a location to canvas the subject? Would it enter her head as a site
of modornity as she cxpressed it? Could she a5 a woman cxpericnoe modernily as
Clark defines it at all? 7

As T have argued in chapter twe, looking at Berthe Morisot as an example, it was her

class that facilitated her gaining access, first in becoming a painter, and secondly in

achicving the status of a good painter greatly admircd, cven by men. George Moore

wrote in his Sex in Art

“Madame Lebrun painted well, but she invented nothing, she failed to make her own
of any special manner of seeing and rendering things; she failed to create a style. Only
onc woman did this, and that woman is Madame Moriset, and her pictures are the
only pictures painted by a woman that could not be desiroyed without creating a
blank, a hiatus in the history of art.”?*

222 Nikos Hadjinicolau, Art History and Class Struggle, , 1973, traustated by Louise Asmal, London,
Pluto Press, 1978, chs 2-4

225 poliock, Op. Cit, No. 31., p. 50

jz‘ 1bid., pp.52-3

2 bid., p. 53

% George Moore, Sex in Arf, London, 1890, pp. 228-9
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Berthe Morisot came from a wealthy haut bourgeois background. Her father was a
government administrator, and her mother came from the same class. Morisot
received her cducation in the home, from an English governess, and when she was

sixteen she took drawing lessons along with her sisters, from Geofirey Alphonse

Chocarne, an academic painter, followed by Joseph-Benoft Guichard, a follower of

both Ingres and Delacroix. It was he who was very keen/in” the education of the
Morisct sisters and who has been recorded saying to Berthe’s mother:

“Considering the character of your daughters, my teaching will now eadow them with
mincr drawing-room accomplishments, they will become painters. D¢ you realize
what this means? In the upper-class milieu io which you belong, this will be
revolutionary, I might almost say catastrophic. Are you sure that you will not come to
vurse the day when art, having gained admission o your horse, now 56 respectful and
peaceful, will become the sole arbiter of the fate of two of your children?*

It is obvious from the above that the fear is reflected of the respectable female falling

into the male domain of the artistic professional, as discussed in chapter one.

However, Morisot’s professional career showed that Guichard’s fears were
unjustified.

It was Morisot’s class that enabled her to become the first woman founder of
Fmpressionism. {Merisot’s commercial invelverment and success has been discussed
in chapter two).

As Harris and Scott put it “then, a5 now, choice and success was a class issue, with
the .privileged accorded to the best education and the most opportunities for

2227
recogniion. 8

27 Adler and Garb, Op. Cit. No. 37, p. 14, Also A. Morgan, Berthe Morisot, 1961, p. 12; Parker and
Pollock, Op. Cit. No, 37, p. 43
%28 Harris and Scott, Op. Cit, No. 72, p. 6.
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2. Spatial arrangement within the paintings — relationship of pictorial
conficement of space with spaces in the sociely

Pollock in locking at Mcrisofs art, siresses the avoidance of what is known as the
feminine 5tereol}pe which “homogenizes women's art work.”® I is through her
work that she tries to connect the arrangement of space within the painting, with her
own lived in — domestic spaces. Pollock uses the same argument for Mary Cassatt’s
work. She writes, “the hallmask of Mary Cassatt’s painting is the way in “Irhich the
represented space within the painting is the same as the space from which the
painﬁng. vas mado. This space included the artist looking, painling, thinking,

. . . . x 1 230
organizing, and inieracting with her modcis.™" "

I we follow closely her argument we see where the reflection theory (o remind one
that she dismisses it, as mentioned above), takes place; it follows a historiographical
approach which is sprinkled with information such as how Morisot has been
patronized, dismissed etc. Pollock’s approach t¢ Morisot’s The Harbour at Lorient,
1869, and Or the terrace, 1874, (sce plates 22 and 23), is representative. In the frst
picturc, a fomale figure (Morisot’s sister, Edma) is placed to the right of the canvas,
sitting at the boundary of an embankment, leaving the view of the harbour open to the
viewer, using a traditional perspective. The sitter is situated compositionally on top of
a triangle, the fop of which mests the horizon line. In the latter painting, the cropped
form of a female figure is depicted seated to the right of the canvas, giving way 1o the
solid form of a wall, which cuts the picture into two parts. Beyond this wall the scene

of a beach is represented which, as in The Harbour at Lorient, is drawn in a triangular

** Poilock, Op. Cit Ne. 31, p. 55
30 Griseida Pollock, Mary Cassatt, Painter of Modern Women, London, 1998, p. 126




shape meeting the shoulder of the sitter. Pollock compares these paintings with
Monet’s 2he Garden of the Princess, 1867, {see plate 24), where the position from
which the painting has been executed cannot be easily imagined, (the painting in fact
has been executed from a balcony). She therefore concludes, “if is all about
masculinity and femininity, sccondly the kind of spaces that are open to men and

women and finally the relation to that space and its occupants.™

Yet one might wonder why Pollock compared The Harbour at Lorient by Morisot to
Monct’s picture, instcad of the View of Paris from the Trocadero, (scc plate 25) 1871~
72. In this, two female figures are depicted, one of them in profile with bands on a
balustrade which dissects the picture, isolating the figures in the foreground, leaving
the background {Trocaders) open to the eye of the spectator to wander. Morisot here
employs an cqually contrived techinique dealing with the space depicted, as Monet
did. This is a picture where there are no figures compressed within a box of space, as

they do in Onr the terrace.

To claim that the handling of the space within the painting shows the territories in
soclety occuplied by women artists, is an argument Pollock has followed for more than
twenty years. She writes “Morisot’s balusirades demarcate the boundary between the
spaces of masculinity and of femininity inscribed both the level of both what spaces
are open to men and women and what relation a man or woman has to that space and
its occupants™®. One can think of numerous examples where male artists dealt with

the arrangement of space In an equally “feminine way”, if one follows Pollock’s

“! pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 62
72 Thid.




