Bernard Glemser, John Gregory Alford, .1934. (Photo: University of Toronto Archives)
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THE DEPARTMENT OF FINE ART AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO, 1926-1945

Institutionalizing the ‘Culture of the Aesthetic’

"The University must not overlook its duty to present and conserve aesthetic values.
The beautiful is linked with the true and the good.
: Henry John Cody

n June 1934, John Alford, a British lecturer from the Courtauld Institute of
Art at the University of London, was engaged as the first Chair of Fine Art
at the University of Toronto. His appointment concluded an exhaustive search
that took over six years; it involved two of the University’s presidents Robert
Falconer and his successor, Henry John Cody, as well as a host of art specialists
in Canada, the United States and England.' The appointment of Alford also
brought the University into a cultural-funding alliance with the Carnegie
Corporation of New York, the trust organized by Scottish steel magnate
Andrew Carnegie in 1911 to broadly promote “the advancement and diffusion
of knowledge and understanding among the people of the United States.™
At the University of Toronto the broadly conceived fine arts program was
described by Cody as a “vital agency of civilization.” The British critic, ER.
Leavis envisaged universities as the last bastion “of cultural tradition...a directing
force, representing a wisdom older than modern civilization and having an
authority that should check and control the blind drive onward of material and
mechanical development.” The University’s male students were drawn from
society’s elite and were thus seen to exercise significant and legitimate authority.
They were crucial to the project of sustaining and disseminating forms of high
culture to the masses in an age that some heralded as being characterized by
crass commercialism and vulgar popular amusements. For Carnegie president
Frederick Keppel (1875-1943), university men were the enterprising element
behind any successful arts program as they were the individuals most “capable
of doing something worthwhile, rather than [simply]...carry[ing] out a
predetermined procedure.” University of Toronto presidents Falconer and
Cody were in accord with the Carnegie’s cultural agendas; their concept of the
role of leadership is encapsulated in Cody’s references to “the ample knowledge
and clear thought of the university-trained man™ and the use of “knowledge,
culture, and discipline in the service of the community.”” The university’s male
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elite was popularly acknowledged as embodying the “true academic spirit [that]
can help to form sound and strong public opinion.” With the Carnegie’s offer
to fund a Chair in Fine Arts, University administrators began in the late 1920s
to look for “a man...who would not only fill the chair acceptably but be a natural
leader for the art interests in the community.” They also heeded Keppel’s
suggestion “that the establishment of a professorship at the University of
Toronto might have an influence as important outside the academic walls as
within them.” After all, Cody described the University as a “servant of the
community.”" The University administration concluded that the “right” man
was John Alford.

This is a contextual study of the founding of the Chair of Fine Art and
ultimately the Department of Fine Art at the University of Toronto between
1926 and 1945. It focuses on the ideas that supported its foundation and highlights
the cultural function of a fine arts education, particularly the ways in which
disciplinary knowledge was conceived and produced within community as well
as professional artistic discourses, and imagined through gendered categories.
In inquiring into the social institutions of art — in this case a university fine art
department — I intend to illustrate the way discourses on art were authorized,
enabled, empowered and legitimized in what Pierre Bourdieu has called the
“field of cultural production.”” I will argue that the power to define what is
“art,” who is an “artist,” and especially the cultural and social function of art is not
restricted to a discrete clique of artists, critics, curators, dealers and collectors, but
must be extended to include a host of community agents: in this case, the
university professoriate and its senior administrators.

Any study of fine art education in this period must inevitability be
contextualized within issues of cultural policy, the role of art and artists in society,
and broader questions regarding the effects of an education in the fine arts. In
the 1920s vestiges of the ideas of influential Arts and Crafts movement were
still prevalent in Canada. The movement had attempted to redesign society
through education in reaction to what its advocates deemed the socially alienating
and deleterious effects of nineteenth-century industrialization and urbanization."
Clearly these discussions, which began to crystallize in the late 1920s, had a
significant impact upon the University of Toronto’s establishment of a Chair of
Fine Art, and subsequently the Department of Fine Art and its philosophies,
staffing, and corriculum.” The appointment of its staff helped shape artistic
discourses in the community for decades to come, and I would argue that these
discourses presaged the themes of the Royal Commission on National
Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences (1949-51), commonly known as the
Massey-Lévesque Commission. I propose that the centrality of the educational
systems at both the school and university level developed and circulated the
notion that art is nothing less than the keystone of a democratic social order.
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Accordingly, I challenge a view persistently held by many Canadian historians
that the Massey-Lévesque Report was the watershed of Canadian cultural
policy from which all else originates.' I suggest instead that decades earlier
cultural nationalists in university art departments, colleges and schools
were already engaged in a discourse on the relationship between the arts
and nation-building.

