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Abstract.
This thesis is interested in understanding the relationship between American art’s development in the nineteenth-century and the public’s perception and understanding of the visual arts. The subject of this thesis is the art writing which appeared in Harper’s Monthly magazine between 1867 and 1890. I have analysed data recorded from a corpus of two-hundred and seventy-six issues of the magazine, which was the most widely read general interest magazine in America during the nineteenth-century. I have used this analysis to inform my subsequent study into specific topics and authors of interest. I have approached this material in relation to the historically significant concept of social progress. I have explained how this pervasive ideology helped to shape the content of the magazine’s coverage of the visual arts.  
My first chapter examines the writing which sought to educate the public with regard to art-history. Knowledge of art’s history allowed the magazine to frame recent changes in American art in a familiar narrative context, which was accessible and appealing to the readership. 
My second chapter describes how various articles supported the institutions of the American art-world in the post-bellum era. It also briefly considers how the firm’s illustration department made it a new type of institution within the American art-world. 
My final chapter considers the different voices offering opinion and critique on the visual arts which started to appear in the magazine from the late 1870s. These voices were deliberately selected to be consistent with the magazine’s character, which had been carefully developed during the previous decades. The individual voices of critics and artists became increasingly prominent in the magazine, and their progressive, yet restrained message was a significant gesture of support for the changes which were taking place in the American art-world. These changes saw American art become increasingly individualistic and cosmopolitan. 
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Introduction: “A word at the start.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This was the title of the opening address to the first issue of Harper’s Monthly. “A Word at the Start,” Harper’s Monthly, June, 1850, 2. 
] 

When we think of art writing we tend to think of particular types of art-criticism and art-history. We think of critics championing the neglected artist and attacking the establishment. We think of art-historians, buried in books and papers recording, researching, comparing and judging. Of course, these are images which have been established through historic representation and we know to be critical of such romantic representations. Not all artists struggle against society’s norms, not all critics champion the obscure and unpopular, and not all historians live sheltered academic lives in dusty libraries. When we question representations of critics and historians we are still inclined to think of criticism and art-history as the only approaches to writing about the visual arts, but this is not the case. There have been poems, stories, symposia, articles, interviews. These have appeared in newspapers, books, pamphlets, packaging, and magazines. These are the channels of communication to which the majority of the American nineteenth-century public were attuned. 
As historians we have to constantly evaluate our sources. Criticism and art-history which appear in specialist books and journals speak to the informed, enthusiastic and influential minorities. By studying this writing we can gain insights into the genesis of ideas and the theoretical debates which take place in relation to significant concepts. It is here that we find the mavericks, the innovators, and the avant-garde. But we must also consider the question of representation with regard to these sources. To what extent do these writers represent the thoughts and opinions of the silent majority? – And when they do not, should this automatically confer historical value? Even when critics and historians have been prescient in their support for a particular artist or movement, surely context remains a key ingredient to the narrative? Achieving a better understanding of this broader context is the purpose of this thesis. 
I propose to document and evaluate the different ways that the visual arts were presented to the majority of the American population, who had limited experience, knowledge, opportunity and interest. Here we find the contemporary narrative, no less a construct than the art-historical narrative which has been developed by generations of art-historians. Understanding how and why this contemporary narrative was created is an important project for the discipline of American art-history which requires attention. Such an aim is clearly very ambitious for a Masters by Research, and practicalities have necessarily helped to define the parameters of the investigation. This has led me to focus on a study of the art writing which appeared in America’s most popular general interest magazine, Harper’s Monthly. This magazine was aimed at the broadest cross section of the American public, at a time when both American art and art-criticism were going through dramatic changes, 1867-1890. Harper’s Monthly cannot be taken as an unbiased reflection of public sentiment. It influenced popular opinion as well as echoing it, for the owners’ and editors’ broader aims and beliefs. However, with regard to the visual arts there is an absence of any defined programme on the part of the magazine. Harper’s Monthly was not an activist publication; it did not push a particular political, religious, economic or aesthetic line. The magazine’s lack of intentionality therefore makes it an interestingly varied source. What does unite its content is the presumed relevance to the general public. All the articles which made it into the magazine had to go through a filtration process which was developed by the editors over years of experience. The content had to be informative, interesting, entertaining, accessible and inoffensive.  The enduring popularity of the magazine, its respected reputation, its self-proclaimed non-partisan and conservative approach and its nationwide scope make it an exemplary source with which to start building an accurate understanding of the development of American art through the eyes of the contemporary public.   
The use of non-specialist sources from popular culture, such as general interest magazines, as a primary source for study is a relatively novel approach towards American nineteenth-century art-history. Scholarship in this field has seen a great deal of exciting new approaches and perspectives in the past three decades which have interrogated the exceptionalist and deterministic views of the previous generations and brought about pluralistic historical readings. Many of these scholars have come from disciplines such as history, literature studies and American studies, and have therefore been unencumbered by traditional art-historical preoccupations with issues of quality and cultural hierarchy when considering nineteenth-century American visual culture. These scholars have built upon foundations laid by John McCoubrey and Barbara Novak in the 1960s,[footnoteRef:2] who established a “cultural and contextual” understanding of American art.[footnoteRef:3] McCoubrey and Novak were both concerned with the discovery of the consistencies which connect all American art, with the hope of being able to define a unifying “Americaness”. This overarching project has been abandoned by the current generation of academics who have decided to focus on establishing comprehensive and nuanced interpretations of the multiple contexts which help to explain the particular development of American art in all its manifestations. This approach has produced studies such as John Davis’s The Landscape of Belief: Encountering the Holy Land in Nineteenth-Century American Art and Culture (1996), Sarah Burns’s Painting the Dark Side – Art and the Gothic Imagination in Nineteenth–Century America (2004) and Jennifer Greenhill’s Playing It Straight: Art and Humor in the Gilded Age (2012), which consider art in the context of wider visual culture. Other scholars have brought interdisciplinary approaches to the study of American art in books such as American Iconology: New Approaches to Nineteenth-Century Art and Literature (1993), edited by David C. Miller, and  The Empire of the Eye: Landscape Representation and American Cultural Politics, 1825-1875 (1993)  by Angela Miller.  [2:  John McCoubrey, American Tradition in Painting (New York: George Braziller, 1963), and, Barbara Novak, Nature and Culture: American Landscape and Painting, 1825-1875 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980). ]  [3:  Elizabeth Johns, “Histories of American Art: The Changing Quest,” Art Journal Vol. 44 No. 4 American Art (Winter, 1984): 342. 
] 

Scholarship which specifically focuses on American art-criticism and art writing of the nineteenth-century is not so well represented in the historiography, although this has started to change in recent years. The PhD dissertation by John Simoni, “Art Critics and Criticism in Nineteenth-Century America” (1952) remained the key survey source for subsequent writers for many years and is still a good starting point. Roger Stein’s John Ruskin and Aesthetic Thought in America, 1840–1900 (1967) has endured as a source for those interested in charting Ruskinian ideas in America, a topic which has been revisited more recently by Susan Casteras in English Pre-Raphaelitism and its Reception in America in the Nineteenth Century (1990). Articles dealing with early American art-histories, commentaries and criticism by William Gerdts[footnoteRef:4] and Elizabeth Johns[footnoteRef:5] were published in the 1980s. Since then the collection of essays[footnoteRef:6] included in Rave Reviews: American Art and Its Critics, 1826–1925 (2000), edited by David Dearinger has provided collected information on many of the major critics and publications from a substantial period of time. Consideration must also be given to Emily Halligan’s PhD Thesis, “Art Criticism in America before The Crayon: Perceptions of Landscape Painting, 1825-1855.” (2000), which provides revised and new information on critics, publications and criticism in general during the ante-bellum era. Margaret C. Conrads has also provided a very useful appendix of the art-critics, writers and editors of the 1870s in her book, Winslow Homer and the Critics: Forging a National Art in the 1870s (2001), which is an interesting, focussed study which uses contemporary criticism as a key to unlock readings of some of Homer’s most ambiguous paintings.   [4:  William H. Gerdts, “The American "Discourses": A Survey of Lectures and Writings on American Art, 1770-1858,” American Art Journal Vol. 15 No. 3 (Summer, 1983): 61-79.]  [5:  Johns, “Histories of American Art: The Changing Quest,” 338-344.]  [6:  Authors included in this collection are Avis Berman, Margaret C. Conrads, David Dearinger, William H. Gerdts, Trudie A. Grace, Sarah J. Moore and Kenneth John Myers. ] 

American art writing does appear repeatedly as a supporting-cast member in most studies which focus on the art of the nineteenth-century, and a few carefully chosen characters and quotations are regularly employed to add contemporary weight to lines of argument. However, few authors have taken the space to interrogate the words used by critics. Conrads is a rare exception to this and is joined by Elizabeth Johns[footnoteRef:7] and Angela Miller,[footnoteRef:8] both of whom have applied linguistic approaches to contemporary literary sources when interpreting American art. Rachael Ziady DeLue[footnoteRef:9] is another author who has engaged with critical language, considering it in the light of a close understanding of the contemporary scientific context.  [7:  Elizabeth Johns, American Genre Painting: The Politics of Everyday Life (London: Yale University Press, 1991).]  [8:  Angela L. Miller, The Empire of the Eye: Landscape Representation and American Cultural Politics, 1825-1875 (London: Cornell University Press, 1993).]  [9:  Rachael Ziady Delue, George Inness and the Science of Landscape (London: University of Chicago Press, 2005).] 

The most focussed recent study which has brought methodologies from literary studies to bear upon American art-criticism is Karen L. Georgi’s Critical Shift: Rereading Jarves, Cook, Stillman, and the Narratives of Nineteenth-Century American Art (2013). Using concepts of history and narrative theory from Hayden White,[footnoteRef:10] Georgi argues that the narrative of American art was largely developed as part of a modernist agenda during the 1920s and 1930s. This led to selective interpretations of the art-history which privileged themes of upheaval, conflict, revolution, and ultimately exceptionalism. These interpretations drew upon contemporary readings of wider historic and social concerns, most notably the Civil War which acted as a watershed within the periodisation of American art. The modernist narrative told the story of aesthetic progress from a provincial and largely inferior ante-bellum American art which was reliant upon landscape and European models, to an independent, “American modernist” school in the early decades of the twentieth-century, characterised chiefly by formal qualities. The purpose of this narrative was to vindicate American modernism and exceptionalism, rather than understand the art which came before. Georgi’s contention is that under such paradigmatic pressure, interpretations of ante-bellum art as progressive or connected beyond formal qualities with modernist art were untenable, whilst post-bellum art was inevitably judged as either progressive or conservative according to modernist criteria. Georgi does not deny that elements of exceptionalism existed within the history, but we must be aware firstly, that these elements have been emphasised by scholars to serve a particular narrative agenda, and secondly, that these are only elements which make up one of many possible narrative compositions. Georgi has studied the writing of three critics (Cook, Jarves and Stillman) previously used by historians as representatives of opposing viewpoints, and enacted a reading of their texts which stresses alternative themes of continuity and accordance, both with each other and the art of previous generations. Georgi successfully brings to attention the synthetic nature of history as a discipline, which leads to scepticism of American art’s historiography. However, Critical Shift eschews the opportunity to place these critical voices in any kind of wider contemporary context. Whilst one is assured that the voices have been selected and interpreted by historians with what Georgi labels “narrative desires,” we cannot be certain what relationship these voices had to other American art writing, the wider American art-world, or the contemporary public.  [10:  Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe (London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973).] 

The validity of the modernist explanation of American art-history has similarly been questioned by JoAnne Mancini in Pre-Modernism: Art-World Change and American Culture from the Civil War to the Armory Show (2005). Mancini has identified developments claimed by modernists within the earlier history of the period between the Civil War and c.1910, and has suggested that modernism needs to be understood as a “historical movement with historical antecedents.”[footnoteRef:11] Specifically, Mancini argues that turn-of-the-century art-world transformations were part of a wider “boom” in art publishing, that the Gilded Age constructed the national infrastructure for an American art-world which created the conceptual framework necessary to accommodate a self-defining “avant-garde,” and that professionalisation in art-criticism, which accelerated after the Civil War, caused art-critics to accept principles of abstraction before most artists. Mancini develops arguments set out by Wanda Corn[footnoteRef:12] which identify modernism’s nineteenth-century historical lineage. Like Georgi, her approach is revisionist and is still working with the terms set by modernism. Mancini has provided an important contribution to the understanding of the modernist movement’s roots in America, however, the force of her thematic focus is also a limitation, as she is pre-occupied with fitting the forms of historical cultural developments within an early twentieth-century modernist mould. Mancini therefore ignores historic evidence which acts against her broader contention: that developments, such as the creation of a self-defined avant-garde, which have been understood to be vital for modernism’s growth in America, actually took place in the last two decades of the nineteenth-century, a period of “pre-modernism.” The great strength of Pre-Modernism is the range of material which Mancini calls upon in support of her argument, combining institutional history and literary history as well as straightforward analysis of art-criticism and art writing. The particularity which limits Mancini’s study is acknowledged in her title, and should be borne in mind by the reader who is in search of a representative evaluation of art writing between the Civil War and the twentieth-century.     [11:  JoAnne Mancini, Pre-Modernism: Art-World Change and American Culture from the Civil War to the Armory Show (Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2005), 8. 
]  [12:  Wanda Corn, The Great American Thing (London: University of California Press, 1999).] 

My own research develops most directly out of and in some ways as a response to these recent studies by Georgi and Mancini. I wish to avoid interpretive persuasions caused by periodisation and modernist histories. I have therefore made use of opportunities afforded by digitisation to look at a greater range of material than would have been previously possible. My initial study revolved around the creation of a corpus of data derived from the magazine, which recorded the articles about any aspect of the visual arts published  between 1867 and 1890. This gave me a corpus of one-hundred and forty-two articles distributed amongst two-hundred and seventy-six issues. I recorded variables about this data, such as the style (historical, critical, institutional), which I then used to help guide my study. I also noted authors, subjects and the nationality of the art or artist discussed. This provided me with some interesting data which I could further interrogate.  
The data shows that coverage of art in general rose from being almost non-existent between 1867 and 1873, to a high point between 1875 and 1883, with resurgence in the late eighties [Fig. 1]. This can be explained with reference to various historical factors, which I investigate in the proceeding chapters. American art was the most covered topic overall, but was hardly mentioned until 1878, after which it appears regularly, reaching a high point between 1879 and 1880 [Fig. 2]. The next most covered topic is Dutch/ Flemish art, followed by British, Italian and French [Fig. 3]. Curiously, given the numbers of American artists studying in Düsseldorf and Munich, German art is barely discussed, with just three articles appearing between 1867 and 1890. France’s coverage in relation to that of Italy and Dutch/ Flemish art is again surprising, given the number of American artists working in France and the popularity of French art in America during the post-bellum era. However, coverage of French art did pick up in response to the popularity of French Impressionism in the mid to late 1880s and rose still further in the 1890s, beyond the scope of my study. This delay in coverage is consistent with the magazine’s conservatism and character as reactive of the popular interest. Interest in historic Italian art is understandable; of the fourteen articles on Italian art only two concerned contemporary Italian art. The popularity of Dutch and Flemish art is peculiar, as Dutch influence on American art is relatively under-represented in the historiography of post-bellum American art-history.[footnoteRef:13] However this could be interpreted as a statistical anomaly and serves as a warning against using data sources without interrogation. There were two major series of articles on Dutch and Flemish art by E. Mason and George H. Boughton, together totalling twenty one articles. If we take the Dutch and Flemish articles as a whole, they total twenty two articles by just three authors. French art by contrast totals twelve articles by six different authors. The relative interest in these subjects can therefore be debated either way. This instance highlights the fact that this type of statistical analysis is not without problems. There are still vagaries and it does involve subjective decisions. For example, many articles mention art of many different nations; I have therefore decided to categorise these according to the main topic of interest. Fundamentally, this project is traditionally historical, concerned as it is with the documentation and analysis of a primary source. Other studies[footnoteRef:14] have used bibliometric data as the primary focus of investigation and employed a greater number of statistical applications to mass datasets. Digitisation does open up a number of possibilities which I have not chosen to pursue for methodological as well as practical reasons. The corpus of material that has been used in this study is not large enough to provide statistically relevant conclusions about American art writing, which is my broader concern. Statistical methodologies have therefore been used up to a point, which has enabled me to efficiently present a sizeable corpus of material for the reader. Most importantly, this approach has provided me with a sense of context which has directed my detailed study in particular subjects and authors.     [13:  I refer in particular to survey texts. Recognition of Dutch art’s influence is confined to the colonial era in Frances Pohl’s Framing America: A Social History of American Art (2002), David Bjelajac’s American Art: A Cultural History (2000), and is barely mentioned in Wayne Craven’s American Art History and Culture (1994). Recent work by John Fagg has taken a fresh look at Dutch influence on nineteenth-century American art, and added nuanced interpretation to many prominent artists’ works. John Fagg, “Between Republics: Edmund C. Tarbell’s and John Sloan’s 17th-century Dutch genre paintings of early 20th-century America” (paper presented at the annual Association of Art Historians Conference, UEA, Norwich, United Kingdom, April 9-11, 2015).
]  [14:  The project, “Evaluating the Humanities II: From Disciplinary Impact to Societal Influence” by  A. Zuccala, F. Verleysen and R. Cornacchia with the Elsevier Bibliometrics Programme Center for Digital Humanities at the University of Amsterdam is a good example of the full range of statistical processes which can be applied to bibliometric data in order to answer research questions. This study evaluated citations from, and reader reviews of, works in the fields of History and, Literary Theory and Criticism, as a means of determining societal impact and valorisation. See Alesia Zuccala, Maarten van Someren and Maurits van Bellen, “A machine-learning approach to coding book reviews as quality indicators: Toward a theory of megacitation,” Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology  Vol. 65  Issue 11 (November 2014): 2248–2260.] 

My study into the subjects and authors identified by my methodology has led me to consider the development of popular interest in the visual arts in relation to social progress, which I argue was a pervasive belief which subtly guided the thoughts and actions of the owners and editors of Harper’s Monthly, between 1867 and 1890. Progress or progressivism is a slippery term which is often applied casually without definition. As I have come to understand and use the term, social progress is the idea that society as a whole will improve its quality of life with each generation. The equivalence of progress with improvement is therefore fundamental. Understandings of what specific forms this improvement took differed. For some it was predominantly materialistic and economic, for others it was metaphysical, psychological or spiritual. “Quality of life” can also be a troublesome term to define, but generally speaking it combines material and metaphysical or spiritual elements. In the context of nineteenth-century America, material progress is much easier to identify and evaluate than spiritual progress, but the spiritual health of the nation was clearly a concern. Material progress alone did not guarantee social progress and was actually considered to be an impediment to the overall progress of the nation by many writers, thinkers and activists.[footnoteRef:15] Social progress was supported by economic development, scientific and technological development and political development, all of which provided particular pressures and benefits to the material and spiritual health of the population. The concept of social progress was intertwined with enlightenment thought; social progress required the application of reason and was not inevitable. The role of the expert and teacher was therefore vital to enable society to overcome obstructions and challenges in order to progress.  [15:  This feeling is described by T. J. Jackson Lears in No Place of Grace, Anti-Modernism and the Transformation of American Culture 1880-1920, (1981), and Alan Trachtenberg in The Incorporation of America: Culture and Society in the Gilded Age (Chapter 5, 1982). Influential writers and thinkers who expressed the ambivalence felt towards the material progress of the nation include Henry George, Henry Adams, Charles Eliot Norton, William Dean Howells, William James, William Rainey Harper and Mark Twain. 
] 

Social progress was particularly influential in America, given the enlightenment thought which influenced the leaders of the American Revolution. The faith in American progress recurs periodically throughout the nineteenth-century in American politics. Abraham Lincoln, most famously in the Gettysburg address, cast the Civil War as a struggle for the rebirth of the nation by referring to the founding of the constitution and its inherent commitment to social progress, “of the people, by the people, for the people.” Social progress was therefore renewed as a patriotic belief which held great significance for the self-identification of America in the post-bellum era. The commitment to social progress was maintained well into the twentieth-century, reaching its height as a shared concern during the so-called Progressive Era (c.1890-1920).  This belief was further reinforced by economic, scientific and technological advancements. These developments provided evidence of great material progress, driven by capitalist industrialisation after the Civil War; but worries arose over the personal cost of this new material wealth, and the consequences for the spiritual health of the nation at large. 
The discrepancy between the perceived material and spiritual health of the nation caused anxiety amongst the middle-classes which has been a topic of study for historians such as T. J. Jackson Lears and Alan Trachtenberg. Lears has described this period, incorporating “Reconstruction” and the “Gilded Age,”[footnoteRef:16] as having “a widespread yearning for regeneration—for rebirth that was variously spiritual, moral, and physical.”[footnoteRef:17] Trachtenberg has argued that this “yearning,” was a result of the birth of the corporation, which was an instigator of the rapid change which affected all elements of society. The material prosperity created by industry and corporations most benefitted the growing professional and urbanised bourgeoisie but this created particular anxiety for many middle-class Americans who felt threatened by the prospect of a revolutionary under class, dislocated from the physical world in the big cities, and ethically compromised by the demands of a capitalist system which had the accumulation of material wealth at its centre.[footnoteRef:18] This anxiety grew out of a longer, consistent American fear of “overcivilization.” This was a fear that the middle and upper-classes were becoming overly feminised and weak, removed as they were from the physical realities that the founders of the nation had to overcome. This anxiety was such a common phenomenon that it was identified within individuals as a medical condition, known as “neurasthenia,” which was first defined by the neurologist George Miller Beard in  American Nervousness (1880).[footnoteRef:19] Material progress was therefore viewed by some as a detractor from the spiritual and physical health of the nation and therefore as an obstruction to social progress. The middle-classes became increasingly concerned with strategies to remedy the ills which materialism caused, by pursuing projects to provide them with real physical and spiritual experiences. It is in this light that art came forward as a common shared concern for all of American society. Art was seen as both a barometer of cultural progress in relation to other nations and a potential antidote to materialism. Art mattered more than it had done previously for Americans in the post-bellum era. [16:  The “Gilded Age” is still a commonly used cultural and historical term amongst scholars, for example: Alan Trachtenberg, The Incorporation of America: Culture and Society in the Gilded Age (1982), Sarah Burns, Inventing the Modern Artist: Art and Culture in Gilded Age America (1996), and the 2000-2003 touring exhibition and accompanying catalogue by Elizabeth Prelinger: The Gilded Age: Treasures from the Smithsonian American Art Museum (2000). It was first used sarcastically by Mark Twain in his co-authored novel of the same name in 1873. This period was characterised by rapid economic growth supported by industrialisation, political corruption, “third party” movements for greater social and economic equality, high levels of immigration from Europe and the development of the West, culminating in the opening of the California oil fields in the 1890s. ]  [17:  T. J. Jackson Lears, Rebirth of a Nation: The Making of Modern America, 1877-1920 (London: HarperCollins e-books, 2009), Adobe Digital Edition, Introduction.]  [18:  See Lears, No Place of Grace. Chapter One in particular. ]  [19:  Lears, Rebirth of a Nation, Introduction.] 

Evidence of art’s new significance to social progress is seen in the philanthropic nature of the “arts boom” which occurred in the 1870s and 1880s. There was an enthusiasm for establishing public art museums and arts education programmes. The art market showed similar signs of development, with the import of large numbers of contemporary European art and the public display of work by new generations of American artists. Exhibitions increasingly travelled during this period and the economic prosperity of the United States made it worth the hassle for some European dealers[footnoteRef:20] to transport shows across the Atlantic. Arts publishing also professionalised and diversified rapidly.[footnoteRef:21] In this atmosphere the connoisseur, the art writer and the art-critic came to prominence. The aesthetic destination of American art’s progress had not been agreed upon and so discussion amongst critics became increasingly theoretical and political. This type of nuanced debate threatened to take art further away from the people. It was the role of the general interest magazines, such as Harper’s Monthly, to counteract this tendency, by educating the public about art in a way that was familiar, appealing and entertaining. The public’s participation in American art was considered vital to progress in a nation which lacked aristocratic or religious networks for patronage. It was hoped that the education of the public would enable them to judge art fairly and provide support for the best art and artists. Writing in Galaxy in 1867, the artist, collector and writer Christopher Pearse Cranch (1813-1892), who was a close personal friend of George William Curtis (1824-1892), one of the most influential figures at Harper’s Monthly, offered his view towards the current debate as to the proper role of the art-critic[footnoteRef:22]  by suggesting that artists should make the best critics, due to their knowledge and experience. However Cranch goes on to admit that artists cannot be trusted to be fair and impartial. In Paris art-critics did not need to be artists as they grew up with knowledge and experience of art. For Cranch, and many others like him, Paris in 1867 was already a model of artistic sophistication where the whole population shared knowledge and appreciation for art. Whether this is true or not is not the point. The view that the public’s knowledge and love for art was important for the proper judgement and therefore progress of American art was a popular belief, shared by many of the writers and editors associated with Harper’s Monthly. Writing in his regular column for Harper’s Monthly, the “Editor’s Easy Chair”, George William Curtis, who was himself once an art critic for the New York Daily Tribune in the early 1850s, complained, [20:  Notably Paul Durand-Ruel whose exhibition of Impressionism in New York (1886) was a precursor to him establishing a permanent New York gallery in 1888.
]  [21: See the Master’s thesis by Helene Emylou Roberts, “American Art Periodicals of the Nineteenth Century” (Master’s Thesis, University Of Washington, 1961).]  [22:  Christopher P. Cranch, "Art Criticism Reviewed,” Galaxy, May, 1867, 77-82.
] 

a sound and generous criticism is what we all need, […], and it is what we all seldom receive. […] Criticism implies knowledge of the principles and laws involved in any work, with an intelligent perception of the object and a spirit of justice.[footnoteRef:23]   [23:  George William Curtis, “Editor’s Easy Chair”, Harper’s Monthly, Vol. 41, Issue 241, (June 1870),136.
] 

The reason that this mattered, is that progress in the arts was seen to be beneficial to material and spiritual progress and therefore the social progress of the nation. The art-critic, James Jackson Jarves (1818-1888), described museums, galleries, churches, universities and public parks as “moral physical reformers” in the late 1860s.[footnoteRef:24] Art-criticism was but one way by which the public could be guided in their interaction with these “physical reformers.” The art writing which appeared with greater regularity in the post-bellum era in popular magazines such as Harper’s Monthly, represents an important selection of alternative strategies which work towards this same end.   [24:  Quotation is taken from Alan Trachtenberg, The Incorporation of America: Culture and Society in the Gilded Age (New York: Hill and Wang, 2007), 147.] 

The Harper brothers and the personalities most closely linked to the magazine, George William Curtis and Henry Mills Alden (1836-1919), would have felt the anxieties created by modern material progress. The Harper brothers were committed Methodists who were very successful in an industry which benefitted greatly from industrialisation and mechanisation, and would have been acutely aware of the philosophical compromises economic success brought. Similarly Curtis would have sympathised with the concerns over economic inequality caused by material progress. Curtis was a respected public figure who delivered lecture tours and conducted campaigns on political and social issues. Curtis was associated with a group of New England literary intellectuals who stood for cultural enlightenment and were feeling increasingly marginalised by the new cultural landscape of post-bellum America.[footnoteRef:25] Curtis studied at the experimental Brook Farm Transcendentalist community between 1842 and 1843, where he made important connections with artists, writers and philosopher, including Christopher Pearse Cranch, with who he travelled to Europe in his early twenties. He consistently demonstrated his commitment to attempts to improve the material and spiritual health of the nation, as well as for the democratic progress of the arts in America. He held positions at the Century Association and the Committee of Management of the Art-Union, in 1850, and wrote for the Bulletin of The American Art Union between 1851 and 1852. He even kept a scrapbook of press cuttings associated with the Art Union until its closure in 1852. He was a frequent speaker within the Unitarian church, campaigned  for educational reform in New York and used his position as political editor of Harper’s Weekly and as the incumbent of the regular feature, the “Editor’s Easy Chair” in Harper’s Monthly, to support campaigns for social justice such as women’s suffrage and racial equality. Alden was also a religious man who had been educated at Andover Theological Seminary and was a licensed preacher, before he pursued a career as a writer and editor, working as Editor in Chief at Harper’s Monthly between 1869 and 1919. The influence of the Harper brothers, Curtis and Alden should be understood as an influential factor when considering the character of Harper’s Monthly.  It is important to establish the magazine as a context in which the articles I later consider in detail appeared. Whilst many of the articles were not written exclusively for the magazine, their inclusion in it indicates their compatibility with its broader concerns, which originate ultimately with the Harper’s firm, and the brothers themselves.  [25:  Amongst this group were Charles Eliot Norton, E. L. Godkin, editor of The Nation, Richard Watson Gilder from Century; Thomas Bailey Aldrich, Bayard Taylor, Henry Adams, as well as members of an older generation; James Russell Lowell, Francis Parkman and Ralph Waldo Emerson. See Trachtenberg, The Incorporation of America, 154-157.] 