33

argument. A random example is that of Edouard Manet in Gare Saint-Lazare, 1872,
{see plate 26}, depicts a woman seated in front of an iron railing accompanied by a
small gir with her back facing the viewer, watching the arrival or departure of a train
at the Saint Lazare station. The viewpoint is close, the two figures are compressed
within a box of space, and the depiction of the train is ohstructed by the two figures
shown in the foreground. One can easily imagine the point from which the painting

has been made.

Gen Dojr in Seeing and Consciousness™, makes a similar point with me,
suggesting that Pollock’s “examples are, .not surprisingly, chosen to present her case
in the best possible light™. Instead Doy, presents as a comparable example the work
of Gustave Caillebgtéj(1848-94), a member of an haute bourgeois family, who never
had a job 151 ___t‘.r_'gﬂactu_a}_ male world of banl_c}i.ng, busmes.sh &t Doy sx;gp;ris
convinecingly, that (;gi_}g?{?}t_c, although he painted £~iz;éé ;imountﬂf« outdoor scenes,
) /_,hé/ also depicted many domestic interiors and depictions of intimate scenes.

Catllebote was recognized by conteinporary critics, (such as J. K. FHlusymans, G. Rivié

re, Burty and Lora), as a painter of the bourgeoisie.** Furthermore, Doy discusses the
bourgeois femininity and “the smell of a household in an easy-money situation
...exuded by this interior”, as J. K. Husymans put it,?¢ in Cail.lebtjjle’s Interior,
Woman at the Window, (1880), (see plate 27). Instead she argues that for wealthy men

who did not have to work for a living, life “was much closer to women of their own

2 Day, Op. Cit. No. 121, chapter three

24 hid., p. 61

ﬂf Ibid.; Gustave Caillebote, The Unknown Impressionist, Royal Academy of Arts, London, 1996, p. 22
5 Cited in Doy, 1995, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 61
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class such as Morisot and Cassatt than to-working class men™. Therefore Pollock’s
belief that the “spaces of modernity” were simply not available to women, and that
women were forced by their s.ocial position to paint the subjects they did, should be
reconsideréd, for “a simple male/public and private, women/private does not
for the rcprescntations of the private and the domestic by

bourgeois and petty-bourgeois male artists.””*

A similar methed of investigation in Pollock’s writings, takes place in Cassatt’s
themcs. Pollock constantly reads them as filled with gender concerns. In hor recont
monogram on Cassatt, she is dealing with the ‘gaze’, as she did ix:i/1 previous
sugges;,/ that her analysis although heavily based on historiography, refleets the
spaces women had in the society, and homogenizes women’s work, despite her
warnings to feminists net to de se.

Pollock maintains thal the ovcrl.ooking of Cassalt in Impressionist history was duc
equally to three facts: that she was a woman, a painter, and an Amecrican in France.
She correctly reintetprets Cassatt’s painting as a comment on what it is depicting, the
life of the bourgecis women. However she carsfully chooses words such as

“represent” or “correspond” instead of “reflect™.

For Pollock, the issue of the wemen’s self-absorption and the depiction of these
women in these activities at all, is considered a statement in itself She claims that her

sitters- often women with their babies - do not look at the vicwers directly but are pre-

7 Ihid., p. 62
38 Thid.




occupied in their activities, in domestic spaces, linking this to her role as unmariied
s
woman, whe—was concerned ;gl deplutm feminist issues. To link lhlb w1t11 Doy s
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argument, one can thmk of at least one interior scene. b\e Caallebou, o prove hvr
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w;gng In Caillebote’s Portrait of Mme Ma: t:a! Ca:ﬂebote (his mother), (1877), (see
plate 28), the image of a fifty-eight~year-old matriarch paticntly “absorbed in her
embroidery™ as Léon de Lora put it**, the ‘self-absorption’ cannot be considered a

statement itself. Caillebote’s mother, dressed in a mourning gown and bonnet, is
engaged in the act of needlework, seated on an armchair behind which a part of a
mantle piece is depicted. On top of it, brouze > quilt candle holders are shown reflected
on a heavy gold quilt mirror. To the right of the canvas, beside the sitter, an expensive
piece of furniture is depicted, on top of which a sewing basket and a pair of scissors
are portrayed. Everything in this painting testifies as to the class of the sitter and the
intrusion of the artist in this scene. The subject has been handled with great care fo

show a space, which although usually defined by its feminine character, however

cannot justify the gendering of the artist.

Pollock, when comparing},/ paintings like Jochn Singer Sargent’s, Lady Agnew, with
Elizabeth Gardner’s Two Mothers, 1888, (see plates 29 and 30)3/--5115{ falls again to
the trap of following an argument which she warned feminists against doing. That 1s,
trying to prove that women artists depicted the real woman rather than the decorative
object (fo be), as depicted by her male contemporaries, looked at and admired by its
masculine clients. Pollock writes:

If the “lady” could be the jewel in the rich man’s collection, at the other end of the

social and ideological spectrum women of the working classes... were represented in
most Salons, and by women as much as men.”