American Philanthropy and the Fostering the Fine Arts in the University
In 1923 under its fifth president, Frederick Paul Keppel, the Carnegie
Corporation launched an expansive program of funding that focused on
libraries, adult education and the arts.” These programs were, according to
Ellen Lagemann, steered by “the interests, knowledge, circle of acquaintances,
and personalities of the Corporation’s trustees, officers, and staff...determining
how and to what extent its potential was realized.”® Accordingly during
Keppel’s nineteen-year term, which ended with his retirement in 1941, the
Corporation’s national and international arts funding programs undertook to
promote the centrality of the arts within a liberal humanist vision."” Keppel
oversaw the promotion of the study and appreciation of “Great Art,” and especially
arts role in explaining the human condition, by linking it to social and
community regeneration and to national progress.” It was, in part, a program
designed to rarefy and institutionalize a dominant Western cultural and
aesthetic heritage. Keppel also wanted to secure the study of art history as an
important part of the university curriculum, believing that “Art is deep rooted
in human life; it is today as nearly always in the past a most important factor in
human behaviour.” The university meanwhile was the foundation’s “social
instrument” for educational and cultural “betterment.” Keppel saw a mutually
beneficial relationship between the university and the Corporation, claiming that
“the university is constantly bringing to light opportunities for the foundation in
the form of enterprises which no institution could carry through unaided, but
from which all institutions and all communities might profit.”?

A former Dean of Columbia College (1910-17), Keppel was well-versed
and personally interested in the effects that the fine arts could have on the
university, particularly on its male students, and on the broader community. In
his biographical account of Keppel’s tenure as an administrator at Columbia,
Henry James has suggested that Keppel believed the “business of school and
college education. ..was the making of boys into men.”” University administrators
in Toronto shared Keppel’s liberal humanist ideals about the place of art in the
world, particularly its role in higher education. In a paper originally delivered
to the Ontario Educational Association on the role of the university in national
life, University of Toronto president Henry Cody argued that “the University
must not overlook its duty to present and conserve aesthetic values. The
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beautiful is linked with the true and the good. The history and interpretation
of art will stimulate an appreciation for the beautiful and will exercise a beneficent
influence on every field of human activity. More and more the University will
become an apostle of things pure and lovely and of good report.”” For Cody,
“no education...[was] complete without seeking to instill a knowledge and love
of beauty.™ In his 1934-35 “President’s Report,” Cody defiantly noted that the
cultivation of the critical eye should emphasize traditionalism and adherance to
the art historical canon. He remarked that “this department will keep teaching
distinct from propaganda in the field of art. It will not be the prophet of any
special school or group, but will seek to present to the students the products of
successive ages for their understanding and appreciation.” ‘Io authorize the
fine arts in a university setting, administrators envisioned a department that
severed the theoretical deliberation of academics from the practical work of
artists.”” "The university appropriated the classical role of training “professional
gentlemen” who would one day assume their place in the political elite.”
This was a far cry from Ontario’s earlier art education training curricula
which had seen the union of mental and manual processes as fundamental
to any study of the arts.

Carnegie Funding of the Fine Arts

Throughout the 1920s, the University of Toronto enjoyed relative financial
prosperity, but declining funding to higher education institutions in the early
1930s and the encroaching Depression would make the Carnegie’s financial
contribution crucial to establishing the Chair of Fine Art at the University of
"Toronto.” Cody’s biographer, D.C. Masters, has suggested that from the
beginning of his administration Cody was gravely concerned and “personally
embarrassed by the university’s finances,” and saw Carnegie funding as vital to
the realization of a department of fine art. The establishment of the Chair was
an important step in this direction.® Cody assiduously pursued all avenues to
secure money from philanthropic organizations, writing extended grant
applications that set out the University’s needs to establish or maintain
programs, and explaining how they would ultimately benefit the broader
community, particularly the education of adults and even children.

The Carnegie Corporation’s arts funding was readily accepted by cash-
strapped Canadian universities. However, by the late 1930s it was viewed by an
emerging group of nationalists as nothing less than an invading cultural force.
These misgivings were not without substance. In 1926, the Carnegie
Corporation presented several Canadian universities, including the University
of Toronto, with an Arts Teaching Set.” This gift, which included books,
prints, textiles, and photographs dealing primarily with the history of Western
art, initiated an arts granting program that by 1935 amounted to a little over
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$412,000.* Perhaps more crucial than gifts of resources or curriculum materials
were the inroads the Corporation made into Canadian universities — with the
blessings of their chief administrators. For example, when the University of
"loronto appointed Alford to the Chair of Fine Art in 1934, the Carnegie had
funded art and aesthetics courses at Acadia University under the American
Walter Abell in 1928, a Chair in Music at the University of Saskatchewan in
1931 under Arthur Collingwood, courses in art at McMaster University in
1932 under Lester Longman, and courses in studio art at Queen’s University
in 1933 under Goodridge Roberts.

To the chagrin of its detractors, the Carnegie Corporation underwrote
the 1941 Conference of Canadian Artists in Kingston, the event that resulted
in the formation of the Federation of Canadian Artists. However, factions both
within and outside the Federation began to argue that a unified high culture
was critical to the nationalist ambitions of a democratc society, and to the
development of a distinct Canadian identity** As Paul Litt has pointed out,
these cultural-nationalist ideas found a vocal platform in the early 1950s in the
Massey-Lévesque Report. Most of the strident cultural nationalists at the
Commission hearings had been intimately involved with the Carnegie
Corporation over the previous two decades, but now they charged that
“American cultural influences would smother a new Canadianism in its cradle.”
Chief among them were university faculty members whose own departments
and even academic positions were the result of Carnegie funding.*

"These shifting alliances indicate that, far from being viewed as an invading
cultural force, Carnegie funding and support were adeptly used by Canadian
artists’ groups and universities to further their own long-term agendas for the
arts in Canada and to secure a state-funded program of arts patronage. Keppel
would not have seen this as a rejection of earlier loyalties but as a natural
evolution of how Carnegie funding would, and should, eventually give way to
local leadership in cultural affairs.” The Carnegie Corporation’ funding of
university art departments made it possible to establish a grassroots organization
of resident intellectuals who were eager to define, authorize, and circulate
their own version of cultural nationalism.*® Seen from this perspective, the
Corporation’s influence on the field of art history in higher education in
Canada takes on a significant and not fully acknowledged importance.