The Harper brothers came from a devoted Methodist background, based in Newtown, Long Island. Their Grandfather, James Harper, emigrated from England c. 1750 and established a Methodist Church at the Wesleyan society of Newtown.[footnoteRef:26] Eugene Exman and Beulah Hagen[footnoteRef:27] both recount that the eldest brother James (1795-1869) decided to become a printer having read the life story of Benjamin Franklin.[footnoteRef:28] The Methodist emphasis on the written word may have helped persuade Joseph Harper to allow his son to leave the family farm in 1810 and move to New York. Here he was apprenticed to Abraham Paul who was known to the Harper family through Methodist connections. Paul was a senior partner in Paul & Thomas book printers and James quickly established himself as an inexhaustible worker at the press.[footnoteRef:29] In 1812 James’s younger brother John (1797-1875) joined him in New York, apprenticed to Pray and Bowen printers. Four years later, Joseph Harper decided to move the family to New York, as the third son, Joseph Wesley (1801-1870), who had been earmarked for Methodist Ministry,[footnoteRef:30] expressed his intentions to follow his brothers into printing. Fletcher Harper (1806-1877), the youngest son, was ten years old at this time and attended school in the city. Through hard work and diligent living James and John Harper were able to gather the capital to establish their own printing firm, J & J Harper, Printers, at the corner of Front Street and Dover Street in March 1817. Wesley soon joined his brothers as an apprentice initially, showing ability for composition. He became a partner in 1823, and was joined by Fletcher as an equal partner in 1825.[footnoteRef:31] It was at this point that the fortunes of the firm began to develop rapidly. However, before discussing the following years it is worth acknowledging at this juncture the significance of a few details which would inform to some degree the future development of the firm, and by extension the magazine.   [26:  Eugene Exman, The Brothers Harper (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 2. Exman was the editor-manager of Harper’s religious books department, and eventual vice president of the board of directors. He retired in 1965 after thirty-five years at the firm. He published two books related to Harper’s, The Brothers Harper (1965) and The House of Harper (1967). 
]  [27:  Beulah W. Hagen was assistant to the chairman of the Editorial Board of Harper’s from 1956 and published an article on the firm, “Stairway to Literary Fame: Harper & Brothers: 1817-1956,” American Library Association Bulletin Vol. 50, No. 3 (March 1956): 154-158.
]  [28:  Exman, The Brothers Harper, 1, and, Hagen, “Stairway to Literary Fame,” 154.
]  [29:  Henry Mills Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1900, 947.
]  [30:  Exman, The Brothers Harper, 2. 
]  [31:  The name was changed from J. & J. Harper to Harper and Brothers in 1833, although Fletcher, the youngest of the four brothers had bought into the firm as an equal partner in 1825. For the sake of consistency I will refer to the firm as Harper’s throughout the following text. 
] 

Firstly, it is important to consider that the brothers, particularly James and John came from the physically demanding, manual background of printing. The brothers were printers before they ever had pretensions as publishers, and they built their reputation with New York’s booksellers based upon technical expertise, honesty and reliability. James and John were practical men. The practical nature of the brothers does carry consistent influence in their business orientated approach to publishing in the coming years. It was this practical knowledge and experience which enabled them to know the market so thoroughly and to adapt and lead in terms of technological advancements. The brothers’ practical upbringing and esteem for manual labour also has a bearing on their personal experiences of the post-bellum modernising era. Lears has highlighted the disconnect felt by many Americans in the new roles created by industrialisation,[footnoteRef:32] whereby there was no longer any real, tangible work for many who now worked in offices. The Harper brothers, as good Methodists, always prided themselves on their physical labour and their craft of printing. All the brothers started on the shop floor and James, the most senior figure was said to have spent every day with the printers until his death. They clearly maintained great respect for craftsmanship and the practical arts, such as printing, throughout their careers, even as mechanisation rigorously changed the nature of their business.  [32:  Lears, No Place of Grace, 48.
] 

Another point to bear in mind when considering the history of the firm and the nature of the magazine, is the division in experience, background and personalities of the brothers. James and John shared very similar experiences. They both grew up at the family farm, came to New York as apprentices, worked their way up from the bottom and established their own firm as partners. As mentioned, James in particular was known for his physicality and apart from a strong work ethic, also had an occasionally irreverent sense of humour which did not always play well with sensitive authors and editors. According to Alden, James described his role in the firm as that of “attending to the bores.”[footnoteRef:33] Wesley and Fletcher also started from the bottom, but theirs was both a more urbanised and easy path to partnership. This was apparently reflected in their characters and subsequent roles at the firm, complete with “titles,” as explained by Alden:  [33:  Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,” 952.
] 

They were not, but well they might have been, the model of Dickens’ Cheeryble Brothers…James, who did the social honors of the house to visitors, and whose cheerful face was known to every employee of the establishment, was for obvious reasons known as “the Mayor;”[footnoteRef:34] John, who managed the finances, was “the Colonel;” Joseph Wesley, who was more immediately connected with the book-publishing department, conducting the correspondence with authors, was “the Captain;” Fletcher, the youngest of the brothers and a master in journalism, was “the Major.” The lines of distinction above indicated in the various functions of business were not strictly drawn; there was always fraternal blending and convergence of them.[footnoteRef:35]   [34:  James was elected Mayor of New York in 1844. 
]  [35:  Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,” 952.
] 

The different natures and subsequent roles of the brothers, whilst never a cause of friction, manifested themselves in various ways such as the consistent dual focus on printing and publishing which made the firm less susceptible to changes in fortunes. These differences also translated themselves politically. James and John had Whig sympathies and James became Mayor of New York in 1844 as the American Republican (Nativist) candidate,[footnoteRef:36] whereas Wesley and Fletcher became members of the Jacksonian Democratic Party. Such differences would cause many other firms to break up, but the family connection and their shared religion kept them together as a strong unit and had great benefits, as they were able to draw upon their diverse abilities. These differences also helped to inform their non-controversial, non-partisan approach to their endeavours, particularly in terms of politics, which helped ensure their geographically and socially diverse support amongst the American people. Frank Luther Mott, whose work describing and documenting the landscape of American periodicals remains a staple text for the field some sixty years later summarised the magazine’s approach by stating that the “Harper’s were Democrats, but their magazine was earnestly nonpartisan.”[footnoteRef:37]  [36:  It should be stated that James did not take a particularly active role in his election, and considered his term as Mayor as more of a civic duty than a career opportunity. Hagen writes, “At that time New York had the reputation of being the most prosperous and worst-governed city in the world and the Whigs and Democrats united to find someone not identified with either political party. James Harper, who had never taken an active part in politics, was nominated and elected. He served for only one term of one year.” Hagen, “Stairway to Literary Fame,” 155.
]  [37:  Frank Luther Mott, A History of American Magazines 1850-1865 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957), 392.
] 

It is productive to consider the brothers’ practical natures and their ability to minimise internal friction, by avoiding controversy and focussing upon shared ground, when we look at the success of the firm and then Harper’s Monthly. The Harpers were initially employed by booksellers who submitted orders to printers for what they thought they could sell. Competition to be the first printer in New York who could provide the latest best seller to the market was fierce, and this competitive spirit and technical challenge was enjoyed by the brothers and drove them on to their early success. Many of the books they printed were small editions of text books such as Murray’s Grammar of the English Language, as well as “pirated” British best sellers. This early experience taught them the market, and particularly the potential of educational literature. Fletcher Harper, who would later become the member of the firm most connected with Harper’s Weekly and Harper’s Monthly, developed a good sense for what had potential to sell.[footnoteRef:38] The firm started to produce their own editions of works in anticipation of orders, and therefore became publishers as well as printers. It was business practicalities and acumen rather than idealism which brought the firm into publishing initially.  [38:  Exman, The Brothers Harper, 19.
] 

By 1825, when Fletcher became a partner, the firm was the largest printers in New York[footnoteRef:39] and it was at this point that they began to confidently consider themselves as publishers as well as printers. Without an international copyright law, Harper’s was able to help itself to the libraries of books arriving in New York from the packet ships. By 1830 the firm had legitimate claim to be considered as the largest printing business in America. This progress reflected a wider shift in printing and publishing, from Philadelphia and Boston, to New York, which was developing vigorously as an economic centre.  [39:  Ibid. 13.
] 

The scale of the Harper’s printing operation coupled with technical expertise enabled the firm to offer equal or better quality content and often better presentation than their rivals for cheaper prices. They were quick adopters of new technology, installing the first American steam press and acting as pioneers in the use of electrotyping.[footnoteRef:40] They also started the production of their own stereotypes almost immediately, realising the savings that could be made by not having to use a contractor for this work.[footnoteRef:41] They stored their stereotypes carefully in fireproof containers and started purchasing other publishers’ stereotypes for works by authors in whom they had a commercial interest. This practice had two distinct benefits: it allowed them to keep a comprehensive back catalogue of works which they could bring back into print should an opportune moment arise, and, the purchasing of stereotypes from other publishers, even those of inferior quality to works they had already printed themselves, allowed them to control the supply of certain works and authors.  [40:  Hagen, “Stairway to Literary Fame,” 154.
]  [41:  Exman, The Brothers Harper, 5.
] 

Their technical knowledge and experience, combined with strong business acumen, and a fortunate location made them successful as printers. Knowledge of the market and astute decisions on what to print and how to present these to the consumer brought them success as publishers. 
Following the example of Longmans, Charles Knight, Valpy and John Murray (the four major British publishers), Harper’s started to produce books in serialised format for accessibly low prices. John Murray began printing a “Family Library” in 1829. Harper’s followed this example in 1830 with their own “Harper’s Family Library,” the first of their series, which comprised of one hundred eighty-seven titles in fifteen years.[footnoteRef:42] The series was made up of useful, educational material, largely reprinted from British books on subjects such as religion, history, art, economics and science. Individual editions sold for forty-five cents. Added to this were other series; “Library of Select Novels” (1830), “Boy’s and Girl’s Library” (1831), “Harper’s Classical Library” (1831), “Theological Library” (1830), “Dramatic Library” (1831), and, perhaps most significantly for the firm’s success, “Harper’s School District Library” (1839). [42:  Ibid., 22.
] 

The production of series gave Harper’s the opportunity to advertise their other titles directly to the public. The use of serials as a marketing strategy for the firm was therefore already tested before the conception of a monthly magazine. The popularity of the Harper’s serials made them familiar to a truly national audience, which they would endeavour to address with their future periodicals: Harper’s Monthly, Harper’s Weekly, Harper’s Bazaar and Harper’s Young People.  
The decision to start publishing a miscellaneous magazine in 1850 was a characteristically business orientated one. Alden writes, 
This Magazine was no accidental emergence in the literary world; it came in the natural evolution of the Harpers’ publishing business. Fletcher Harper once said to me: “If we were asked why we first started a monthly magazine, we would have to say frankly that it was as a tender to our business, though it has grown into something quite beyond that.”[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,”  948.
] 

Harper’s were impressed with the success of miscellanies such as Bentley’s in Britain, Litell’s in Boston, and Charles Knight’s illustrated periodical The Penny Magazine which was also popular in the United States. However, Alden suggested that it was the success of the firm’s series, the “Harper’s Family Library” in particular, which instigated their evolution into magazine publishers.[footnoteRef:44] As a marketing instrument, the magazine was designed to appeal to the same audience as the Harper’s series of books. This was the broadest possible public, to whom Harper’s was already a well-known and trusted name. Alden claimed that there were “really only two types of magazine, excluding of course those devoted to some distinct speciality. Blackwood is the original of one type, Harper of the other.”[footnoteRef:45] The distinction that Alden is making, if a little reductively, is that Blackwood’s and in America, the North American Review and later the Atlantic, were essentially literary magazines, which provided quality literature to an informed and well educated readership who read for entertainment and intellectual nourishment. Harper’s Monthly “would be addressed to all readers of average intelligence, having for its purpose their entertainment and illumination, meeting in a general way the varied claims of their human intellect and sensibility, and in this accommodation following the lines of their aspiration.”[footnoteRef:46]  [44:  Ibid.
]  [45:  Ibid., 950.
]  [46:  Ibid.
] 

Harper’s Monthly entertained its readers with popular fiction, accessible journalism by well-respected and familiar names, and plenty of illustrations. The size of the firm and the potential to republish illustrations in a variety of products meant that they were able to offer more illustrations than their competitors, the most serious of which was Scribner’s Monthly in the 1870s and its replacement The Century in the 1880s. Although wood-engravings for magazines were extremely expensive to produce,[footnoteRef:47] the potential for the medium and its popularity amongst the American public was proven in 1843 with the publication of the Harper’s Illuminated and New Pictorial Bible. This was a project suggested by Joseph Alexander Adams who had worked for Harper’s on previous publications such as Pilgrim’s Progress (1836) and the popular The Fairy-Book (1837). Adams was both talented and ambitious, creating a quality and quantity of illustration never previously seen in a single mass produced work in America. The bible had over one thousand six hundred illustrations, one thousand four hundred of which, according to the title page, were from “original designs” by John Gadsby Chapman, who was known for his painting of the baptism of Pocahontas commissioned by the United States Congress in 1836 for the rotunda of the Capitol building in Washington. The brothers’ involvement in this project and their commitment to producing high quality illustrations for the magazine is further evidence of their pride in their craft as well as their business intelligence. The importance of illustrations in selling the magazine to the public should not be underestimated. As one writer in the Cosmopolitan Art Journal summarised,  [47:  In an article, “Making the Magazine,” the then Editor in Chief, Alfred H. Guernsey, claimed that, “The Magazine has contained something more than 10,000 engravings, the cost of which will average about $30 each, making $300,000 paid out directly to artists and engravers.” A. H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 11.
  ] 

Nothing but “illustrated” works are profitable to publishers; while the illustrated magazines and newspapers are vastly popular. Harper’s initiated the era, by their illustrated bible… Then the magazines followed suit- Harper’s keeping, as it does, the lead, and the page that had the best picture was esteemed the best.[footnoteRef:48]  [48:  Cosmopolitan Art Journal, January, 1857, 111. Quotation is taken from Mott, A History of American Magazines 1850-1865, 192. ] 

As Alden stated in his celebratory appraisal of the magazine, the magazine’s aim was to “entertain and illuminate.” The illumination referred to was of both a spiritual and educational nature. Personal improvement was a theme of many articles and short stories, and the factual content provided was accessible. The home was considered to be the ideal location for such personal and collective cultivation and the magazine was therefore targeted at the family unit, women in particular, as Jennifer Phegley and Kathleen Diffley have convincingly argued.[footnoteRef:49]  [49:  Jennifer Phegley, “Literary Piracy, Nationalism and Women Readers in ‘Harper’s New Monthly Magazine’, 1850-1855.” American Periodicals, Vol 14, Issue 1 (2004): 63-90, and, Kathleen Diffley, “Harper's New Monthly Magazine, 1866-1876: The Popular Rhetoric of Reconstruction” (PhD diss., Columbia University, 1984). See also Lears, No Place of Grace, 15.
] 

Whilst we must be careful not to allow the facts of the magazine and its owners to overshadow our interpretation of its content, the background of the firm and the magazine is clearly significant. The religious nature of the firm, although never oppressive in the pages of Harper’s Monthly was a consistent guiding force throughout, and did influence the appointment of key persons such as Alden, Curtis and Dr Samuel Osgood (1812-1880). Dr Osgood became the editor of the regular column, the “Editor’s Table” in 1862. Osgood, was a serving Unitarian minister and a prolific author on theology. Osgood was also a neighbour and friend of the painter John F. Kensett. He provided a tribute to the artist at a meeting of the Century Association, held in memory of the artist in 1872.[footnoteRef:50] The century Club was a philanthropic New York club established to cultivate interest in the arts. George William Curtis was also a prominent member. Religion is not the reason for the success of the Harper’s firm or Harper’s Monthly, and we must remain open to the role that commercial expediency played in determining the content of the magazine. Nevertheless, before taking a closer look at the magazine’s writing concerning the visual arts and considering it within the context of a socially progressivist cultural dialogue, it is important to note that the Harper brothers were proud Methodists and craftsmen. Their religion informed their ideas and attitudes to all aspects of life and Lears has noted that the belief in social progress grew out of religious beliefs for many Americans in the nineteenth-century, which were termed ‘Social Christianity’.[footnoteRef:51] They understood the spiritual benefits of hard, physical work and appreciated the skills of fellow craftsmen. They consistently took a lower middle-class point of view, sometimes irreverently, but most of the time humbly despite the financial success of the firm. The championing of the lower classes and a firm belief in personal and collective revival was an important aspect of Methodism during the “Second Great Awakening,” which reached its peak during the 1850s when Harper’s was establishing its monthly magazine.[footnoteRef:52] The firm was the product of their ideals: hard labor, careful living and skilful craft, informed by their religious background. The personnel associated with the firm for much of their lives closely identified with this creed and shared a sincere belief in the education, spiritual enlightenment, cultural development and collective progress of the American people. [50:  Natalie Spassky, American Paintings in the Metropolitan Museum of Art Volume II (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1985), 38.
]  [51:  Lears, Rebirth of a Nation, Introduction.
]  [52:  On the connection between Methodism and the Second Great Awakening in America see, Richard Carwardine, “The Second Great Awakening in the Urban Centers: An Examination of Methodism and the ‘New Measures,'” The Journal of American History, Vol. 59, No. 2 (September, 1972): 330.] 

The following chapters will consider how these aspirations and beliefs were applied to culture and found expression in the writing on art in Harper’s Monthly between 1867 and 1890. Chapter one looks at how the magazine was concerned with educating readers about the history of both American and European art, as a means to explain and encourage connection with contemporary American art. A key aspect of this type of writing was its accessibility; it resisted class and cultural division, and was therefore attractive to the likes of Harper’s Monthly. 
Chapter two discusses writers who sought to build and expand the American art-world, as part of the boom of the 1870s and 1880s. These writers encouraged art institutions, the cultivation of art “feeling” amongst the American people and mass participation in the practical arts at both an amateur and professional level. They promoted state art-education and made no distinction between art and craft or high and low art. These writers in general received their authority from being part of, or closely associated with, the art-world, and were therefore not at pains to stress an aesthetic superiority to justify themselves as writers. Although these writers did represent the establishment, their aims and ambitions were not socially conservative. They sought to continue a process of democratisation of the arts, drawing upon Ruskinian ideas which would later find significant cultural expression in the American Arts and Crafts movement. 
The final chapter identifies the different types of art writing professional which existed during the period, taking into account the prescribed cast of voices that writers employed deliberately at different times for different audiences. At the same time American art was explained increasingly with reference to the words of artists themselves, either directly or via associates. These were carefully selected established figures, but their words were still progressive in many ways, and therefore all the more influential to the readership.







Chapter 1: Introducing Art’s History.
Many of the articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly were concerned with educating the readership about art’s history [Fig. 5]. Informative one-off articles about significant artists offered the readership an understanding of the history of both American and European art. In addition to these individual articles there were four substantial series: E. Mason’s “Old Flemish Masters” and “Old Dutch Masters” which ran regularly between 1878 and 1884, and Samuel Greene Wheeler Benjamin’s (1837-1914) series on contemporary European art (1877),[footnoteRef:53] and American Art (1879).[footnoteRef:54] The magazine’s focus on European art and art’s history was not antagonistic to contemporary American art. Rather, it was meant to promote the public’s understanding and genuine appreciation of fine art, with the ultimate aim of furthering art’s progress in America. During the 1860s there were passionate debates taking place in the periodical press about styles, subjects and the role of institutions such as the academy, which had started to attract public attention. These arguments ran the risk of becoming a side show in the daily press and alienating the vast majority of the public. Many critics disparaged institutions such as the National Academy of Design in New York, on the basis that they pandered to an unsophisticated public taste, courting popularity (and financial success) over refinement. This established a clear boundary between themselves as the “cultivated” and informed elite, and the general public who were assumed to be ignorant. Art was increasingly a matter of national interest, as it was understood to be a measure by which to gauge the success of the nation relative to other cultures. The “national” art was in danger of becoming the preserve of a cultural elite and not reflecting the majority of Americans; a fundamentally undemocratic, perhaps “un-American” scenario. Art-criticism also became implicated in political divisions which defined newspapers in the post-bellum era. Characteristically unpartisan, the owners and editors of Harper’s Monthly maintained neutrality as much as possible throughout these debates, and instead provided instruction which would enable their readership to understand the history of contemporary European and American art, and in this way develop art “feeling”. [53:  This was comprised of three articles: “Contemporary Art in England” (Jan., 1877), “Contemporary Art in France” (March, 1877) and “Contemporary Art in Germany” (June, 1877). 
]  [54:  This was comprised of six articles: “Present Tendencies of American Art” (March, 1879), “Sculpture in America” (April, 1879), “Fifty Years of American Art Part I (July, 1879), Part II (Sept., 1879), Part III (Oct., 1879), and, “Early American Art” (Nov., 1879).
] 

Writing regarding “high” culture, including the visual arts, was not a natural fit for the early Harper’s Monthly readership. Magazines which catered to the educated and cultured upper echelons of American society, such as the North American Review and Galaxy were already well established, and magazines dedicated to speciality interests such as the visual arts had started to appear (and disappear) with increasing frequency in the 1850s and 1860s. Harper’s Monthly was aimed at the widest possible readership and therefore needed a variety of content to appeal to this broad demographic. Simultaneously it needed to distinguish itself from other general interest magazines. The way in which it did this was to position itself as a social middle ground. The magazine did not speak to the elite and the well-established; this group was already well catered for and the audience was too limited for what Harper’s wanted to achieve as a firm. Equally, the magazine did not act to reflect general working society, in the manner of the growing weekly and daily newspapers.[footnoteRef:55] The difference between the weeklies and Harper’s Monthly, as the advertisements to the opening volumes were at pains to point out, was quality; quality of content, presentation and editorship. The readership was reassured that it could trust the editors and owners and therefore the magazine was able to assume a parental character within the American cultural landscape, influencing public opinion as well as following it.[footnoteRef:56] Still, it was some time before the magazine was able to confidently assume its role as both entertainer and instructor to the masses.  [55:  For the increased readership of New York based newspapers see, Mott, A History of American Magazines 1850-1865, 303.
]  [56:  Advertisement to the first volume, Harper’s Monthly, June, 1850, 2.
] 

Initially, Harper’s Monthly was an eclectic mixture of content, taken from various sources, but with very little regarding the visual arts. The first volume of the magazine (1850-51) was dominated by articles from other, mostly British, magazines such as Household Words and Dublin University Magazine. As the decade progressed and the magazine became rapidly successful with the general public, Fletcher Harper and the Editors in Chief, Henry J. Raymond (1820-1869) and Alfred H. Guernsey (1824-1902)[footnoteRef:57] were able to select articles from increasing numbers of original submissions to supplement the serialised fiction, travel writing and history from the firm’s book catalogue. The advertisement pages which covered the first ten volumes (June 1850 - December 1854) informed the readership of the growing circulation figures and increased cultural influence of the magazine as an agent in its own right, distinct from the publishing and printing firm which it represented.[footnoteRef:58]  [57:  They held these positions between 1850 and1856, and, 1856 and 1869 respectively.
]  [58:  The advertisement to Volume IV (December 1851) claims that its circulation was twice that of any similar kind of publication anywhere in the world. Volume V (June 1852) claimed a monthly edition of a hundred thousand, Volume VI (December 1852) one hundred eighteen thousand copies, and Volume VII (June 1853) one hundred thirty-five thousand copies. 
] 

In its first two decades the owners and editors were seemingly preoccupied with maintaining a position of neutrality in all things cultural and political. Their advertisements to the volumes consistently stressed that the publishers,
intend it to be a strictly national work. Devoted to no local interests, pledged to no religious sect or political party, connected with no favorite movement of the day, except the diffusion of intelligence, virtue, and patriotism, it will continue to be conducted with the impartiality and good faith, which it is equally the duty, the inclination, and the interest of the Publishers to maintain.[footnoteRef:59]     [59:  Advertisement to Volume II, (December 1850). Similar guarantees of neutrality were offered in the advertisements to volumes III, IV, IX and X. 
] 

The commitment to polite neutrality did not mean that Harper’s dismissed the potential for the magazine to act as a force for positive change within society. Emphasis was placed on the utility of the content by the editors, in conjunction with entertainment: “The object of the Publishers is to combine the greatest possible VARIETY and INTEREST, with the greatest possible UTILITY.” (emphasis in the original).[footnoteRef:60] From the outset they stated their aim to promote the public’s education, for their material and spiritual improvement.[footnoteRef:61] Still, this energy for American social progress had yet to find meaningful direction.  [60:  Advertisement to Volume III, (June 1851). 
]  [61:  See “A Word at the Start,” Harper’s Monthly, June, 1850, 2.
] 

Education as an institutional concern and a personal pursuit was a consistent factor in Harper’s Monthly throughout the nineteenth-century. It was an interest which was central to the magazine’s readership for several reasons. Although the magazine was not “intended exclusively for any class of readers, or for any kind of reading,”[footnoteRef:62] the owners and editors’ self-appointed duty to exert “a healthy moral influence" whilst instructing and entertaining, spoke to the American family. For its readers, education was not only a means of spiritual or psychological fulfilment, but an opportunity for economic and social advancement, and was an obvious interest for women, as mothers responsible for the raising of children, and in relation to the campaign for women’s rights.[footnoteRef:63] Articles about public and private education were also an occasion for patriotic sentiment, as this was one department of society in which America was confident in relation to other nations.[footnoteRef:64]    [62:  Ibid.
]  [63:  Articles which discussed education in both practical and theoretical terms appeared in Harper’s Monthly throughout the nineteenth-century. Interesting examples of these articles are, “How 'To Kill clever children” (Nov. 1850, an extract from Ira Mayhew’s treatise on “Popular Education,” which was published by Harper’s), “Education in America” (July 1850), “Education of American Women” (Nov. 1857), “Wanted- An Education” (Feb. 1865), “Street Education” (Sept. 1865), “Secular and Sectarian Schools” (May 1870), “Educational Progress” (Nov. 1875), “Liberal Education for Women” (April 1877), “Education by Hand” (Feb. 1879), “Compulsory Education in Brooklyn” (Jan. 1880), “The National Government and Education” (Feb. 1884). 
]  [64:  Merle Curti, “America at the World Fairs, 1851-1893,” The American Historical Review, Vol. 55, Issue. 4 (July, 1950): 852. 
 ] 

The articles which concerned education were largely of a practical nature. Art was still considered a luxurious concern of the privileged for most of the Harper’s Monthly readership, and therefore only appeared sporadically during the first two decades of the magazine. The odd article did appear, which gave an account of an artist’s personality, but these articles were entertaining rather than educational. They provided the readership with creative and lively accounts, full of cliché of struggling artists working away in poverty or making spectacles of their extreme characters.[footnoteRef:65] Art and artists were something to be encountered by the readership from the outside, and there was apparently little need to attempt explanation or understanding. In the Harper’s matrix of entertainment and instruction, these articles were firmly aligned with entertainment.  [65:  Good early examples of this sort of article include “Benjamin West” (July 1850), by Leigh Hunt, a relation of West through marriage, “Burke and the Painter Barry” (Nov. 1850), an unsigned anecdote telling of a visit by Edmund Burke to the painter James Barry, living in picturesque squalor, “Recollections of Chantrey the Sculptor” (Feb. 1851), “Story of Rembrandt” (March 1852), a colourful account of Rembrandt’s natural talent and his avaricious personality. 
 ] 

