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Abstract 

 

No One But An Artist-Educator: Peppino Mangravite and His 
Interviews With Eight Renowned Artists of the 20th Century 

 

Taylor Ashley Browning, MA 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Paul E. Bolin 

 
This study is an historical exploration of interviews of eight renowned artists of 

the 20th century conducted by Peppino Mangravite (1896-1978) in the summer of 1955. 

The artists interviewed include Graham Sutherland, Henry Moore, Georges Braque, 

Georges Rouault, Marc Chagall, Giorgio de Chirico, and Giorgio Morandi. Mangravite 

asked these artists their thoughts on art, life, and education. With the mission to gather 

advice from leading European artists and university professors on the establishment of a 

new arts center at Columbia University as well as to interview the artists to be preserved 

for posterity at the Smithsonian Archives of American Art, Mangravite collected 

fascinating perspectives from these artists. An analysis of the types of questions 

Mangravite asked and the responses they elicited revealed insight into the following three 

topics: the artists’ perspectives on art education of the time, a deeper understanding of 

what is an artist-educator, and most importantly, the analysis substantiated the hypothesis 

that Mangravite was successful in his contacts and conversation with the eight artists 
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because he himself was an artist-educator, thus giving support to the importance of 

having the dual identity. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction To The Study 

This study focused on the life and work of artist-educator, Peppino Mangravite 

(1896-1978), a well-established painter and art educator during the middle years of the 

twentieth century. The Peppino Mangravite Papers, 1918-1932 at the Smithsonian 

Archives of American Art (AAA) served as the foundation for my research. Mentioned in 

Arthur Efland’s History of Art Education (1990), Peppino Mangravite first grabbed my 

attention with his statement,  

I believe that it is absolutely impossible for anyone who is not an artist to succeed 
in teaching art. The made-to-order teacher of art depends upon standardized 
methods rather than his own sensibilities. No one but an artist has the delicate 
intuition to sense what another person is trying to express. (1990, p. 199) 

 
I was particularly struck by these words, as they capture directly my feelings about art 

education. Yet, Efland had only a sentence more to say about this noted artist-educator.  

Through further research, I found that Peppino Mangravite was an Italian-born 

painter who immigrated to the United States with his father at the age of sixteen. After 

having received traditional art school training as a teenager in Italy, he attended various 

art schools in New York in the 1930s and came to identify with the modernist movement, 

blending his traditional skills with modern ideas. After establishing himself as a respected 

painter, Mangravite began teaching studio art courses, especially at the university level. 

Realizing the lack of studio art education for non-art majors, he became an advocate for 

art courses in the humanities, joining art education committees, giving lectures, and 

writing articles. While working as a professor for Columbia University in the Spring of 
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1955, Mangravite was given support to travel to Europe and conduct interviews with 

some of the most renowned artists of the twentieth century, including Georges Braque, 

Georges Rouault, Marc Chagall, Graham Sutherland, Giorgio Morandi, Marino Marini, 

and Giorgio de Chirico, asking them their thoughts on art, life, and education. 

Specifically, Mangravite was to gather the artists’ opinions on the establishment of a new 

Art Center at Columbia University. Though not included in the transcribed interviews in 

this research, Mangravite also interviewed prominent European university professors on 

the topic of inviting artists to teach in American universities, which was already standard 

in European universities. Because of Mangravite’s unique position as both a well-

established artist and art educator, he was the ideal candidate to conduct these interviews.  

Upon discovering these interviews, I was intrigued to examine their contents, the 

transcripts of which were given by Mangravite to the Smithsonian AAA. Though the 

artists Mangravite interviewed were some of the most distinguished of the modernist 

movement, the interviews were not widely available to the public and were only 

accessible through the Smithsonian’s archive. These interviews are important because 

they not only reveal fascinating conversations with some of the most influential artists of 

the twentieth century, but also shed light on art education of the time and elucidate 

opinions from the leading figures of the art world on bringing artist-educators to teach in 

American universities. This study utilized historical research methodology to answer the 

following question. 
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CENTRAL RESEARCH QUESTION 

 In Peppino Mangravite’s interviews with those whom he identifies as some of the 

most significant artists of his time, what questions did Mangravite ask and what 

responses did he receive that enabled him to develop his perspective on defining an artist-

educator? 

PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Because the field of art education is relatively young, there is a lack of historical 

research available and not much support for those who wish to undertake it. In the 

National Art Education Association’s (2009) “Creating a Visual Arts Education Research 

Agenda for the 21st Century: Encouraging Individual and Collaborative Research,” there 

is a “focus on expanding access to information on current and emerging policy issues that 

affect art education” (p. 3), yet only a brief mention of utilizing a diversity of research 

approaches, such as historical research. The historical research I conducted here looked at 

a person, specifically an artist-educator whose contributions to the field of art education 

have been overlooked. Peppino Mangravite’s 1955 artist interviews seemed to be of great 

importance at the time, yet are not included within the historical literature of art 

education. I believe Mangravite deserves more attention than a short reference in a 

textbook, considering there is an entire archive at the Smithsonian AAA dedicated to 

him. My research provides new historical information about a valuable, yet overlooked, 

artist-educator, which may also yield insight to the identity formation of artist-educators.   
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MOTIVATIONS FOR RESEARCH 

 As I am an artist relatively new to the field of art education, I have struggled with 

feeling the need to choose between identifying myself as either an artist or an art 

educator. I received a bachelor’s degree in studio art in 2009 and have since continued to 

develop my artistic practice. Considering my decision to pursue becoming an art educator 

was based on my own passion for creating art, I was under the assumption that most art 

educators would hold a similar value, which I came to find is not necessarily the case. As 

I observed art classrooms throughout my first year of the graduate art education program 

at The University of Texas at Austin, I was puzzled to find that many public school art 

teachers are not practicing artists. Through interviews with art teachers from various 

schools, I discovered that most do not find time to focus on their own creative interests 

because of work or family obligations. As a result, I feel that many art teachers become 

static in their careers. Personally, because my passion for art education is motivated by 

my artistic practice, I feel it is vital that I always maintain my artistic growth.  

 From early childhood, I can recall loving to draw, paint, imagine, and create, 

always inspired by my artistic mother. With every available resource provided to 

motivate and encourage my imaginative play, it only made sense that art would always be 

an integral part of my existence. Realizing the importance of my artistic practice as a 

reflection of personal growth is what fuels me to share my understanding of art through 

research and education.  

 When I was a child, my mother nurtured my every artistic whim. She has 

maintained a career as a freelance artist and benefits by working from home. Therefore, I 
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grew up watching her “color,” and with childlike naivety assumed her job was common, 

though now I realize how extremely lucky she is to express her creativity in such a way. 

Because she is always finding new inspiration, gaining new skills, or pursuing a 

challenge, my mother is an ideal model of a lifelong learner. There is no doubt in my 

mind that she is the core reason for my involvement with and delight in art. 

 My father also had an equally important impact on my character. From him, I 

inherited logical thought, organizational skills, a strong work ethic, and an understanding 

of when and how to set boundaries—essential to balancing my empathetic nature. As the 

first in his family to receive a master’s degree, my father had a significant influence on 

my pursuit of postgraduate education. Always sharply put together and on time, my 

father is a corporate lawyer—a seemingly polar opposite of my mother who is the 

quintessential artist-type. I consider this duality a blessing because the blend of my 

parents’ personalities provided me with a secure, loving, and playful upbringing. I like to 

think I got the best of both of them.  