The Fine Arts in the University: The Impact of J.W.L. Forster

and Arthur Lismer

"The proposed establishment of the Chair at the University of Toronto also had
a Canadian benefactor. Sometime in the mid-1920s, Canadian portrait artist
J-W.L. Forster (1850-1938) offered the University a $50,000 endowment to
fund “a Department of Aesthetics or a Chair of Fine Art.”™ As early as 1894,
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Forster had written about the role of art and aesthetics in the university in the
context of attempting to establish an art school in Toronto.® He also wrote
prolifically on art, history, ethics and education, and had attempted for some six
years to promote the formation of a fine arts department at the University of
"Toronto by sending copies of his writings on the subject to Falconer, making
suggestions for suitable candidates, and trying to keep the issue at the forefront
of Falconer’ agenda.

In a series of letters written in the late 1920s, Forster suggested to
Falconer that the proposed department would have the approval of a large
group of Torontos elite who could be counted upon for financial support.*
Forster wrote to Falconer in December 1928 suggesting John Bickle as a
possible candidate to head the department. Bickle seemed an appropriate
choice because he “takes an interest in Art, having bought some good pictures.
He certainly is active in industries where the arts should have attention...he
must soon cast about for [an] opportunity [to acquire] the...more than needful
wealth he already possesses.” In Forster’s view, a man of wealth and leisure
who took an interest in art — a connoisseur, rather than an academic — was an
appropriate choice for the position of Chair.

In an earlier article published in The Week (loronto) and Victoria
College’s journal Acia Victoriana, Forster envisaged the contemporary artist not
as an isolated bohemian toiling at the margins of obscurity, but as a professional
man who served the community morally, spiritually, and aesthetically. He
added that “amongst the professions, the one that has received the least assistance
from the schools is that of the artist...they are supplying curricula for the
miner, agriculturist, manufacturer, electrician, for statecraft, law, healing,
morals, music, etc., yet they are merely beginning to consider Art and
Aesthetics as fundamentals to the better modes of life.”® The artist, he mused,
was often “indifferent to his craft, to the moral influence of his productions,
and to the respect...accorded to his profession.” Forster added that the artist
“has been infatuated with the technique of his work, and forgetful of other
paramount qualities.”* He continued:

I'would ask for my profession the most scholarly instruction in art history

to be had, a knowledge of what the art of the world, both ancient and modern,

has had to do in influencing the domestic and social life of the nations, and

how much of national history may be read in their art. The growth of style,

of ornament and design, of the many decorative features that mark tribal

kinships; the ethical side of art; the art impulse, its power and direction;

beauty and the whole library of aesthetic literature having foundation in

the art sense — all these are his birthright, and should be placed before him.
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Forster was adamant that artistic feeling was present in varying degrees in the
“whole human family.” In the quest for “not more life, but better life...and
high ideals,” he suggested that the education system should strive to provide an
“intellectual and healthy leisure. . .for the millions who are said to toil incessantly,
and also for the thousands who rest continually.” Yet his main concern was
against the increasing leisure afforded the very wealthy. In an essay entitled
“Art and Artists in Ontario,” he delineated how pioneer life had prevented the
growth of a culture of the aesthetic.¥ In another publication, he reasoned that
unbridled wealth and a predilection for luxury led directly “to decay and
degradation,” not aesthetic development. Aesthetic study therefore was seen to
“promote the culture of the finer graces of character by some occupations of
the mind...and provide a larger mental outlook, particularly for the wealthy.”*

Forster also distinguished between what he defined as two complementary
natures of aesthetic contemplation, one for the professional man and the other
for the amateur woman homemaker. For the former, aesthetics would serve to
develop taste and the appreciation of beauty, whereas women’s interest in art
and aesthetics was restricted to the home sphere. These dual “natures” were
seen as thriving in the college atmosphere. Forster suggested that: “A place in
the Calendar for Art and Aesthetics may be advocated as a blessing to the
homes of our country, as an aid to the ideals of our youth, as a moral specific
in our social and public life, and as the grace and crown of our national well-
being.”¥ He went on to cite several possible curriculum models to follow,
including those inaugurated at Oxford by John Ruskin, Slade Professor of Art
in 1869.°