By the 1860s the magazine’s position relative to other well-established American magazines such as the North American Review and Godey’s Lady’s Book was much clearer. Its audience was better defined and the magazine grew more confident in assuming a position from which to speak directly to this readership. Their audience was lower middle-class, responsive to offers of social progress and culturally separate from the Brahmin upper-classes of New England, for whom knowledge, experience and active interest in all things cultural was an expectation. Harper’s Monthly spoke unashamedly to the growing majority who were in search of a new, shared cultural-identity. This coincided with the birth of what can be referred to as “mass-culture” in America.[footnoteRef:66] Harper’s Monthly was simultaneously a reflection, and a motor for the creation of, a homogenised national mass-culture. This resulted in sustained engagement with cultural topics including the visual arts in the 1870s and 1880s [Fig. 1], with a greater sense of purpose and direction within the selected contents of the magazine. [66:  Michael Leja has described the emergence of mass culture from the mid-nineteenth-century, its political significance and the way the visual arts were used within this formation, in “American Art History after 11/2,” Studies in the History of Art, Vol. 74, Symposium Papers LI: Dialogues in Art History, from Mesopotamian to Modern: Readings for a New Century (2009): 342-351.
 ] 

By 1870 the magazine had started to include more serious content about visual art and artists, and demonstrated commitment in this area with the inclusion of major series of articles running over numerous years. The reasons for this change in interest are to some extent practical. Discussing the visual arts was problematic in a black and white format with wood-cut illustrations which took time and were expensive to produce. However, illustrations appealed greatly to the Harper’s Monthly readership and so Harper’s were able to put the firm’s considerable resources to good use to ensure that the magazine remained a leader in illustration. Constant improvements in the printing process meant that reproducing art works in a magazine run of hundreds of thousands was viable by the 1870s. The changing periodical market also had an influence. By 1870 the magazine had seen off the competition posed by Putnam’s Monthly (1853-1870) which had represented itself as the patriotic rival to Harper’s Monthly. The void left by Putnam’s was quickly filled by Scribner’s Monthly which was established in 1870. Unlike Putnam’s, Scribner’s did not compete by extolling its patriotism through the publishing of American writers, but rather contested on an aesthetic ground; a clear indication that the audience being fought over was most responsive to visual material over content. For a short while Scribner’s set the standard for illustrations both in terms of quantity and quality, and was committed to publishing content related to the visual arts. H. M. Alden acknowledged this in his history of the magazine, referring to the point at which he became Editor in Chief in 1869: 
A change was about to be effected in the character of the Magazine, as the result of regular development, but stimulated, particularly in the field of illustrations, by honorable competition with periodicals established on the same general type, but laying claim to popular favor through some special distinction—as, for example, more exclusive use of contributions by American writers or better illustrations.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,” 952.  
] 

Harper’s Monthly reacted quickly and the two rivals continued competition with regard to presentation and arts content throughout the 1870s and 1880s.[footnoteRef:68] When viewing the different series of articles on the visual arts in either magazine, as well as books published by the parent firm, it is possible to find a corresponding serialisation or book published by its competitor.[footnoteRef:69] This rivalry was beneficial to the American public, as it brought fine art to the reader in a convenient and appealing manner. But in fact the attention given to the arts by both magazines was a reflection of broader changes which were occurring in American society. Art gained popular significance in the Gilded Age. It was a topic of discussion in newspapers and an indicator of national progress. It therefore became a justifiable topic for general interest magazines such as Scribner’s and Harper’s Monthly.    [68:  Scribner’s became The Century in 1881 and remained the chief competitor for the remainder of the nineteenth-century. 
]  [69:  Examples of series in Scribner’s which correspond with content from Harper’s Monthly include: Clarence Cook’s “Beds and Tables, Stools and Candlesticks” (The House Beautiful, 1875-1877), similar in content to Harriet Prescott Spofford’s Art Decoration Applied to Furniture (1878, serialised in Harper’s Monthly 1876-77), William C. Brownell’s  “The Younger Painters of America” (1880-1881), which corresponds to G. W. Sheldon’s “A New Departure in American Art” (Harper’s Monthly, April, 1878), Theodore L. De Vinne’s “The Growth of Wood-Cut Printing” (1880), which corresponds to “History of Wood-Engraving” by George E. Woodberry (Harper’s Monthly, 1882). There were also one-off articles about art by well-known art writers including Russell Sturgis, George Parsons Lathrop and Clarence Cook, all of whom also had articles published in Harper’s Monthly. 
] 

The greater significance which art had gained as a shared cultural interest can be explained by fresh concerns amongst cultural commentators that American national culture was being split and diluted, under the pressures exerted by urbanisation, immigration and greater economic disparity between the rich and poor.[footnoteRef:70] The stratification of society manifested itself culturally. Visual art was increasingly subdivided into a high-culture of rare, European art, a middle-culture of prints and reproductions, and working-class culture of cartoons and illustrations.[footnoteRef:71] This disunity clearly had a political root and consequence in the minds of many concerned members of the middle-class. Michael Leja has commented that, many of these “anxious observers hypothesized that social and political divisions could be overcome through the deliberate and systematic use of culture. Reformers sought to use art for mass education and acculturation, but this entailed controversial choices among media and styles.”[footnoteRef:72] The best approach to take in order to overcome the divisions was a matter of debate amongst would-be reformers. Some proposed avoiding rigid cultural hierarchy. Others, including the writers and editors of Harper’s Monthly favoured an alternative method; the assimilation of high culture to the general public through education.  [70:  Trachtenberg, The Incorporation of America, 142.
]  [71:  This is described by Lawrence Levine in, Highbrow/Low-brow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (1988). Paul DiMaggio has also explained how cultural elites institutionalised the theoretical separation between high and low cultural forms, to give substance to class divisions which were becoming diluted by the material progress associated with industrial capitalism. Paul DiMaggio, "Cultural Entrepreneurship in19th-century Boston," Media, Culture and Society, 4 (1982): 33-50.
]  [72:  Leja, “American Art History after 11/2”, 345.
] 

Attempts to bring art to the American public had occurred previously in the 1840s by the art unions. The appetite for art from the urban, lower and middle-classes was proven by the great success of the unions, particularly New York’s American Art Union. Membership funds were used to buy original native art-works which were displayed at the Union’s annual exhibition in New York until the December lottery. The New York Art Union grew out of James Herring’s failed Apollo Gallery. As a gauge of success, The New York Art Union claimed that between 1839 and 1849 membership increased from eight hundred fourteen to eighteen thousand nine hundred sixty with membership receipts increasing from $4,200 to $96,300, and the number of works distributed via lot from thirty six to one thousand ten.[footnoteRef:73] Membership to the Union bought free admission to the annual exhibition, subscription to the Union’s magazine, a copy of the year’s engraving, and a ticket in the lottery. This format was replicated elsewhere around the country by honorary secretaries and there were independent art unions set up on the same basic model in Cincinnati, Philadelphia and Boston. The American Art Union was eventually shut down under a cloud of allegations of financial mismanagement in 1852 due to anti-gambling laws. Still, the popularity of the art unions provides evidence of the appetite for art amongst the American public and the commitment of enterprising individuals to positively affect American society through culture. By 1849 the American Art Union had managed to build its own gallery at 497 Broadway, New York, and had made its annual exhibitions free (previously admission of twenty-five cents had been charged to non-members). Following these steps they reported three-quarters of a million visitors to the annual exhibition from a broad spectrum of society. Kenneth John Myers has stated that the managers who set up and ran the art unions were “merchants and professional men committed to patrician ideas of stewardship and moral uplift.”[footnoteRef:74] As mentioned, George William Curtis was an enthusiastic supporter and administrator for the American Art Union, and its democratic model for cultural progress must have appealed to the magazine’s ownership, and by extension readership.   [73:  “Transactions of the American Art Union for the year 1849,” Bulletin of the American Art Union, (1849), 14.
]  [74:  Kenneth John Myers, “The Public Display of Art in New York City, 1664-1914,” in Rave Reviews: American Art and its Critics, 1826 – 1925, ed. David Dearinger (London: University Press of New England, 2000), 41.
] 

The managers of the American Art Union were motivated by both patriotism and a belief in the importance of the visual arts to the formation of a national culture which was open to the people and was therefore socially progressive. They were concerned with educating the public’s artistic taste. Following the closure of the American Art Union, the organisation’s president sent a letter to the New York State Assembly which was printed in The New York Times in which he defended the actions of the Union, stating that it enabled “the diffusion among every class of the people of engraved copies of those works that had shed a lustre on the character of American genius thus affording the surest means for educating the public taste.[…] thus keeping alive and extending a knowledge of the progress and condition of the arts.”[footnoteRef:75] However, the selection of American art works for an exhibition and a lottery was not sufficient on its own; the public needed to understand art to fully appreciate it. This was the opinion of many members of the prosperous bourgeoisie, and was an opportunity which was taken up by Harper’s Monthly, which spoke to the same public as the American Art Union. Despite the failure of the unions, the public appetite for art remained into the 1860s; the concern now was to direct this appetite to refined tastes. James Jackson Jarves, whose first, instructive book on art called Art-Hints was published by Harper’s in 1855, summed up the situation in 1863, stating that,  [75:  "The American Art Union. Memorial of the Committee of Management," The New York Times, June 23, 1853.
	] 

Art in America has advanced from indifference to fashion. Within a few months past it has become the mode to “have taste.”[…] But the competition of purses alone cannot elevate art. It requires an educated public appreciation of its true meaning and purpose.[footnoteRef:76]   [76:  James Jackson Jarves, “Art in America, Its Condition and Prospects,” The Fine Arts Quarterly Review, October, 1863, 400. 
] 

The articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly in order to educate the public about art were aimed at those with interest but little knowledge or experience. This writing attempted to maintain the neutrality which the owners had guaranteed the readership in the early advertisements of the magazine. It sought to explain artistic developments in terms of art’s history, demonstrating how artistic lineage could explain even the most recent changes. 
American art-criticism had become more sophisticated and confident in the 1860s. Debates concerning changes to subjects and styles, introduced by contact with contemporary European art, were conducted on an increasingly theoretical aesthetic basis.[footnoteRef:77] This divided American art into opposing positions over whether the true aim of art was to faithfully represent nature, or use nature as inspiration for the artist’s personal vision: the nature versus imagination/ idealism versus realism paradigm. The animosity created by partisan art-criticism, exemplified most often in the historiography by Clarence Cook, risked alienating the wider public, who were unfamiliar with the historical, theoretical context of the debates, and could be deterred by the appearance of pettiness amongst art-critics. The articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly were generally careful to minimise references to the vague and nuanced details of theory, and instead focussed on historical narratives which were rarely overtly critical of any particular artist or style.  The aim of this writing was the promotion of art in general, not one particular artist or movement. Their reticence towards involvement in the debates which threatened to divide American art in the 1860s and 1870s is understandable, given the magazine’s non-partisan philosophy and the political undertones which could be read into the aesthetic disagreements. Harper’s Monthly was not an arts magazine; coverage of art was to a large extent encouraged by expediency. Art was a popular subject in the 1870s and provided opportunities for illustrations which would be popular amongst the readership.  [77:  Examples of accounts of this history can be found in Shanice Hellman, “American art criticism in the mid-19th century 1840-1860” (MA Thesis, George Washington University, 1972), John Peter Simoni, “Art Critics And Criticism In Nineteenth Century America” (PhD Diss., Ohio State University, 1952) and Karen L. Georgi, “James Jackson Jarves's Art Criticism: Aesthetic Classifications and Historiographie Consequences,” Journal of American Studies, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Aug., 2008): 215-235.
] 

Series which educated the public about the history of the visual arts between 1867 and 1890 include, James Parton’s eight part collection on caricature (February - November 1875).[footnoteRef:78] Harriet Prescott Spofford’s articles on the history of furniture (1876-1877),[footnoteRef:79] Henry Hudson Holly’s “Modern Dwellings: Their Construction, Decoration, and Furniture” (1876),[footnoteRef:80] Samuel G. W. Benjamin’s series on contemporary English, French and German art (1877), and the history of American art (1879),[footnoteRef:81] fourteen articles by E. Mason on the Flemish and Dutch masters (1878-1889) and George E. Woodberry’s history of wood engraving (1882). To these can be added numerous one off articles which describe a particular artist or subject such as Alfred H. Guernsey’s articles on Dürer (1870) and Benjamin Robert Haydon (1876), Cornelia Howland’s “Angelica Kauffman” (1875), Edward Howland on Michelangelo (1875), Helen S. Conant on Titian (1877) and Turner (1878), Russell Sturgis on Greek sculpture (1890), James Jackson Jarves on Ghiberti (1882), Clarence Cook on Russian bronzes (1889) and Theodore Child on Botticelli (1888).  [78:  These articles were collected in a book on caricature published by Harper’s in 1877 titled Caricature and other comic art, In all times and many lands.  ]  [79:  Spofford (1835-1921) was a very popular writer of stories, articles and poems in the latter quarter of the nineteenth-century. Her Art Decoration Applied to Furniture (1878) was serialised in Harper’s Bazaar and Harper’s Monthly. These articles offered a mixture of the history of furniture and advice on interior design and decoration, reflecting popular aesthetic ideas. Spofford was following in the footsteps of Charles Locke Eastlake’s Hints on Household Taste (1868), which inspired many imitators, including Clarence Cook’s The House Beautiful: Essays on Beds and Tables, Stools and Candlesticks (1878), which was serialised in The Century between 1875 and 1877. Spofford’s articles and the subsequent book published by Harper’s should be seen in the context of the rivalry between Scribner’s/ The Century and Harper’s Monthly. It is also evidence of Harper’s reacting to the popularity of The House Beautiful, in order to reflect contemporary public interest. 
]  [80:  This four part series was published collectively by Harper’s in 1878 under the title Modern Dwellings in Town and Country. 
]  [81:  Both of these series were published as books by Harper’s as Contemporary Art in Europe (1877) and Art in America (1879).] 

Without exhausting the point by describing all of the above articles, a closer look at a select few representative examples does reinforce the conclusion that Harper’s Monthly was actively seeking to educate the public about fine art and its history. It achieved this with an attractive combination of historical fact, anecdote, foreign travel, illustration and art-historical connoisseurship, which made the articles simultaneously accessible, informative and entertaining. A good example of this recipe is “Albert Durer” (May 1870) by Alfred H. Guernsey, who was the Editor in Chief of the magazine between 1856 and 1869. Guernsey wrote fifty-eight articles for Harper’s Monthly between 1852 and 1878, on a wide variety of subject matter. As a writer associated with the magazine for such an extended period of time (and as the Editor in Chief for thirteen of those years), Guernsey is an exemplary author to consider, as he was clearly well attuned to the intentions of the owners and the tastes of the readership.  
The article on Albrecht Dürer (referred to as Albert Durer) is one of four articles on the visual arts by Guernsey. It begins by transporting the reader to Nürnberg, describing Christian Daniel Rauch’s statue of Dürer erected in Dürer Platz [Fig. 6]. The article is embellished with illustrations of Dürer’s house, which Guernsey describes in some detail, and the view of historic Nürnberg from inside the house [Figs. 7-8]. These descriptions of place and history read like a travel account. Travel writing was very popular with the readership and represented a significant proportion of the articles which appeared in the magazine throughout the nineteenth-century. Series such as “The Mountains” (1872-1875) by Porte Crayon[footnoteRef:82] helped to build the magazine’s popularity with the general public, who enjoyed the rich and varied illustrations which typically accompanied these articles.  [82:  This was the nom de plume of Daniel Hunter Strother (1816-1888), a prolific travel writer and historian who was particularly sought after by publishers as he provided illustrations to his own articles. 
] 

Guernsey’s article is similarly embellished with woodcuts of Rauch’s statue, Dürer’s tomb [Fig. 9] and his self-portrait [Fig. 10]. The mixture of illustrations reflects the article’s style which is a mixture of education and entertainment. Guernsey provides a short biography of Dürer, with emphasis upon aspects which would appeal to the Harper’s Monthly readership. The democratic nature of Nürnberg in Dürer’s time, as a city state free from feudal lords, is therefore highlighted, as if to reassure the readership that popular democracy was not antithetical great art.[footnoteRef:83] Dürer’s piety is also described in detail, with a lengthy quotation from Dürer’s journal which reveals his support for Luther. The readership was clearly as interested in the artist’s character,[footnoteRef:84] where he lived and how he lived, as it was about his art. However, Guernsey’s article is still instructive with regard to art. He provides contextualisation of Dürer’s life with reference to the most famous Italian artists, Michelangelo and Raphael, before providing approximate numbers of his works categorised by medium.[footnoteRef:85] He also considers Dürer’s artistic achievement, writing:  [83:  Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 813.
]  [84:  Ibid., 815.
]  [85:  Guernsey claims there were approximately a thousand authenticated works by Dürer, broken down as two hundred thirty paintings, one hundred copper engravings, two hundred fifty wood cuts and four hundred twenty drawings and sketches.
] 

Great as were Durer's merits as a painter, it is by his engravings that he is best known. He may properly be styled the father of engraving. […]Albert Durer must be considered as the real originator of the illustrated books and periodicals which have, for the last thirty years, constituted such an important portion of literature. He was the father of the art of popular illustration.[footnoteRef:86]  [86:  Ibid., 816.
] 


This estimation, however genuine, would have appealed to the magazine’s readership, the majority of whom would have had contact with Dürer’s art, and fine art more broadly, through engraved prints and illustrations. This view also chimes well with the firm’s own claims with regard to the artistic value of their illustrations. Guernsey provided a highly detailed appraisal of the merits of Dürer’s engravings, taking into account the limitations in terms of materials, tools and assistance that he had in comparison to the current day.
Durer's wood-cuts are in themselves wonders of art. But fairly to estimate them we must bear in mind the limitations under which they were of necessity produced. In our time the wood engraver is not merely an artisan. He does not limit himself simply to reproducing the exact lines drawn for him by the artist. He often translates, as it were, into lines the spirit and effect of what the artist renders on the block by broad washes with the brush. Durer had no such coadjutors, trained by study and practice.[footnoteRef:87]  [87:  Ibid.
] 

Guernsey’s article provides insight into Dürer’s artistic legacy, factual information about his historical context, his art and his life, an account of his character, views of where he lived and where he rests, quotations from his journal and an impressive reproduction of his most famous self-portrait. Guernsey, who understood the Harper’s Monthly brief better than most, created an article which successfully entertained whilst it educated the readership. 
The combination of styles employed by authors of art-historical writing published in Harper’s Monthly differed from article to article. Some like Guernsey’s “An Artist in Alaska” (April 1869) focussed more on foreign travel. Edward Howland’s “Michael Angelo” (April 1875) errs more on the side of biography and literature, by providing a detailed description of Michelangelo’s lesser known poetry,[footnoteRef:88] Helen S. Conant’s “The Domestic and Artistic Life of Titian” (September 1877) concentrates on history, biography and anecdote whilst James Jackson Jarves’s “The Gates of Paradise” (June 1882) is more traditionally art-historical, describing in detail a single work by the well-known Italian Renaissance artist, Lorenzo Ghiberti.[footnoteRef:89] All these articles, and many other similar examples, brought art and its history to the American public in an accessible, informative and perhaps most importantly, given the audience, entertaining manner.  [88:  In another article, “Four Poems by Michael Angelo” (May 1878), Howland provides an analysis of Michelangelo’s poetry. This was clearly Howland’s main interest with the artist. 
]  [89:  James Jackson Jarves, “The Gates of Paradise,” Harper’s Monthly, June, 1882, 92.
] 


In addition to the individual articles which provided art-historical information in Harper’s Monthly were longer works, serialised over several issues. Serialisation was a consistent component in Harper’s Monthly which helped to maintain a loyal readership and sell the bi-yearly volumes. Initially, the majority of serials in the magazine were novels, history and travel writing, from books which were already published by the firm. As Harper’s Monthly became more successful this dynamic changed. The magazine became an effective testing ground for new topics and authors. H. M. Alden noted a gradual change in the relationship between the magazine and Harper’s book publishing: 
whereas formerly many magazine articles were made from books about to be published by the house, the rule is now reversed, and a large number of the most important books published have originally appeared in the Magazine.[footnoteRef:90]  [90:  Alden, “Fifty Years of Harper’s Magazine,” 958.
] 

Serialisation could also be problematic, as it represented a serious commitment on the part of the editors, not the least in financial terms in the case of illustrated works. A. H. Guernsey revealed the care which was taken by the editors in selecting appropriate serials. In his description of how the magazine was put together he provided advice to potential authors who were interested in submitting pieces for the magazine, bluntly stating: “There is very little probability that a serial story, a translation, or a series of papers upon any topic will be available.”[footnoteRef:91] Given the fact that so much consideration was given to the selection of serialised works, the series regarding art which successfully negotiated the demands of the Harper’s Monthly editorship require particular attention. [91:  Alfred H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine,” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 6.
] 


The largest series concerning art which appeared between 1867 and 1890 was E. Mason’s “Old Flemish Masters” which ran from March 1878 to February 1879 in six instalments,[footnoteRef:92] and “Old Dutch Masters” which ran from March 1879 to July 1881 in four instalments.[footnoteRef:93] To these can be added four other articles on Dutch artists “Philip Wouvermans” (March 1883), “Paul Potter” (September 1883), “Jacob Ruysdael” (February 1884) and “Adriaan Van De Velde” (July 1889).[footnoteRef:94] The length of these articles and particularly the amount of resources expended on high quality illustrations is considerable. Taken as a whole, they come to one-hundred and four pages, sixty illustrations of which forty-two are reproductions of art works by twenty-one artists [Fig. 11].[footnoteRef:95]  [92:  These were “Quentin Matsys” (March 1878), “Hubert and Jean Van Eyck” (April 1878), “Peter Paul Rubens” (May 1878), “Anthony Van Dyck” (July 1878), “David Teniers The Younger” (Nov. 1878), “Roger Vander Weyden, Jacques Jordaens, Erasmus Quellyn the Elder, Franz Snyders” (Feb. 1879).
]  [93:  These were “Rembrandt Van Ryn” (March 1879), “Albert Cuyp” (June 1880), “Adrian Brauwer, Adrian Van Ostade and Jan Steen” (Nov. 1880), “Gerard Douw, Gabriel Metzu, and Franz Mieris the Elder” (July 1881). 
]  [94:  All artists’ names are spelt as they appeared in the original articles. 
]  [95:  The only artist to not have a single work reproduced is Roger Vander Weyden.] 


Mason’s articles take a traditional, connoisseurial tone. There are regular references to other writers throughout the articles, often referred to by last name alone which suggests that Mason was writing for an informed audience. However, the articles function adequately for Harper’s Monthly, as Mason really uses other writers to provide respected opinion; in fact there is very little by way of original critique from the author. This was not a drawback for the editors of Harper’s Monthly as the articles were intended to be informative of conventional interpretation, rather than foster debate amongst connoisseurs. In this light, Mason’s reference to opinions expressed by established names such as Hippolyte Adolphe Taine and Sir Joshua Reynolds, in place of his own, was a strength rather than a weakness in the eyes of the editors.

Mason’s article on Rembrandt (March 1879) is a good example of how the series on Dutch and Flemish art appeared for the magazine’s readers. The article is a straightforward biography, with attention given to all aspects of Rembrandt’s life as well as his art: his character, his family, his environment, his historical context. There is a detailed description of his home and the objects which were found after his death. All of the articles contain illustrations or engravings of self-portraits by the artists being described [Fig. 11]. The biographical aspect was clearly of great importance for the Harper’s Monthly readership; a dry description of an artist’s works and an appraisal of their artistic legacy were not sufficient to retain the attention of the reader. They needed to see their faces, read about their environment, and understand them as people as well as artists. Mason’s text appears to be left unchanged by the magazine’s editors,[footnoteRef:96] but the presentation of the articles was more considered. In addition to the illustrations of the artists and their locales, there were engravings of their works created specifically for the magazine.[footnoteRef:97] The articles on Rembrandt and Van Dyck (July 1878) include reproductions[footnoteRef:98] from rare engravings owned by Frederick Keppel, reproduced with a note of gratitude to Keppel included in the articles concerned. Keppel was an Irish born bookseller who established a successful business dealing in art prints. He opened a gallery in New York which held regular exhibitions of his collections in the 1870s, and was Whistler’s primary dealer in America. Keppel also wrote extensively producing books and providing articles to magazines including Art Amateur, Harper’s Monthly and Scribner’s. Keppel’s article “The Golden Age of Engraving” appeared in Harper’s Monthly for August 1878, the month after Mason’s article on Van Dyck. This shows the effort which the editors went to in order to secure suitable and obtainable images to illustrate the articles. [96:  The article from November 1880 on Adrian Brauwer, Adrian Van Ostade and Jan Steen contains an exchange of ducatons into shillings and pence, suggesting an almost certain British provenance for the articles. 
]  [97:  The number of illustrations implies that a book made up of the collected articles was planned, although no such book is found in the catalogue, Harper’s Standard Publications (1892). 
 ]  [98:  In the article on Rembrandt these are “The Celebrated Portrait Appuye” and “The Rabbii.” For the article on Van Dyck, all the illustrations: “Self Portrait,” “Portrait of Charles the First,” “Portrait of Adam van Noort,” and “The Crown of Thorns.”
] 

Mason’s articles on Dutch art are straightforward and accessible but clearly written by someone who has specialist knowledge.[footnoteRef:99] They differ in this respect from articles such as that on Dürer by Guernsey, but the subject matter was still attractive to the magazine’s readership. Interest in all things Dutch was high in the 1870s and 1880s. In artistic terms this was supported by the purchase of two collections of predominantly Dutch and Flemish paintings which were put on public display at 681 Fifth Avenue in New York in 1871. This collection ended up forming the larger part of the Old Masters paintings department for the Metropolitan Museum of art which was nominally established in 1870. An unsigned article from Harper’s Monthly (May 1880) reveals that the collection was initially received ambivalently, with many sceptical of its provenance and unwilling to accept foreign art on display in a public American museum, but this view had receded by the end of the decade and the collection was popular amongst the American public and foreign tourists. It is reasonable to assume that this article was written by one or more of the writers closely associated with the magazine who were also connected with the museum, such as William C. Prime or James Parton, both of whom were trustees. The article is very supportive of the efforts of the trustees in establishing a high quality public art museum in New York.  This article is a typical example of “institution building” by the magazine which is discussed in detail in Chapter Two.  [99:  Throughout the course of the text Mason refers to the following works: Hippolyte Taine’s Philosophie de l’art (1865), Charles Leblanc’s L'œuvre complet de Rembrandt (1859), Notes on the Etched Work of Rembrandt, with Special Reference to the Exhibition in the Gallery of the Burlington Fine Arts Club (1877) by Charles H. Middleton, Carel Vosmaer’s monograph on Rembrandt written in French, Jean-Baptiste Descamps’ La Vie des Peintres Flamands, Allemands et Hollandois (1753-1764), Edgar Quinlet’s Fondation de la république des Provinces-Unies: Marnix de Sainte-Aldegonde (1854) and Roger de Piles’s  Abre'ge de la vie des peintres (1699).
] 

Opportunism on the part of the trustees was undoubtedly a factor in the purchase of Dutch and Flemish art for the Metropolitan Museum of art, but Holland was also clearly attractive as a cultural model for many Americans, and particularly New Yorkers given the Dutch history of the settlement in the colonial era. Parallels could be drawn between Holland and America as protestant republics, historically threatened by monarchies and economically prosperous due to trade.[footnoteRef:100] A brief selection of American publications on Dutch art from the period provides evidence for the sustained interest in Dutch (and Flemish) art.[footnoteRef:101] The articles by E. Mason were supplemented in the magazine by “Artist Strolls In Holland” by George H. Boughton which appeared serially between January 1883 and October 1884, and was published by Harper’s in 1885, remaining in print up until at least 1892. Other articles from Harper’s Monthly on Dutch life, culture and Dutch history in America included “Holland and the Hollanders” (January-February 1872) by Junius Henri Browne, “Knickerbockers of New York Two Centuries Ago” by Egbert L. Viele (December 1876), “The Tulip Mania” by William R. Hooper (April 1876), “Dutch Faience” by Wirt Sikes (June 1878), “The University of Leiden” (March 1881) and “The House of Orange” (March 1885) by W. T. Hewett, “The Hundred Years War” by Thomas Wentworth Higginson (June 1883), and naturally an article on “Holstein-Friesian Cattle” (August 1888) by S. Hoxie.[footnoteRef:102] The articles by E. Mason and George H. Boughton which deal with Dutch art can therefore be seen as forming part of a wider context of American interest in Dutch culture. It is reasonable to assume that the Dutch subject matter of these series would have influenced the editorial decision to serialise these works, but it is also correct to read these articles within a context of increased engagement with the visual arts by Harper’s Monthly and its competitors. This engagement is made all the more explicit when we turn to the series by Samuel Greene Wheeler Benjamin on European and American art.  [100:  Walter Liedtke, “The Study of Dutch Art in America.” Artibus et Historiae, Vol. 21, No. 41 2000, 211-212.
 	]  [101:  A brief selection of books and articles include: The philosophy of art: Art in the Netherlands by Hippolyte Taine, translated by J. Durand, (Leypoldt & Holt, 1871. Second Edition 1874), Homes, haunts, and works of Rubens, Vandyke, Rembrandt, and Cuyp; the Dutch genre-painters; Michael Angelo and Raffaelle. Being a series of art-rambles in Belgium, Holland and Italy by F. W. Fairholt (D. Appleton and Co., 1872), The old masters of Belgium and Holland (Les maîtres d'autrefois) by Eugène Fromentin (J. R. Osgood and Company, 1882), “Dutch Portraiture” by William J. Stillman, (The Century, Feb. 1885), “Dutch Love of Art” (The Art Union, Jan. 1885), “Dutch Art and Other Things” (The Collector, Oct. 1892), “The Influence of Dutch Art” (The Quarterly Illustrator, July 1894) and “Old Dutch and Flemish Masters” by Timothy Cole and John C. Van Dyke which was serialised in The Century between 1895 and 1896.
]  [102:  The titles included in the Harper’s catalogue of publications from 1892 further supports the prolonged engagement with Dutch history and culture, including three books by John Lathrop Motley, The Rise of the Dutch Republic (1856), History of the United Netherlands (1860-67) and The Life and Death of John of Barneveld (1874). The Rise of the Dutch Republic was a great popular success both in America and Europe where it appeared in translation. A further book of John Lathrop Motley’s collected correspondence was edited by George William Curtis and published by Harper’s in 1889. 
] 