2 Gustave Caillebote, P. Cit. No. 235, p. 120
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The above shows not only the constant contradiction in Pollock’s work, and the gap
between her theory and practice, but as we shall see further on, her misinterpretation
of Nochlin"s, along with other feminist’s work. To go back to Pollock’s reading of
Cassatt’s work, a similar gap between theory and practice takes place. When looking
at Cassatt’s Five O 'Clock Tea, (1880), (see plate 4), she compares it with William
Merrit Chase’s A Friendly Call, 1895, (see plate 31), in order to evoke spaces of
femininity, spaces in painting (repression of deep space in favour of shallow space,
and spac;,es from which the painting was being made®™. They are both bourgeois
scenes only for Pollock in Cassatt’s picture, the way of dealing with the above issues
of space shows the spaces “occupied by a self-consciously woman artist, renders the
viewing position we are offered a historically and psychologically feminine one... To
see these paintings historically, the viewer needs to recognize the position from which

the artists produced them.”**

In Cassatt’s painting two women are depicted, taking tea. They both sit on a floral
sofa, occupying the left of the canvas, with the rest being llicg as thcgrolmdforlhe
depiction of a table (in the foreground), on which a silver tray with a fea set is placed.
One of them is wearing a hat, drinking a cup of tea with her hand being gloved up to
the elbow, hiding in this way half of her face. The woman next to her, to the far left of

To the right of the canvas, only a part of the mantelpicee is shown (it looks as if it is

made out of marble), on top of which a mirror with a Chinese vase is depicted, The

249 pollock, Op. Cit. No. 230, p. 126
1 Thid.
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tea set with its highly polished silver surfa;wc, the heavy gold gilt frame of the mirror,
the mantelpiece and the tashionable character of the sitters, all portray the significant
status of the household. What we clearly have here is a visiting scene taking piace in
the interior of a wealthy family home. As for the sitters themselves they lock as if

they do not communicate.

What seems to be problematic for Pollock for the above picture is the sex of the
producer, the way the viewer is placed across the table from the pair, thus close
enough tb observe details of the painting, in contrast with the Merrit Chase, where the
distance is being maintained ** Pollock reads in the painting not just a bourgeoi;s
scene, as she does in Sargent and Chase’s cases, but she interprets “each fabric or
space delivered to us by a different kind of brushstroke so that we do not loosc
ourselves before of the illusion of femininity as in the Sargent, but confront the work
of the woman™* | In Chase’s case she reads the female sitters as being part of a

harmonious decoration.

One has to remember Pollock’s own words here, when criticizing Nochlin’s work for
encouraging feminists to “dig up many women artists from the basements of galleries
and argue that, for instance Berthe Morisot was a better artist and not gquite as
dependent on Manet as we bave been told. They fall into the trap of providing
alternative criteria.™®* I hope that it is clear from the above, that the friction in

Pollock’s writings when it comes to theory and practice is clear.

b
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The argument becomes even clearer when Pollock, in a previous monograph on
Cassatt, attributes Cassatt’s few representations of men, to the restrictions societally
placed on unmarried women éf their class, and the lack of respectability inherent in
the situation of contact with men alone necessary to paint them. She links Cassatt’s
lack of success in this endeavour (this is questionable as Cassatt enriched her family’s
wealth by the sale of her paintings), to Virginia Woolf"s comment that if Tolstoy bad
had to live like George Sand ( i.e. shut up in the Priory) he would never have been
able to produce War and Peace for lack of experience.*” Pollock turns this situation
on its head to interpret 1t as a special opportunity for Cassatt io observe the
underrepresented world of femininity and female cxpericnce. Pollock writes:

“But despite these very real and too often unrecognized limitations on a woman’s
experience of the world in which men passed so freely, there is a positive side to this
particular coin, for Cassatt knew the world of women, the drawing room... although
she was restricted by social conventions to models form the life of bourgeois women

and children around her, she nonetheless used the everyday happenings of family life
to forge her most significant achievement, a new image of women. %

3. Phenomenology — Application of philosophical methods in art history

A similar approach she deploys in the analysis of the spaces, where she applies
philosophical methods such as Phenomenology and its use in Art History, [which she]
unquestionably accepts. In trying to bring an analogy yet again between compositional
and sfructural pictorial elements and spaces in the society, she employs a method,
which according to what she accepts is defined by what she dismisscs. Thus it is a

method which is purely subjective. She gives as an example phenomenological

#* pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31,

p. 34
5 pollock, Op. Cit. No. 76, p. 12
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studies such as on Van Gogh’s 4 Pair of Shoes, {1887), while trying to give a
comparative analysis on Cassatt’s works, for instance Young girl in a blue armchair,
(1878),(see plate 32). Pollock writes:

“Instead of a pictorial space functioning as a notional box into which objects are
placed in a rational and abstract relationship, space is represented according to the
way it is experienced by a combination of touch, texture s well as sight. Thus objects
arc patterned according to subjcetive hierarchics of value for the producer.
Phemonelogical space is not orchestrated for sight alone but by means of visual cues

refers to other sensations and relations of bodies and objects in al lived world. As

experienced space this kind of representation becomes susceptible to different
ideological, historical as well as purely contingent, subjective inflections™"’.

When Heidegger wrote on the Pair of Shoes, he argued that the works of art reveal the
worlds of the artists. Thus on the specific work, the shoes reveal the world of the
peasant. “The work erects a world which in turn opens a space for man and things;
but this distinctive openness rests on something more stable and enduring than any
world, for example the all sheltering earth”*®, For him, a painting, as everything else,
is a thing. In defining the ‘thingness’ of the thing, Heidegger goes through three
different modes of thingness which “conceive of the thing (painting) as a bearer of
traits, as the unity of @ manifold of sensations, as formed matter. Heidegger writes on
Van Gogh’s painting:

“The equipmental quality of equipment was discovered...only by bringing ourselves

before Van Gogh’s painting. This painting spoke. In the nearness of the work we were
suddenly somewhere else than we usuaily tend to be... 248

> bid,

M7 pollock, Op. Cit. No, 31, p. 65

M8 D F, Krell, ed., Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings, 1978, find location of publication, p. 145.7he
Origin of the Work af Art was first delivered as a public lecture in Freiburg under the title Der Ursprung
des Kunstwerkes, “The Origin of the Wortk of Art” in November 13, 1935. In The Basic Writings only
two thirds of the original are included