Forster’s understanding of the function of the arts in society, in education,
and in daily life clearly invoked Ruskin’s social-aesthetic theory of environmental
determinism. Ruskin’s analysis of visual perception as an educational tool that
could encompass democratic social implications, yet train the mental discipline
of elite male students, was vital to the philosophical argument that underlay the
fine arts in the university within the English-speaking world. For Ruskin,
whose ideas were well-known and readily adopted at the University of Toronto,
the teaching of art was part of a wider and deeper campaign to halt what he saw
as the “destruction of nature and the corruption of men’s souls.”" Ironically,
philanthropic organizations run by women became the chief disseminators of
Ruskin’s theories in Canada and provided, in part, the impetus for his institutional
endeavours. However, the university’s mandate to produce competent male
professionals to undertake the stewardship of local, regional, and national
cultural matters, relegated women to the margins of museum appreciation and
the traditional domestic crafts.”
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For his part, Falconer made extensive use of Arthur Lismer’s essay “The
Value, Meaning and Place of Art in Education,” published in The Dalbousie
Review in 1928. Lismer, whom Falconer knew from the Toronto Arts and
Letters Club, shared Forster’s belief that shaping the aesthetic experience of
young men was the province of the university. Although better known as a
founding member of the Group of Seven and as a proponent of children’ art,
by the 1930s Lismer was regarded as a notable authority on art education,
particularly as it was organized and taught in formal and informal educational
settings.” A prodigious writer on the subject of the arts in education, he served
terms as President of the Victoria School of Art and Design (1916-19, now the
Nova Scotia College of Art and Design), and as Educational Supervisor of Art
at the Art Gallery of Toronto (1927-38). He also attempted, without success,
to initiate a national art education program in conjunction with the National
Gallery of Canada.”* Bemoaning the lack of fine art courses in universities,
Lismer stressed that Canadian institutions lagged behind their counterparts in
Great Britain, continental Europe and the United States, and claimed that
Canadian universities had not grasped the place of art in modern education.”
Courses in art were not “for those alone who desire a cultural background,” but
were also relevant to studies in religion, philosophy, science, and literature.
Lismer conceived of the university as a place in which the demands of industrialism
would be superseded by an atmosphere of study in which art served “as a
pathway, a way of life. Departments of Fine Art would provide a way towards
a more complete perception of life: The study of Art in relation to life placed
in university training would enable our students to grasp the idea of life as a
whole.””® He was adamant, however, that the art school, not a university fine
art department, was the place to train the artist and the craftsman.”

In order to find a suitable candidate for the prospective Chair of Fine Art,
Falconer made inquiries in Britain with his former undergraduate professor, G.
Baldwin Brown, who was then Watson Gordon Professor of Fine Art at the
University of Edinburgh. James Greenlee, Falconer’s biographer, has suggested
that it was Brown who first stimulated Falconer’ interest in classical sculpture
and Christian painting — topics on which Falconer lectured and wrote in the
early part of the century® Falconer also made discrete inquires through
Lawrence Binyon at the British Museum, and with other contacts at the
Victoria and Albert Museum and the University of Liverpool.” In May 1932,
clearly exasperated with the lack of progress on the founding of 2 Department
of Aesthetics or a Chair of Fine Art, Forster wrote to the Board of Governors
withdrawing his offer of the endowment. Falconer expressed his deep regret
about Forster’s decision, proposed that they meet, and explained that he had
been unable to find a suitable candidate.® In considering a prospective Chair
of Fine Art and an eventual department, President Falconer (and later Cody)
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acknowledged many of Forster’s and Lismer’s arguments about the function of
art in society, its role in the university curriculum and its prospective student
audience, although Forster was not in accord with Falconer’s understanding of
who constituted an appropriate candidate. With Falconer’s retirement in 1932,
the responsibility for establishing the Chair fell exclusively to his successor,
Henry J. Cody.

English Connections

University of Toronto administrators, following traditional hiring practices,
made use of local and international artistic contacts to search for a Chair.
Under Falconer’s (1907-32) and Cody’s (1932-44) presidential tenures, hirings
at the University were controlled by the president, who either initiated the
search or acted as an advisor, or relied upon personal and professional academic
contacts to find a likely candidate if one had not been identified from the start.
In the first half of the twentieth century the University of Toronto was British
in tone, curriculum, and hiring practices,” and not surprisingly both Falconer
and Cody were predisposed to look for a British male to fit their vision of the
appropriate candidate. In the late 1920s and the early 30s and in tandem with
circumspect inquiries in Toronto,” Falconer and Cody consulted a variety of
British art experts, seeking advice on possible candidates and suggestions for a
program of studies. The University’s relationship with Edinburgh’s Fine Art
Department was especially collegial and beneficial. With the death of Baldwin
Brown in 1930, Edinburgh was also looking for a Chair for its own department.
Once its process for finding a candidate was completed, Thomas Holland, a
member of Edinburgh’s search committee, confidentially supplied Cody with
its list of rejected candidates, complete with original applications and references.
Interestingly, three of the approximately thirty applicants were displaced
German or Jewish art historians residing in England. Indicative of the
discriminatory sentiments against such refugees, in the margins next to the
names of Nikolaus Pevsner, Rudolf Wittkower, and R.H. Wilenski, someone
had taken care to note the applicants’ age, nationality and ancestry. Thomas
Holland also sent a copy of a letter they had received from art historian W.G.
Constable, who was one of University of Toronto’s key advisors on this hiring.
Constable had written to members of the Edinburgh committee, strongly urging
their appointment of Erwin Panofsky. Although Edinburgh eventually
hired Herbert Read in 1931, Holland advised Cody to pursue Panofsky as
a candidate for the Toronto vacancy.® Cody did not take any action,
although he hired refugee professors at the University during the 1930s
and fully supported the incipient Canadian Society for the Protection of
Science and Learning in 1939, organized to offer succour to European emigré
scholars, most of whom were Jewish.
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If Cody showed litte interest in an academic with established ideas and
temperament, he apparently had no intention of hiring a woman for the Chair
of Fine Art, as Eleanor Shepherd-Thompson discovered. She was a graduate
of Tiinity College, University of Toronto, and one of the original fourteen
residents of St. Hilda’s College, the first women’s residence at the University.
Shepherd-Thompson completed a B.A. and MLA. in Languages at the University
of Toronto and in 1934 received only the second Ph.D. in Fine Art (in the
double field of Art and Education) awarded by the School of Education at
Columbia University.* Before leaving Toronto to undertake her doctoral work
in 1929, Shepherd-Thompson was on the teaching staff at Central Technical
School and the Toronto Normal School, having done her training at Teacher’s
College, New York. She seems to have been a member of Cody’s congregation
at St. Paul’s Church, and wrote to him repeatedly between 1931 and 1933,
keeping him abreast of her doctoral studies and asking to be considered for the
position of Chair in the Fine Art Department. She also mentioned that any
teaching position in a fine art department would be acceptable.* In 1932 she
tried to allay any concerns the President might have about her dissertation
topic, “Training Girls for Art Vocations.” She noted that “it has a definite
secondary value in giving me first-hand contacts with many different types of
Art Schools and the content of their courses of study.” A letter from
Carnegie’s Keppel to President Cody in 1936 makes it clear that Shepherd-
Thompson blamed Carnegie’s meddling in Canadian universities for being
passed over: “I should warn you confidentially that Mrs. Eleanor Shepherd-
Thomson was in New York during the holidays and talked with one of my
colleagues.... She is doing her best to misunderstand the intentions of the
Corporation in regard to the assistance we have given to the arts at the
University.” Shepherd-Thompson was undoubtedly aware that Carnegie had
just awarded the University an additional $4,800 grant to establish a two-year
lectureship in fine art under Peter Brieger, a German refugee then working at
the Courtauld Institute.® During Cody’s tenure as President, the University of
"Toronto was not inclined to hire women into the higher ranks of the professoriate,
reflecting the gender bias in Canadian society. Women who had earned Ph.D.s
and had stellar teaching and publication records, rarely rose above the level of
instructor or teaching assistant let alone becoming a full professor.”

