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A.


1)

The idea of high culture has been a dumbfounding term used by almost anyone attempting to label upper level arts.  What we can picture high culture to be depends largely on our own perceptions of the term and our own experiences with art.  High culture can be simply defined as those pieces, facets or types of art that need or tend to fall in the highest ranking of categorical understanding.  It is things such as renaissance painting, opera or symphony.  Many of these “arts” are some forms of expression that has been deemed to need conservative structure and molding.  American society has come under much scrutiny for its lack of classical “high culture.”  Classical in the sense that America has adopted new ideas about what actually constitutes this upper echelon of culture.  It is simple to understand that America is more widely appreciated for its dynamic popular cultures.  We as Americans have broken through the mold, in that sense, and have adapted a once futile understanding into a new belief.  Many scholars have debated the actual meaning of American “high culture,” but few have offered definitions that are widely accepted and used.  Outside the spectrum of art, mass communication has developed a better understanding of America’s cultural elite.  It is obvious to understand how the mass communications world has developed this understanding, since this distinction is much easier to attain in fields other than the arts.  

One driving force behind this high culture is the widespread support by various patrons.  As our text points out, “patronage, however enlightened, is always an expression of self-interest.  Public art, in overt and covert ways, embodies the ideals and aspirations of its patron, be it a national government, a local community, an individual, or a corporation.”  I tend to find this somewhat false.  Yes, in its interpretive sense art is supposed to represent those who view it.  Beyond this lies an even greater distinction: the difference between patron and creator.  Patronage may be the backbone of art in the monetary sense, but it is the purpose and the meaning of each individual artist that is what makes art magnificent.  If artists only cater to the patrons then they have sold themselves short.  What more could an artist want to accomplish that to offer a unique expression of their inner workings.  A meaning deep within any artistic piece should represent the author and should not be catered to the patron.  

With this distinction runs many potential problems.  A patron may wish that their own interests be addressed by an art piece that they commission or supervise.  The text describes, without defining, personal interest transfer in this quote; “Nevertheless, the personal politics of the patrons could not help but be incorporated in the works they either commissioned or supervised.”  Art in the public realm is a unique part of a complex knot-work where an artist’s personal ambitions can merge with patrons larger political and economic agendas.  As our book points out, these influential factors can sometimes determine the “appearance, siting, and interpretation of public art.”  

This difficult crossroads has led to many politically driven pieces, and it will continue to add even more meaning to the idea of patronage in art.  In a historical sense we have seen patronage directly affect the types of monuments, statues and sculptures that actually appear in the public.  Our text states that “War memorials traditionally celebrate the victorious in battle, and symbolic civic monuments are easily linked to ideals promoted by their supporters.”  It is the belief of many historians that this is entirely false.  Most monuments in my experience tend to honor the lost or devastated party.  I cannot think of many monuments that represent solely the victor.  Dennis Montagna indicates in “The Ulysses S. Grant Memorial in Washington, DC: A War Memorial for the New Century,” that traditional monuments often reminded viewers of those who died or expressed a desire to “return to peace and the growing national development and prosperity that the conflict had interrupted.”  Understandably Montagna elaborates on the aforementioned idea, that most monuments represent the lost, or more importantly the ideas of the lost.  

Can we consider these monuments to be in the class of high art?  That answer depends largely on a person’s own view of “high culture.”  If you tend to feel that America has a broad and abounding realm of high culture, then yes, this art form may constitute that of the higher classifications.  If not, then you probably have a more cohesive understanding of the real “high culture” realm.

In my research paper, I discovered an interesting part of clothing that I had previously neglected.  The fact that art, or any form of expression for that matter, can represent differences in social class.  Not only are certain garments an indication of social standing, but analogously, so too are several forms of art.  In historical times, clothing represented the stratification present in that particular society.  Now, the types of art that people have can be just as indicative as the clothing that historically used to characterize a person’s place in society.  These social class differences have now been nearly eliminated in the public art realm through federal funding.  It wasn’t until the 1930s that sponsorship of public art became national policy, and then only as a part of the larger economic relief programs undertaken in response to the Depression of 1929.  This, the beginning of federal funding, has lead to the increase in attainment of “high art” categories.  It is now much easier to develop the arts.  By increasing the acceleration of many programs, the high culture realm has been able to rapidly grow and swell.  

Cultural institutions have offered the general public an avenue to view and interpret high culture that they would otherwise never see.  It is easy to understand the importance of the institutions to hold and sanctify our most valuable arts.   It has been the aim of many individuals to change the way that museums focus on their higher arts.  In “Making Change: Museums and Public Life,” Alberta Arthurs urges museum administrators and curators to identify the policy assumptions inherent in their day-to-day decision-making and institutional practice.  While practitioners complain that policy research and formulation is removed from their experience, Arthurs suggests that the most significant policy activities are made by the institutions themselves in their priorities, budget making, and operational tactics.  Over the past decade, museums have made enormous strides in considering complex themes of identity, broadening community participation and developing educational programs to help reinforce the value inherent in our high arts (Gary).  This idea of high culture is only facilitated by the presence of these institutions.  