Benjamin represents a significant departure in the type of writer who was interested in the visual arts and had articles published in Harper’s Monthly. Benjamin was born in Greece to missionary parents, educated at Williams College, Massachusetts, and pursued a career as a professional writer and an artist, exhibiting marine paintings at the National Academy of Design in New York between 1883 and 1885, before undertaking diplomatic roles. He submitted articles and illustrations to Harper’s Weekly, Atlantic, North American Review, The Century, and twenty-eight articles for Harper’s Monthly. He published several books,[footnoteRef:103] many with Harper’s, and was the art-critic for The American Art Review.  [103:  These include, The Life and Adventures of a Free Lance (Burlington, Vt., Free Press Company, 1924), The world's paradises: or, Sketches of life, scenery, and climate in noted sanitaria (New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1880), The Atlantic islands as resorts of health and pleasure (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1878), Art in America; a critical and historical sketch (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1880), Our American Artists (Boston: D. Lothrop & Co., 1879). 
] 

Benjamin was clearly informed and well connected. His What is Art, or Art Theories and Methods Concisely Stated is dedicated to his friend, the Bostonian painter Edwin Lord Weeks, and his personal connection with several contemporary artists is hinted at throughout his articles in Harper’s Monthly. As a professional journalist, public lecturer and art-critic he was also accustomed to writing in a subjective and persuasive tone. His book, What is Art, which was based on a lecture he delivered to several institutions,[footnoteRef:104] was published in 1877 (the same year that his series on European art appeared in Harper’s Monthly). What is Art demonstrates Benjamin’s familiarity with contemporary art-criticism’s vocabulary. Whilst writers such as Guernsey clearly had interest and experience of fine art, predominantly as a result of their social status and upbringing, and were therefore equipped to write about art in general and accessible terms for the Harper’s Monthly readership, they cannot be grouped within the same class as Benjamin, who was a professional critic. Establishing Benjamin as a writer and artist, close to contemporary art who could write in abstract and critical terms when the correct occasion arose, is particularly informative when we consider his articles on art for Harper’s Monthly. Specifically, by comparing Benjamin’s What is Art with Contemporary Art in Europe (1877),  and Art in America (1879),[footnoteRef:105] which were serialised in Harper’s Monthly, it is possible to see the influence of the magazine’s editors and owners. This influence reveals their conception of the magazine as an instrument for neutral instruction as well as entertainment and publicity. [104:  In his introduction Benjamin lists the following institutions: Essex Institute, Massachusetts Normal Art School, Boston Art Club, Bowdoin College “and several similar institutions.” The lecture was published by Lockwood, Brooks and Company of Boston, 1877.
]  [105:  This was also published by Harper’s in two print runs, 1879 and 1880.
] 

What is Art was a concise lecture, divided into four parts. Benjamin began by defining visual art and defending its cause in contemporary America. Part two dealt with the “modes” and “limitations” of art. This is where Benjamin revealed his art theory; or rather the established theoretical principles which he supported. Part three attempted to explain the application of theory to practice, and was concerned with the importance of technique for the artist. Part four explained the reciprocal relationship between the public and art, and emphasised the significance of art to the national interest. Benjamin’s theoretical views are not original or extreme. He defined art as the physical manifestation of “poetic yearnings and emotions suggested by aspirations after the true, the good, and the beautiful.”[footnoteRef:106] The “true, the good, and the beautiful” are terms which appear throughout the text without detailed description or interrogation. Benjamin’s attempt to further define the terms, the “true” and the “good” leads to a description of these qualities as the assumed “moral or subjective element in art.”[footnoteRef:107] In Benjamin’s opinion the true, the good and the beautiful act as the source for all great art. The great artists are able to balance these sources, whilst inferior artists tend to favour one above the others. Benjamin refers to contemporary French art and Pre-Raphaelite art as examples where the exaggerated focus on the beautiful and the truthful respectively have led to serious fault in his opinion.[footnoteRef:108] The ultimate aim of all great art is the “ideal.” The ideal, opposed to the real, is a term which is used widely in mid-nineteenth-century American art-criticism,[footnoteRef:109] but Benjamin does attempt to further define his understanding of the term, as visual form which speaks to the “intellectual and spiritual element in man.”[footnoteRef:110] In the second part of the lecture Benjamin proceeds to divide the plastic arts from the arts of design, and treat each one separately, discussing the constituent principles of each. Benjamin is clear and concise in his description of all art as a combination of form, light and shade (chiaro-oscuro) and colour, and subdivides graphic art further into constituent elements of perspective, tone, values and composition. On the often contentious point of nature’s role in art, Benjamin takes a moderate view which empowers the artist, claiming that,  [106:  S. G. W. Benjamin, What is Art (Boston: Lockwood, Brooks and Company, 1877),10.
]  [107:  Ibid.,13-14. 
]  [108:  Ibid., 13-15.
]  [109:  Georgi discusses American art-criticism’s use of this oppositional dyad in great detail in Critical Shift. Chapter One and Chapter Two in particular, focus on the continuity of this paradigm in the work of James Jackson Jarves and Clarence Cook. Jarves and Cook have been considered as representatives on either end of this dyad; Jarves the supporter of the ideal is contrasted against Cook the staunch advocate of the real. Georgi reveals that these terms were not necessarily understood to be as oppositional as they have been portrayed in the historiography, and that there is a great deal of accordance between the views of Jarves and Cook, particularly in Cook’s later career.  
]  [110:  Ibid.,16. ] 

All art should be, and all true art is, founded on a careful study of nature and a practical knowledge of the scientific principles involved in its pursuit; but it does not follow, as some,[footnoteRef:111] carried away by the reaction from the false and conventional schools of the last century would make us believe, that only direct copies of nature are worthy of consideration; for the great works of the masters prove just the contrary[footnoteRef:112] [111:  Benjamin clearly has the Pre-Raphaelites in mind and more specifically the circle of criticism associated with Cook and William James Stillman at The New Path. George William Curtis was also very critical of the uncompromising nature of this group of critics. This is discussed in Chapter 
Three.
]  [112:  Ibid., 47-48.
] 


Nature is therefore a model from which the artist may proceed, rather than an end which should be pursued in and of itself.

There is little to be gained by going beyond this short summary of What is Art, as Benjamin’s ideas on art are neither original nor unusual for the period. What is interesting to note is that there is a lack of this kind of theoretical information in Benjamin’s articles on contemporary European art and, past and contemporary American art, which appeared in Harper’s Monthly. Rather than rely on theoretical principles, Benjamin attempted to explain art’s recent development and significance through historical contextualisation for the magazine’s authors. Explanation of contemporary art’s historical context was a much more accessible approach for the layman, and was simultaneously comforting for the Harper’s Monthly readership, as it reassured them that the changes taking place were evolutionary rather than revolutionary. 

Benjamin’s Contemporary Art in Europe was published in three instalments in January, March and June of 1877 for Harper’s Monthly. Benjamin was only concerned with British, French and German art; the three instalments for the magazine and the three subsequent chapters in the book follow this structure. Benjamin’s selectiveness in this regard comes from the intended purpose of the text, which would have been written at about the same time he was delivering his lecture What is Art. Benjamin’s priority was the education of the American public so that they could appreciate American art. It is clear that British, French and German art should be major parts of any study of contemporary European art, but it was their significance to American art from an institutional perspective which recommended them for particular attention. Contemporary Art in Europe was not intended to be a comprehensive account of current European art, but rather a useful appraisal of art and artists which were influencing American art and a description of institutional models which could be emulated to raise the standard of the visual arts in America. It is for this reason that particular attention is given to topics such as, “Social Conditions of English Artists,” “Government Art Patronage,” “Art Clubs and Exhibitions,” “Institutions for Art Culture,” “Berlin Art School” and the “Royal Academy of Berlin.”[footnoteRef:113] Benjamin had both patriotic and practical reasons for this kind of institutional historical approach. The renewal of the Union as a political and cultural concept following the Civil War had created an opportunity for activists like Benjamin to exert influence on the future development of a reborn national culture. Benjamin’s practical and patriotic motivations for writing Contemporary Art in Europe are referred to in the introduction to the published book. Following mention of the favourable reception which his articles received in Harper’s Monthly, Benjamin states,  [113:  These are the titles given in the contents to the published book of the collected articles.
] 

The subject is one which especially claims the attention of the American public at the present time. At no previous period in our history has so wide and keen an interest been taken in art. […]. We as a nation have just passed through such a crisis, and are now apparently entering upon our era of mental development. […] Manifest destiny is accomplished by meeting Providence and harmoniously adapting ourselves to its designs. As one of many means for achieving our art destiny, it behooves us, therefore, to study the arts of other ages and races, for the better apprehension of the principles which underlie art growth.[footnoteRef:114] [114:  S. G. W. Benjamin, Contemporary Art in Europe (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1877), 7-8. 
] 


Benjamin’s perception of an opportunity to influence the progress of American art for the good of the nation was repeated in What is Art: 
the public in general cared little and knew nothing of the theory and practice of the Fine Arts. Now it is quite the reverse. We are still in the alphabet of our art knowledge, as a people, but all over the more cultivated portions of the country there is an awakening on the subject. Art clubs, life schools, and galleries of paintings are springing up in our leading cities; art education is becoming a question demanding the supervision of the State; an art literature from the pens of American writers is gradually claiming the attention of the public; courses of art lectures are gaining importance in our lyceums, arid men who one generation ago would have scarcely given the subject a thought, or would have considered it at best a frivolous matter, are now devoting their energies to the elucidation of the moral bearings of art on the elevation of the race, and its special relations to our people at the present time.[footnoteRef:115] [115:  Benjamin, What is Art, 7-8.
] 

His enthusiasm to play a part in the development of American art by educating the public is something which, I argue, would have impressed the magazine’s owners and editors, who saw art as part of a wider programme for social progress in America of which they were broadly supportive. Whether Benjamin was himself influenced by the pursuit of social progress in class terms is difficult to say with any certainty. Much clearer is his patriotism for America as a new nation and his dedication to the concept of republicanism more generally. This is evidenced by Benjamin’s experiences as a diplomat in the Middle East where he was occasionally outspoken in his promotion of republican ideals, and his membership of groups such as the Sons of the Revolution and The Society of Colonial Wars. Art and its progress in America were of great personal concern to Benjamin as both an artist and patriotic republican. This concern was brought into sharper focus for Benjamin by recent trends in anthropology and ideas which can loosely be described under the rubric of Social Darwinism. Benjamin considered art as an indicative product of a nation or race’s progress, a view that he invokes throughout all his texts, citing Herbert Spencer specifically in both What is Art and Art in America[footnoteRef:116] and the ethnologist Hubert Bancroft in his conclusion to the former.[footnoteRef:117] For Benjamin, art’s progress was a symptom of the success or otherwise of the American republic and was therefore a matter of national concern, requiring the education of the public at large, in keeping with democratic republican values. This belief brought him into alignment with Harper’s Monthly as the ideal venue for his writing on art; it spoke to the largest portion of American society and already had an established reputation as a credible and authoritative institution in the publishing sector. The magazine was perfect for Benjamin’s philanthropic gestures on behalf of American art.    [116:  Spencer is referred to by Benjamin in both instances on the relationship between the imaginative or creative mind of the genius and scientific study, stating in Art in America, “Herbert Spencer it is who proves somewhere that imagination must enter into the working out of the problems of inventive science.” (71). The relationship between Darwinian ideas on race and human history as popularised by Spencer have been discussed by Linda  Nochlin, Michael Leja and Kathleen Pyne amongst others in “The Darwin Effect: Evolution and Nineteenth‐Century Visual Culture,” ed. Linda Nochlin and Martha Lucy, special issue of Nineteenth‐Century Art Worldwide 2, no. 2 (Spring 2003). Notable also is Rachael Ziady DeLue’s George Inness and the Science of Landscape, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), in which DeLue shows that James Jackson Jarves also drew upon Spencer’s ideas on race when discussing artistic progress.
]  [117:  Benjamin, What is Art, 56-57.
] 

Benjamin’s Art in America took up where Contemporary Art in Europe left off. It provided a narrative for the development of American art from the colonial period up to the current day. It was made up of six articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly between March and November 1879. Curiously the instalments appeared in the magazine in the reverse order to how they appeared in the book, which was published the same year. The first article in Harper’s Monthly was titled, “Present Tendencies of American Art,” followed by “Sculpture in America,” three chapters charting the history of American art (titled “Fifty Years of American Art” in the Magazine and “American Painters (1828-1878)” in the book), and finally, “Early American Art.” This reversal may have been due to the last chapter’s relevance to contemporary issues in art following the Society of American Artists’ split with the Academy in 1877.[footnoteRef:118] What is significant to note at the present time is Benjamin’s approach: its similarities with Contemporary Art in Europe and its close relationship with the magazine’s broader coverage of the visual arts.  [118:  The magazine’s position in relation to this split is discussed in detail in Chapter Three.  
] 

Like Contemporary Art in Europe, Benjamin’s text is structured and informative without being overly complex or theoretical. He describes American art via historical explanation, charting the rise of different artists and providing general comments relating to the institutional progress of the arts in America. “Early American Art” introduces Benjamin West, Gilbert Stuart, and Washington Allston as the principle figures of American art up until the establishment of the Academy in New York by Samuel Morse in 1828. Benjamin cites William Dunlap’s popular, A History of the Rise and Progress of the Arts of Design in the United States (1834), on several occasions and it is reasonable to assume that most if not all of Benjamin’s information on early American art came from this source. His use of periodisation as a means to break up the narrative of American art may have been a function of the text’s intended serialisation in Harper’s Monthly, but it also reflects Benjamin’s approach to the subject as a history rather than a critical essay. The relative merits of different artists are suggested in polite and generally superficial terms but Benjamin reminds the reader that the art of the past needs to be judged within its own art-historical context and not by contemporary standards and tastes. This historicist approach was common during the late 1860s and 1870s. The popularity of Hippolyte Taine was an important influence in this regard. Taine’s Philosophy of Art was translated by John Durand (son of the landscape painter) in 1865. A third edition was published in 1875. 
The text unfolds at a measured pace and provides consideration, however cursory, of as much of American art as possible including decorative art, and less “sophisticated” but popular subjects such as animal paintings, still-life, watercolours and marine art (a genre close to Benjamin’s heart, as he was himself a marine painter), as well as female artists. Benjamin had stated in his earlier What is Art that he saw little reason for distinction between “fine” and “decorative art,”[footnoteRef:119] and he paid attention to both forms in his Contemporary Art in Europe as well as in Art in America. This inclusive approach was in keeping with Benjamin’s aims and was attractive to Harper’s Monthly. Benjamin was clearly not overly concerned with impressing the reader with his verbal wit, aesthetic sensitivity or academic learning. Instead he wished to embolden American art, celebrating its progress, whilst adding a cautionary note to emphasise its delicate state as a relatively new and impressionable development in America. Decorative art was also the most likely point of contact the majority of the magazine’s readership would have had with the arts on a daily basis. Their inclusion therefore has the effect of transporting the subject to a sphere familiar to the reader. By doing this, Benjamin revealed the readership’s personal connection to, and by extension concern with, the subject at hand.  [119:  Ibid.,17.
] 

American art’s aspirations to stand confidently alongside the art of Europe were further supported by Benjamin via his regular emphasis on the importance of originality and truthfulness for the great artist; characteristics which did not rely on tradition and training and could therefore be embodied by American artists just as readily as their European counterparts. In some respects his reliance on the rather nebulous term of “genius” may be a means of avoiding the need to work through technical or theoretical points. This is particularly apparent when he describes inconsistencies within an artist’s body of work as a “sign of genius,” a peculiar conclusion which is made several times throughout his text on American art, whilst a “lack of genius” is often evoked as a means of offering criticism alongside faint praise for artists that Benjamin does not rate highly. Benjamin’s insistence on originality and genius served a specific purpose in supporting contemporary American art and artists, which were displaying signs of European influence. 
In his conclusion to Contemporary Art in Europe, Benjamin appealed to the reader, and more specifically the American artist, to only take technique from Europe, whilst guarding the originality of the “American spirit.” The combination of sound technique, acquired from Europe if necessary, with the American spirit would, Benjamin believed, create fresh subjects and styles which would constitute an original national art.[footnoteRef:120] The education which many American artists undertook in European ateliers led to depictions of European subjects in European styles. American artists were setting themselves up to be judged on purely European terms, as if they were European artists. In this scenario American art would always be considered as a derivative of European trends. American art would never be able to rise above European art, in the same way that her science, technology, agriculture and politics had achieved. Most significantly, American artists operating in a European mode would result in an American art which was not true and honest to itself. As you will recall from my earlier description of What is Art, Benjamin believed that the true, good and beautiful were key components which all great art must possess, therefore, American art had to be true to itself, to be truly American, in order for it to be truly great.   [120:  Benjamin, Contemporary Art in Europe, 159-160.
] 

The praise given to originality, even when it led to inconsistency, and the criticism of artists who were too attached to European styles and training, are recurrent themes in Art in America. It is in this aspect that Benjamin’s patriotic aspirations for his text can be seen in greatest relief. In the final part of his What is Art he considers the relationship of art to the public, describing art as “a civilizing element” for society. This, he tells us, is an unusual idea amongst art-critics, who rarely sought to learn from art: 
Instead of acting as if art were a means of improvement and culture, which all are willing to grant that it is theoretically, they pique themselves upon their preconceived notions, prejudices, and ignorance of nature, and then attempt to square the painting or sculpture to their own restricted views instead of first endeavoring to see if they may not learn something from it.[footnoteRef:121] [121:  Benjamin, What is Art, 50.
] 

Whilst Benjamin’s motivations for writing his texts were benevolent and patriotic, there is another, more spiritual aspect hinted at in his conclusion to “Fifty Years of American Art.” Summarising the progress of American art, he writes, 
While some phases of our art, after a growth of half a century, are passing through a transition period, and new methods and theories are grafting themselves upon the old, there is everywhere apparent a deeper appreciation of the supreme importance of the ideal in art, and a gathering of forces for a new advance against the strongholds of the materialism that wars against the culture of the ideal, combined with a rapidly spreading consciousness on the part of the people of the ethical importance of art, and a disposition to co-operate in its healthful development.[footnoteRef:122] [122:  Benjamin, ‘Fifty Years of American Art” Part III, 688. (My emphasis).
] 

Benjamin, influenced by developments in anthropology and Darwinian science, saw a strong relationship between the art of a nation and its character. The materialism to which he alludes was of concern not only in artistic terms but more fundamentally to American society at large, as Lears has argued.[footnoteRef:123] This concern would have been shared by the owners and editors at Harper’s Monthly. The magazine was closely attuned to the public mood, and therefore reflected the general public concern that materialism was becoming more widespread in the industrial, capitalist post-bellum era, at the expense of society’s psychological and spiritual health. The anxieties created by material wealth would also have been felt personally by the magazine’s Methodist owners, as well as their key editorial staff such as Curtis and Alden, all of whom came from religious backgrounds. It is difficult to say how acutely these anxieties would have been felt by the individuals concerned, but their involvement with religion throughout their lives suggests a sustained interest in spiritual well-being. This, coupled with the magazine’s ability to reflect public opinion, makes it reasonable to conclude that they would have sympathised with Benjamin’s concerns over materialism, and been impressed by his belief that art was not only a symptom of wider issues within society, but also a potential remedy. Art could instruct as well as mislead and for this reason the fostering of “art-feeling,” developed out of familiarity and understanding, amongst the public was of importance. Harper’s Monthly had the resources to deliver this to the widest readership possible at the time, in the most appealing manner. Benjamin’s articles were generously supplemented with quality engravings of the artists’ works [Figs. 12-14], an attractive feature familiar to us from Mason’s articles on Dutch and Flemish art, as well as the one-off pieces such as Guernsey’s “Albert Durer.” Harper’s Monthly knew how to deliver the message effectively but it was informed, specialist writers such as Benjamin who were able to articulate the message most coherently.  [123:  Lears, Rebirth of a Nation, Conclusion: Dying in Vain.] 













Chapter 2: Building the American Art-World.
The specialist writing by authors such as Benjamin represents a surprisingly small amount of the overall writing about the visual arts which we find in the magazine between 1867 and 1890.[footnoteRef:124] Many other articles were not concerned as much with the details of art in America, but rather its more general promotion within society. Art as a topic for popular consumption was made current by the “boom” which took place in the American art-world during the Gilded Age. This manifested itself most concretely in the establishment of public institutions such as the Metropolitan Museum of Art (1870), the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston (1870), Philadelphia Museum of Art (1876), the Art Institute of Chicago (1879), the Cincinnati Art Museum (1881), and the Portland Art Museum (Oregon, 1892). The efforts to create organisational structures were not limited to museums alone, but also included art schools, clubs, competitions, studios, lectures and private galleries. The history of many aspects of the American art-world which developed in the latter part of the nineteenth-century has been covered by scholars interested in sociological accounts of American art-history such as Paul DiMaggio, Neil Harris, Barbara Weinberg and Christine I. Oaklander. However, relatively little research has been published which focuses on the role periodicals played in the creation of a structured American art-world. This vacuum in the scholarship may lead to assumptions that the writers contributing to periodicals merely reported dispassionately on the changes taking place, but, as the writing in Harper’s Monthly shows, this was far from the case.  [124:  The role of the journalist/ critic in nineteenth-century America was very fluid. It is therefore hard to define who was a specialist art writer, as many authors pursued interests in many different fields. From my own analysis, I have been able to identify fourteen authors from Harper’s Monthly (between 1867 and 1890) who can be identified as recognised art-critics/ writers, although for many of these art was one of a number of cultural interests. These are: S. G. W. Benjamin, Theodore Child, Clarence Cook, Joseph Hatton, Henry James, James Jackson Jarves, Mrs Lucy C. Lillie, E. Mason, Alexander F. Oakey, G. W. Sheldon, Edward Strahan (Earl Shinn), Harriet Prescott Spofford, Russell Sturgis, Henry, T. Tuckerman.
] 

J. M. Mancini has sought to address this oversight in her book, Pre-Modernism: Art-World Change and American Culture from the Civil War to the Armory Show (2005). Mancini has been influenced by ideas of a “sociology of art” as developed by the likes of Thomas DaCosta Kaufmann, Pierre Bourdieu, Vera Zolberg and David Halle,[footnoteRef:125] and has studied the relationships between the institutional and individual precursors to modernism (pre-modernism). Through this study, Mancini has descried the significance of periodicals and art-criticism to the establishment of an American art-world and public which could be receptive to modernist aesthetics. However, Mancini’s predetermined ideological focus on modernism has had an inevitable influence on her selection and use of periodical sources, which is not necessarily representative of general historical opinion. Mancini does not make any claims that the ideas expressed in the sources she uses are representative of public opinion, but the lack of broader contextualisation within the corpus of American art-writing of the period makes the connection between her sources and the later success of modernism unclear.  [125:  Mancini, Pre-Modernism, 11. ] 

I wish to use Mancini’s idea of a relationship between the worlds of American art and publishing, who had a mutually beneficial concern for the promotion of art amongst the public, and identify this within the articles in Harper’s Monthly which provided support and encouragement to these newly established institutions and organisations, a process which Mancini refers to as “institution building.” In many instances the contributors and editors of Harper’s Monthly were not only reporting and advertising the institutions and organisations of the American art-world, but were active participants. The magazine therefore acted as a platform from which the ideas behind these organizational efforts could be projected and explained. This justified their significance for the progress of native art and American society at large. Lastly, I will also consider how the magazine and the publishing firm became a type of new art institution, through its extensive art department.  
Before examining individual writers and articles from Harper’s Monthly it is worthwhile establishing why the development of an American art-world was considered necessary following the Civil War. This question is clearly closely associated with the broader issue of art’s place in American society. Elements which constitute an art-world such as clubs, schools, and exhibition spaces had existed in America since the colonial era so it would be misleading to claim that an art-world was established after the Civil War. Still, the large number of organisations and institutions which were established between 1870 and 1900 points toward a revived effort to cultivate what writers in Harper’s Monthly such as S. G. W. Benjamin referred to as an “art-feeling” in the American people. Writers before the Civil War had expressed concern that a lack of art institutions, organisations and formal networks of patronage led to a squandering of native talent, and to the emigration of some of America’s most accomplished early artists such as Benjamin West, John Singleton Copley and Gilbert Stuart.[footnoteRef:126] This explanation for the perceived slow rate of American art’s progress in the first half of the nineteenth-century was sustained into the latter part of the century, and was repeated in Harper’s Monthly by both Benjamin and S. S. Conant (1831-1885?) in the 1870s. Conant was a professional journalist and editor associated with various periodicals including The New York Times, New York Express, Galaxy and The Century magazines as well as serving as an editor for Harper’s Weekly from 1869 until his mysterious disappearance in 1885. Conant was the author of the Harper’s Monthly article “Progress of the Fine Arts” from April 1876, which was part of a series of articles celebrating the centenary of the Declaration of Independence, which appeared collectively in a book published in 1876 by Harper’s titled, The First Century of the Republic. [126:  Gerdts, “The American "Discourses",” 61-79.
] 


Conant highlighted the disadvantage that the public had suffered from a lack of institutional organisation in the visual arts, stating: 
One cause of the slow growth of art sentiment and art knowledge among Americans was the absence even in the larger cities, of public and private galleries of paintings like those to which the people of every European city have constant access, and where they may become familiar with the works of the great masters of almost every age and country. Of late years these opportunities have notably increased among us. Wealthy citizens of New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Washington, Cincinnati, and other cities have accumulated extensive and valuable private galleries of the best works of native and foreign artists, and have evinced commendable liberality in opening their doors to the public. […] There should be in every large city a public gallery of art, as in Paris, Berlin, Munich, London, Dresden, Florence, and other European cities, to which, on certain days of the week, access should be free to all. The influence of such institutions would be immense.[footnoteRef:127]  [127:  S. S. Conant, “Progress of the Fine Arts,” Harper’s Monthly, April, 1876, 692-693.
] 

Benjamin focussed on the disadvantage to artists, writing about Gilbert Stuart and his contemporaries, in his “Fifty Years of American Art” series: 
their efforts had been spasmodic and unequal, much of it had been done abroad under foreign influences, and there was no sustained patronage or art organization at home which could combine their efforts toward a practical and common end.[footnoteRef:128] [128:  Benjamin, “Fifty Years of American Art” Harper’s Monthly, July, 1879, 242. 
] 

The concerns that Benjamin and Conant were articulating in the 1870s were not new; the need for institutions, formal organisations and general support for the arts amongst the American people was broadly accepted. So what changes transformed this thought into action between 1870 and 1900? 
Practical explanations should never be forgotten, and economics is an obvious factor. America became richer, Americans became more cosmopolitan and the art market in America grew. Communications and connections between Europe and America were simpler and more frequent. It became increasingly easy to transport art both literally and ideologically across the Atlantic. However the fashion for buying foreign art did not in itself necessitate the establishment of American institutions. I suggest that there was a more metaphysical element which combined with the practical conditions to inspire efforts to create establishments for the support and promotion of American art, an element connected with the pervasive idea of social progress, which was reborn after the Civil War. 
The end of the Civil War and the consolidation of the Union brought about a natural introspection about the state of the nation. The celebration of the Declaration of Independence’s centenary in 1876 further encouraged reflection on historic progress and future development. The new nation had survived both foreign and domestic political threats and was developing into a substantial international power, economically and technologically. The success of America compared with other nations was regularly gauged at the World Fairs, whose significance grew steadily for the American public since the first fair in London in 1851, a fact which is supported by the evidence we find in Harper’s Monthly.[footnoteRef:129] The Centennial International Exhibition which was held in Philadelphia in 1876 was the first of the international fairs to be staged in America and was viewed by many both at home and abroad as a coming of age for the nation. Patriotic sentiment was high, bolstered by American success from the juries at previous World Fairs, in areas of manufacturing, technology, science, printing, agriculture and education. However, as political stability and economic prosperity were achieved, anxiety over national progress transferred to the cultural sphere and was combined with anxieties concerning homogenised national identity amidst unprecedented levels of immigration. It was natural therefore that Americans, concerned about the progress of a native culture, and art in particular, looked to apparently successful European societies for solutions. Writers such as Conant and Benjamin in Harper’s Monthly were certain that America had artistic talent and public will,[footnoteRef:130] but that the clear difference between America and the artistically successful societies of Europe, such as Germany, France and Britain, was the number and quality of institutions and formal organisations which could nurture raw talent and public enthusiasm. The sincerity with which this belief was held is evidenced by the detailed report on the art-worlds of Britain, France and Germany provided by Benjamin in his Contemporary Art in Europe (1877), discussed in the previous chapter. The titles given to the different sections of the collected articles, such as “Social Conditions of English Artists,” “Government Art Patronage,” “Art Clubs and Exhibitions” and “Institutions for Art Culture,” reveal the sociological approach that Benjamin, a critic who was equally comfortable with discussing art in theoretical and aesthetic terms, chose to employ when writing for the Harper’s Monthly readership. Many articles which appeared in the magazine between 1870 and 1890 brought a pragmatic, sociological solution to the challenge of artistic progress, demystifying the art-world and encouraging organisations with a mission to reach out to the public and increase participation in the visual arts. There was a shared belief that a new, sophisticated and progressive art, which could stand confidently alongside the American harvesting machinery and model schools which received medals at the World Fairs, could be nurtured at home in America. In order for this to happen America needed the institutions to support native art and a public that could appreciate it. The two were closely linked,[footnoteRef:131] and popular magazines such as Harper’s Monthly acted as an effective connection.   [129:  The 1851 exhibition gets little coverage other than regular mentions in the “Monthly Record of Current Events” sections at the back of the magazine. M. D. Conway covered the 1867 Paris Exposition in two articles (July and November, 1867), By 1889 Theodore Child provided an article solely on “American Artists at the Paris Exhibition” (September, 1889).]  [130:  Conant, “Progress of the Fine Arts,” 692.
]  [131:  Ibid., 694.
] 

The patriotic desire to create institutions for the progression of American society pervaded the world of publishing in the 1870s and 1880s.[footnoteRef:132] The institution building movement was national in its scope, but still much of this activity in terms of the visual arts was focussed in the north-east, with New York as the dominant cultural hub. Harper’s, as the nation’s most successful publishing firm based in New York, was closely connected and at times even identified with the cultural institutions and organisations which were founded during this period. A look at the contents of the magazine over an extended period reveals a sustained conscious effort to contribute to what Paul DiMaggio has described as an “organizational field” of a national high-culture.[footnoteRef:133]  [132:  Mancini, Pre-Modernism, 32.]  [133:  Paul DiMaggio, “Constructing an Organizational Field as a Professional Project: U.S. Art Museums, 1920-1940,” in The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, ed. Walter W. Powell and Paul DiMaggio (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 267.] 