 When I first applied to college, I sought a program that offered a major in Art 

Education. I enrolled at St. Edward’s University in Austin because it was close to my 

hometown of San Antonio but in a city that I perceived to be much more progressive. I 

began my undergraduate education with the intention of working toward K-12 teacher 

certification in art and took foundational studio art courses my freshman and sophomore 

years. Although the rigorous studio hours proved to be challenging, I very much enjoyed 

the consistently creative environment of the art building. I also learned from an art 

history professor I had at St. Edward’s (whose classes were known by everyone to be the 
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most difficult) the value of hard work and tough love. The summer after my freshman 

year of college, I worked as an art camp counselor at the Dougherty Arts School in 

Austin. From this experience I found that I enjoy working with children and am always 

inspired by their uninhibited imagination. Throughout college, I spent each summer 

working with youth in various art education programs.  

 Seeking self-discovery beyond the college environment, I decided to study abroad 

in Amsterdam, The Netherlands during my junior year. This experience was by far one of 

the greatest times of personal growth in my young adulthood. I interned at the Stedlijk 

Museum of Modern and Contemporary Art, which gave me inside exposure to the 

contemporary art world. I also spent much of my time traveling and painting, which 

helped me realize the importance of stepping outside of my comfort zone and utilizing art 

as a means for self-reflection. When I returned from my semester abroad to finish my 

undergraduate degree at St. Edward’s, I realized and acknowledged my desire to major in 

studio art. A major in Art Education did not allow for a senior exhibition and instead 

focused on student teaching and general education courses. At the time, I was invigorated 

by my recent adventures of self-discovery and yearned to express myself artistically as 

well as develop my painting skills. For my senior exhibition I presented a multimedia 

project that explored various perspectives of the biblical creation story, featuring seven 

paintings inspired by children’s artistic interpretations of the biblical seven days of 

creation. This was also when I became interested in the graduate Art Education Program 

at The University of Texas at Austin to further my understanding of teaching.  

 Since becoming a part of the graduate program, my views of art education have 
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greatly expanded and I am open to possibilities beyond a career as a K-12 art teacher. I 

have realized the importance of research in the relatively young field of art education, as 

well as the value of maintaining my own artistic practice. I passionately believe that a 

teacher should never stop learning. Through my own art and the art of others, I can 

absorb infinite ideas about the surrounding world and myself. I have also learned the 

value of utilizing local and contemporary artists not only to benefit students, but also for 

the personal growth of the teacher. To remain a life-long learner and to avoid a stagnant 

curriculum, teaching about contemporary art can help to engage an art educator as much 

as it will their students, providing an endless supply of relevant and inspiring content.  

 Through my graduate education, I had sought to find a way to balance artistic and 

art educational practices. During my first semester of the graduate program, I chose to 

research artist-educators for my art education historical foundations paper. While 

referring to Arthur Efland’s History of Art Education (1990), I found only five 

individuals that Efland referred to as “artist-teachers,” most of whom were not well 

known as artists (p. 198).  

 According to Efland (1990), Mangravite’s beliefs were similar to Franz Cizek’s 

theories of creative self-expression, which was an extremist take on enabling children to 

have uninhibited creative freedom (p. 199). Subscribing to this perception, Mangravite 

believed children have true artistic vision that can be corrupted by exposure to illustrated 

children’s books and art museums. Efland attributes the movement of creative self-

expression to Franz Cizek and the group of artist-teachers who pursued the development 

of his ideas (Efland, 1990, p. 198). After briefly researching each of the four other artist-
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teachers Efland mentions in this section—Marion Richardson, Florence Cane, Natalie 

Cole, and Victor D’Amico—I did not find any one particularly captivating as a focus of 

research. None of them were well-established artists of their time (at least not well 

enough for me to find examples of their work) and did not have art education theories 

that I strongly identified with. However, when it came to Mangravite, I was aligned with 

his stance that “It is absolutely impossible for anyone who is not an artist to succeed in 

teaching art” (Efland, 1990, p. 199) and was also intrigued by the lack of background 

information Efland provided, which drove me to discover more about Mangravite’s life 

and work. Not only did I find a wide array of his exhibited paintings, but I also found 

much more about his artistic and educational pursuits.  