Anther startling conclusion drawn by our text, is the fact that it’s not the lack of funding but rather the quality of the producer.  Can it be said that in historical terms, artists of yesteryears were more able to produce forms of high culture?  Some individuals attribute this to the level of audiences that artists now have to cater.  Audiences are now more intrigued with popular culture, a facet of American sociological development.  Popular culture, sometimes seen with a negative connotation, challenges the primary aspects of “high culture.”  It teems with then negativity that higher cultures tend to shun, and often exterminate.  The entire world sees America as the developer of popular cultures, and most countries attribute this to our lack of high arts and high culture.  It is this outside understanding that directly challenges the definition of high culture.  This attention devoted to the popular culture has stemmed the importance of philanthropy to help fund a higher form of art.

Philanthropy, now, has taken on an unusual form.  It used to be delegated to the select few that were deemed appropriate and necessary to use funds.  It is currently moving towards a more regimented approach, sometimes focusing on the minority arts.  

2)

When trying to distinguish between contemporary public art and the traditions associated with “high culture,” many distinctions have to be drawn.  Contemporary public art challenges the very basic understandings of a more structured art.  Public art must now be a delicate mix of popular culture and traditional understandings.  The popular culture aspect of this conglomeration helps to keep the audiences attention and puts the art on a more conceptual level.  This type of art challenges the cultural institutions because it draws many audiences away from the high art category.  They are then drawn to a different category of art, one that they can more easily associate.  By bringing these viewers to an art level they can easily associate and jointly comprehend competition in covertly created between these two.  I found in my research paper that there was a very distinguishable difference in the art of my studies and the more accepted and appreciated “high arts.”  


3)

I will start by stating how I believe he subverts the second statement: “taste in art and art appreciation require training.”  He claims that it requires a trained eye to understand and appreciate art.  However, he also claims that culture, arts directing force, is ordinary.  With his connotation of ordinariness he also states that it is in every society and in every mind.  He contradicts this by saying that a culture has two facets; one that is known and the other that is new observation.  He states that society observes these meanings and directions and therefore he has laid the groundwork for ideas being learned.  If there are only known ideas then, yes, it seems that appreciation must be learned.  However, if there are new ideas that have surfaced to help us understand the new meanings, then that gives us every indication that our “taste” can be new and it can easily be attained.  Another way that he contradicts these two statements is that fact that he labels culture as ordinary and then comes directly back and labels learning as ordinary as well.  This man obviously lives in a dull microcosm of the world.  He states that the conditioning of our standards has heavily compromised our idea of “culture”.  But by his definition our standards don’t require any form of conditioning.

B.

1)

It is certain that these art exhibits in Akland are consistent with the modern tradition of didactic art.  Didactic in its most basic meaning is something that teaches an audience.  By this definition almost all art can be viewed as didactic.  It was my experience in Akland that most art is simply hard to understand without the help of an expert.  When you are dealing with the more historical forms of art this distinction becomes somewhat easier and adaptable.  For instance, much of the art that is present in Akland is showing some sort of story, teaching us through pictures.  These works are much easier to understand because you are able to get a historical depiction of an event, and from there you can develop a better comprehension of the artists’ intentions.  When we begin to look at more abstract pieces is where the trouble starts.   An abstract piece of art gives no screaming indications about the nature of the piece.  Where we can look at a picture of scenery and infer several things about its meaning, it is much harder to draw from something that makes little sense to the untrained eye.  I’m sure that many artists are satisfied in the fact that their art is hard to comprehend and understand.  There would be no fun in examining art if it were all very easy to read and discover.  The audience as an active participant of the visual performance, wants to develop its own idea of artistic intent to quench their own desire to have something be explained.  What would happen if all of the descriptions were taken out of Akland and all viewers were forced to develop their own ideas about the nature of the works?  I think that it would lend to a very interesting understanding of each individual piece.  

2)

I have selected the sculpture at the North Carolina Children’s Hospital.  It is a very unusual sculpture of a large mousetrap.  There is nothing more that I can say about it that would do it justice.  It is a phenomenal structure that directly changes the way in which we can think about didactic art.  It is certainly a friendly piece and somewhat childish, which might be a good explanation as to why there is a giant mousetrap that is there.  I think it is best described as being unusual.  It is near where a lot of people enter the building and therefore is somewhat of a non-welcoming item.  The fact that so much negativity is associated with a mousetrap is an indication of the abrasive feeling that could be given off.  Although it seems to be a little out of place, it is a very interesting piece of art and I like it very much.  It seems to challenge this traditional understanding of didactic art because so many people can see it.  Because it is not for an elite audience would suggest that it doesn’t have a didactic nature.  There is no indication that the artist wanted anything to be taught as a result of this piece, it is rather, just there for the sake of decoration.  