This can be seen most directly in the articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly concerning art institutions such as the National Academy of Design in New York, the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston and the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. Writers in Harper’s Monthly were generally very supportive of these institutions and were always carefully measured if circumstances made criticism unavoidable. A typical example is the unsigned editorial on the Metropolitan Museum of Art from May 1880, an institution which had been criticised heavily in the press, particularly during its first few years of existence, as irrelevant, unpatriotic, exclusive and detrimental to aesthetic tastes. The timing of its publication was not a matter of chance. The year 1880 represented the ten year anniversary of the museum’s founding and the article provided a brief history of the institution and an assessment of its purpose and relative success. The initial criticisms the museum attracted were acknowledged briefly, but this was followed by rich praise for the quality and variety of its collections. The month of publication is also significant. April was the month for the annual exhibition at the National Academy of Design as well as other organisations which based themselves on the academy model. During this time art was a topic of popular discussion in newspapers, magazines and wider society, where debates relating to the prospects and purpose of American art and its supporting structures resurfaced perennially. Harper’s Monthly reflected this annual shift in the national interest by regularly publishing articles about the visual arts in the March, April and May issues of the magazine and it is no coincidence that articles which were supportive of Boston’s Museum of Fine Art (MFA), the Metropolitan Museum of Art and the National Academy of Design (NAD) appeared in the May issues of 1879, 1880 and 1883 respectively, by way of response to the criticism which was printed in the newspapers. Faithful to its founding principles of impartiality, Harper’s Monthly rarely directly engaged with criticisms of institutions such as the Academy directly. Instead, articles such as those mentioned served to reinforce the status of America’s art-institutions by explaining to the public their history and purpose. 
The question of purpose was a recurrent topic of debate in the periodical press, from specialist publications such as Art Amateur to the major monthlies such as Harper’s Monthly, Atlantic and Scribner’s. Arguments which focussed on metaphysical benefits, such as the correlation between an appreciation of beauty and the moral health of a society, were often made, but open to criticism of elitist disconnection with the concerns of the common people. What good was an appreciation of beauty to the majority of the Harper’s Monthly readership, working in the towns and cities? What could these repositories of material history from the Old World have to offer to the future America?  These were the questions that articles supporting the MFA and the Metropolitan Museum of Art attempted to answer by emphasising the practical and material benefits that art could contribute to American progress. 
The practical intention of the Metropolitan Museum in New York was underlined for the reader of the May 1880 article: 
[the museum] originated with a number of gentlemen in New York who were lovers of art, and who were sensibly alive to the truth that art is not only a civilizer of those who study it, but that its love by a people leads to the establishment of art industries, the employment of capital and labor, and the increase of wealth among artists, artisans, and art purchasers. It was not their purpose to found an institution which should be a lounging-place for the lazy, […] They conceived an art museum which should be practically useful, teaching the history of art, which is the history of man in what he has made, and furnishing to the present age the opportunity of learning by personal inspection what their predecessors had done, and what they might themselves equal and surpass.[footnoteRef:134]  [134:  “The Metropolitan Museum of Art,” Harper’s Monthly, 863.
] 

Similar emphasis was placed upon the utility of the MFA by George Parsons Lathrop (1851-1898) in his article from May 1879, in the form of a detailed description of the activities of the museum’s art-school and the usefulness of the museum’s collections as examples of both good design and prosperous past cultures. In this way the collection acted as both record of historical achievement and inspiration for future American endeavours. 
Lathrop’s article was only partly concerned with the specific example of the MFA and its art school. More broadly he advocated art education programmes for the general public, such as those at the Appleton Street School, which had been established in Boston and the surrounding areas. The impetus for this was provided by the Massachusetts Drawing Act of 1870 which made the study of art compulsory in public schools and provided free courses in industrial and mechanical drawing for anyone over the age of fifteen in all towns with a population of ten thousand or more.[footnoteRef:135] Throughout his article Lathrop provided figures on participation, administration and finances. He suggested practical benefits of art education such as the increase in value of useful items which had pleasing designs (jam jars), and the creation of accurate plans for machinery (a fire hydrant) which could be sent across the country and replicated.  [135:  Similar public art programmes were subsequently established in Cincinnati and New York.
] 

The conceptual and physical model from which the MFA drew inspiration was the South Kensington Museum and School in London, which had been established in the wake of the Great Exhibition of 1851 to provide instruction in the arts of design. The purpose of the public museum was a recurrent topic amongst American publications in the 1870s and 1880s, and South Kensington was often evoked by writers as a blueprint which appealed to American practicality. Lathrop cited South Kensington in precisely this way, emphasising the economic benefits that the institution brought to British manufacturing.[footnoteRef:136] Connections between South Kensington, the MFA and the Massachusetts drawing act were explicit. Walter Smith who was employed to implement the act, was a South Kensington graduate, and the museum’s building bore reference to South Kensington Museum with its terracotta figure reliefs imported from England, providing visual substance to the ideological continuity.[footnoteRef:137] Recurrent American interest in South Kensington Museum and School is reflected in various references made in the articles of Harper’s Monthly between 1870 and 1890.[footnoteRef:138] It therefore acted as a useful, well known example for writers such as Lathrop who were keen to impress upon the public the practical benefits of art institutions. Interestingly, Lathrop’s personal view of the museum’s role in civilization, as related in his article’s opening remarks, did not correspond with such a practical justification, but rather suggested a point of view which was antagonistic to the materialistic tendencies of the industrialised age. He described the art museum’s role as a defence against:  [136:  George Parsons Lathrop, “The Study of Art in Boston,” Harper's Monthly, May, 1879, 819.
]  [137:  This link was spelled out to visitors to the MFA in the “Companion to the Catalogue” (1877). 
]  [138:  As well as passing references in other articles there were two large articles published on South Kensington museum and school written by M. D. Conway, a regular contributor to Harper’s Monthly who was based in Europe. These were titled: “Decorative Art and Architecture In England” (October and November, 1874) and “South Kensington Museum” (September and October, 1875).
] 

[…] an excess of enlightenment of that kind which has been rather narrowly called “practical,” and of progress in commerce, invention, politics, and the subduing of new laud areas, [which] has imperilled the higher development of the aesthetic.[footnoteRef:139] [139:  Lathrop, “The Study of Art in Boston”, 818. 
] 

The discrepancy between Lathrop’s personal interpretation of the museum’s purpose and the manner in which he chose to argue its case reveals a sensibility to the intended audience of the piece and a willingness to compromise personal ideals for the greater good of American art. Art institutions were viewed as a key component in any future accomplishment that American art may achieve. Popular support was a pre-requisite for the success of such institutions in a democratic republic, and therefore the debate over their purpose had to be fought upon terms which were easily understood and appreciated by the Harper’s Monthly readership. Museum founders and critics were uneasy about connections between museums and palaces or temples of culture, only open, either physically or ideologically, to an elite. South Kensington offered an alternative model which could be accommodated much more readily with American values, and could be called upon by the writers in Harper’s Monthly to help defend American art-institutions against their critics. 
So far we have seen how Harper’s Monthly offered support to the national art institutions which were founded after the Civil War or went through processes of renewal, as was the case with the National Academy of Design in New York, following the secession of the Society of American Artists in 1877. Of course we should not be deluded that Harper’s Monthly was a constant and loud voice of support for these institutions. Harper’s Monthly was not an arts magazine. It was a means of selling the firm and wanted to be read by as many potential book purchasers as possible. Obscure topics or potentially offensive partisan opinion was not attractive to the owners and editors. Reading fairly mild mannered, patriotic support of art institutions such as the Metropolitan Museum is therefore unsurprising. But the consistency and strength of their support for the institutional development of art in America can also be understood by looking at what they refused say.
The strong opinion expressed by the specialist art press such as The Aldine, American Art Review, Art Amateur, Art Interchange as well as the art-critics connected with the newspapers makes entertaining reading, and for this reason is often cited by authors, instead of more representative but temperate sources. Margaret C. Conrads has provided an interesting account[footnoteRef:140] of the reactionary debate which occurred around the annual exhibition at the National Academy of Design in New York, which provides many examples of the kind of partisan criticism which is not found in Harper’s Monthly. The most famous exponent of this opinionated approach to writing about art, which was established in the 1860s, was Clarence Cook (1828-1900). Cook is a particularly interesting figure in relation to Harper’s Monthly because he took part in a protracted dialogue relating to American art with George William Curtis which started in the 1860s and developed into a debate on the merits of the National Academy of Design.  [140:  Margaret C. Conrads, ““In the Midst of an Era of Revolution”: The New York Art Press and the Annual Exhibitions of the National Academy of Design in the 1870s,” in Rave Reviews: American Art and its Critics, 1826 – 1925, ed. David Dearinger (London: University Press of New England, 2000), 93-105. 
] 

Curtis, was born in Rhode Island in 1824, and had a long and varied career as a travel writer, editor, lecturer, orator, political and social reformer as well as a Unitarian churchman. From 1842 to 1843 he attended school at the utopian transcendentalist Brook Farm community in West Roxbury Massachusetts. Transcendentalism was a significant factor in the formation of Curtis’s opinions on both nature and the universal qualities of art, which informed his art criticism written in the early 1850’s. His close friendship, and early travels to Europe with the painter and collector, Christopher Pearse Cranch, whom he met at Brook Farm, encouraged Curtis to take an interest in and write about the visual arts. Curtis later became more concerned with politics and by 1863 was the political editor for Harper’s Weekly. He was an ardent spokesman for Lincoln, and supporter of the abolitionist and women’s suffrage movements. Curtis’s initial role as a professional writer following his return from Europe was as an art and music critic for the New York Daily Tribune between 1850 and 1852. Curtis took up this position through connections made whilst at Brook Farm with the managing editor, Charles Dana and Literary Editor George Ripley. Emily Halligan has found evidence that Curtis was best known to the public during his early career as an arts critic, although this aspect of his career is largely forgotten now.[footnoteRef:141]  Curtis then became co-editor of Putnam’s Monthly in 1853 until its financial collapse in 1857, after which he joined Harper’s on a full time basis. Curtis was the writer of the regular Harper’s Monthly column, the “Editor’s Easy Chair” and was the best known public figurehead associated with the magazine from 1850 until his death in 1892. The relationship between the Harper brothers and Curtis was very close, particularly Fletcher Harper who collaborated with Curtis on the content of both the Monthly and Weekly. The association of Curtis with Harper’s Monthly was mutually beneficial. Curtis had the respect and reputation for thoughtfulness which Harper’s Monthly wanted to express, whilst Harper’s Monthly had the air of a publishing institution which suited Curtis’s public profile and offered him a national platform from which to influence public opinion on important issues. [141:  Halligan, Emily;  “Art Criticism in America before The Crayon: Perceptions of Landscape Painting, 1825-1855.” (PhD diss., University of Delaware, 2000). p.191.
] 


Cook, only four years younger than Curtis, came from a middle-class, cultured family from Massachusetts, who moved to New York when he was ten. He graduated from Harvard at the age of twenty one, with ambitions to become a poet and writer, before discovering an aptitude for writing opinionated and entertaining criticism, which was heavily influenced in its theoretical approaches by Ruskin’s Modern Painters. At this early point in his career as a professional critic Cook adhered to the “truth to nature” doctrine characteristic of Ruskin and the Pre-Raphaelites, and was one of the founding members of the Society for the Advancement of Truth in Art (the American Pre-Raphaelite movement), established in 1863, and was also chief editor of the society’s journal, The New Path. A series of lively articles reviewing the 1864 Metropolitan Sanitary Commission’s Fair in New York for the Tribune, led to his appointment as the paper’s full-time art critic, thirteen years after Curtis had started writing art criticism for the paper. This was a position he held intermittently until 1882.  
The argument between Cook and Curtis began with Cook’s review of the 1864 Metropolitan Sanitary Fair in New York.[footnoteRef:142] This was a charitable venture staged to generate funds for the efforts of the Union in the Civil War. Most of the pictures exhibited were freely leant by owners, institutions and artists, with many being selected for their patriotic subject matter. This did not stop Cook from using the occasion to advocate for a reformation of public taste. He was ruthless in his attack on popular favourites such as Emmanuel Leutze’s Washington Crossing the Delaware, stating:  [142:  Cook’s initial reviews appeared in the April 9 and April 16, 1864 issues.
] 

We dislike, exceedingly, the spirit in which the subject is treated, the arrangement of the figures and the style of the painting; and we should rejoice if the popular verdict, on seeing the picture again, after its long seclusion, should prove that the day is passing away when a production so essentially commonplace, not to say vulgar, can be elevated to the rank of a masterpiece.[footnoteRef:143]  [143:  Clarence Cook, “Exhibition of Pictures”, New York Daily Tribune, April 9, 1864, 12.
] 

Curtis responded to Cook directly in Harper’s Weekly,[footnoteRef:144] chastising his lack of charity and dismissal of public sentiment.  [144:  April 30 and May 7, 1864. Curtis also mentioned the fair in his “Editor’s Easy Chair” article for June 1864.] 

The disagreements between Cook and Curtis continued into the pages of the Easy Chair articles in Harper’s Monthly which were written periodically in response to Cook’s reviews of the National Academy of Design’s annual exhibition. What is interesting to note for our current purposes is that throughout the exchanges Curtis refused to engage in discussion of particular art works or artists, and therefore sidestepped criticism of the Academy, initially at least. 
The first of Curtis’s responses in Harper’s Monthly appeared in March 1866. Curtis told the reader that there was an “internecine war” occurring amongst art-critics from which it was “almost impossible to retain a position of lofty neutrality.”[footnoteRef:145] Here Curtis reveals his anxiety that open criticism and debate was harmful to American art, and his desired position, one of lofty neutrality. Curtis was not always consistent in assuming the lofty, neutral voice when he responded to Cook. On occasion he adopted a sarcastic tone, patronising Cook and his followers, and on other occasions he feigned naiveté as a ploy for Socratic irony. When it came to summarising his position on a given situation he reverted to the default paternalism of the magazine: a voice of calm rationality, as he summarised the merits of both sides of the given argument for the readership, without coming down strongly on either side.[footnoteRef:146]  [145:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper's Monthly, March, 1866, 521.
]  [146:  For example see “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, March, 1866, 521-522.] 

Cook was never referred to directly by Curtis in the Easy Chair articles, but instead given the nick-name “Thomas Tomahawk,” or initials T.T. (Cook signed his articles in the Tribune with C. C.), in reference to his fearsome reputation for “scalping” his opponents. In Curtis’s Easy Chair article from July 1869, he writes: 
Thomas Tomahawk comes every spring, and leaves his tracks in gore, while writhing A.'s and N.A.'s lie around his path, and the thick air resounds with moans and groans and many voiced wrath.[footnoteRef:147]  [147:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, July, 1869, 286.
References to Thomas Tomahawk (or T. T.) are found in Ediitor’s Easy Chair articles from March 1866, May 1866, July 1868, February 1869, April 1869, July 1869, January 1870, April 1870, June 1870 and May 1874.] 

The figure of Cook evoked by the name Thomas Tomahawk became something of a running joke for the magazine and its readership. Curtis sought to undermine Cook with humorous mockery. He referred to Cook and his supporters at The New Path, as the “Myopian Club,” describing it as:
a little clique of near-sighted young men, mostly students of weeds, briers, leaves, blades of grass, straws, dead sticks, warts, hairs, nose-pimples, and cheek-freckles —meeting together on the mutual admiration principle— disciples of a well-known Champion of the Ring of Art in England, an autocrat of a prize-fighter, who is supposed by some persons to have knocked down and laid in the grave some scores of old and new masters in the world of Art.[footnoteRef:148]  [148:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, March, 1866, 522.
] 

Curtis’s issue with Cook’s stance as a professional critic was as much with its sneering tone as the theoretical principles that guided his negative judgements. The National Academy’s exhibition of 1866 is one such example. Cook had voiced approval of the change that he saw taking place within American art at the academy: 
One great improvement we record with satisfaction. The hanging committee has weeded out with an unsparing hand the vulgar and ridiculous pictures, such as have of late years been allowed to enter, to the surprise and displeasure of educated people. […] The exhibition marks, we think, more decidedly than any recent one the change that is taking place in our idea of art and in modes of study.[footnoteRef:149] [149:  My emphasis. Clarence Cook, “Soiree at the Academy of Design”, New-York Daily Tribune, April 17, 1866.] 

Here Cook alludes to his previous calls for more faithful transcriptions of physical nature in art, in adherence to his early interpretation of Ruskin. 
However, by the time of his full review of the academy’s exhibition in July 1866, Cook’s initial optimism had given way to the acerbic criticisms for which he was known and enjoyed by the public, Cook regularly condemned with faint, or backhanded praise. His criticism of John Ferguson Weir’s The Gun Foundry is a prime example of this. 
This painting was one of the most admired by the public and critics of the exhibition, in part for its patriotic subject matter (the foundries were employed in casting guns for the Union during the Civil War). The perceived quality of the work led to Weir being unanimously elected as an Acamedician,[footnoteRef:150] and the accompanying success led to its selection as part of the American collections sent to the 1867 Paris Exposition Universelle.[footnoteRef:151] Henry T. Tuckerman included it in his 1867 work, Book of the Artists, American Artist Life, praising its authenticity, stating, “We know of no picture which so deftly elaborates our industrial economy"; the artist" has spared no pains to render it authentic."[footnoteRef:152] Authenticity was not enough for Cook, who did praise the picture for its drawing and modest ambition, but then went on to state: [150:  Betsy Fahlman, “John Ferguson Weir: Painter of Romantic and Industrial Icons,” Archives of American Art Journal, Vol. 20, No. 2 (1980), p. 2.
]  [151:  Carol Troyen, “Innocents Abroad: American Painters at the 1867 Exposition Universelle, Paris,” American Art Journal, Vol. 16, No. 4 (Autumn, 1984), p. 5.
]  [152:  Henry T. Tuckerman, Book of the Artists, American Artist Life (New York, 1867), p . 488.
] 

it must not be forgotten that a picture like this is hardly in any sense an artistic work: it is not to be rated higher than a piece of handicraft, requiring no more of the artist sense than goes to a well-constructed steam engine.[footnoteRef:153] [153:  Clarence Cook, “The National Academy of Design Forty First Annual Exhibition”, New-York Daily Tribune, April 17, 1866.] 

Throughout the review Cook gave free rein to his wit in denigrating what he saw as poor art, clearly taking some relish in doing so. William Morris Hunt attracted scathing attention for his less than detailed technique: 
Mr. William Hunt’s “Portrait of a Lady” is the most interesting piece of work we know of his. His charcoal sketches ought not to have been exhibited; not merely because they are ill-done, but because they betray the artist’s vicious way of working. It is not often that a man shows so little reserve as to confess – “Here is my finished picture: you see how bad it is. Well, the reason it is so bad, is, that this is all the study I had for it!”[footnoteRef:154] [154:  Ibid.
] 

The painter and art critic for the New York Evening Post, and The Galaxy, Eugene Benson came in for even harsher criticism: 
If … Mr. Benson could bring his unequal struggle with Nature to a close, in which Nature always gets the worst of it, we should be gratified. In one sense his “Cloud Towers,” is well named; for although the white mass in what we suppose is meant for sky, is not in the least like cloud, it is not unlike a heap of lime.[footnoteRef:155] [155:  Ibid.
] 

Curtis had an altogether more positive review of the exhibition which appeared in the June issue of Harper’s Monthly. He was generous in his appraisal of Hunt, describing
a bold charcoal drawing, evidently a portrait, by William M. Hunt, who in the large room has another portrait. They are both free and vigorous, and show Mr. Hunt’s admiration of the French school in which he was trained.[footnoteRef:156] [156:  “Editor’s Easy Chair”, Harper’s Monthly, June 1866, 117.] 

He was similarly more forgiving to artists whose work he clearly did not personally enjoy, saying only that Benson’s Cloud Towers “must be called a strictly sensational picture.”
Curtis saved his most lavish praise for Weir’s “Gun Foundry,” writing: 
As in witnessing the scene itself, so in looking at the picture the music of Schiller’s Song of the Bell begins to roll through your mind. The subject is treated with the closest fidelity. It is a transcript of the actual grim and glowing event, and not adorned, as in Turner’s daring picture of the casting of Wellington’s statue, by any purely fanciful accessories.[footnoteRef:157] [157:  Ibid.
] 

Through the course of his review, Curtis not only disagrees with Cook, but goes on to take aim at Cook’s claims to professional expertise, calling attention to how such a stance distances the writer from the public. Curtis begins his review by comically describing a pretentious visitor, one different from Curtis and the reader: 
Having closed your few remarks you proceed to express your impressions of the pictures in the following manner: the grave, sententious, methodical manner of those admirable but terrible persons who are really critics.[footnoteRef:158]  [158:  Ibid.
] 

He then closed the review with a more sincere, self-effacing summation of his own role as a ‘critic,’ which unlike the professional resembles that of the ordinary reader: 
You see, Sirs and Mesdames, that it is not a critic who has been strolling through the rooms. It is only a visitor like yourselves, who looks thankfully at the feast of color and form so plenteously spread, and departs grateful for the enjoyment.[footnoteRef:159]  [159:  Ibid. 118.
] 

This modest position recalls earlier pieces from the Editor’s Easy Chair, in 1854 and 1855, in which Curtis apparently publicly quit criticism, writing, “Criticism is thankless work. It is a base trade. It is at best an expression of individual opinion.”[footnoteRef:160] and later saying, “Who wants to visit the Academy with Dobb N.A.? This old Easy Chair (Curtis was only thirty one at the time, and it is here that we can see the parental voice of the magazine which Curtis is adopting) is content to roll about, pleased with the pretty pictures.”[footnoteRef:161] Curtis and the genteel reader, who can admire many different types of art, stand apart from art critics like Cook who seemed to take delight in dwelling upon the negative and who claim to possess a cultured superiority.  [160:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, October, 1854, 693.]  [161:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, July, 1855, 271.
] 

The difference between Cook and Curtis in their outlook fundamentally had its origins in the perceived significance of social class and the relevance of European culture to the development of American culture, as Saul Zalesch has described.[footnoteRef:162] Cook, and the young painters he championed, came from cultured, well established New England backgrounds. At a time when American culture was appearing to become more democratic, and social status was increasingly separated from family history, Cook felt moved to speak out in favour of cultural elitism. This informed his vision of the academy. For Cook, the academy should be an institution led by cultural elites who could instruct the public taste towards ‘higher’ art. However, the academy was populated by artists from modest middle-class backgrounds who had worked their way up to positions of authority. As an institution the academy championed meritocracy and saw its self as more of an open forum for the arts, seeking to appeal to public taste rather than forcefully dictate it. This included the acceptance of artists, such as William Morris Hunt, who worked in popular styles derived from study in European centres such as Paris. The reason for Cook’s hostility to art which was overtly influenced by European styles is interesting and may have its origins in Cook’s frustration at his own social standing. His preferred career as a poet was not open to him as he did not have a fortune to back him, and he was only able to travel to Europe in the 1870s (twenty years after Curtis). It is probable therefore that Cook’s cultural elitism was connected to his frustration caused by an early lack of material means. Conversely, Curtis, who came from a similar background to Cook and was very well connected with the elite Brahmin society centred around Boston and Harvard, seemingly had little interest in extolling his own elitism. His early career was not restricted in the same way as Cook; he made profitable connections, visited Europe and found early acclaim for his lyceum lectures, criticism and published travel writing. Curtis’s generous and democratic cultural outlook fitted well with Harper’s Monthly. He also consistently defended the influence of European culture on American culture, a position which resonated well with Harper’s, who had always printed (often pirated) foreign literature, and defended this decision on the basis that contact with this culture was beneficial to the cultivation of American art.  [162:  Saul E. Zalesch, “Competition and Conflict in the New York Art World, 1874-1879,” Winterthur Portfolio, Vol. 29, No. 2/3 (Summer - Autumn, 1994), pp. 103-120.
] 

The personal nature of Curtis’s responses to Cook were uncharacteristic of Harper’s Monthly, which prided itself on its inoffensive, paternal voice. The strength of Curtis’s responses therefore reveal the sincerity of his belief in the democratic progress of American art, symbolised by the academy. A good example of Curtis’s strong criticism of Cook is found in his Easy Chair article from March 1866: 
[Cook’s] article is unnecessarily contemptuous …The "Myopians" declare that the N. A.'s do not study nature. '"Tis false," cries this indignant voice [that of the academicians], "they do." So thinks the Easy Chair, and knows it. […] We are glad that the new critics are determined that pictures shall be brought to the test of nature. But let us all endeavor to understand what nature is.[footnoteRef:163]  [163:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, March, 1866, 522.] 