HYPOTHESIS 

 After researching Peppino Mangravite’s life and work, it appeared to me that as a 

young professional he had intentions of becoming a successful working artist. Through 

building his career as a professional artist and acquiring positions teaching art at the 

university level, Mangravite developed a passion for art education and began his dual 

practice as an artist and an art educator. Subsequent to becoming established as a well-

appreciated artist, Mangravite soon became a figurehead for progressive education and 

was an active contributor to the field of art education (Read, 1934, p. 14). His 

professional connections as an artist-educator provided him opportunities that he 

probably would not have had as either an artist or an art educator alone. Because of this 

unique identity, Mangravite was able to conduct interviews with some of the most 
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renowned artists of his time, asking them to provide their thoughts on art, life, and 

education. These interviews contain rich conversations from eight artists contemporary to 

Mangravite that have been seemingly overlooked in the history of art education, which I 

hope to change.  

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Based on my research into defining what is an artist-educator, I first had to 

decipher which term out of the several (that all ultimately alluded to the same idea) to use 

in my research. Referring to the basic instance of a person who is both an artist and art 

educator, there are several terms including “artist teacher,” “teaching artist,” and “artist-

educator” (Adams, 2007; Aquino, 1978; Gibson & Murray, 2009; Graham & Zwirn, 

2010; Hall, 2010; Hatfield, Montana, & Deffenbaugh, 2006; Hatfield, 2007; Thornton, 

2005). I identified with the term “artist-educator” first and most importantly because I 

interpret the hyphen to indicate an implied equality and interrelationship between the two 

professions. Also, I prefer the use of the word “educator” because I construe it as more 

universal than “teacher,” a term I associate with someone who works primarily in a 

classroom. Within art education specifically, I connect the term “educator” with someone 

who works in a museum or community setting. Lastly, having an appreciation for 

language, I like that “artist-educator” is a blend of both titles, “artist” and “art educator.” 

Considering I am researching in the field of art education, I refer to myself and my 

colleagues as art educators.  

 After researching the various terms and definitions associated with artist-educators, 
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the most simple and straightforward definition I came across was, “An artist teacher is an 

individual who both makes and teaches art and is dedicated to both activities as a 

practitioner” (Thornton, 2005, p. 167). Using this perspective as a foundation, my 

personal definition of an artist-educator is someone who maintains the dual practice of 

both artist and art educator. My interpretation of “artist” in this sense does not imply one 

must be consistently making, exhibiting, and selling their work, but rather they should 

have a constant relationship with their own creativity. Though Mangravite’s research 

focus was to bring artists to teach in higher education, my emphasis is on K-12 art 

education. Synthesizing various research perspectives on the definition of an artist-

educator (Adams, 2007; Aquino, 1978; Gibson & Murray, 2009; Graham & Zwirn, 2010; 

Hall, 2010; Hatfield, Montana, & Deffenbaugh, 2006; Hatfield, 2007; Thornton, 2005), 

my position is that an artist-educator’s artistic and educational practices should fuel one 

another—one identity is unable to thrive without attention to the other.    

 As an artist-educator I have discovered truth in the cliché that teachers often learn 

more from their students than their students learn from them. This is important to my 

interpretation of an “artist-educator” because as I am dedicated to educating others about 

art, I inevitably learn more through the process, which in turn inspires my creativity and 

ultimately influences the artwork I produce. Further, through my personal creative 

process, I have a deeper understanding and true relationship with artistic sensibilities, 

which I then am able to more effectively translate when educating others through the 

process of studying or making a work of art. Being an artist keeps me in tune with the 

contemporary art world and also has me constantly referring to the history of art, giving 



 11 

me a more dynamic perspective as an art educator.  