John Alford, Chair of Fine Art, 1934-45

John Alford’s appointment in 1934 was accomplished with the support of W.G.
Constable, whose success as an art historian had led to him being named
Director of the Courtauld Institute of Art at the University of London, and
advisor to both the Carnegie Corporation and the University of Toronto.” At
the time of his hiring Alford was a part-time lecturer at the Institute of Education
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at the University of London and at the Courtauld, where he was preparing a
Ph.D. thesis under Constable. He was also an artist who exhibited with the
London Group of Painters. Although he had been teaching at the Courtauld
since 1932, his name was not submitted as a possible candidate for the position
in "Toronto undl the summer of 1934, when it was put forward by Constable.”
Documentary records suggest that although Cody was in England that summer,
he did not meet Alford until well after the appointment was made. (It had been
negotiated, except for salary, entirely by Constable.) To formalize the process,
Constable submitted a reference letter suggesting that “[Alford’s] combination
of wide interests, well-founded knowledge, and enthusiasm and ability to interest
and inspire students would enable...[him] to do first-rate work in Toronto.””
Although lacking extensive scholarly experience and the advanced academic
credentials that marked most chair-holders at the University of Toronto at the
time (Alford never completed his Ph.D.), he was the “president’s choice for the
position,” according to the Varsity.”

Alford elite pedigree undoubtedly appealed to Cody. The son of Sir
Edward Fleet Alford and the grandson of Bishop Charles Richard Alford of
Hong Kong, he had received his secondary education at Tonbridge School and
completed a B.A. and MLA. at King’s College, Cambridge, specializing in
history and the moral sciences. He enlisted in World War I as an ambulance
attendant and later did a year of post-graduate work in psychology at University
College, London. At that time he resided in Toynbee Hall, a setdement home
well-known to University of Toronto officials and one that had profoundly
influenced their own initiatives at Evangelia House.™ He had also been on the
voluntary staff of the Agenda Club, a social service organization; Cody would
have been pleased by his interests in the wider community. Alford’s formal
academic experience in the arts was his five-year sojourn in Italy and France
from 1925 to 1930. Sir Percy Nunn, Director of the Institute of Education at
the University of London, suggested that among Alfords other notable
characteristics, he was “a cultivated soldier and man of the world.”” With the
Carnegie’s promise to fund Alford’s salary for five years,” Cody proceeded to
implement a three-year “pass” course similar to that offered by the Courtauld
Institute. He adhered to the Courtauld’s view that the history of art “had a
general appeal, while at the same time [students] are brought into touch
with the history of social life and culture in their widest aspects.”” Alford’s
candidacy would enable Toronto to carry out its ambition to establish the first
“serious study in this country of the History of Art.”

Writing in 1969, Dorothy Farr noted that “Professor Alford was not an
art historian, with stress on the word ‘historian,” as are the majority of personnel
in the department today, but rather was a student of culture, a social philosopher
educated in all the arts, with a concentration on the visual arts.””® Nevertheless,
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Alfords arrival in the fall of 1934 hit all the right chords with local art
communities and the University. He promoted the embellishment of public
schools and buildings with artwork, publicly complimented the National
Gallery on its methods of conserving Old Master paintings and, importantly,
he vehemently declined to offer his opinion on Canadian art until he had made
a more thorough survey. Acknowledging Alford’s training at the Courtauld, his
“breadth of vision, acuteness of judgment and catholicity of taste,” the Toronto
Mail echoed Cody’s views in proclaiming that “we may safely assume that his
statement of policy covers all that is necessary, provided he does not permit his
judgment to be unduly influenced by extramural agencies working in the interest
of narrow, self-constituted cliques, groups or faddists afflicted with eccentric
ideas of contemporary expression.”” Saturday Night duly endorsed Alford
by suggesting that “painting, sculpture, poetry, drama, psychology would
seem to be more than sufficient equipment for a Professor of Fine Art.”®
Alford’s attitude to the arts and curriculum programming would, however,
be far from traditional despite Cody’s wishes and the perspectives of local
newspapers and magazines.