* Tbid.
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Although Heidegger discussed the “workly character of the woik in the sense of the

2230 2251

work of art™, and the “equipmental quality of equipmeni”™ ', however he was
concerned with the pictorial tm ”. He writes

“Van Gogh’s painting is the disclosure of what the equipment, the pair of peasant
shoes, is in truth. This being emerges into the unconcealedness of its Being. .. If there
occurs in the work a disclosure of a particular being, disclosing what and how it is,
then there is here an occurring, a happening of truth at work™*>

Before one brings analogies between Heidegger’s and Pollock’s approaches, it is
important to-sa%few things about his theory in order to comprehend his method of
a'nalysis.l Heidegger talked about constructions regarding physical objects, space and
 timse within a comprehensive phenomenological account. He described his philosophy
as the “Quest for Being”, In “Being and Time”, first published in 1927, he gives his
analysis of human existence, based on the theory of phenomenology (first established
by Edmund Husserl, Heidegger’s teacher). In this he points out that from the
phenomenological point of view, the world is the condition we engage with and
inhabit. He argues further in that we are not to see the world as an object being faced
by it, but rather we “beings-in-the-world” and Dasein, (our human mode of existence
is that multitude of ways, in which we inhabit life). He wriics this is happening by
“having to do with something, producing something, attcnding to something and
looking after it, making use of something up and letting go, undertaking,
accomplishing, evincing, interrogating, considering, discussing, determining...”m.

(Similar way of putting, as fooinote 91, on what she says about Cassatt), All these are

qualities which take place in the process of what one can call creative. That is

0 Thid., p. 164

251 Tbid,

%92 1hid.

253 Martin Fleidegger, Being and Time, translated by John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson, Oxford,
1962, p. 83 (part one, division 1,11}




thinking, producing, determining. If one wishes to follow Heidegger's views on the

how the world and the mind-human being are interdependent®™*

, then neither can be
understood without the other. Finally if one chooses to believe his method of
“Intentionality’, then one cannot be said simply to believe, desire and think, but must

logtcally, believe ete.-intent-something or other; so mind and object imply each other.

This is where it follows that phenomena can have no underlying reality.

When Pollock writes “the space is represented according to the way it is experienced

55255

and by a combination of touch, texture as well as sight™”", she forgets that she

correctly stated that a single method of analysis is never adequate to explain the
tdeological, cultural, economic, constructions of a specific epoch. Especially, as
mentioned above, she has warned art historians to avoid to “place the artist as a
representative of a class outlook... or reinstate the artists as a special kind of
spokesperson...”>*. One needs to remind here the exact words of Heidegger on Van
Gogh’s painting;

“This painting .Q;}:J()ke”?'57 and “Trom the dark opening of the worn insides of the shoes

the toiisome tread of the worker stares forth...On the leather lic the dampness and
richness of the soil... In the shoes vibrates the silent call of the earth... This equipment
is pervaded by uncomplaining worry as to the certaity of bread, the worldess joy of
having once more withstood want, the trembling before the impending childbed and
shivering at the surrounding menace of death...this equipment belongs to the earth,
and it is protected in the world of the peasant woman™>®,

Heidegger connects obviously social spaces and pictorial spaces for different

purposes than those of Pollock. Whereas he is concerned with the equipments,

4 Heidegger believes that world and mind are distinct but denies their independence. He argues that in
seeing “I do not see my eyes”, for example a hammer is transparent in use, and 1 do not consider it as an
object unless il fails in its fupction, that is if i breaks and needs repair. From Being and Time, Thid.

23 pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 65

% 1bid., p. 28

BT Heidegger, The Origin of the Work of Art, p. 164
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things, and thingly substructures, Pollock 1is concemed with defining the

representation of social spaces through the depiction of space within the paintings.

fn Cassatt’s picture, a small child is shown, seated on an big armchair (for her size),
which is placed right in the foreground next to another armchair of which only a part
is shown. The low view point emphasizes the small scale of the two more armchairs
shown in the background and according to Pollock, it “evokes that child’s sense of the
space of the room. It is from this conception that she moves on, in relating space and
social processes. “For a third approach lies in considering not only the spaces
represented, or the spacés of the representation, but the social spaces from which the
representation is made and its reciprocal positionalities. The producer is hersell
shaped within a spatially orchestrated social structure which is lived at both psychic
and social levels. The space of the look at the point of production will to some extent
determine the viewing position of the spectator at the point of consumption. This
point of view is ncither abstract exclusively personal, but ideologically and
historically construed. It is the art historian’s job to re-create it since it cannot ensure

2> What Pollock does not inform one is

its recognition outside its historical moment.
the ‘how” of this research. How is the point of view ideologically and historical
construed when the space of the look at the point of the production will determine the

viewing point position of the spectator at the point of consumption.

It is difficult to follow Pollock’s methodology as elements from both Marxist and

Feminist ideologies are always crossing each other’s boundaries. Where one ends and

2% Ibid., p. 163
9 pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 66
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one begins is hard to define. For instancc when she talks on“points of view

ideologically construed”, does she carry a Marxist ideology? If that’s what she

....... [ S,

2

follows, then one is faced witﬁ the well known “naturalization”, “historicization” and
“eternalization” characters of the Marxist ideological structures. As we have seen
alrcady she clearly dismisses naturalization and historicization for neglecting gender
specifics, thu.s providing a masculinist interpretation of historical processes. Egg

which spectator docs Pollock talks is not clear (from which era), neither is the role of