LIMITATIONS 

 I began my research by looking generally into Peppino Mangravite’s work as an 

artist and art educator to discover the relationship he held with both practices. Through 

this initial investigation, I discovered that Mangravite worked at various schools with all 

age levels of students, was the head of arts and education organizations, and was an 

active researcher and advocate in the field of art education (Gaines, 2003, p. 2; Read, 

1934, p. 14). Subsequent chapters of paper will delve deeper into Mangravite’s 

background. During the summer of 1955 while working for Columbia University, 

Mangravite was offered an opportunity to travel to European universities and interview 

their art professors in preparation for the creation of a new arts center at Columbia 

(Gaines, 2003, p. 2). As part of his journey, Mangravite traveled to England, France, and 

Italy where he also conducted interviews with eight noted artists of his time--Georges 

Braque, Marc Chagall, Giorgio De Chirico, Marino Marini, Henry Moore, Giorgio 

Morandi, Georges Rouault, and Graham Sutherland—recording their ideas about art, life, 

and education (Gaines, 2003, p. 3). Learning more about the artist interviews Mangravite 

conducted, I became immediately intrigued and thus sought their details, which became 

the central focus of this study. An analysis of their content became a lens though which I 

studied the development of Mangravite’s perception of what it means to be an artist-

educator.  
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BENEFITS TO THE FIELD OF ART EDUCATION 

 Researching Peppino Mangravite’s contributions as an artist-educator will benefit 

the field of art education by providing information about an overlooked individual. 

Focusing my research on broadening our historical understanding of art education 

provides motivation for future researchers to explore other valuable figures that have yet 

to be recognized and included in the history of art education. Although my focus is 

toward the past, Mangravite’s career as an artist and art educator helped provide 

beneficial insight into how artist-educators may successfully balance both of these 

professional practices today and in the future.  

CONCLUSION 

This chapter introduced the reader to artist-educator, Peppino Mangravite and laid 

a foundation for this research project. Having identified the central research question,	  

problem statement,	  motivations for research,	  hypothesis,	  definition of terms, limitations, 

and benefits to the field of art education, the following chapter will provide a review of 

literature relevant to this research.
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Chapter 2:  Review of Literature 

 In this chapter, the reader will encounter a review of some of the most pertinent 

literature I researched when commencing this study. Beginning with an introduction to 

Peppino Mangravite, a review of one of the most extensive, yet unfortunately brief 

biographies (Read, 1934) of Mangravite I was able to find, is presented along with an 

article written by Mangravite (1952) expressing his opinions on the integration of studio 

art into liberal arts institutions of his time. Following Mangravite’s thoughts on art in 

higher education are articles that analyze art in contemporary K-12 education. Next is a 

primer of literature related to artist-educators, including articles expressing support for 

and evaluating the effectiveness of this dual identity in contemporary times. The chapter 

ends with a review of literature on conducting historical and archival research, which 

provides a foundation for this study’s research methodology.   

PEPPINO MANGRAVITE 

 Art critic and historian Helen Appleton Read’s (1934) article, “Peppino 

Mangravite” provides a short biography of Mangravite’s life and gives insight into the 

nature of his artistic expression. She begins by telling of his life in Italy, where he was 

trained as a young boy in the traditional Italian style of painting, which was unmatched 

by American art schools at the time. To learn drawing, he was required to study anatomy 

by dissecting cadavers, and to learn painting he used tempera on wet plaster and worked 

on the master scale of Italian fresco painters. Because Mangravite’s father so adamantly 

pursued the American dream by moving from Italy with his sixteen-year-old son, 
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Mangravite’s work often portrays themes of the ideal American life. In describing 

Mangravite’s relationship with art, Read (1934) said,  

Painting and life were interchangeable concepts for him. Art was not merely for 
him his own expression and interpretation of life but it was the key with which to 
interpret the story of mankind, while the appreciation of love and art was the 
talisman whereby the individual might become a more sensitive and conscious 
human being. (p. 14) 
 

Read goes on to equate this belief with Mangravite’s inclination to teach art. The artist’s 

strong associations with the American dream combined with his love for art created his 

idea that American youth could be reignited by the American dream through the study of 

fine arts. Read (1934) goes on to list the numerous arts education organizations and 

painting exhibitions Mangravite was involved with proving “in spite of the enormous 

expenditure of time and energy which he gave to teaching, he was able to pursue his 

career as a painter” (p. 14). 