3)

It can be understood that this sculpture, as a said above, was not intentionally non-didactic.  With that comes dispellment of the modern tradition.  It was intended for a public audience that is expected to do nothing but see the sculpture.  I has no didactic purpose because it is intended for an audience that cannot and will not “just get it.”  Abstract art teaches us unique characteristics about didactic art and the difficulty that remains in distinguishing between the two.  It hard to known what the artists’ intentions were in an abstract piece, but it is certain that the artist had an intention but doesn’t expect the audience to just “get it.”  That is how it violates the didactic tradition.  

C.


1) Monumental/nation building- Since I have elaborated on the arts earlier in the paper, I will again return the monuments and discussing their significance.  I will use the Washington Monument as an example of public art that is monumental.  With this monumental description comes a functional purpose.   It was created to represent America’s first president.  We know that it is a function of memory and homage to those individuals that created our nation.  It is a large obelisk that towers over the District of Columbia.  Since I live in Northern Virginia, I have become quiet accustomed to this towering structure.  It is the only building that is taller than the capital and therefore serves as a powerful symbol of this country and government.  It is made entirely of marble and sits at the heart of the Mall.  

Didactic public art- We will stay around the metropolitan area of Washington DC and talk about the Vietnam memorial and the statues that surround it.  This might be a stretch to include this as didactic art, but it does teach us something.  The wall serves as a powerful reminder of the lives lost, but the sculptures that are around the wall teach us about the soldiers themselves.  When you address one of these soldiers, immediately you understand his particular story.  That is what the artist intent was.  Make the art so everyone can “get it” as soon as they see the sculpture.  

An expression of group identity- since our culture has been characterized as a popular culture it is only appropriate that this expression of group identity encompass our society.  The statue of “Rocky” that stands in front of the Philadelphia Museum of Art is a constant reminder of the striking closeness between popular culture and the expression of America.  We have made this statue an expression of our culture, even though it is a pop culture that often characterizes and carries a negative stigma.  This serves as an expression of American pop culture.  

2) Although it is hard to relate all of these categories to my research experiences, it is somewhat easy to do two of them.  My “Clothing as Art” research paper examined the didactic nature of people’s clothing.  Whether it was overt of covert, they had some kind of expression that was interpretable by the public.  I had never thought about this as a form of didactical art, but it certainly encompasses immediate recognition of understanding.  Another category that my research paper can be associated with is the expression of a group identity.  In my research I found that groups were more likely to wear certain types of clothing based on what they were trying to express.  It seems fairly obvious that clothing can be viewed as a universal indicator of expression.  

D.
1)
Lacy argues that the current attempts to deal with the new public art forms 

Have led to a vaguely defined idea of interactivity between artist’s intentions and the constituents that view their works.  She argues that all artists fit into certain interactive roles throughout any given time.  She argues that these discrete roles of an artist may be shuffled, and that the “artist may operate at a different point on the spectrum or may move between them.  These different roles are as follows: Artist as Experiencer, Artist as Reporter, Artist as Analyst and Artist as Activist.  Artist as Experiencer relates to the most basic element of art, simply the experience of being and on a more interpretive scale, what were his meanings and how do these relate to a larger audience.  The Artist as a Reporter means that the artist uncovers or calls attention to something.  They recount a situation, gathering information to make it readily available to others.  The Artist as an Analyst is the third step and helps an artist shift from a more aesthetic attention toward the shape or meaning of their theoretical constructs.  This expounds on the teachings of art to a facet where analysis leads to highly developed philosophy.  Artist as an Activist is the last step along the continuum and refers to artists’ desire to catalyze change.  This is only possible through collaboration and consensus. 

3) There are many dilemmas associated with an artist obtaining all of these 

roles.  It is very easy for most, but that cannot knock down the fact that there are many hurdles in their way.  Sometimes activism induces controversy.  This controversy is the main dilemma and will continue to battle against an artist’s activism.  The issues in these roles include many situations where advocacy of these types of actions leads to problems.  

E.
The highlight of the APPLES presentations was Gina’s work at the International Bookstore.  The international bookstore was a bookstore and a community center that held out of the mainstream books.  Gina worked as a volunteer and had to do various odd jobs, such as advertisements and fliers.  It was unique to see this experience because it relates to the class in a way that is somewhat abstract.  Art as we most often look at it is a picture of some sort of representation.  This bookstore held the unique quality of activism being their art.  Where we traditionally view art as a picture, their words and actions was their form of art.  It served as a means for expression for an out-group in society and was very interesting to study because of the nature of what they considered art.  This untraditional view of art can give us so much insight into the course by helping us better understand things that we might not have recognized as art.  It was awesome to think outside the box about so many different art works, including this expression.  Great class Professor Blau!
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