- et 4 m AT WML i it

experiencing these realities, botll fof”gelmlf of the producer and consumer. After ail
they botﬁ play an equal role in evaluating viewing point positions or spaces — pictorial
or lived in. According to phenomenology “The act of the experience can be revealed
by a reflection; and a reflection can be practiced on every experience”™™, In both
cases one could believe that socicty plays a crucial role in manipulating these
appearances by which viewer is being confronted by. Chisholm writes “When one
makes a statement about an object in front of him, the “description of what then
appears (noema in noesis), can be performed upon the life of another self, which we
represent to ourselves, the reductive method can be extended from one’s own self

experience to one’s experience of other selves. 1

Husserl separates the experience of being related to an object (in the precise case a
painting), as that of the “noetic” (Greck term from vosw) or expetiencing and
description of the noematic (vonua) or the experienced. This type of experience,

Husserl maintains, is the same for everyone. Husserl cared about one’s reiations to

260 R oderick M. Chisholm, ed., “Realism and the Background of Phenomenology”, UUSA, 1960, p. 119
%1 Ibid. p. 121. The phenomenological reduction to phenomena advances by two steps: 1) systematic
and radical szaxn of everylhing objectifying position in an experience, praciiced both upon the regard of
particular objects and upon the entire attitude of mind, and 2) expert recognilion, comprehension and
description of the manifold appearances of what are no longer ebjects but unities of sense.
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objects, omitting the world of social, economic and political behaviour., He believed
that the experiences one has when one is faced by an object are infinite and that one
could never fully experience an object. What happens to objects within the objects, in

the precise case, a painting, was not discussed in his theories.

The third Marxist approach Pollock dismisses is economic reductionism for
acknowledging a material basis in history, “that is history is what real people do in
concrete relations, shaped by factors outside their individual control, is not the same
thing as Saying that knowing how factories are organized helps you to know why such
an art is being produced”m. Pollock writes,

“To know that society has been patriarchal and sexist means that you reject the idea
that the oppression of women is divinely ordained, or biologically, psychologically
inevitable. To know that society is capitalist means that you reject the inevitability of
wage labour and capitalists’ profils. In studying art we want refined understanding
of relation to and positions on that knowledge or social experience. The danger is
always of simply shifting your analysis from one set of causes to another, i.e, art is the
way it is because of economic arrangements. Art is inevitably shaped and limited by
the kind of society which produces it; but its particular features are not caused by
economic structures or organization. In application to women the poverty of the
argument is obvious since women’s pesition in the basic economic organization of
the workplace is easily shown to be mere complement to the kind of exploitation they
experience in the home, in sexual relationships, child care, on the streets, as a result

of sexual domination that is dispersed across a wide range of social practices” *®

However this argument when applied to female artists —of which the biggest
percentage were bourgeois — fails again to convincc, for showing yet again a
contradiction in Pollock’s writings. I am referring to her argument of spaces ~
showing the socially defined and constrained lived-in spaces by females. In the case
of Morisot and Cassatt, the art they produced reflected indeed the spaces they

occupied in the society, the spaces of the drawing room, verandah, etc., spaces

292 potlock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 29
2 Ibid., p. 27
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predominantly female. However as arguéd above, in Cassali’s case, this can not be
shown through the arrangement of space within the paintings, rather from the spaces
depicted through their work, for portrayving a reflection method which she dismisses.
To take the argument further on, I would like to suggest that the objects depicted in
the.ir work, arc shaped by economic arrangements (commodity values). The ways
female artists have depicted these objects, have been shaped by cconomic and
ideological arrangements (despite the gender implications onc may find, if one
wishes, in their work). When Morisot was painting the Reading, (1873), (sce plate 33)
shown a;c the first ITmpressionist exhibition, all elements of bourgeois modern life
were debicted, shaped both by material and ideological forces. A bourgeois woman
painter depicts a bourgeois young lady, seated on a grass, reading a book, dressed
fashionably, (wearing a ribbon hat, and floral print dress), surrounded by fashionable
accessories such as an umbrella, fan, showing not only the essentials of femininity but
also the wealth of the sitter. As Jean Prouvaire, put it on a review of this painting:
*...This is one of the tendencies of this emcrging school [of artists], to mix Worth
[the haute-couture fashion designer, 1825-1895] with the Good Lord”*™*

The ideological generalization for Pollock is a response to the reductionism of the
third”*. For Pollock, “Ideology is a process of masking contradictions; it is itself
fractured and contradictory. Referring art to ideology does not sort out anything at all;
it merely displaces the necessary study of what specific ideological works of art arc
doing, and for whom. The parallel in the study of women and art is the way in which

what women produce is placed in the category women’s art ™. Pollock in her texts

%4 Jean Prouvaire, “L’Bxposition du Boulevard des Capucines”, Le Rappel Paris, (20" April 1874), p.

3
263 Poltock, Qp. Cit. No, 31, p. 29
2% 1bid., p. 29




926

might not refer to women’s art as such, however, as we bave seen she reinforces the
notion that women’s art is different and that when looking at a painting by a woman
in the 19™ century we can read the sex of the producer. It is worth mentioning here
her comments on Cassatt’s portrait of her sister-in-law Lois Cassait at a Tapestry
Frame, 1888, when compared to James McNeill Whistler’s drrangement in Black No.
8: Mrs Alexander Cassatt, 1883-5, (see plates 34 and 35). Pollock writes:

“In the pale but plump face, the strong eyes are not limpid, expressionless pools, as in
the Whistler portrait. They are sharp, self-aware, and create a sense either of the
sitter’s character or of the painter’s still equivocal view of her sister-in-law. Note the
hands, the way her Ieft hand rests on the frame.. Instead of the vacant fixity of gaze
that takes the sitter out of time and place, allowing the allegorical frame to recast this
woman as Woman. Cassatt’s details create on the pictorial and fabricated plane of her
drawing or painting, the sense of class identity and socially defined femininity™*®’.