Alford soon became a popular speaker inside and outside the University,
realizing the University’s wish to extend its influence into the community. In
his inaugural address, “The Study and Appreciation of Fine Art,” delivered at
Convocation Hall in November 1934, he charted the development of Western
art from the Egyptians through the Greeks, Romans, the Middle Ages, the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to the moderns. Appealing not only to the -
educated, the elite, or the specialist, Alford argued that fine art held “a universal
and natural interest” for everyone, and he set out a series of lectures to promote
the new fine arts program. Lectures for students were scheduled either in the
sketch room or the art gallery at Hart House, while a series of fifteen illustrated
talks, offered free of charge, was delivered at the department’s temporary quarters
in the Royal Ontario Museum. Sazturday Night reported that hundreds of people
attended. The magazine marveled at how “Professor John Alford...[in] only a
little more than six weeks,...has already made a definite place for himself in the
machinery of that immense institution.” Alford was also called upon to
expound the virtues of art to a number of nearly all-female audiences. He
discussed the 1936 Van Gogh exhibition on-site at the Art Gallery of Toronto
for the benefit of university women,” and spoke to the Handcrafts Association’s
annual open meeting at the Toronto Heliconian Club. Here he stressed the
importance “of cultivating handcrafts, not only to preserve the arts upon
which all art is built, but for personal pleasure and mental comfort.” He
also lectured to the Lyceum Women’s Art Association in October 1937 on
the effect of environment on art.
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In March 1935 the Department of Fine Art was established and the term
“Chair of Fine Art” was gradually phased out, with Alford becoming the
Chairman or Chair of the newly formed entity.* On Alford’s recommendation
Cody proceeded to staff the department with an impressive group of artist-
educators. Among those hired on a part-time lecturer or instructor basis were
Fred Haines, Charles Comfort, and Peter Haworth. Ruth Mable Home,

. Supervisor of Education at the ROM, was also hired in 1939 to give lectures
on European furniture, textiles, and ceramics; Peter Brieger had joined the
department as a lecturer in 1936.% With the exception of Brieger, the Fine Arts
faculty had extensive contacts in the educational establishment as well as in
local and provincial art communities and professional organizations.

Dorothy Farr later wrote that Alford’s philosophy of the study of the arts
in university was primarily directed at assisting students to live “a full life.”
Alford believed that a narrowly-defined emphasis on the sciences “deprived the
educated person of cultural depth and rendered him uneducated.” The study
of fine art at the university could rectify this deficiency by providing an
aesthetic education through both art history and practical studies.* He
accordingly organized a three- to four-year general survey course that, like his
inaugural lecture, spanned the centuries from the pre-classical world to the
modern day. This course was neither purely philosophical nor strictly historical,
but was instead situated within the broader interdisciplinary contexts of
philosophy, history, English literature, and sociology. In 1939 Alford also
offered a number of cross-listed courses in conjunction with the Department
of Architecture — another example of his interest in multidisciplinary studies.
Over time, instructors were drawn from across faculties and disciplines,
particularly archeology, anthropology, philosophy and architecture, and
members of the Ontario College of Art faculty were also invited to lecture on
special topics. Alford would later write that “The curriculum of the Toronto
department has been organized during the past six years in response to obvious
needs in the cultural and educational life of Ontario.... Circumstances differed
so largely from those of the English institutions with which I was previously
familiar [and it] was only in the course of time that it became apparent that the
"Toronto system was approximating a pattern prevalent in the United States.”
Although Cody had sought to exclude the training of artists from the new
department, several articles written by Alford on university art education
practices in the early 1940s in Parnassus, suggest that fine arts faculty members
ought to revisit their earlier understandings about the relationship between
practical courses and other parts of the academic programs.

In 1945, newly married to his second wife, Roberta Murray Fansler, John
Alford left the University of Toronto to become head of Art History and
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Aesthetics at the Rhode Island School of Design, a position he held until
1953.%8 At the time of his death in 1960 he had just been appointed special
lecturer in art history at the evening division of Tulane College, New Orleans.
His move to the United States was perhaps not unexpected; he had developed
strong American connections that included his directorship of the College Art
Association (1941-46). Farr has suggested that before his move to the United
States, Alford’s “position as sole professor in the department until 1936, and as
head of [the] department at the University of Toronto until 1945 resulted in an
obvious dominance of his pedagogical philosophies in the concepts and
practice of the department. These philosophies remain in evidence today
[1983].... When Alford’s influence was removed, the department could thus
develop freely in new directions.”” In 1946 the Department of Fine Art was
merged with the Department of Archeology to create the Department of Art
and Archeology. It was reported that this change was made because the former
name “implied something suitable for coeds and frightened off the men.””
The change not only reflected the gendered nature of Canadian society, but
also the contradictory and complex meanings attributed to the social and
cultural function of art — particularly the controversy about the place of practical
training in the modern university.