 An article written by Peppino Mangravite (1952), “Relation of Creative Design to 

an Education in the Humanities” proposed the notion that it is vital for an arts education 

(specifically within liberal arts institutions) to include studio practice as opposed to only 

studying the arts from an abstract or historical perspective. Mangravite believed that 

without creating art, the student does not fully understand how art can communicate 

insight into the human condition. He does not intend to imply that art history should not 

be taught, but sees it as vital to at the very least being an “art appreciator.” Mangravite 

views art as a unique type of historical record in itself and feels that is important for any 

artist to study art history before she can fully understand her own creation. Mangravite 

(1952) believed that, “Thinking and doing are as inseparable in the understanding of art 
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as are study and debate in the development of logical thought” (p. 175). Mangravite 

supports liberal arts courses in Creative Design, the grammar of art, so that every student 

of the liberal arts will not only learn art history and theory, but also will have experience 

with creating art in order to develop her imagination and sensibilities. Mangravite’s 

article provides clear insight into his beliefs about studio art practice within higher 

education. It is also evidence that he was actively contributing research and writing in the 

field of education in relation to his perspective as an artist. Not only was he a successful 

artist, but also passionate about art education and the connectedness of the two.  

ART IN EDUCATION 

 Green’s (2006) article, “In Their Own Words: Critical Thinking in Artists’ Diaries 

and Interviews” sets out to counter the notion that art is merely a form of entertainment, 

but rather a discipline that requires knowledge of every subject, from the math and 

science involved in visual creation, to the knowledge of history, religion, literature, 

sociology, and politics that give a work its context and concept. By analyzing four artists, 

historical and contemporary, Green shows that the artist is an intellectual first and an 

artist second, because of the context and content of their work. Green’s article is valuable 

because it emphasizes the importance of artistic creation along with intellectual 

thought—validating the teaching of art in schools.  

 Chapman (1982) begins her book, Instant Art, Instant Culture: The Unspoken 

Policy for American Schools, by acknowledging the inequalities between subjects, 

especially art, in American public schools. She says that art is often overlooked as a 
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relevant subject and is, therefore, not given equal time and resources as the other 

subjects. Chapman poses the question, “Who should teach art?” and makes a point that 

artists do not necessarily make good art teachers.  

 Chapman says that because art classrooms do not come with a set curriculum, art 

teachers must be fully prepared to teach by having a broad knowledge of art education 

resources and strong curriculum planning. She also points out that although an art teacher 

needs to be sensitive to human nature, it can be difficult for a “free-spirited” artist to 

function in the school institution. Chapman asks, “Should an art teacher be an artist?” and 

argues that it should not be of upmost importance that an art teacher be an artist. She 

gives reasoning for the idea that art education should not be only focused on studio 

practice, but also addresses art and visual culture. Most importantly, Chapman (1982)  

says that, “the art teacher’s personal skills as an artist are less important than their ability 

to communicate what the experience of creating art means and to engage students in the 

process” (p. 95). Chapman analyzes the teacher as a professional and gives examples of 

an effective art teacher being involved with the community and engaging their students 

by taking them outside of the classroom. Chapman’s article is a thought-provoking 

counter to the notion that an art teacher should be an artist.  

ARTIST-EDUCATORS 

 Thornton’s (2005) article, “The Artist Teacher as Reflective Practitioner,” gives a 

concrete definition of an artist-teacher and lays out the characteristics and problems 

associated with this identity. Thornton (2005) states that an artist-teacher is “a person 
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who both makes and teaches art and has a commitment to, or belief in this dual practice” 

(p. 167). Thornton offers adopting a reflective practice as a solution to the difficulties 

associated with maintaining the dual identities of artist and teacher. Part of the solution 

he provides is for artist-teachers to involve themselves in the art world beyond their 

classroom experience, finding support from other artists and artist-teachers.  