It is makes one wonder why Pollock consistently uses paraphrases such as “create”
mstead of “reflect”. If that were the case, then the paradox tn her argument would
become clearer, as reflection and ideological generalization coincide. The language of
art history and the way it has been used by various art historians often confuses the
reader, making it easier to fall into linguistic traps, thus obscuring the obvious.
Pollock closes her text on lessons and pitfalls of Marxism concluding:

“Whether it be class, race or gender, any argument that generalizes, reduces, typifics
or suggests a reflection is refusing to deal with specificity of individual texts, artistic
practitioners, historical moments. Art history — Marxist or feminist- must be primarily
a historiographical exercise. Society is a historical process; is not a static entity™®

By writing “Art History — Marxist or feminist” Pollock not only avoids uniting the
two disciplines but she also extends the existing difference between them. As we have

seen in chapter two, Hartinann has presented a similarly confusing argument, when

attacking Marxists for “...their marxism clearly dominates their feminism.” At the

%7 poliock, Op. Cit. No. 230, p. 128
%% poliack, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 30
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same time she has written “the social organization under which the people live are
determined by the economic production and the production of people in the
sex/gender sphere.”* What Péllock also does in Vision and Difference, is to dismiss
other feminist art histortans 'fc’)}_"“ligging ofml’nstoricwlsng (such a Suthertand Harris when
discussing Dutch 17% century art), for providing {llustrated biographies without “any
assessment of the pictures as images or as cultural products™ (such as Karen Wilson
and.J.J. Petersen), for encouraging other feminists to dig up many women artists and
insist that their art is better to that of their fellow men artisis and for not providing
explanaﬁons such as what art is (for instance Linda Nochlin’s work) and for
reinforcing the patriarchal definition of man as the norm of humanity, and finally for
employing the standard formalist type of art history “combined with a well educated
‘connoisseurship’ ( such as Germaine Greer’s The Obstacle Race). Although Pollock
has many persuasive points in her argument, which will be discussed further on, what
she manages to achieve however is to reinforce the fused notion of sisterhood —
claiming that one’s theory is better than other’s - in the academic field of art historical
debate. Pollock, although appearing to provide an altemative type of art history, what

she follows, as we have seen, comes in effect from a traditional feminist perspective.

4. Dismissa! of Feminist texts
Pollock, on Feminist Art Histories, constantly misinterprets feminist texts. She
dismisses Nochlin’s work, (although admitting that her argument was fruitful in

opening the road for social cxplanations of women’s art), because she finds in it “a

%2 For more see page 64
270 .
Pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 38
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resicual idealism in that the social is presented only in terms of obstacles, placed
around the individual’s freedom of action...™"", Pollock writes:

“Yet for her art is still a category to be discussed in terms of greatness, risks, leaps
into the unknown...issues of scxual identity and social gender evaporate before the
dream of bourgeois humanism. .. Individualism, humanism and voluntarism prescribe
the humits of this liberal bourgeocis argument, which as such, is unhistorical. For
what is ¢vacuated, notably in the conclusion I have quoted, is history, i.e. the social

processes, the concrete struggles within real social relations™ ™.

Pollock constantly promotes historicism as we have seen, but apparently only her
method according to her, seems to provide the best methodological approach. She
fails to see that Nochlin’s work, did start to promote a sociological alternative In

looking at art history. It helps remind one Nochlin’s words:

“Thus the question of women’s equality — in art...~devolves not upon the relative
benevolence or ill-will of individual men, nor the seH-counfidence or abjectness of
individual women, but rather on the very nature of our institutional structures
themselves and the view of reality which they impose on the human beings who are
part of them™”

This is one of the strongest points of Nochlin’s argument, which Pollock tends to take

PO

for granted, rather embarks in deconstructing feminist texts. Nochlin equally

A A A e g e TN b

discourages dispassionate approaches which end up glorifying the individual thus the
inevitable production of monograppi upon which art history is based. When Pollock
attacks Nochlin for encouraging feminists to dig up many women artists, she
misinterprets again Nochlin’s words. Instead Nochlin writes that there are various
attempts on behalf of feminists to react to the fact that there have been no great

women artists. “The first one is to rediscover forgotten women artists, dig up old

7 1bid,, p. 35
2 Thid,, p. 35
3 Nochlin, Op. Cit. No. 8, p. 152
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material and defend cases such as for example that Morisot was less dependent on

Manet than what has already been stated™ ",

Although Nochlin states the importance of their project, (which is a project that
Pollock herself has followed when producing monographs on Cassatt), she does claim

75 g )
- Furthermore Nochlin

that they “reinforce the question’s negative implications’
writes that wherever important female work has been produced in both artistic and
literary fields, the individua! works seem to have nothing to do with each other’s
work, rafher they were closer to other artists and writers of their own period. So the
promotion of a group consciousness when it comes to female works, although
remaining in the realm of possibilities, not only has not occwrred, but it 18 recognized
that this homogenization cannot be applied. Nochlin was discussing these issues in
1971, nearly twenty years before Pollock™s Vision and Difference. This refusai of

e,

bomogenization Pollock herself dmmsseqm however giving no acknowledgment io

t——— ——— PR Lo

Nochlin’s vmtmgs The paradox 11e<‘. as we have seen, in that Poilock apphe«. this
unconsciously in her methodologies, when reflecting social bourgeois spaces,

depicted from a feminine perspective, thus homogenizing all female producers, under

the ‘woman experience’.