On Cook’s side, he was rarely brave or foolish enough to attack Curtis directly. Curtis was a well-established and respected public figure at this point, and it was generally accepted that the Easy Chair articles were supposed to be taken humorously, as a source of entertainment as much as enlightenment.. But Cook did attack the Academy for its apparent indifference to the qualities which he himself esteemed most highly; there was only a single aesthetic path and the Academy, artists and public were either disciples or blasphemers. 
Realising the destructiveness to the existing institutions of debate upon such terms, Curtis eschewed direct aesthetic argument. Instead he admired the new building of the Academy and emphasised its importance to the future of American art, or focused on the correct role of critics, or praised in general terms a wide variety of the artists exhibited, from newer artists like Whistler and Eastman Johnson to old guard painters like Charles Ingham and William Page.  Even when Curtis criticised the Academy, he addressed its government rather than the notion of an academy per se:
Who could truly say that this was a collection of pictures flattering to the national pride, and full of hope and promise for the American school? …
[…] all the weakness and folly and inefficiency of the European academies are at last fully developed and illustrated in this Academy of ours;[footnoteRef:164] [164:  “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, July, 1869, 287.
] 

Curtis however clearly realised that he had risked his “easy chair” in such severe criticism, and shortly after penned an apology:
when the Easy Chair said that the golden age was passed it had a very decided meaning. That meaning was not, (that) […] happy and prosperous years were not in store for the Academy. […] what the Easy Chair said was that the golden age of the Academy was passed—golden age, that is, childhood, guileless infancy, the toddling time—the season of gristle, before it has hardened into bone and muscle and become an efficient man. […] is it so unmannerly to allude to the departure of the golden age? Let it be understood, then, that the Easy Chair is of opinion that the prattling and playing time has passed, and that the Academy is now to be an actual force and inspiration in the development of universal art in America.[footnoteRef:165] [165:  My emphasis. “Editor’s Easy Chair,” Harper’s Monthly, April, 1870, 767-768.
] 


The above is clearly an acceptance from Curtis that he had gone too far, and a confirmation that he was supporting the Academy once more. 
Considering their exchanges it may be tempting to characterise Curtis as the fogy, aligned with a backward Academy. But the question being debated was not really progressive aesthetics versus rigid academic style. It was a debate about whether there was a place for national institutions such as an academy in the new American art-world, and if so, what its correct role should be – elite leadership or encouraging forum for all approaches and tastes. Curtis clearly shared Cook’s frustrations with the way the Academy was run at times, but because it was crucial to bringing art into the public sphere, he understood it as necessary for progress in American art. Cook, however, saw the public as a barrier to aesthetic progress, and so was perfectly willing to dispense with the Academy. The change in Curtis’s criticism from his early years as a young critic at the Tribune, to his new position, a defender of the public establishment, reflects the character of Harper’s Monthly. 

Harper’s Monthly remained consistent in its support for both the Academy and American art throughout the 1870s. When the Society of American Artists (SAA) broke away from the Academy in 1877 Harper’s Monthly published an article by George William Sheldon (1843-1914) which attempted to explain the separation as a natural evolution rather than a rupture which threatened to kill off the Academy.[footnoteRef:166] This was not the line taken by many of the critics writing for the dailies and weeklies, who enjoyed pitting the two organisations as rivals. Trudie Grace has written about the criticism which portrayed the two institutions in direct competition, and suggests that the animosity between the two was overplayed by many contemporary critics; twenty-one of the original twenty-two members of the SAA had exhibited at the Academy, and nine were full members. The two organisations eventually merged in 1906.[footnoteRef:167] The restrained view of the secession taken by Harper’s Monthly appears to have been prudent in retrospect, but this was not always the case. The magazine was also very supportive of the fraudulent director of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, Luigi Palma di Cesnola, throughout his controversies which came to a head in a public spat with Clarence Cook in 1882, after which Cook lost his job as the critic for the Tribune.[footnoteRef:168] Regardless of whether history proved it right or wrong, Harper’s Monthly remained consistent in its support for the institutions of American art and their figureheads.  [166:  “A New Departure in American Art,” Harper’s Monthly, April, 1878. This is discussed in chapter three.
]  [167:  Trudie A. Grace, “The National Academy of Design and the Society of American Artists: Rivals Viewed by Critics, 1878-1906,” in Rave Reviews: American Art and its Critics, 1826 – 1925, ed. David Dearinger (London: University Press of New England, 2000), 107-121.
]  [168:  Articles which were broadly supportive of Cesnola include: Hiram Hitchcock, “The Explorations of Di Cesnola in Cyprus,” (July, 1872), William Prime, “The Golden Treasures of Kurium,” (Aug., 1877) and “The Metropolitan Museum of Art”, (May, 1880), as well as Curtis in the ‘Editor’s Easy Chair’: June, 1874, February, 1878, June, 1880, and October, 1880. ] 


So why was Harper’s Monthly concerned with supporting the institutions and organisations of American art? In general terms it can be argued that institutions such as the Metropolitan Museum of Art and the National Academy were seen by the individuals associated with the management of the magazine as key components within an American art-world, the development of which was vital for the progress of art in America. The Harper brothers and Editor in Chief, Henry Mills Alden, were not personally close to the American art-world, but general support for national institutions seemed a sensibly inoffensive and patriotic position. However, there were individuals associated with the Harper’s firm who were also closely connected with America’s art-institutions. Their involvement with these institutions was rarely business orientated, but philanthropic. Support for national culture was a fitting concern for the self-consciously cultured middle-classes, particularly those associated around Boston, which had for many years seen itself as the cultivator and protector of a national American culture. The criticisms and misinterpretations of institutions such as the National Academy were therefore a personal matter for many associated with the Harper’s firm. 
The Harper brothers were apparently not directly involved in any art institutions, but casting our gaze slightly wider, we do find that there are many connections which can be drawn with their close friends and business associates. For example, William C. Prime (1825-1905), who had ten articles published in Harper’s Monthly between 1860 and 1884 began a career as a lawyer before moving into publishing as the editor-owner of the New York Journal of Commerce, and was associate editor to Sylvester Rosa Koehler (1837-1900) at the American Art Review (where S. G. W. Benjamin was an art-critic). In addition to this he was a trustee and first Vice-President of the Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1874, and, with his wife, was a nationally recognised collector of ceramics. It was at his insistence that the art-history department at his alma mater, Princeton, was set up, to which he donated his collection of ceramics, and became the department’s first chair in 1884. Prime’s brother was Samuel Irenæus Prime (1812-1885), a clergyman and writer who was editor and owner of the New York Observer. Both brothers’ connections with the Harper brothers went back to the early 1850s. Harper’s published several books by both brothers, including books on William C. Prime’s hobbies: collecting coins, porcelains and tapestries. Fletcher Harper was a close associate of both, and William was entrusted with writing the official biography of their close mutual friend, Samuel F. B. Morse (1791-1872), the first president of the National Academy in New York.[footnoteRef:169]  [169:  Exman, The Brothers Harper, 336.] 

It is possible to draw many other webs of connection which link Harper’s with the circles of cultural elites who played influential roles in the institutional boom which occurred in the 1870s in the American art-world, but this would be an inefficient use of limited remaining space with which to examine the connections between Harper’s Monthly and the American art-world. Instead I would like to conclude by briefly considering how the Harper’s firm could itself be considered to be a part of the institutional fabric of the American art-world, through its large art department.
 Harper’s art department shared a reputation with the magazine as the largest and best amongst the major publishers of the period. Harper’s employed the likes of Winslow Homer, John White Alexander, Harry Stephens, W. S. Jewett, Sol Eytinge, William and Alfred R.  Waud, Theodore R. Davis, Granville Perkins, Thomas Nast and C. G. Bush. Some of the artists mentioned above are better known than others. Still, apart from the few names which we know of, there were many hundreds more anonymous artists and craftsmen who worked for a period in the studios at the top of the building on Franklin Square [Figs. 15-18]. The scale of the Harper’s publishing operation meant that they could maintain their own full time art department and afford to pay their artists and craftsmen regular salaries for their work. This was not typical amongst publishers of the time, most of which used specialist third parties to provide illustrations. Work for artists from these companies was generally unreliable. For young aspiring artists, drawn to New York by its booming art-world, the Harper’s studios offered a way in, a means of receiving useful training in a craft which could pay when commissions and sales were scarce as well as an introduction to a fraternity of like-minded men and women. The early career of John White Alexander is a good example of this. Alexander travelled from his home in Pennsylvania to New York with the specific aim of finding work with Harper’s as a means to further an artistic career. He progressed through the ranks within the workshop where talent was quickly recognised and rewarded, and was paid by the firm to travel across the country to provide illustrations. It was in the Harper’s studio that he was introduced to Charles Stanley Reinhart who had recently studied in Munich and encouraged Alexander to do the same, providing him with contacts and advice.[footnoteRef:170] This is one example of many which illustrates the influential position which the Harper’s art department occupied within the New York art-world. As with other areas of the Harper’s operation, the success of the art department was built upon able and consistent leadership. Charles Parsons (1821-1910), an eminent watercolourist who exhibited at the National Academy of Design, succeeded John Chaplin in 1863 and remained art director for both the Weekly and Monthly magazines until 1889. Under Parson’s leadership the Harper’s art department was itself a type of art educational venue where the likes of Edwin Austin Abbey, Reinhart, Alexander, Alfred Parsons, Arthur Burdett Frost, Howard Pyle and Frank Du Mond all received training.  [170:  Sarah J. Moore, John White Alexander and the Construction of National Identity: Cosmopolitan American Art, 1880-1915, (London: University of Delaware Press, 2003), 23-24.] 

Harper’s Monthly represented more than just a view of the American art-world; it was an extension of that same art-world, playing a significant, albeit largely unrecognised role. When viewed from this angle, it is possible to understand the reasoning behind the inclusion of articles on some specific topics which had clear particular interest to those associated with the magazine. Illustration and engraving is an obvious example; Harper’s felt a duty as guardians and promoters of this craft in America. Articles such as George E. Woodberry’s “History of Wood Engraving,” serialised over two issues (April and July 1882), Frederick Keppel’s “The Golden Age of Engraving” (August 1878) and James Parton’s thorough survey of caricature, serialised over eight issues (1874-75), acted as a gateway for the magazine’s readership, introducing them to the technicalities of the craft on display so that they may better appreciate it. When the British born engraver and political activist William J. Linton created publicity with a swipe against the so-called “New School” of illustration in his article for Atlantic, titled “Art in Engraving on Wood” (June 1879), the editors took it upon themselves to host a “Symposium of Wood Engravers” which was published in the February 1880 issue of Harper’s Monthly. As with other conflicts which threatened open schism, such as the secession of the SAA from the Academy, Harper’s Monthly was careful to promote a moderate stance, emphasising continuity with the past and the evolutionary inevitability of change in order to realise technical progress.  
Other articles operated in a similar fashion to introduce arts and crafts to the American people on a practical and accessible level. J. M. Mancini has explained how the promotion of craft, delivered by magazine articles, “how to...” books, amateur art-clubs as well as public art-competitions, such as the Christmas Card competitions organised by the arts entrepreneur Louis Prang, was a means by which “art-feeling” (returning to the term employed by S. G. W. Benjamin in Harper’s Monthly) could be transmitted to the American public.[footnoteRef:171] Harper’s Monthly even organised their own art competition in 1884, encouraging submissions from readers, although this was apparently not a success; the artist Francis Davis Millet, who was brought in to help judge the submissions wrote an article in November 1884 expressing disappointment at the overall quality of the work sent in response by the public.  [171:  Mancini, Pre-Modernism, Chapter Two. 
] 

The magazine’s owners and Editor in Chief lurk elusively in the background, playing an unrecognised supporting role to the establishment and management of the institutions and organisations which constituted the American art-world in the 1870s and 1880s. Characteristically the magazine maintained a composed and moderate position in relation to the debates and changes which were taking place throughout this period; but what was not said was often as significant as the platitudes and measured praise. By the 1870s, as an elder statesman of the publishing sector, Harper’s Monthly’s words carried significant weight. The magazine employed these words cautiously, supporting American art’s progress gently, but reliably. 






Chapter 3: Critical Voices.
We have seen how Harper’s Monthly brought art to the general public by means of education. The magazine was not only a neutral instructor, but was itself a part of the art-world who used its cultural weight to support the institutional and organisational developments which were taking place at a rapid rate following the Civil War. In both instances the magazine was acting in accordance with its founding principles by making sure that their position was not “in the slightest degree offensive to the most sensitive delicacy.”[footnoteRef:172] But the professionalisation of writing in the nineteenth-century created the paid critic and full-time journalist, authors whose livelihood depended upon them being able to entertain, inspire confidence and maintain readers’ attentions in an increasingly competitive marketplace. Writers became adept at assuming strong personal voices in order to cater to different audiences in both fiction and nonfiction.[footnoteRef:173] The opportunities for these writers both creatively and financially became greater with an expanded and diversified publishing landscape. New magazines and newspapers were designed for readers of all backgrounds, tastes and interests.[footnoteRef:174] The magazine publishing sector was increasingly competitive in the 1870s and 1880s and this posed a significant threat to the general interest type, of which Harper’s Monthly was the best established. Harper’s Monthly lacked the immediacy and activism of its sibling Harper’s Weekly, Frank Leslie's Illustrated Newspaper or their imitators. Price represented another area of the Harper’s Monthly business model which was under attack, with cheaper popular magazines such as Ladies Home Journal (six cents), Good Housekeeping (ten cents) and Cosmopolitan (ten cents), all of which encroached significantly upon Harper’s Monthly’s territory in terms of the family circle readership and offered great value compared with Harper’s Monthly which sold for twenty-five cents. All of these magazines were founded in the 1880s and were a precursor to the price war created by the so called “ten-cent magazines” in the 1890s who went after increasingly sensationalistic and muck-racking content to grab readers, of which McClure’s Magazine (established 1893) is probably the best known. Content was also a sphere in which new competitors were able to outshine the likes of Harper’s Monthly, through greater focus on particular themes and topics. It was no longer viable for Harper’s Monthly to recycle content from other sources. Competitors were entertaining audiences and offering socio-cultural identification by providing original content, lively discussion and strong opinion.      [172:  Advertisement, Volume III, (June, 1851).
]  [173:  See Richard H. Brodhead, Cultures of Letters (London: University of Chicago Press, 1993). 
]  [174:  In terms of arts publishing alone, the Chronological Chart of Art Periodicals which Helene Emylou Roberts provided in her MA Thesis, “American Art Periodicals of the Nineteenth Century,” is a useful reference to illustrate this point. ] 

In this new marketplace the inoffensive neutrality of Harper’s Monthly which had been one of its greatest strengths in its first two decades suddenly seemed to be one of its biggest weaknesses. The very concept of the general interest magazine, jack of all trades but master of none, was becoming problematic. Still, Harper’s Monthly was in a privileged position in comparison to its direct rivals as one of the oldest and most recognised magazines in the country, connected to a successful publishing firm who could subsidise production costs. The greater diversity in the magazine marketplace was not as detrimental to Harper’s Monthly as it was to many of its competitors in the general interest sector,[footnoteRef:175] and in some respects had the effect of consolidating the territory. Very few truly new, nationwide magazines in the Harper’s Monthly mould were set up in the 1870s and 1880s; possibly an indication that this type of magazine was increasingly unviable.  [175:  Competitors went through mergers and sales in the face of greater competition. The Galaxy merged with Atlantic in 1878 and Scribner’s Monthly, who itself had previously absorbed the second incarnation of Putnam’s was sold in 1881 and became The Century.  ] 

The content and style of the magazine did change to reflect these broader developments and maintain Harper’s Monthly’s dominant position. A changing of the guard within the magazine’s management may have had some influence. Fletcher Harper, closely associated with the magazine since its inception, retired in 1875 and died two years later. He was succeeded by his grandson J. Henry Harper who had been involved with the magazine for six years previously, but it was Editor in Chief Henry Mills Alden who really took sole control of the reins. Alden was a magazine man who had been a contributor to Atlantic before working with Harper’s, initially at Harper’s Weekly as Managing Editor (1863-1869), before moving to the Monthly as Editor in Chief in 1869. Alden was attuned to the changes taking place in the field from the point of view of both a writer and editor, and was well connected in both circles. Individual opinion and analysis is found with greater regularity in the magazine during the 1870s and 1880s, as well as articles on topics of specialist interest. Art was no exception in this regard. From the late 1870s onwards articles on American and contemporary art began to appear in the magazine fairly regularly [Figs. 2 and 5]. In 1878 two interviews with eminent American artists, George Inness and J. Q. A. Ward, one unsigned the other by G. W. Sheldon were published in the February and June issues respectively. These articles represent the first and only such interviews with artists in the magazine between 1867 and 1890. Following these we find articles on or by American artists[footnoteRef:176] every year up to 1890. It is worth re-iterating that the amount of material is by no means copious; Harper’s Monthly was after all a general interest magazine. Nonetheless this observation is significant if we consider that not a single substantial article dedicated to a living American artist appeared in the magazine until 1878. [176:  I include artists who were resident in the United States but were not necessarily born in America. 
] 

This development can be explained in various ways. American artists were becoming better known. Art in general was becoming more popular, evidenced and supported by the boom in institutions, organisations and specialist media. This is the subject of a significant study by Sarah Burns, titled Inventing the Modern Artist (1996). Burns describes how artists became increasingly self-conscious of their public personas and how these could be manipulated to their advantage (Part Four: The Artist in the Realm of Spectacle). She also explains how artists were portrayed in popular media such as cartoons and how the public’s conceptions of artists developed, and was eventually capitalised on in various ways via associations with politics, philosophies and even consumer products (Part Five: Oculus Populi). 
In connection to this rise in public profile and interest, expert writers were more numerous and writing about art in general had developed to be more entertaining, giving the editors of magazines such as Harper’s Monthly greater opportunities to publish articles on the visual arts. A strong correlation can also be drawn between the frequency of these articles and events which were taking pace in the art-world which attracted popular interest. We find the largest number of articles both on art in general and American art in particular between 1877 and 1882.[footnoteRef:177] This was when the authority of the National Academy of Design in New York was challenged, initially by the establishment of the Art Students League in 1875 and then the Society of American Artists (SAA) in 1877. The controversy caused by these events is still interpreted to this day as a defining moment in the development of American art and is employed as a periodising mechanism to represent a transition from one generation of artists, preoccupied with the development of a national art, to a new, cosmopolitan and progressive generation. The significance of the SAA’s secession was also recognised at the time by many art-critics. Writing about the SAA’s first exhibition on 6 March 1878, Clarence Cook claimed, “This exhibition means revolution.” [footnoteRef:178] Art became the subject of popular debate in a manner which was more nuanced than had been the case previously, such as the scandal caused by Hiram Powers’s “The Greek Slave,” which was a cause célèbre about American morals as much as it was about visual art.[footnoteRef:179] It may be possible to perceive the increased interest in and knowledge about art amongst the American people by referring to the numbers of detailed and focussed articles which appeared in popular publications such as Harper’s Monthly. The breadth of topics and approaches makes this material harder to bring together into a coherent narrative, but ignoring this material would provide an incomplete picture of the magazine. In fact, it is the diversity which is of particular interest, in relation to the development of American art, as it accurately reflects the pluralistic nature of the art from the late-nineteenth-century, when a range of different styles, trends, approaches and theories were competing for support and attention. It is wrong to posit a single history of American art during this period, and it would be disingenuous to force some of the articles which appeared in isolation in the late 1870s and 1880s into a preconceived narrative. However, the articles do share a concern for quality and credibility of authorship, in keeping with the magazine’s core values. Given the limited space available, I will focus my attention on the three articles which appeared in 1878, at a point when American art was going through significant change and capturing the public’s attention. The articles represent the specialist critic and the artist, communicating to the Harper’s Monthly readership in a manner which had not been experienced before in the magazine. These are illustrative of the more detailed and critical content on the visual arts that was published during the 1880s. [177:  See Figs. 1 and 2. Providing definitive figures to quantify this is problematic as it is open to debate how one defines whether an article is about art, American art etc. In my analysis I have classified any factual article (excluding works of fiction, poetry etc.) about arts or crafts, excluding architecture but including archaeology and photography. I have only considered that an article is about the art of a specific nation if this dominates the content, but is not necessarily the sole subject. By this reckoning I have observed that there were a total of twenty-five articles on American art between 1877 and 1882. Articles on art in general for the same period appeared on fifty-seven occasions. This compares with just four articles on American art in ten years between 1867 and 1876, and twenty-four on art in general for the same period. The relatively small scale of this data means that it is susceptible to misconception. The publication of a series about art over several issues in a single year inevitably creates a spike in the analysis. Regardless of the specific numbers, the increase in material concerning the visual arts is significant. 
]  [178:  Clarence Cook, “A New Art Departure,” New York Daily Tribune, March 9, 1878. Quote taken from Sarah Burns and John Davis (eds.), American Art to 1900 A Documentary History (London: University of California Press, 2009), 727.
]  [179:  The unease that this sculpture created during its nationwide tour (1847-48) is noted by David Scobey in “Nymphs and Satyrs: Sex and the Bourgeois Public Sphere in Victorian New York,” Winterthur Portfolio Vol. 37, No. 1 (Spring 2002): 43-66. See also; Conant, “Progress of the Fine Arts,” 693.
] 

Sheldon’s two articles for Harper’s Monthly, taken alongside the interview with George Inness, form a distinct group thematically which appeared between February and June 1878. Sheldon was a professional journalist who was appointed the art-critic for the New York Post in 1873. The Post was one of three New York newspapers which had a consistent commitment to covering the visual arts, with a position for a full-time art-critic. The other two newspapers were the New York Daily Tribune and the World.[footnoteRef:180] The association between each of the papers and their art-critics was strong. Clarence Cook was the personality connected with the Tribune, whilst William Crary Brownell (1851-1928) wrote for the World throughout the 1870s. We have already seen in the previous chapter that Clarence Cook’s reputation for riling the establishment was well founded and brought him into conflict with the magazine’s foremost personality, George William Curtis. Brownell had a similar, if slightly diluted reputation. He was known as a champion of the younger generation of artists who called for expression over straightforward representation. Perhaps his best known and most quoted piece was “The Younger Painters of America” series which appeared in three instalments in The Century, (May 1880, July 1880 and July 1881). Brownell’s opening passage in May 1880 was emphatic, stating that the period 1876-77 marked a “beginning of an epoch” in the annals of American art, and later declaring that “the destruction of our old canons and standards was necessary.”[footnoteRef:181] Sheldon by contrast had a reputation as a more even-handed critic, who remained respectful of the establishment, whilst maintaining close relations with the new artists being championed by the likes of Cook and Brownell.[footnoteRef:182] This made Sheldon a good fit for Harper’s Monthly (and Harper’s Weekly, where he was the art-critic for several years in the 1880s). Brownell was associated with many other magazines including the Atlantic, Scribner’s/ The Century, and Nation, but neither Cook nor Brownell ever had articles on American art published in Harper’s Monthly. The relative standings of both the critics and the magazine would have made an association between them probable, but their reputations for strong, even reactionary, opinion made them less attractive prospects for the editorship at Harper’s Monthly, even in a period of critically forthright judgement and personality. Sheldon was also a regular contributor to the New York Art Journal (1875-1887) alongside S. G. W. Benjamin who was closely connected to Harper’s. The relationship between Sheldon and Harper’s was mutually beneficial. Sheldon, like Benjamin, had books on art published by the firm, and his appearance in the magazine introduced him to a broader, nationwide audience.  [180:  The New York Times and Sun would later join these three by appointing Charles DeKay and William Mackay Laffan (1848-1909) respectively. Laffan worked  at the Sun between 1881 and 1884. He was the art editor and London agent for Harper’s publishers, before returning to the Sun as its publisher and eventual owner after 1900. Like William C. Prime, he was an authority on ceramics and a trustee of the Metropolitan Museum in New York. 
]  [181:  William C. Brownell, “The Younger Painters of America (Part 1),” Scribner’s Monthly, May, 1880, 1.
]  [182:  Margaret C. Conrads, Winslow Homer and the Critics: Forging a National Art in the 1870s, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 4-5.
] 

Sheldon’s counterpart to Brownell’s “The Younger Painters of America” was titled “A New Departure in American Art,” appearing in the April 1878 issue of Harper’s Monthly, at an opportune time in relation to the annual exhibition of the National Academy and the inaugural exhibition of its supposed rival the SAA. As one would expect given all that we have seen thus far of the Harper’s Monthly editorship, Sheldon tread a more cautious line than the likes of Brownell and Cook who were both rejoicing amidst claims of “revolution.” The secession of the SAA from the Academy was in reality not so much of a rupture as a gradual and, as Sheldon would emphasise, natural, “departure” for American art. Discontent had been growing steadily amongst a generation of younger artists who had gone to Europe seeking training, and returned with new ideas which challenged the establishment who had been concerned with the cultivation of an independent American art, best characterised by the Hudson River landscape school. Training was a regular point of contention in discussions concerning American art. When the Academy temporarily closed its schools in 1875, the younger artists stepped in to set up the Art Students League. The popularity and success of this move demonstrated that the Academy was not the only path to artistic success and gave the appearance of a generational divide amongst American artists. The Academicians increasingly appeared to be a barrier rather than a benefit to progress. Sheldon himself wrote, “the principal reason why the Association was formed is that the National Academy of Design seemed unwilling to aid the progress of art in this country.”[footnoteRef:183] In a similar vein, Wyatt Eaton, one of the founders of the SAA wrote, “I see the Academy as a great obsticle (sic) to art culture, growth and education.”[footnoteRef:184] The consistently conservative selection panels for the Academy’s annual exhibition stoked unrest which forced a more liberal hanging committee in 1877, when several younger artists who had received training in Europe such as William Merritt Chase were prominently featured. This caused a backlash from the Academy officers who felt slighted and requested a rehang of the exhibition which was denied by the committee. The Academy members reacted by passing a measure which ensured their favourable treatment for future exhibitions by a guarantee of being displayed “on the line,” and refusing to elect any new members to the Academy that year. The fall-out from this disagreement resulted in the formation of the SAA, which was established upon two principles: that the purpose of the society was to advance “the interests of art in America,” and that the society would hold an annual exhibition.[footnoteRef:185] The SAA’s first exhibition was staged at the Kurtz Gallery in New York on March 6, 1878 with a deliberately wide variety of art on display. The society even had agents based in Paris to encourage the latest submissions from artists based in Europe. [183:  G. W. Sheldon, “A New Departure in American Art,” Harper’s Monthly, April, 1878, 764. 
]  [184:  From a letter dated June 21,1877 to Richard and Helena De Kay Gilder in the collection of the New York Public Library, reproduced in: Burns and Davis (eds.), American Art to 1900, 724.
]  [185:  Quotation is taken from the resolutions passed by the society on October 29, 1877, quoted by Sheldon, Ibid. It is worth noting at this juncture that throughout I am referring to the organisation as the Society of American Artists (SAA) in line with scholarship to the present day, in order to avoid confusion with the gallery and auction house by the same name which was established in 1883. The official name by which the organisation referred to itself was the American Art Association. Critics including Sheldon and Cook also referred to it by this name. 
] 

Critics were nearly universally positive in their reviews of the SAA’s first show in terms of presentation. The Academy had been previously criticised for overcrowding its shows and displaying many of the best works in poorly lit and obscured positions. The selection panel for the SAA was deliberately dominated by practicing artists who kept the initial number of selections lower, with a focus on better display.  The SAA also accepted sketches and studies, and represented far more female artists than the Academy. The events leading up to the split and the clearly different styles of both the works on show and the presentation at the two exhibitions which were staged at roughly the same time of year in the same city provided ample material for writers who wished to provide a narrative of drama and tension for their readers. Sheldon did not shy away from criticising the Academy, although he did this mainly by “reporting” the denunciations of others. He clearly had sympathy with the new generation of artists and what they were trying to achieve, but throughout his essay the reader receives a sense of calm balance and reassurance rather than revolution and conflict. Sheldon thoroughly described the Society, its origins and aims, naming all of the founding members along with their administrative roles. His introduction to the topic is reminiscent of a historian documenting the facts without passing judgement. He was careful to mention that three of the founding members were also academicians, a further two were associate academicians, and that all had retained their positions in the Academy. He then proceeded to explain how the animosity felt by the younger generation towards the Academy was natural: 
It is not at all strange, then, that there should be in New York city a company of artists who want more elbow room than the National Academy gives them, who are not inclined to be at the mercy of the Academy until the time shall come—if it is to come—for them to be elected Academicians[footnoteRef:186] [186:  Sheldon, “A New Departure in American Art”, 765.
] 