"The founding of the University of Toronto’s Department of Fine Art and
its ties to the Carnegie Corporation would significantly help shape mid-
twentieth-century discourses that reaffirmed the traditional liberal humanist
notion of the artist as a moral guardian and cultural icon of the age. In response,
artists, art educators, art historians, and teachers from all educatonal systems
would seize the opportunity to participate in the social reconstruction of Canada
after World War I and the revitalization of cultural nationalism in this country.
The emerging professionals who would adopt this form of liberal humanism
linked the notion of creativity and aesthetic expression to concepts of political
democracy, freedom, individualism, and education. In so doing, they
fundamentally revitalized cultural nationalism in Canada in the years leading
up to World War I, forging a national discourse on the culture of the aesthetic.

E. LISA PANAYOTIDIS
Graduate Division of Educational Research
University of Calgary
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President Sidney Smith had been criticized for placing too high an emphasis on the humanities
and on the production of critically-thinking intellectuals. UTA, “Corporate Name Authority,”
August 1988. There had been a Department of Aesthetics in University College in 1896, it was
closed shortly thereafter because of funding difficulties.

Résumé

LE DEPARTEMENT DES BEAUX-ARTS A
LUNIVERSITE DE TORONTO, 1926-1945

Uinstitutionnalisation de la ‘culture de l'esthétique’

n 1934, John Alford, formé en Angleterre et professeur au Courtauld

Institute of Art de Juniversité de Londres, était nommé directeur du
département des beaux-arts de 'université de Toronto. Sa nomination mettait
un terme 2 une recherche exhaustive et quelque peu capricieuse qui aura duré
six ans et impliqué deux des présidents des universités : Robert Falconer et son
successeur Henry John Cody. Par cette nomination, P'université de Toronto
entrait dans une alliance culturelle et financiére avec la Corporation Carnegie
de New York.
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Vers 1923, la Corporation Carnegie, sous la direction de son cinquiéme
président, Frederick Paul Keppel, lan¢a un programme de financement axé
principalement sur les bibliothéques, 'éducation des adultes et les arts. Durant
le mandat de dix-huit ans de Keppel, qui se termina avec sa retraite en 1941, la
Corporation entreprit, au moyen de ses programmes de financement nationaux
et internationaux, de situer la centralité des arts 4 I'intérieur d’une vision humaniste
libérale. Létude et 'appréciation du «grand art», et particuliérement du role des
arts dans la découverte du sens de la condition humaine, étaient liées  la
régénération sociétale et communautaire et au progrés national. Les universités
et leurs diplémés masculins contribuaient de maniére décisive a ce projet de
soutenir et de diffuser parmi les masses les formes élitistes de la haute culture.

Etant donné le manque de financement des institutions d’enseignement
supérieur au Canada 2 la fin des années 1920 et au cours des années 1930, il est
évident que ce qu’on appelait la «philanthropie culturelle> de Carnegie était
d’une importance financiére cruciale pour la création de la chaire des beaux-
arts & Puniversité de Toronto. Les présidents Falconer et Cody étaient toutefois
d’accord avec la vision culturelle de la corporation Carnegie, particuliérement
la mani¢re dont elle concevait le réle de chef de file de ses diplémés masculins
et des universités en tant que centres vitaux de la préservation de la culture.

Bien que 'appui financier de la Corporation Carnegie aux arts ait été
aisément accepté par des universités canadiennes & court d’argent et salué par
beaucoup comme «la marraine fée des arts au Canada», a la fin des années
1930, un groupe émergent de nationalistes le voyaient comme rien moins
qu'une force d’invasion culturelle. Leurs appréhensions n’étaient pas sans
fondement. Avec des dons de ressources en enseignement des arts a plusieurs
universités canadiennes, dont 'université de Toronto en 1926, la corporation
entreprenait un programme de financement qui, en 1935, s’élevait & un peu
plus de 412 000 $. Mais, plus important peut-&tre que les dons en ressources et
matériel didactique, la Corporation s’infiltrait dans les universités canadiennes
— avec la bénédiction de leurs principaux administrateurs. Au début des années
1940, au grand dépit de ses détracteurs, la Corporation Carnegie donnait son
appui intellectuel et financier 4 la Conférence des artistes de Kingston en 1941
qui a donné lieu 2 la création de la Fédération des artistes canadiens — important
groupe de pression souvent consulté par le gouvernement fédéral. Avec le
temps, malgré leurs relations antérieures avec la Corporation Carnegie, les
factions & P'intérieur — et & 'extérieur — de la Fédération lancérent I'idée qu’une
haute culture unifiée était cruciale pour les ambitions nationalistes d’une
société démocratique et le développement d’une identité canadienne distincte.
A leur téte on retrouve Walter Abell de I'université Acadia, John Alford de
Puniversité de Toronto, André Biéler, premier président de la Fédération des
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artistes canadiens, et le président de la Commission, Vincent Massey, qui, le
premier, avait suggéré a Keppel, président de la corporation Carnegie, de
financer une chaire des beaux-arts 4 'université de Toronto.