Nochlin correctly states that women did tum to domestic subjects in the past, for

instance Cassat{ and \/Ionsot but men dld too such as. Chflrdm Renmr a:nd For the

prometion of a feminine character, which Pollock does constantly in her work,

despite the sophisticated analysis of her argument, only manages to homogenize and

" hid., p. 147-8
5 Thid.
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bring down women’s work at a tower level, always portraying a style which can be

equated the ‘essential feminine’.
o — TN ,

One finds it difficult to understand why feminist art historians, instead of trying to

bring together their sources, discoveries, methodologies, and fight for a common

e PO PN e et e S 4

purpose, one tries to deconstruct the other, and provide individual ways of looking at
art history — Feminist or Marxist or both. I would like to agree here with Nochlin’s
comment on feminisis. Nochlin writcs

“I'he problem lies not so much with some feminists’ concept of what femininity is,
but rather with their misconception — sharcd with the public at large- of what art is:
with the naive idea that art is the direct, personal expression of individual emotional
experience, a translation of personal life in to visual terms. Art is almost never that,
great arf never is.”

Pollock equally, dismisses Karen Wilson and J.J. Petersen, /n Women artists,
recognition and reappraisal from the early middle ages to the twentieth century, tor
offering an “illustrated biography without any assessment of the pictures as images or
as cultural products. She writes,

“I am not convinced that the altemnative should be a total refusal of any kind of art
historical analysis and a rejection of every king of examination of the meanings of
paintings and the contexts of their production. ... Yet the same sentimental celebration

of heroic individual women who have struggled and overcome the odds against them
in fact reproduces one of the central myths of art history - the artist™".

One has to remind oneself here, not only Pollock’s two monographs on Cassatt and
A

the contradiction they present, but also Pollock’s own words when promoting

¥ pallock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 55
T Nochlin, Op. Cit. No. 8, p. 149
78 pollock, Op. Cit. No. 31, p. 39
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individual producers: “We must stress the heterogeneity of women’s ait work, the

specificity of individual producers and products™”

For similar reasons Pollock calls Walter Sparrow’s Women Painters of the World,
(1905) chivalrous for neglecting “to acknowledge the existence and indeed special
characteristics of women artists... managed none the less to consign women’s art to a .-_?
radically separate sphere. 19" cemtury distinction between the art produced by men
and by women was based on bourgeois concepts of domestic and maternal ‘
femillirliiy”ZSO. However, Pollock does not take into account that when Sparrow wa.s ';
writing his text, feminist art history as such had not developed, and neither the social,
political, economic etc. background had the sophistication it has achieved nearly one
hundred ycars later. Also texts like Sparrow’s, although they fail to assess the images
as cultural products, however, have hellped in providing basic information about
female artists, (purely as a historiographical exercise), which was then to become
available to scholars for a deeper analysis,

Finally, when addressing to Germaine Greer’s The Obstacle Race, 1979, she openly

scrutinizes it, describing it as “not so different from ofher feminist texts....She
unquestionably employs the standard formalist type of art history combined with a
well educated ‘connoisseurship’. Like _Petersen and Wilson, Greer treats woman as a

transitional and unitary category”™®,

™ Tbid., p. 55
% Tbid., p. 39
¥ bid., p. 39
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Pollock makes the persuasive point that Greer instead ol treating the study of images
in order o gain knowledge about the history of culture, treats women painters in such
a way as to show women’s oppression. Pollock writes:

e

he dangér 15 that without a developed theory of ideology and the careful adaptation
of psychoanalytic theory which feminists have recently used to help to explain the
social production of a sexed subjectivity, Greer’s book merely inverts Nochiin’s stress

on external constraints such as discrimination and places the emphasis on the internal

restrictions of damaged egos™,

If Greer discards ideology at the expense of “internal restrictions of damaged egos”,
then one could argue that Pollock discards ideology at the expense of her feminist
goal which has been the centre of her work. Pollock writes:

“...the relationship of Marxism and feminism art history is not a marriage (Hartman),
not a cobbling together. It must be the fruitful raiding of Marxism for its explanatory
instruments, for its analysis of the operations of bourgeois society and of bourgeois
femininity and the forms of bourgeois mystification which mask the reality of social
and sexual antagonisms and, denying us vision and voice, deprive us of power”

With this statement Pollock closes her text. But her method has tfailed her message.
Ewven though she claims a social historical basis, her argument is heavily based on her
(twentieth-century feminist) interpretations of the moods of the paintings. She also
leaves open the question of the contemporary legibility of these statements, even if
one accepts that Monisot and Cassatt intended them. As for the marriage of Marxism
and Feminism, ideological disciplines that she has been trying to unite together, it is
definitcly an wunhappy one. Pollock dismisscs Marxism, throughoul her work,
although she employs its methods occasionally, such as reflection theory, without
acknowledging it. Her heavily sophisticated analysis of the definition of art or
women’s art, or female producer’s artwork, manages only to add to women’s history,

as most of the theories she applies had appeared before hand. However, Pollock tries

to give her own explanation about the role of her work:
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“My own work on feminism and art history was initially undertaken in a collective of
women artists, craftswomen, writers, and historians. With Rozsika Parker I have
writtet a book entitled Old Mistresses: Women, Art and Ideology (1981). The
position from which we worked was in conflict with much existing feminist literature
and art history. We do not think that the major issues for feminists in this discipline
are the Jansons and Gombrichs. Nor do we think that recording the obstacles such as
discrimination against women as explanation of their absence form the history books
provides the answers we want. As Rozsika Parker commented in a review of
Germaine Greer’s The Obstacle Race, (1979): “It is not the obstacles that Germaine
Greer that really count, but the rules of the game which demand scrutiny”**

2 Tbid., p. 40
3 Ibid., p. 23
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CONCLUSION

I have tried to give an insight into the current conflicting literature of feminist art

e i i

history. In agreeing that Thlf_’;_]:"_@ women have been left out of knowledge, their position
in society legally and socially depended upon men, and that women under capitalism
have occupicd particular positions in relation both to the labour market and the

{
family, the female artist’s role in the labour process has become an almost impossible

A e e .
task to achieve. Whether it was due to their exclusion from public spaces and their

consequent lack of self image as pioneering bohemians, that women artists in the 19™
century failed to develop the experimental drive of such artists such as Manet, or
whether it was their identification of their art with that of the domestic spaces, thus
producing second rate works of art, I believe we have to take the conflicting current

feminist ideologies a step ahead, for the danger lies in homogenizing all kinds of

women, thus providing a monodimensional way of looking and assessing history.