Sheldon provided balance by explaining that challenges to the Academy’s authority were expected, providing the example of Europe. 
It is by no means surprising that dissatisfaction should have been manifested toward the National Academy of Design. The complaints and accusations that I have mentioned are the same as those made against similar institutions in other lands. Take, for instance, the London Royal Academy.[footnoteRef:187] [187:  Ibid., 764. Sheldon goes on to quote criticisms of the Royal Academy from Athenaeum, The Saturday Review, The Examiner, and The Gentleman’s Magazine.
] 

Sheldon was keen to emphasise the continuity between the SAA and the Academy, reminding the reader that the rivalry between the institutions perceived by some commentators, was not an intended consequence of the departure:
the Association announced that it considered itself, and that it wished the public to consider it, in no sense a rival to the Academy. It recognized the fact that both institutions, each in its own way, worshipped the same supreme goddess. It had seceded, not in the spirit of bitterness or of commercial competition, but in the spirit of freedom and of independence. [footnoteRef:188] [188:  Ibid., 765.
] 

We can understand from the above quotations that Sheldon was cautious in his approach to the situation with the Academy and the SAA. It is easy to see how such restraint chimed with the general tone of Harper’s Monthly’s coverage of the visual arts. Elsewhere throughout the article Sheldon revealed his support for the actions of the younger artists and the imaginative approach found in the foreign ateliers where they had received their training. He does not directly criticise the older generation of artists, such as Church or Durand who were often praised for their fidelity to nature. But his enthusiasm for the imaginative element found in French landscape painting does reveal sympathies with the younger generation. Sheldon sensitively expressed his criticism of the academicians by asking the reader to compare Corot’s approach to landscape with that of the British Pre-Raphaelite John Brett, rather than an American artist, in order to illustrate the conflict between artistic approaches. Still, the broader implication for the Hudson River school would have been acknowledged by many readers and is significant.[footnoteRef:189] Critics were easily tempted into bringing the perennial theoretical structure of nature versus imagination to bear upon the situation as a means of interpreting the disagreement between the SAA and the Academy. The younger artists were cast as “angels” of prophetic change. Sheldon’s own article concludes with an emotive appeal for originality in art, with the plea that “each member of the American Art Association be just such an angel!”[footnoteRef:190] who had sought guidance and training in the art centres of the Old World and had returned with the technical abilities to allow American art to flourish. What was in reality a dispute about administration became transfigured by critics into a theoretical debate.   [189:  Ibid., 766.
]  [190:  Ibid., 768.
] 

Sheldon’s support for the Society was still measured, lacking the unbounded enthusiasm of the likes of Clarence Cook, and he prophesised that the Society would in time become institutionalised and as conservative as the Academy.[footnoteRef:191] His main anxiety was focussed on the question of originality; that their training in Europe would lead many artists to become copyists of their masters’ styles. [191:  Ibid. 767.
] 

the greatest peril in the path of the new departure is the loss of originality. Imitation is the death of art […] The members of the American Art Association are especially in danger of becoming mere copyists—much as they abhor the word; in some instances they have already been accused of being channels for the mannerisms of their European teachers. ln the last Academy exhibition in New York, where some of their works were hung, the word “Munich," so often on the lips of intelligent visitors, was, and was intended to be, an unpleasant insinuation.[footnoteRef:192]  [192:  Ibid., 768.
] 

Sheldon’s anxiety was shared by many other critics who were suspicious of foreign influence in American art (we can recall S. G. W. Benjamin’s concern that American art remain true to itself, discussed in my first chapter). Regardless of their position on the imagination versus nature debate, originality is a quality which was consistently esteemed above most others by nineteenth-century American art-writers.[footnoteRef:193] However, Sheldon understood the necessity of European training, and hoped to reassure the reader that the new artists’ experience in Europe would not adversely affect the development of a national art.[footnoteRef:194] He clearly had some concern about the technical limitations of American artists.  [193:  For example in “Fifty Years of American Art,” Benjamin praises the American landscape school for its “entire originality and individuality” (Sept., 1879, 485), and Bierstadt’s Californian scenes as “original, and quite free from the Düsseldorf taint” (Oct., 1879, 674). 
]  [194:  Sheldon, “A New Departure in American Art,” 765-66.
] 

the trouble with too many of our painters is that they are deficient in academic learning. They cannot draw accurately; they cannot color skilfully. […] The great defect of American art—to speak in the spirit of self-examination and soberness—is ignorance. American artists, with a few conspicuous exceptions, have not mastered the science of their profession.[footnoteRef:195]  [195:  Ibid., 766.
] 

The foundation of the Art Students League and the secession of the SAA suggested that the Academy was to blame for this short fall in training, but Sheldon was sympathetic to the Academy in this regard, citing lack of funds and government backing as reasons for its shortcomings.[footnoteRef:196] Sheldon’s defence of the Academy was by no means unqualified and he did question whether the physical institution was still necessary: [196:  Ibid.
] 

What is wanted in American art is some recognized authority in matters of artistic tone and taste. It makes little difference whether such an authority be crystallized into a national institution or be diffused in the national atmosphere.[footnoteRef:197] [197:  Ibid., 767.
] 

But ultimately Sheldon appealed to the reader to remember the achievements of the Academy and emphasised the similarities between the different generations of artists, stressing continuity over rupture.  
But shall nothing be said in recognition of the services of our venerable National Academy? […] No one, I venture to assert, can read the stirring utterances of a master like Mr. George Inness, as these were recorded in a paper entitled "A Painter on Painting," in the February number of this Magazine, without respecting—I had almost said reverencing—his genius,  his learning, his thoroughly artistic methods and aims. Mr. lnness, to be sure, warmly sympathizes, I am told, with the course of the American Art Association. Still, he is not a member of that body. But why mention him alone? There are J. Q. A. Ward, and Sandford Gifford, and Church, and McEntee, and Page, and Whittredge, and Eastman Johnson, and Winslow Homer, and Guy, and W. T. Richards, and others, […] These men are not found in the "new departure" of which we have been speaking, but they have all of them, perhaps more than once, taken new departures of their own; and whatever things are true and honest and lovely in the present new departure are, we may be assured, neither strange nor unwelcome to them.[footnoteRef:198]  [198:  Ibid.
] 


Sheldon’s mention of the respected elder statesmen of American art, George Inness and John Quincy Adams Ward brings us neatly to the other two articles to which I referred earlier, that should be read in connection with Sheldon’s “A New Departure in American Art.” These articles represent the first instance in Harper’s Monthly of artists responding directly to the questions concerning American art which had arisen in recent years. Inness had been an academician since 1868 and was at the summit of his career by the late 1870s. Ward was five years younger than Inness and at a similar point in terms of his career. He had completed several high-profile public commissions, such as the statues for Central Park in New York, been elected to the Academy in 1861, and served a term as its President in 1874. These were two popular establishment figures, representing the arts of painting and sculpture, who were well suited to a magazine with the history and parental tone of Harper’s Monthly. 
Given their experiences and position one might expect to read conservative opinion, but this was not the case. Both artists expressed their admiration for contemporary art. Nothing about their responses was provocative in relation to the secession, and there were no direct questions relating to the SAA, but their views on the topics of training, art’s aim and contemporary European art communicated sympathy with the younger generation. There was certainly no sense of the hostility between these seasoned academicians and the “new school” of European trained American artists.
On the topic of European training it is not that surprising that both Ward and Inness were very supportive of the younger generation. Inness had started his career as a follower of the Hudson River painters but later came under the influence of French art, particularly the Barbizon school. He had made several trips to Europe in the 1850s and benefitted greatly from first-hand contact with contemporary European art. Atypically for an American sculptor, Ward only travelled to Europe after establishing a reputation in America, in 1872 (and again in 1887), but was certain in his recommendation to aspiring sculptors of the need to study the Antique, the Greeks in particular, first-hand. He was equally insistent on the study of the nude direct from nature.
No matter how the figure is to be draped, always model it in the nude first, so as to feel the masses and the movement of the figure. In sculpture no man can ignore the grandeur and the beauty of the antique. Adhere to nature, by all means, but assist your intelligence and correct your taste by the study of the best Greek works.[footnoteRef:199]  [199:  G. W. Sheldon, “An American Sculptor”, Harper’s Monthly, June, 1878, p. 63.
] 

The lack of opportunity to study the nude was one of the regular complaints amongst artists receiving training in America, and was cited by many as a reason for study in European academies. Ward cautioned students against spending too long in Rome to avoid the temptation to simply mimic the Antique instead of learning from it about nature. Instead he advised artists to study in Paris, where the teaching was best. Despite this advantage, he still felt the need to warn against too much foreign influence, and the perceived preoccupation with style over subject which was a common criticism of contemporary European art.  
Paris has the best draughtsmen in the world; its system of teaching is the best, training the eye to the movement of figures and to accuracy of representation. It has, too, the best colorists in the world." Nevertheless, he discerns the faults of French art. "A Frenchman," as he well puts it, "doesn't care what he does, but how he does it. A great many of his subjects need washing.[footnoteRef:200] [200:  Ibid., 66.
] 


Inness concurred with Ward about Paris as the optimum location to learn the artist’s craft,[footnoteRef:201] but was more nuanced in his perception of the link between morality and art. Initially, responding to the question “What is it that the painter tries to do?” Inness replied,  [201:  “George Inness on Paintings”, Harper’s Monthly, February, 1878, 458.
] 

Simply to reproduce in other minds the impression which a scene has made upon him. A work of art does not appeal to the intellect. It does not appeal to the moral sense. Its aim is not to instruct, not to edify, but to awaken an emotion.[footnoteRef:202]  [202:  Ibid.
] 

Later in the article however, he suggested that there is a connection between morality and art. This connection is between the work and the civilization which displays or uses it, and is produced by the purity or truthfulness with which the artist pursues the idea or emotion which they initially experienced in the face of nature. In order to communicate the idea or emotion truthfully the artist has to employ their intellect, but the intellectual interpretation of the artwork by the viewer will not automatically result in the truthful perception of the artist’s idea or emotion; the artist has to also appeal to the moral faculty. 
The true use of art is, first, to cultivate the artists own spiritual nature, and secondly, to enter as a factor in general civilization.[…] soon the discovery is made that the moral element underlies all, that unless the moral also is brought into play, the intellectual faculties are not in condition for conveying the artistic impulse or inspiration.[footnoteRef:203] [203:  Ibid., 461.
] 

The important civilizing role which art could play for society was also recognised by Ward who was of the opinion that the public was an important factor to consider for artists and art more broadly: 
The masses of the people, if they don't get the whole of what an artist has expressed, certainly get a part of it. I have never yet seen a really good art work go a-begging in New York. We artists sometimes whine about the lack of appreciation, but in nine cases out of ten the cause of our sorrow lies in ourselves. A true work of art will meet the wants and therefore stir the feelings of the ordinary human heart. It is sure to win recognition.[footnoteRef:204] [204:  Sheldon, “An American Sculptor”, 67.
] 

Inness was less positive about public taste, though he did not dismiss or blame the public for this. When asked, “What is the tendency of modern art buyers?” he replied,
Our country is flooded with the mercantile imbecilities of Verboeckhoven and hundreds of other European artists whose very names are a detestation to any lover of truth. The skin-deep beauties of Bouguereau and others of whom he is a type are a loathing to those who hate the idolatry which worships waxen images. The true artist loves only that work in which the evident intention has been to attain the truth, and such work is not easily brought to a fine polish. What he hates is that which has evidently been painted for a market. The sleekness of which we see so much in pictures is a result of spiritual inertia, and is his detestation.[footnoteRef:205] [205:  “George Inness on Paintings”, 460-461.
] 

For both Ward and Inness, art and artists clearly had a duty to engage with wider society; a notion which was under particular pressure at the time with the publicity caused by the Ruskin and Whistler libel case in 1877. Whistler was the public figurehead for the characterisation of the “dandy artist,” removed from any obligation to communicate with society. This was an image which Whistler and others amongst the younger generation such as William Merritt Chase were keen to cultivate, as it raised social status and fed into the mythology of the creative genius. Whistler was an American-born artist who spent his career in Europe between Paris and London, and his public persona embodied, whether actually or conceptually, many of the anxieties which many Americans had with regard to the corrupting influence of European art. Ward understood the need to travel for American artists and bemoaned the difficulty for those forging a career at home, but still insisted that this was the correct thing to do. 
we shall never have good art at home until our best artists reside here. God knows how much we sculptors suffer from not living in an art atmosphere—from the absence of proper assistance, of fine examples, of sculptors to talk with and commune with, and of the thousand other elements that produce such an atmosphere. But an American sculptor will serve himself and his age best by working at home. I do not blame artists who live abroad; they have a right to do so. But those of us who remain behind must needs suffer and struggle the more.[footnoteRef:206]  [206:  Sheldon, “An American Sculptor”, 66.
] 

It is unsurprising that Inness and Ward differed in their opinions with the likes of Whistler and what was seen as the excesses of the Aesthetic Movement which would later be termed “decadent,” with its “art for art’s sake” philosophy. But in many other respects both artists were very close to the progressive positions held by the younger generation of artists, and their supporters such as Sheldon. Inness was far from prescriptive in his views on technique, stating that “there are no absolute rules about methods of painting.”[footnoteRef:207] Ward agreed with Sheldon that the expression of imagination and impression inspired by nature, rather than its faithful reproduction was the true aim of the artist, “The true significance of art lies in its improving upon nature. We don't want Holbein, but we do want Titian.”[footnoteRef:208] I do not wish to give the impression of over simplifying the interpretation of the American Landscape painting tradition exemplified by the Hudson River School. Of course it is a matter of continuing debate the extent to which descriptions of the works as “truthful” or “faithful” to nature should be interpreted literally. Still, it is informative to consider these comments against the backdrop of the contemporary public perception of the American landscape tradition, which had been widely praised for the assumed honesty of its reproduction of God’s creation.[footnoteRef:209] Inness provided a detailed response when asked, “What is it that the painter tries to do?” in which he sets out the two prevalent positions of imagination and realism, with reference to the French art which he greatly admired.  [207:  “George Inness on Paintings”, 458.
]  [208:  Sheldon, “An American Sculptor”, 66.
]  [209:  Karen L. Georgi provides a stimulating explanation of this in her article concerning critical reaction and interpretation to Durand’s “In the Woods” which was exhibited at the annual exhibition of the National Academy in New York in 1855. Karen L. Georgi, “Defining Landscape Painting in Nineteenth-Century American Critical Discourse. Or, Should Art 'Deal in Wares the Age Has Need of'?,” Oxford Art Journal Vol. 29, No. 2 (2006): 227+229-245.
] 

Meissonier always makes his thought clear; he is most painstaking with details, but he sometimes loses in sentiment. Corot, on the contrary, is, to some minds, lacking in objective force. He is most appreciated by the highly educated artistic taste, and he is least appreciated by the crude taste. […] If a painter could unite Meissonier’s careful reproduction of details with Corot’s inspirational power, he would be the very god of art. But Corot’s art is higher than Meissonier’s. Let Corot paint a rainbow, and his work reminds you of the poet’s description. The rainbow is the spirit of the flowers. Let Meissonier paint a rainbow, and his work reminds you of a definition in chemistry. The one is poetic truth, the other is scientific truth; the former is aesthetic, the latter is analytic.[footnoteRef:210]  [210:  Ibid., 458.
] 


Inness’s reference to Corot and the poetic quality of his works recalls Sheldon’s own account in support of the imaginative approach, exemplified by contemporary French art which had taken root in America with the return of artists from Europe. Inness did not withhold criticism of established figures either when asked about his views on Turner, describing his “Slave Ship” as “the most infernal piece of clap-trap ever painted” as it was full of “falsity.”[footnoteRef:211] [211:  Ibid., 459.
] 

The articles from Sheldon, Inness and Ward from 1878 represent a clear departure from earlier writing about art found in Harper’s Monthly. These articles employed expert voices to provide detailed insight on the current state of the American art-world, following the SAA’s secession in 1877, with less emphasis on description and more space given to analysis and opinion. The tone of the articles and the ideas expressed still fitted comfortably within the overall character that the magazine had developed by the 1870s. One is never given the impression of strong partisanship; a sense of fairness pervades the content. The strongest opinions are provided by those speaking for themselves, and for this reason the integrity of these voices was important for the magazine’s leadership who had stood up to the reactionary and emotive criticism of the likes of “Thomas Tomahawk” (Clarence Cook). The restrained approach of the magazine should not distract from the progressive nature of this content. The articles are broadly supportive of the changes taking place in the American art-world, without ever waving a flag of revolution alongside Cook and Brownell over the corpses of the older generation amidst the rubble of its institutions. Rather, the changes were given context and assimilated into a broader narrative of American art’s progress almost immediately. They were viewed as evolutions, or to use Sheldon’s title, “departures.” Progress was important and the prospect of new ideas, new life being breathed into American art was exciting, but caution was needed to ensure that the best of what had been achieved in the previous decades was not destroyed with the dead wood; American art needed to retain a history. The role taken by Harper’s Monthly was that of the responsible parent. It was never their place to be instigators of rebellion in the name of progress, but to be there to support progress whenever progress was recognised. 
Harper’s Monthly published many other articles by artists and specialist critics in the 1880s, bringing American art closer to the readership than they had previously.  The influential artist Maria Oakey Dewing provided an article on her mentor William Morris Hunt (July 1880). The artist turned critic Earl Shinn had an article on Frederick A. Bridgman published in October 1881 under his pseudonym “Edward Strahan.” Francis Davis Millet, the successful artist, founding member of the Museum of Fine arts in Boston and trustee of the Metropolitan Museum of Art wrote two articles on George Fuller (Sept. 1884) and the George Frederic Watts Exhibition in New York (June 1885). Henry James provided articles on John Singer Sargent (October 1887) and the American artists working in Europe in the late 1880s (June 1889). The artist and critic Kenyon Cox submitted a piece on William Merritt Chase (March 1889). All of these articles provided the mixture of literary skill, specialist knowledge and integrity to bring the readership closer to American art.
Towards the end of the century the culture of magazine journalism and editorship changed dramatically with the rise of ten-cent magazines and muckraking reporting.[footnoteRef:212] The cautiously respectable approach of the Harper’s Monthly editorship came increasingly under pressure as audiences sought sensationalistic media. Art-criticism in Harper’s Monthly did become more opinionated in the 1890s when the likes of Royal Cortissoz, a staunch opponent of modernism, provided articles for the magazine. But the support for artistic progress in America was a consistent element in the magazine from the 1870s. It was the manner in which this support was given which altered with the times. The articles which appeared in the magazine between 1878 and 1890 provide a record of the changes taking place in American art, as they were encountered and understood by a significant section of American society, and it is for this reason that they are valuable to the history of American art.  [212:  Muckraking as a term began to be commonly used between 1902 and 1903. It was initially associated with the investigative journalism by “muckrakers” such as Ida M. Tarbell and Ray Stannard Baker in McClure’s Magazine. Magazines such as McClure’s were able to build huge readerships due to the popularity of this type of article with the American middle-classes. See Aileen Gallagher, The Muckrakers: American Journalism During the Age of Reform (New York: The Rosen Publishing Group, 2006).
  ] 






Conclusion.
The previous chapters have examined a representative sample of the variety of ways in which America’s most popular general interest magazine chose to cover the visual arts between 1867 and 1890. I have explained how the presentation of art topics and the views expressed by writers in Harper’s Monthly were influenced, to some degree at least, by the broader interests shared by the ownership and senior figures at the magazine. These interests were borne out of a belief in social progress, the history of which is well established within the scholarship on nineteenth-century American history. My research has shown that there was little sustained direct engagement with the visual arts by the Harper’s firm or the magazine’s editorship. Harper’s Monthly did not have a single consistent line to be repackaged and repeated at any available opportunity, in order to convince the readership of the correctness of a particular viewpoint. It remained non-partisan in this respect, a stance it guaranteed to the readership in the advertisements which accompanied its first few volumes. The consistent factor which connects the articles on the visual arts which appeared in the magazine is respectability. As a firm and a magazine, Harper’s avoided scandal and controversy whenever possible. When the magazine was ridiculed by its critics and rivals, it was always for being too polite, too conservative, and really (although this was rarely admitted by its rivals), too popular. It seems likely that these criticisms would have been a source of pride for the ownership, with their practical, business orientated outlook. Controversy may gain short term notoriety, but offending the public would only lead to a long-term loss of custom. As Harper’s grew as a firm, and Harper’s Monthly outlasted its initial competition, the magazine was pleased to take on the role of the benevolent guardian of the silent majority. 
In one respect, the magazine’s conservatism and lack of direct intervention in the art-world is a limitation as an art-historical source. Harper’s Monthly is not a rich repository of cutting criticism or nuanced theoretical debate, from which historians can easily lift a quotation to provide strong contemporary colour to a line of argument which promotes narratives of rupture and revolution. The magazine’s response to the secession of the SAA from the National Academy, described in chapter three, is a case in point. Rather than exclusively supporting one side or the other, the magazine took a naturally practical and measured approach: it consulted the experts; two of the best known and respected established figures in the field of the visual arts, George Inness and J. Q. A Ward. Their words, along with those of Sheldon, provided the readership with an informed and balanced view which did not cause offence on either side. This viewpoint can be disappointing for the art-historian in search of drama, but the dispassionate and popular character of the magazine makes it an important source for just those reasons. The articles which appeared in Harper’s Monthly made their way through the editorship’s well-developed filtration process. The articles had to be attractive to a national readership, with a broad spectrum of interests, backgrounds, ages and abilities. Writers had to offer value to the reader by entertaining or educating them, without causing offence to even the most sensitive of temperaments. Viewed in this context, the writing about the visual arts which made it through this process to appear in the magazine has great significance for any historian who is interested in truly understanding contemporary historical opinion. 
Although Harper’s Monthly was the most popular of the general interest magazines in America during the 1870s and 1880s, it cannot be taken as wholly representative of public sentiment and opinion. The owners and editors did exert some influence on the content of the magazine with regard to the visual arts, and so the articles which appeared within the magazine should not be taken as straightforwardly objective, and do require some interpretative scrutiny. This current study should therefore be taken as part of a wider endeavour to reveal an accurate reflection of contemporary public and critical opinion. This can be achieved by broadening the range of sources to be studied. There were many other popular magazines which covered the visual arts in America. In addition, there were newspapers with regular columnists, specialist periodicals, institutional publications, novels, and books on culture, art and travel. Assessing all of this material is a long-term project, and far beyond the scope of a Master’s thesis. Previously such a project might have appeared overwhelming given the number of sources and their accompanying archives which would have to be consulted. However, recently digitisation has offered a potential solution. So called “cultronomic” studies have shown how statistical methodologies can be applied to cultural sources to overcome the practical problems caused by massive, non-numerical databases. Such approaches are not without their pitfalls, and are best employed by scholars already involved in the field of study rather than specialists from other disciplines where analysis of databases is more common. What is required is an approach which combines quantitative and qualitative analysis. More specifically, the statistical analysis of mass-data resources derived from cultural sources such as articles and books can guide traditional, qualitative studies in a more objective fashion than previously undertaken. This is what I have undertaken to a necessarily limited degree in this study. The project has looked at twenty-three years of a magazine, a total of two-hundred and seventy-six issues.  During that time there were one-hundred and forty-two articles which covered the visual arts to some degree, on a wide variety of topics, from photography to Greek porcelain. Prior to digitisation, a study of this type would necessarily have had to content itself with a far more limited chronological or topical range. I have not, on this occasion, employed all of the tools which digital-humanities has to offer, due to the small size of my data sample. Still, I have used the opportunities which digitisation has provided to help direct the writing of my thesis, by allowing me to identify trends and points of interest across a broad chronological and topical range, and select representative examples for closer analysis.
I intend to add to the work from my thesis as part of a PhD project which will further develop the use of statistical analysis to databases created from cultural sources. However, I will be careful not to limit the scope of my study to just this. As Karen Georgi has recently shown in Critical Shift, there is more to be done than just a broad description of the historical sources. The narratives of American art need to be questioned and tested against the historical evidence. Georgi has demonstrated how alternative readings of some of the most familiar sources in the field of nineteenth-century American art-criticism can be persuasive. This reveals the synthetic nature of written history. I believe that this questioning can be achieved with the establishment of an accurate context against which the most influential voices, which have been consistently used by historians, can be interpreted with greater subtlety and precision. In doing this, I will be able to test the current narratives against the historical evidence, and suggest reasons why certain narratives have prevailed despite relatively weak factual justification. Recent generations of scholars have already undermined isolationist and deterministic readings of American art-history, but there are other “deep structures” which have guided historical analysis and require scrutiny. The field has now been opened up to pluralistic interpretations and studies which self-consciously avoid broad cultural analysis in favour of selective, focussed studies. As American art-history, particularly nineteenth-century American art-history, draws increasing interest from a wide variety of academic disciplines, there is a need for a reappraisal of the contemporary source material. The anthology of textual sources compiled by John Davis and Sarah Burns, American Art to 1900 A Documentary History (2009), is a significant development in this regard. It is my hope that the current study on Harper’s Monthly and my PhD project on art writing between 1877 and 1913 will add to the attempts by the likes of Davis, Burns and Georgi to respond to this need. 


Appendix. 
Fig. 1: Total number of articles on the visual arts appearing in Harper’s Monthly by year of publication. 












Fig. 2: Total number of articles on American art appearing in Harper’s Monthly by year of publication. 
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Fig. 3: Total number of articles on visual art appearing in Harper’s Monthly 1867-1890 by nationality of subject.

Fig. 4: Total number of articles on American, French, British and Dutch/ Flemish art appearing in Harper’s Monthly by year.



Fig. 5: Comparison of frequency of Art Historical articles and Contemporary Art articles appearing in Harper’s Monthly, 1867-1890.  

















[image: Page image]Fig. 6: Unknown, Rauch’s Statue of Durer, Illustration from, Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 813. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.

                                                           








[image: Page image]Fig. 7: Unknown, Durer’s House, Illustration from, Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 814. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.













[image: Page image]Fig. 8: Unknown, View From Durer’s House, Illustration from, Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 815. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.












Fig. 9: Unknown, Durer’s Tomb, Illustration from, Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 817. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
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[image: Page image]Fig. 10: Unknown, Albert Durer, Engraving after Albrecht Dürer, Self-Portrait. Illustration from, Alfred H. Guernsey, “Albert Durer,” Harper’s Monthly, May, 1870, 812. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.























[image: Page image]Fig. 11: Unknown, illustrations of, Erasmus Quellyn, and, Youthful Satyrs. – [E. Quellyn.], page from, E. Mason, “Roger Vander Weyden, Jacques Jordaens, Erasmus Quellyn the Elder, Franz Snyders” (Feb. 1879), 404. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.























[image: Page image]Fig. 12: Unknown, illustrations of, A Composition. - [Frederick R. Church.], title page to, S. G. W. Benjamin, “Fifty Years of American Art” Part II, Sept., 1879, 481, Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
























Fig. 13: Unknown, illustrations of, The Vasty Deep. - [William T. Richards.], and, Sunset on the Hudson. - [Sandford R. Gifford.], page from, S. G. W. Benjamin, “Fifty Years of American Art” Part II, Sept., 1879, 487. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
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[image: Page image]Fig. 14: Unknown, illustration of, Cartoon Sketch: Christ and Nicodemus. – [John LaFarge.]. Page from, S. G. W. Benjamin, “Fifty Years of American Art” Part II, Sept., 1879, 496. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.























Fig. 15: Unknown, The Franklin Square Front, title page to, A. H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 1. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
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[image: Page image]Fig. 16: Unknown, The Cliff Street Front, page from, A. H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 2. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
























Fig. 17: Unknown, The Court-Yard, page from, A. H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 4. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
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[image: Page image]Fig. 18: Unknown, Section of Manufactory (Harper’s publishing house, Franklin Square, New York), page from, A. H. Guernsey, “Making the Magazine” Harper’s Monthly, December, 1865, 30. Ink on paper, original page: 25.3 cm x 15.8 cm. Accessed September 2015. Courtesy of Cornell University Library, Making of America Digital Collection.
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than plensant to know that the face of the fist
great Clristian painter was not unlike that |
which other great painters have chosen s the |
one best fitted to represent the character of
the Christ.

A quaint old Gernan poem describes Nirn-
berg as—

“Tuat ancient, fre, fmpertal town,
Forever fe and young,
Where Albert, Durer pied bia art
"Aud Hans Sachs pogged and suog.”