 Adams’ (2007) article, “Artists Becoming Teachers,” analyzes the experiences of 

post-graduate art students who utilized an online communication and support forum in 

the process of teacher training. He is especially interested in the identities of the artist and 

teacher and the merging of these two identities. He sees identity as established in a social 

interaction, and therefore analyses the online interactions of the artists training to become 

teachers. The first year teachers’ identities were at odds, mainly because of the new 

imposed social codes of the teaching institution such as behavior and dress, which are 

very different from their art school environment. Also, once in the teaching environment, 

they found that many of the contemporary ideas they learned in their art education 

courses were not easily adaptable to the conservative school environment. This is 

relevant to my research in that it gives real experiences of contemporary artists in their 

transition to become art teachers. It deals directly with analyzing the issues associated 

with negotiating the identity of artist-teacher.   

 Aquino’s (1978) article, “Artists as Teachers,” examines the effectiveness of a 

government program in which artists were employed for residencies in public schools. 

Aquino describes potential problems as well as the effectiveness of inviting artists to 

teach in the classroom. He argues that the artists took away teaching positions from 
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public school art teachers because they were cheaper to employ for short residencies and 

were seemingly more effective because they were practicing artists. Despite the article 

being dated, it gives an interesting perspective of a program specifically geared toward 

putting artists in the classroom. Aquino’s article highlights the fact that bringing an artist 

into the classroom cannot replace the presence of an art educator, who has an advantage 

because of training in studio art as well as art education.  

 In “Artist/Art Educator: Making Sense of Identity Issues” Hatfield, Montana, and 

Deffenbaugh (2006) provide the perspectives of a group of art educators who were 

interviewed about their feelings and experience with creating art. From their teacher 

preparation to the expectations from their school administration, they tell of the struggle 

to find time to create art while reconciling their various identities including educator, 

artist, parent, etc. This article was very helpful in giving me actual perspectives of art 

teachers and their experience with creating or not creating art themselves. It lays out 

problems associated with balancing an art practice and the responsibilities of being an 

educator and also gives positive experiences of teachers who exhibit their work.  

 In “Who Teaches Art? What is Learned?” Hatfield (2007) explores the types of 

people who teach art—from certified teachers to artists to parents—not restricted to the 

public school environment. Hatfield questions the value of  “a little something is better 

than nothing” in regards to education and poses that art should be taught by a 

professional certified art educator with a complete background in art making, art history, 

and art criticism. The article provides an alternative perspective to the belief that an art 

educator should be a practicing artist. Hatfield supports the belief that an art educator 
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should be certified to teach and also have previous experience creating art, but does not 

necessarily have to be an artist.  

 Gibson and Murray’s (2009) article “Maneuvering the Role as a Community 

College Artist-Educator: Scholarship Assessed” reflects on a study of how Texas 

community college artist-educators balance their educational responsibilities with their 

own art practice. Gibson says that for an artist-educator to succeed in the community 

college environment, they must first and foremost see themselves as educators, while also 

realizing that it is vital to the creative nature of their profession that they continue to 

make art. This balance is a struggle because of the amount of dedication it takes to be an 

effective teacher. The article claims to offer solutions to maintaining the dual identity of 

artist-educator to avoid feelings of guilt and anxiety art teachers may experience because 

of lack of art production. The study revealed that most artist-educators identify 

themselves as either artists first or artist-educators as opposed to primarily educators. 

Gibson and Murray’s article provides concrete survey data of artist-educators’ opinions 

of balancing their educational responsibilities with their own artistic practice. It also 

confirms sentiments that I have previously observed from K-12 public school art teachers 

who believe they do not have time to create art, but for the most part, feel that it would be 

beneficial if they did.  