Malgré de subtiles interventions de la Corporation Carnegie, les
administrateurs de I'université avaient une influence considérable sur les
nominations définitives et le programme du nouveau département. La recherche
d’un candidat apte 3 administrer et 4 enseigner ce qui était essentiellement un
programme précongu commenca sous Robert Falconer, 2 la fin des années
1920, et prit fin abruptement avec Henry John Cody, 4 'été 1934. Entre-temps,
Falconer et Cody avaient consulté les artistes canadiens J.W.L. Forster et
Arthur Lismer, qui tous deux avaient abondamment écrit sur la fonction culturelle
des arts dans I’éducation, et divers experts britanniques en art, recherchant 2 la
fois un candidat possible et, souvent, des suggestions relativement au programme
d’études. Parmi leurs relations les plus influentes, on compte G. Baldwin Brown
et Watson Gordon, professeur d’arts plastiques 3 Puniversité d’Edimbourg —un
des professeurs de Falconer qui avait le premier stimulé son intérét pour la
sculpture classique et la peinture chrétienne, sujets sur lesquels il avait écrit et
donné des conférences dans la premiére partie du siécle. Avec la mort de
Baldwin Brown en 1930, Edimbourg était— comme Puniversité de Toronto — 2
la recherche d’un président pour leur département des beaux-arts. Une fois
leur recherche terminée, le comité de sélection des beaux-arts d’Edimbourg
remit 3 I'université de Toronto la liste des candidats rejetés, y compris les
formulaires de candidature originaux et les références. Il est intéressant de
noter que, sur les quelque trente demandes, trois provenaient d’historiens de
Part juifs allemands résidant alors en Angleterre. Un fait révéle des sentiments
souvent discriminatoires 2 1’égard des réfugiés juifs allemands : en marge des
noms de Nikolaus Pevsner, Rudolf Wittkower, et R.H. Wilenski, quelqu’un a
pris soin de noter leur nationalité et leur ascendance juive. En dépit du fait que
Puniversité d’Edimbourg avait décidé d’engager Thomas Holland, historien de
art né et formé en Angleterre un membre du comité de sélection avait
suggéré a Cody de s’enquérir de la disponibilité de I'historien de I'art Erwin
Panofsky qui résidait alors aux Etats-Unis.

En conclusion, les administrateurs de 'université de Toronto ont toujours
été reconnaissants pour le financement de la Corporation Carnegie et le
comportement affable de Keppel. Le financement du département des beaux-
arts de I'université de Toronto par la Corporation Carnegie a transformé de
maniére décisive le paysage culturel local. En institutionnalisant «[’histoire de
Iarts> et en séparant la théorie de la pratique, on redéfinissait une tradition de
culture esthétique plus généralement accessible qui fleurissait en Ontario depuis
la fin des années 1890 et qui était dirigée presque exclusivement par des fermes.
Le nouveau mandat de I'université de Toronto de produire des «spécialistes
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masculins»> compétents qui prendraient la direction des affaires culturelles au
plan local, régional et national, marginalisait les femmes. Alors que,
jusque-13, les professeurs de 'université de Toronto donnaient des conférences
a la Women’ Art Association of Canada, les membres de I’Association
devaient maintenant céder la place au trés politisé nouveau «chef des
beaux-arts» — appellation sous laquelle un journal avait désigné John Alford.

En finangant la chaire des beaux-arts de l'université de Toronto, la
Corporation Carnegie participait 4 la construction conflictuelle et contradictoire
d’un département et 2 la l1égitimation de la discipline universitaire d’histoire de
Iart au Canada. Elle participait aussi 4 la définition de I'étude de I'«art> dans
un cadre universitaire comme une entreprise philosophique et théorique
dirigée par une élite masculine. A cet égard, 'université cherchait a diffuser un
héritage culturel et esthétique spécifique et masculin et un systéme de valeurs
et de significations, privilégiant certains produits et pratiques culturels, et, ce
faisant, 2 consttuer la subjectivité et I'identité, les faisant paraitre comme
«naturelles» et «inévitables». Les administrateurs de 'université, soutenus par
Pappui financier et moral de la Corporation Carnegie, avaient le pouvoir de
définir et construire avec autorité une théorie institutionnalisée de ’«art> et de
sa signification établie dans la société.

Nonobstant les intentions des administrateurs, le département d’histoire
de I’art a pris forme de maniére significative au milieu du XX siécle, alors que
fut rétablie la notion libérale et humaniste «traditionnelles» de I'artiste comme
gardien moral et icne culturelle de son époque. Ces idées étaient, en partie,
des vestiges historiques de linfluent mouvement des Arts et Métiers au
Canada, qui cherchait 3 redessiner la société en réponse 2 ce que ses promoteurs
considéraient comme les effets socialement aliénants et délétéres de
Pindustrialisation et de 'urbanisation au XIX® si¢cle. En réponse, les artistes, les
professeurs d’art, les historiens de I’art et les enseignants de tous systémes
d’éducation saisirent 'occasion, désireux de se positionner comme parties
intégrantes du programme de reconstruction sociale du Canada d’apreés-
guerre. Au coeur de ce discours sur la reconstruction sociale, on trouve I'idée que
la culture — et plus spécifiquement les arts en conjonction avec I'éducation — avait
un role significatif 3 jouer dans la réorganisation de la nation et du monde
d’une maniére pratique  l'intérieur d’une réflexion philosophique et pratique.
Les nouveaux spécialistes qui avaient adopté cette forme d’humanisme
libéral Laient la notion de créativité et d’expression esthétique aux concepts de
démocratie politique, de liberté, d’individualisme et d’éducation. Ce faisant, ils
ont fondamentalement revitalisé le nationalisme culturel au Canada dans les
années avant la Deuxieme Guerre mondiale, forgeant un discours national sur
«la culture de I'esthétique».

Traduction: Elise Bonnette
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