The word_““free,” applied to & German
town of tho Middle Ages, conveys a weigh of
meaning which we of this country and century
can hardly appreciate. To men of that day it
meant that the citizens hed somehow set them-
selves frce from the control of their feudal
Tords.  Sometimes they-won this frcedom by
the sword; sometimes they purchased it for
money. Nimberg bonght its freedom. For
centuries the Emperor iad the power of ap-
painting a * Burg-grave” or Governor, who had
a fortifled residence in the town. Tn HH7 the |
Emperor ehanced to be more than usnally in
need of rendy cash. The good burghers of
Niiruberg banght thei freedom with  great
price. To get rid of their Burg-grave they|
paid to the Emperor 120,000 gulden, which,
making due allowance for changes i the valu:
ation of money, may be es
alent for a million of doffam. They
residence to the groand, and for long after-
ward were raled by a council of their own |
choice. The free city grew to be a centro of |
industry.  The first gun-lock ever made was

| way, which the foot of Dure

fubricated ot Niraberg. The first watches
wlich a man could carry in his pocket were
made at Niiruberg. They were round-looking
aifairs ; people called them * Narnberg Bgigs ;"
iin fuct, a watch of that day looked much like a
big egz. Tt would keep time only indifferent

Iy, Yet wo think that any one of our great
Watch Companies would give half a dozen of
their best productions in exchange for a gen

ine old * Niirnberg Egg.” Contemporary with
Darer, though a fow years younger, was Boll-
‘man, locksmith and ‘clock-maker, whom the
Emperor Charles V. had conveyed in a sedan
chair all the way 1o Vienna to put bis watch
right. _ This watch was doubiless a *Niirn

berg Egg,” and out of Nirnberg there was not
a man who conld repair it. Nrnberg, in the
time of Darer, was one of the chief citics of
Europe. It had & population of 100,000—near-
Iy double what it now contains, In wealth
and splendor it exceeded London or Paris, and
was only surpassed by Genoa snd Venice, It
uffered greatly daring the Thirty-Years' War,
and has follen far behind many of the great
citjes of Earope which were once its inferiors.
It is now famous for the manufacture of toys,

Bat to us Nimberg is mainly interesting a
the home of Albert Darer, e was born on
the 20t} of May, 1471,* and died on the Gl of
April, 1625, His father, an honest, God-fear-
ing man, was a skillful goldsmith, and wished
b som to follow the same profession.  Bat the
boy's bent was toward Art; and at the age of
fificen he was placed with Wohlgemuth, the
‘most noted painter in his native city. In three
years ho learned all that his master could tench
him, He had before this made good progress
in his profession. There is extunt & portrait of

elf at the age of thirtcen, which gives evi-
denco of decided talent.

Atthe age of three-mnd-twenty Durer maried
the pretty Agnes Frey, who torned ont a sad
shrow, and led him an uncomfortable life,  Her
fortune, most probably, enabled him to purchase
the honse in which b fived and wrought. 1t
sill stands. Tt can hardly be called a princely
mansion. It is entered through a wide door
which admits into a covered court-yard, which it
really the support for the rooms above, for the
habitable portions of the house are all up stairs
The walls of the npper part of the houss are of
that kind of construction known as * half-tim-
ber.” The second story presents nothing vers
remarkable; but elimbing up a rather dark stair-

‘must often huse
trodden, slmost four centuries ago, the travel-
er of to-day reaches the third-foor—the real
home of Albert Durer.  The front-room of this
Tighted by < win-

= Thie 1a tho accepted dato of Darer's bisth, Mic
fathers record simply rays that he was born on © Fr:
duy, in Tioly Weekk, St Prodentina’s Das." Thero is
st Confuon L Clendar s some Comportivns
GoodFriday, 1471, to hive Bilen Apri 12:
Wiile Predentings' Day was Apel 6. If this lust
ompatation is aceepted, be died on the anaiversary
ofhis birth. We, however, sceapt the nsnal daies.
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dows with cusped mullions,” which may be seen | Luther was singing for his bread in the streets

in the pictare which we give of
honse.

room is quaint enough.
is the Castle of N

Tike a somewhat dilapi
the foot of the castle runs a st

Jated manufactory.

dered by 0dd edifices, which leads toward the | made rapid advances.
One quaint | long way from Germany ; and Durer kn

Durer Platz and Rauel’s statue.
building standing jast opposite Durer's window
deserves special note. It overtops all ts ueigh-

bors, and its high-pitchod roof is crowned by o | when, in mia-ife, ho
lof the great souther

sart of balcony tower. This building bears the
name of ¢ Pilate’s House ;" for therein resided
Martin Koetzel, who had heen twice to the Holy
Land, and had brovght back with him exact
‘measurements of the way to Calvary from the
supposed place of trial. He lnid down the dis-

Albert Durer’s | of Eisenach; Raphacl was making his first

The view from the window of this | drawings; Michael Angelo, three years the jun-

Dominating over all iar of Duter, had not begun that serics of works

nborg, which laoks very | which were to entitle him t0 bo considered the
At | mighticst artist whor

it strect, bor- | Art in Ttaly had indeed, within a few years,

the world has yet known.

But Taly was then a.

nothing of the works of the great ltalian paint-

He had to be his own master; and even
dsited Traly, the works
painters infinenced him
but Jitle.  From first to last he was Albert
Durer, the German. Italian painters were
wont to give portraits of their mistresses as rep-
roscntations of the Virgin, Durer, 0o, painted
Madonnas; but none of these were porirails of

tances npon the map of Niirnberg, making his | women of doubtful character.

own horse to stand for that of Pilate, the line
stretching forward to the cemetery of St. John;
and upon this road, which is now named Durer
Strasse, Adam Kraft was erecting senlptures of
the “Sovon Agonies,” which still remain in
good preservation,

Durer's active life measured the great intel-
lectnal nprising of the sixteenth century. Two
vears before he set. up his studio
Colnmbus had discovered the New World,

‘Albert Durer's artistic life lusted something
more than thirty years. We believe that no
man, before or since, has lf bebind him for
S0 long a period so many memorials of his
Inhor.  Counting up his works now_extant,
afier & lapse of almost four centuries, they
number—paintings, engravings, and drawings
—fully a thonsand, the authenticity of whieh is
unquestioned, besides many others in respect
to which Axt eritics are in doubt, Tho list of
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the works, the authenticity of which may be
considered proven, is about as follows : Pait-
ings, 2803 engravings on copper, 100; engrar-
ings' on wood, 250 drawings and_sketches,
420, Tow many may have been lost, or have
escaped the observation of his biographers, 10

‘Albert Durer's place in Art is unquestioned.
In’grandeur of though, solemaity of feeling,
and tenderness of expression he found no equal,
and loft no superior, Yot it must be admitted
that there was running through all his works a
vein of grotosquoness, which, in o measure,
mars their artistic value. Sometbing of this
may be owing to his mixed blood. On his
father's side he was Hungorian. Tis paternal
ancestors were sprung from the wild hord
that Attiln led into Europe.  Wherever th
settled they “ ocenpied themselves with catile
and horses,” as Albert says of his immediate
paternal ancestors. On bis mother's side he
\eas Gorman; and thus he inherited tx0 0ppo-
sito strains of charactor—th wild Oriental and
the sober Teutonic; both, though from a dif-
ferent point, opposed to the Latin form of eul-
ture which had for generations been the only
type of Christendom.

‘When the great uprising of the North of I
rope aguinst. the South tock placo—which we
all the Reformation, of which Lather was the
accasion rather than tho eause—Niirnberg was
among tho communities which took sides wit
tho Reformers, Tt was by accident that the
famous Diet was held st Worms, rather than
at Niimberg.

‘Albert Durer cnteved heart and .

sonl into the new fulth. In 1521 Luther sud-
denly disappeared. Durer’s record of this in
his journal is the most notable thing which he
ever wrote:

“Friday before Pentecost tho cry seachos up tha:
Martin Lather hax been treachorously seized.  Uador
escort of the Kajser's gourde, and travellng with &
Safo-conduct, it sooms {hat he was Sbandoned in &
Soliaty plach nest Eisonech. - The herald deciared he
ceased iy Jougor tobe s guide, and 80 quitied i
{mmediately ten boreemen smerged and ol hands on
him. S0 this man, enlightoned by the Holy Ghost 10
e the continner of the trao falth, has disappenred !
Flave they murdered him? 1 do not kow.  I7ho bas
suffered, 1 i fo the Chrstian trath against tho ua-
Christian Papacy, which workaagaiost the freedorn of
Chriet, oxecting from ns our Uood and seat there-
With to nourieh itslf n idleness, while the peoples
fomish,..-.God.of beaven, havo.pity upon tal O
Lo e Xoe pray for (hy Deople, - Save ua 1 thy
right time: preservo In us (ho frio faith; coloct iy
witely wandering sheop throngh hy voico in the
Bible, called the Word of Goil...0 God.! make thy
‘paor people free, now bound by commandments and
Tows ansing tham o sin ugainst conscience. 0God!
over wers men so craclly pat down under humen
Tows ap under thoee of (e Roman Chair, men who
were savod by iby procious blood, asd made frec
Christa.....

“ind 35 this man, who bas weritten moro clearly
than any e for 140 pears, Lo whorn Thon bast given
DIt 8 evangelie, being zune, aise Uk up ot
W will ha bl to gather il he world into the iith,
and bring Turks, Puzans, ndlae witin the Chstfun
fold. Bt Lord, Thm, Whoro Son The XS died by the
Dricets, was raieod and necended o heaven, st
illed that b folower, Mardin Luther, may be kilea
reacheronely thronzh the Pope's birelings, raice agai
tho pisiof iis spostle, A8 Jerusplom was destroyol
of o1, o destroy With by power the Cha of Rorme.
Givo 12 & new Joracalom, adorned with the splendors
R writien i the Apocelypse, 8 new Evangel alared
S hman commentacice.
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ter before a work was produced which could at
all compare with those of Durer.

Albert Durer's life was alike honorable and
honored. It was, indeed, marked by few stir-
ring incidents. He went twice to Northern
Tialy; and made several journeys through Ger-
manyand the Netherlands, every where received
with respect and veneration. The Emperor
Maximilian appointed him court-paiuter, and
in his honor Durer executod two of the most
‘wonderful panoramic engravings evor prodnced.
One of these, “ The Triumphal Chariot of Maxi-
milian,” consists of cight large blocks. The
other, ““The Trinmphal Arch of Maximilian,”
consists of ninety-two blocks, making in all an
engraved surfuce of eleven feet by ten. When
pat together, the whole represents three doors
approached by steps, and divided and surmount-
ed by columns aad panels, ~ The whole decora-
tion is wild and fantastic. The capitals of the
pillars are composed of lving eagles and storks,
On the panels aud in the niches are men-at-
arms, and portraits of all tho Kaisers who had
preceded Maximilian, surrounded by endless
wreaths of vineleaves. But Durer's great |
fame rests upon his copper-plate engravings,
and upon four series of Seriptaral illustrations.
There are sixteen illustrations of the Apoca
Iypse, and twenty illustrations of the life of the
Virgin.  Greater thau cither aro the two series
apon the Iife of the Saviour: the first, known
s tho ““Grenter Passion,” consists of twelve
‘pictures, fiftoen inches by ten and three-quar-
ters, commencing with the  Crown of Thorns,”
and’ closing with * Christ taking the First Re-
deemed from Hades,” or, as the old-mystery
playwrights stele it, “The Harrowing of
Hades.”  OF this sories, ““The Lnst Supper,”
“The Seizing of Christ,” “The Mocking,”
“Boaring the Cross,” and * The Cracifixion,”
are among the noblest works of Christian Art,
The “Liitle Passion” comprises. thirty-seven |
‘piotures, five inches by nearly four. In these |
dags of Doré illnstrations, no nobler work conld
be performed than the publication of these two
“Passions” of Albert Durer.

A brief memorandum, written by Durer not
Long before his death, gives an insight into his
worldly circumstances.  He says: 1 have not

had o great chance to become rich, and bave
had many losses ; having lent without being re-
paid, and my work-people have not reckoned
with me; also my agent at Rome died, after
using up my property. Half of this loss was
thirteen yeats ago.  Still wo have good house-
farnishing : clothing, costly things, ns earthen-
ware, professional fittings-up, bed-farnishings,
chests and cabinets ; and my stock of calors 1
worth a hundred guldens.” Pirkheimer, Durer’s
life-long friend, says that he lef to his ehildless
fe more than 6000 florins, Stating this in
money of onr day, it may be put down at from
$50,000 to $100,000; a large fortune at that
time.  Moreover, she hind, besides the house,
the plates of his engravings, from which the
thrifty woman doubiless realized a consider-
| able income.

‘Albert Durer died on the 6th of April, 1523,
if ano aceount is authende, on his Afty-cigl
birthday. Ho was borne in solemn pomp to
his grave in the cemotery of St. John, along
the way visible from the windows of his house,
marked by Adam Kraft's “Stations,” upon
which he had ofien looked. The tombstone
| was a solid block, with a bronze tablet let i
| bearing this inseription, by his old friend Pirk-
heimer, who in two years was to follow him to
the Silent Lan

ME AL DU
QuIDQUID ALBERTI DURERT MORTALE
FUIT SUB HOC_CONDITUR TUMULO,
EMIGRAVIT
VI 1DUS APRILIS,

XV,

A centary and & half after the death of Du-
rer, Sandrart, the historiun of German painters,
visiting Niruberg, found this monument a ruin
He caused it to be restored and beautified, ad
ing two inscriptions : one in Latin, the other in
German. The Jattor may bo thas translated :
“Rest tere, thou Prince of Painters| thou who wast

et than gret,

T many arts unequaled in the old time or the lat.

Earth thon dide pait and garuish, and now i thy

new abode

Thow ‘paintest the holy things overhead in the ciy

o God.
And e, a5 ot patron ssin, lock op o thee ever il
A5 o with Tl the dust here Iet with os sl
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ALBER

VY 20, 1771—just @ contry ago, ackin |

a year—was o great day in the quaint
Bavarian eity of Niirnberg; for on that day
was laid the foundation-stone of a monument
0 the.memory of Albert Durer, the greatest
citizen of that old town, who had been born
there just threo conturies before,  On another
May-day, in 1840, threoscore and ten years
Iater, this monument was formally finished by
the erection of a bronze statue, the work of the
great sculptor Ranch. Monument and sta
stand in plain view of all men, in the public
place, now named Durer Platz, hard by the
house where Albort Durer passed many years
of a prosperous lifo—a house which was most
likely old three centurios ago, and yet 50 sol-
idly built that it may look searcely older three
centuries hence,

DURER.

‘This statue of Durer represents a man of
middle life, standing in an attitnde of ealm ro-
pose. The face is closely modeled after a por-
rait of Durer, painted when he was of the age
of eight-and-twenty. The likeness between
this face and_ that which great puinters havo
chosen to set forth the countenance of the Re-
decmer of the World is striking. _This ns-
sumed portrait of the Saviour is poseibly main-
Iy ideal; but in its general aspeet it can be
traced so far back, and through so many chan-
nels, that it is no very violent stretch of faith to
trast that his one pictured faco which lookx
down from s0 many ltar-pieces all over Chris.
tendom s not uniike that worn by Him who
in the beginuing was with God, and who was
God, what time He “ beeame fiesh and dwelt
among us.” In any case, it ean not be other
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intended to equal, if ot exc
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L Rubens's. iu the Netherlauds; b

[ erally spent thom with friends at a tavern,
{and it was from the habitnés of the inn that
L obtained Wisnodels. - After the death of
Rubons o was tho vecoguized Jiead of tho
artists ; wnd Gerbier, writing fo Marray, tho
keeper of Clirles 1 pictires, says, *Sir
Peter Ruons is deceased thrce days past,so
Joandens remaynes the prime painter heve.
The widow of Fredeiek Heuy, Stadthold
er of Holland, commissioned Jordacs to

| it in tho Ma'son au Bois, near the Hagg
| the history of the great goneral, intending
[ to have & allery equal o fhat which Ru-
Vens excented for Marie do Medicis; and
doubitless the religions belief of the paintes
n additional teason for his employ
ment, for the privecss in {he decoration of
therdstof the palace bad ouly Datch paint-
ers, Jandaens was ho oy stranger. His
erinont position saved him from the petty
| perscentions that the Protestants nuder et
Tonso wan alvays

In 1308 tho house’ was sold Iy Jordacus's | an asylm for those who needed profection,

srandebildzen.
Teureks, owing moncy,
ser munber of the pictr
nament the Grusmiths Hall,
Louse has so often changzed |
5o altered that there 1
of its forn
tures was sold

Since then the | in 107

o traces

s collee
of other artists’ pic- | Under a portrait in the Golden Cabinet is
gue in Marel, 17:
Though a switt, stedy worker, Jord

toenjoyment, and

sers, Van | and every year he had the wedding feast
o the ar- [ at Cani celobrated with great pouy
ex, which now or- | Jorduens lived to be cighty-fve, and died

on the samo day with bis daughter,
pidemic called * tho sweat,

LYN THE ELD

{of the

VIt

SMUS QU

this inscription: “ Erasmus Quellyn, bor

ens | in Antwerp, November 19, 16073 Lo was a

pupil of Mous, P, . Rubens, baviug first
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FIFTY YEARS OF AMERICAN ART.
18081878,
n

0 school of art over came more rap-
idly into being than the landseape
school, which owes ts rise to Cole, Dough.
ty, and Durand. Up to this time portzait
ure had been the field in which American
art had achieved its most signal successes,
But. now the majority of our artists of
ability turned their attention to the repre-
sentation of scencry, and for forty years
& Tong list of painters have made the pub-
lic familiar with their native land, and
have thus af the same time stimulated a
popular interest in art
Tt is impossible to mention here more
than a few of those who, as landscape

EPTEMBER, 1879.—VoL. LIX.

m—

reputation among us. Nor is it essential,
while recognizing the greatimportancoand
undoubted merit of our landseape art, to
exaggerato its relative value and position.
While it has in most cases been the result
of a true artistic fecling and @ genuine
enthusiasm for nature on the part of the
artists who have devoted their lives to its
pursuit, and while it has given us much
that is pleasing, much that js improving,
‘much that is poetic, and oceasionally some
examples of the first order of landscape
painting, yet, as a whole. our school of
landseape seems searcely to b entitled to
the highest rank. The wonder is that it
Liasbeen of suchaverage excellence, for the
environing conditions have apparenily
not been favorable. The influences that
gave it birth have at the sumo timo boen

painters, have won a local or national | so often prosaic, so exucting, s0 uninspir-

Spteed st 1o At o Congrns, i th yeus 1

Vo LTX.-Xo. 208,81

9. by Harper s Brothers, i tho Oflce of the Libarian
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The style of each of the artists wo have
mentioned can be distinguished at once;
individuality of expression is stamped
upon the cauvas of all, but among them
thero is no one more thoroughly original
than Sandford R. Gifford, who, if he had
lived in Persia or Peru two thousand
years ago, might well have been an en-
thusiastic.fire-worshipper, or daily wel
comed the rising sun with reverent adora-
tion. To him landscape painting, wheth-
er of scenes in our own Far West, or on
the legendary Hudson, or in the gorgeous

as been alike the occasion for i
ing expression to his feeling for glowing
atmospheric effects, for Iyrics which on
canvas reproduce the splendor of the sun-
set sky. But it would be a mistake to
suppose that Mr. Gifford's poetic sense has
been confined to the contemplation of se-
rene and glowing atmospheres; he has
also suceessfully rendered the lazy mist,
the trailing vapor of morning enmeshed
in_dusky woodlands by the silent lake.
His style combines to a remarkable degree
Geliberation and inspiration.

“sexss o mus mepson. " —[saspr0R 2. ousoRn ]
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WkISE AND NtcoDENTS.—[son Lakxna ]

startling and weird compositions entirely | ious huo to his art, and has enabled Lim

in black and white, or camaien.

But |
{
whether it be form or color, the various | attempt at decorative p

t succeed so well in the most ambitious
nting yet un-

elements of art are regarded by Lafarge | dertaken in this country—the frescoes of

not so much for what they are s for what
they suggest; he is less concerned with
the'external than with the hidden mean-
ing it has for the soul. It is because of
his subtle way of regarding the beauty
of this world that he has given us such
thoughtful landscapes as ' Paradise at
Newport,” and such exquisitely painted
flowers, rendered with such a tender har-
mony of color as to thrill us like a lyric
of Keats or of Tennyson. It is this met-
aphysical turn which has given a relig-

Trinity Church, in Boston, in which, it
should be added, he was ably assisted by
Mr. Lathrop. In these compositions we
see the resulis of  highly ideal and rever-
ent nature, nourished by the most abun-
dant art opportunities the age could afford,

[Epiton's Nors—We are indebted to Messrs,
W. Casilear, T. B. Clarke, Daniel Huntington, R i
Moore, Sambel Colmay, James S. Martv, and Dr. F.
N0, for their couriesy in llowing copies o bo
e of pieturos in their possession.]
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MAKING THE MAGAZINE.

.ave taken place in the corps of Editors. Now
nd then a member has rotired and another
a5 been introduced ; but no ane has died. OF

R ono hundred and cighty-fix. conso
tivo months—iftcen and  half years; al-
most half n humap goneration—we v issucd
mbers of Harvss's Maca-| the Editors who now conduet the varions do-
aro dosignated the Proprio- | partments 1o one has ocenpied his present po-
rs who planned the entor-| sition loss than eight years. Tho Contriba-
prise, and undor whoso ¢ supervision it  tors, exclusive of the thousands who have fur
has beon condueted ; the Editors who havo car- | nished the ancedotes and rominiscences embod-
sied these plans into oxoeation ; the Contribu- | ied in the < Editor’s Drawer,” number about
tors who havo furniéhed the materials for the | threo hundred.  Horo many changes have oc-
work; and the various Artiss an curred.  Some old names have disappeared,
who have put theso into sha many now oues havé been introduced. But
been singularly fow changes one who looks at the Tablo of Contents pro-
posing these departments. & fixed to each half-yearly volume wil find not
g L a fow of 08 xecurring from _yoar

gos | to yoar. who have died is e

arks Offen of the Dis-
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markably fow.* OF tho printers and engrav-
ers, many havo worked on every Number since
tho firs,
Tho Magazino was suceessfal from the outset.
Of the first Number 7500 wero a¢ first printcd.
ix months the number had reached
The average circulafion, taking all
from tho first, has been somewhat
‘more than 110,000—in all, fully twenty and
quarter millions of copies. They wonld weigh
more than 5000 tons, of 2000 pounds.  They
‘would measure neavly 2000 cords. They would
build a solid wall ten feet bigh, two foct chick,
and almost tvo and a half miles long. They
would make a solid pyvunid ono hundred feot
square at tho ba:
feet high. The Numbors, luid side by side,
would cover 208 emont.
0.and a half feet wide, and nearly sixty miles
long. ~ The separate sheots would cover a path
w0 and a half feot broad, and 4400 miles long,
They would carpet almost 16,000 acres, and as

© Among tho dossased coutlotass o the Mogarioe,
otebl ot the Bumier o the vl of e oot
10 W, 3. Thackerar, 6. P, . dumcs, Caivin E. Pilon,

o . Tingany, Seghn A, Donilas, it Jcnes O, 0 vt

en, Wil 1. Sovab, and Alico 5. Haven,

each sheet is printed on both sides, they con
tain moro than 81,000 seres of printing.©

Tt is proposod in this article 1o describe the
entire scries of operations throngh which each;
of these Numbers has passed undl it comes in
its perfeet shape before the reader. Tn showing
How the Magazine s Made, ” we also describe
in fact the manner of making a hook, the pro-
cesses throughout being essentially the sume.
In the present caso all theso operations are
performed in one establishment and under o
single roof, £0 that they ein be deseribed in
their nataral order

The Printing and Publishing Bstablishment
of Harper & Brothers oceny

inegular plot of ground extending through
from Franklin Squaro in Pearl Strect to Clif
St

6, i a front on each of about 120 fect,
 to street of about 170,
qualtaabout holf

* Thoso statcment ave given, spprosamately bat ver
nearly, o o b, A o wh s 10 vy
the ofeuatlons will o o necconey lemants o fhe
filoviag data: Tech Number welgho S oances, o b n
Fuparficia area of G5 s nces, - A whed o e
550 sauaro nehes: ch s, iclading evern

To 14 spu o cubie fok requizs 30

Numiers,
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aking a solid floor of brick and_coment.
Orer this, for comfort, is Iid a covering of |against the old arch-enemy—Tire, Between
wood, whics is really only & carpet. the two buildings is & spacions conrt-yard. In
“This mode of stractare s shown in ench of |this,separate from cther bulding, are the fur-
o interior views which appear in this paper. | naces and boflors, cavered ovor by a low foof
The eut on page B shows in detail tho pars of [of iron and glace, Exceping the coal con
a singlo arel. sumed, there i nothing combusiible which i+
Wing, it will bo secn, rests mot upon | not sht off by solid walls of brick and stone.

e walls, but apon e Theso are so | With the excoyion of the gus cmplosed, and
ramed togerhor by girders and beams s to be | a singlo furnace, ot larger than an ordinary
lf-rapporting. 10 is befieved ¢ the | cooking-range, in the eloctrotyper’s room, thero
Cxterior wally wero taken away the interior |is 10 other fire in the whole cstebliskment
Sructuse, wich all its contents, would be un- | Every apartment is warmod by steaun pipes fod
hurmed. | Tho structare is ablé fo sustain ten | from theso boilers. Thewe pipes are cofled up
times tho weiht kel to bo placod wihia it | in spaces aud sorners whero they will be ost
Nothing short of an carthqaske or n bowbard- | of fho way, The process is cconomical as well
Tnout, it i belioved, for the generations during | us sale, I takes less conl to work tho engines
Which the solld iron, sone, ad brick wil et | which move the complicated maclivery of the
heir strongh, eun pair tho socarity of these | establishment, and. to warm tho whole, than
elifices. Unlted States engincers surveyed the | would e required merely to heat it by any or-
Tuidings who fnished, amd xaid but one mis- | dinary system of stoves, wher at best & lnrge
ko wag miade—theis beiug fwice the sirensth | pare of the leat gocs wselesly up clinmey
required. hcre is no connection within the buildings be-

Many additional precantions have beon taken
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ital laid out in buildings, machinery, and stock ;
wear and tear of buildings and machi in:
surance and taxes; with & “margin” loft for
Publishers" profts upon the wholo caterprise.
From al theso items of cost wo select ono
for specific examination. The plates for a sin-
&lo Number of the Maguzine cost about $3000.
This includes the sums paid to editars, contribu-
tars, artists, engravers, compositors, and elec-
trotypers for that one Numbor. This cost is
incurred at tho outset, bofore a single sheet is
printed, and must be distributed pro rata among.
all the copices. If only 1000 wero printed, this
alone would be three dollars for every copy.
Five dollars would be as litle as any ono Num-
ber would cost o the buyer; and at this rate
the aggregate profit upon 1000 copies would
Dot he enongh to warrant any one to produce
them, 1€ 10,000 were printed, this cost would
be reduced to thirty cents a copy. ‘Then each
copy of the Magazine might probably be sold
for a dollar.  But if 100,000 are printed from
the same plates, this first cost of $3000 amounts
to anly threa conts on each copy, and the Mag-
azino can be produced at its present rate.
‘Thoro is a provalont opinion that the intro-
auction of machinery is detrimental to the in-
torosts of mechanics and workmen. Tt i said
that **If a machine is introduced Ly means of
which one man can do the work of ten, nine

will be thrown out of employment.” To show
the fallacy of this opinion, we take the single
instance of the, printing-press, which wo have
Shiown to be a machine which saves as much
Iabor as any ono over invented. Suppose this

had stopped with tho Franklin Press, the cost of

books would iave been greatly beyond what it
now is, and the sale in_consequence much
smaller,  Then o Magazine like ours, or a
daily nowspaper of arge cirealation, would b
been impossible, simply because' the copies
could not be printed in fime. The amount of
printing now done is so much groator that there
are more pressmen employed than thers would
have been if hand-presses only were used.
Then, again, each printed work gives employ-
ment, in one way or another, to many persons,
stch as compositors and binders, to say nothing
of authors, artists, and engravers, and the -
‘merons classes employed in the distribution and.
sule of books and periodicals. A daily news-
paper fnvolves in its * getting wp” an cxpense
of which fow have any idea. One New York
Quily offcially states that during the four ears
of the war it has paid haff a million of dollars
for the single item of correspondonce from the
army. Its entire exponses, before a single
copy of any Number is printed, can not be less
than half & million of dollars a year. It bears
all this expense, and yot sells the sheet for less
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