My research has led me to believe that neither gender or class on their own, can
provide answers as to a successful examination of female modes of production. There
is no doubt however that women’s experience has been marked by the dominant
ideological structure, which was unguestionably masculine. For the spectator has to
take into account not dnly the social conditions of the production of artists, art critics,
dealers, patrons etc., but also the social conditions of the production of a set of
objects socially constituted as works of art (for instance the conditions of production
of social agents such as museums, galleries, academies, which help to define and

produce the value of works of art); it is these conditions that differentiate female and

!“) PSTY "’,_; .




male Iartistic production. The association of female artistic production with the term
“accomplishments”, as we have seen, the exclusion of women from entering life-
drawing classes, the lack of tréining hence the choice of medium — that of watercolor
instead of oil, hence the production of a lower status genre paintings, with subsequent
liﬁitations on exhibiting and represented by dealers who would not be able to find the
right market for them, are all social conditions of production of female artists,

imposed on them and created by men, over the course of thousand of years.

There is. no doubt that it was women’s sex that made them unsuccessfui in even
gaining access (at times) to means of production that would be unquestionably
available to men. For example the 1850s saw a vast increase in the number of
paintings about the issues that pre-occupied the middle classes, such as matriage, the
role of women, emigration, domestic tragedy; these genres became popular because
these classes were coming info being. It was fashionable to acquire culture and bring
oneself up to the stanc!arfiofapstgf:racy, int bath Britain and France. Art and literature
were the means for achieving that. However, when women fried to depict such
subjects they would be patronized on most occasions or even dismissed, because of
their position in society. The fact that people are much more familiar with 7he Last of
England, by Ford Madox Brown, instead of Laura Herford’s The Littler Emigrant,
involves sets of social conditions that contribute to and form the final artistic product.
When female artists tried to break away from the norm of domestic subjects the
situation would become even more difficult for them. When Henrietta Ward,

cxhibited a historical genre picture called Madame Jerichau's “ftaly”, (R4, 1860), it

could even be preconceived by a contemporary critic based on the gender of the artist:
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“Painted by a lady, it must be a nymph with bright and flowing hair, beset with ali the
sunny sweets of that luscious land?7%*

Tt is unheard off that such an entry would take place in the case of a male artist. No

critic would even start his critique by writing “Painted by a man”.

Even in the consiruction of modernity, especially in France with the decline of the
Ecole des Beaux Arts (a monopolistic group with its own professional interest) and
the Academy, which opened up art as a new sphere of collective insecwity as painters
struggled to earn recognition as artists, women found themselves struggling even
more than ever before. The new concept of genius in France equated arfistic

commitment with non-economic goals.

So when we are faced by a female product-work of art, this commitment would never
be an issue, as the most successful women artisis came usually from privileged
backgrounds. It is their class in most cases that ¢nabled them to become productive.
Consequently, one could hardly agree here with the Marxist belief that private
property and capital is the cause of women’s oppression. Although, I have argued that
it 1s their class that enabled them to get out of the housc — with its familial and
houschold character if we are to follow Barrett’s view on the construction of the
family. This is why I have tried to give another view on the subject of female
production, through the existing feminist literature. 1 believe that if we are to analyze
questions of art and power, female and male production, then we have to examine not
only gender divisions but also class origin and family position, in relation to any field

of art production.

?8} drt Journal, London, 1869, p, 168
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It is fruitless to exercise only one view or the other. For example 1 we are to take as
modei the role of family in the reproduction of capitalism in Gardiner’s analysis, then
we are go‘ing to be faced with the family serving as: the economic unit for the
reproduction of classes from generation to generation; as a way of reproduction of the
class structure socially and culturally; as one of the major area for socialization of
children, and as playing a key role which has distinct implications for men and for
women in the daily maintenance of the working class through both redistribution of

wages in domestic labour®™

. However, according to Marxist ideals we have to add
when talking of -female artistic production, the artist’s position within the family, the
trajectory of the family within the class which they come from, and the position of the
artists in terms of class or class fraction, and the artists’s position in the area of
cultural production. For Marxism helps vs to understand, according to Hartmann, the
structure of production, the generation of a particular occupational structure and the

nature of a dominant ideology®™™. I hope that it is obvious that gender issues alone

cannot give adequate answers to the above.

It is of no question that the involvement artists such Cassatt and Morisot had in the
art market, and their obvious understanding of art as not just an aesthetic process but
also as an economic one, puts them on an equal level professionally to that of their
male colleagues. However this project has not been an attempt to provide an
argument which will equate women’s artistic production to men. Rather it has been a

way of pointing out the difficulties in comprehending gender, Feminism and Feminist

28 Gardiner, Op. Cit. No. 210, p. 156
28 Hartmanu, Op. Cit. No. 120, p. 8
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Art history. [ believe a combination of Marxist and radical approaches when looking
at wornan’s changing position in the labour process and class structure through her
role in the family, her position in it and her dependence on men, as well as her direct
involvement in the labour process, (artistic) is a necessity and this fusion has yet to
come.

While acknowledging our debt for their ground-breaking and their insights, the art
history critiques of Marxisin and radical feminism are necessarily self-limiting. They
by definition-impose their own intellectual structures upon a subject, which cannot be
made to conform 1o a dogmatic polemical approach. Their contributions have been
revolutionary. They have formed our acceptance of a feminist art history as an entity
at all, but a multifaceted approach is the intellectually creative stage for fresh
synthesis and perhaps more reievant multi - layered and accurate insights into this

ever-shilting area of female creative activity.
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