 Vital to the well being of a contemporary art classroom is the necessity for an 

effective educator to continuously educate themselves as well as their students. Check 

and Akins-Tillett (2009) echo this in their article promoting social justice in the art 

classroom by saying, “We consider everyone in the classroom as life-long learners, even 
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ourselves. We value learning over schooling, discussion over monologue, and empathy 

over judgment” (p. 19). This rings true with my own beliefs because I have a personal 

goal to persist in being a life-long learner. This is one of the driving forces behind my 

intrigue with the artist-educator identity—that engaging with and nurturing one’s own 

relationship with art supports an art educator in remaining a life-long learner. Check and 

Akins-Tillett’s (2009) article illuminates that it is possible to create a dynamic and 

meaningful art curriculum using social justice as one’s lens. 

CONDUCTING HISTORICAL AND ARCHIVAL RESEARCH  

 In his book chapter, “From Acquaintance to Argument: Five Phases of Historical 

Investigation within Art Education,” Bolin (in press) lays out five straightforward, but 

interchangeable steps to guide the novice historical researcher in approaching a research 

endeavor. Becoming familiar with past and current art education historical research, 

creating a research question, selecting appropriate methodologies for research, engaging 

in historical investigation, and establishing an argument in support of the investigation 

each help to establish a basis for delving into an historical inquiry. Bolin’s chapter 

provided beneficial information in my preparation to engage in historical research by 

supplying foundational tools. I also gained an understanding of what to expect in 

approaching historical research in the field of art education through the examples of his 

previous students’ research (Bolin, in press, p. 25).  

 Bearman’s (1995) article, “Archival Strategies,” makes an argument for the 

improvement of archives to make them more accessible to the general community. By 
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limiting hours, requiring appointments, and keeping only analog records, archives are not 

changing along with society. Though this article is written in the context of providing 

information for archivists regarding the betterment of their archives, I found it was 

helpful in giving me an insider’s look at the difficulties commonly associated with 

archival research that helped me be aware of these factors when I visited archives.  

  In her article “Being on Location: Serendipity, Place, and Archival Research,” 

Kirsch (2008) shares her experience conducting historical research through visiting 

archives as well as her subject’s place of origin. She acknowledges the valuable role of 

serendipity in on-site historical research and promotes openness to experience to 

encourage the development of chance events. She points out how difficulties can arise 

when researching archival material for a seemingly obscure individual as a result of 

decisions made by archivists about whether to place related material in their own archive 

or that of their more well-recognized correspondents. Kirsch highlights the important role 

of place through the example of her visit to the origin of her research subject, which 

provided her a deeper understanding and context for the archival research she later 

conducted. Emphasizing the importance of respecting historical research subjects, Kirsch 

(2008) shares this quote from Jacqueline Jones Royster:  

As scholars, we have an ethical responsibility to members of the community we 
study and, in the case of historical subjects, to their descendants, who have a right 
to the respectful and dignified treatment of their ancestors. (p. 25) 
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Along with respecting affected communities, Kirsch also advises historical researchers to 

reach out to communities of scholars studying similar subjects, as they can be immensely 

helpful in providing advice and resources, as well as motivation to continue on.  

 Connors’ (1992) book chapter “Dreams and Play: Historical Method and 

Methodology,” begins by challenging the commonly held belief that there is a singular 

historical truth to be sought by historical researchers. Instead, he presents three elements 

that make up data in historical studies: “the historian’s perceptions of the present, her 

assemblage of claims based on study of materials from the past, and an ongoing internal 

dialogue about cultural preconceptions and prejudices and the historian’s own” (p. 15). 

These elements combined are what bring a historian to the attempted solution of their 

historical problem. Connors points out that the most important data in historical 

composition are perceptions of the present day. These perceptions can spark questions, 

excitement, and intrigue, “without which history of any sort is a dead compiling of facts 

without affect” (p. 16).  Once the researcher is aware of her pre-existing perceptions, she 

must compile her questions to prepare for archival research. This kind of data is the most 

painstaking to acquire, as a result of the often overwhelming amount of information that 

must be “explored, analyzed, cross-checked, deconstructed, reconstructed, made meaning 

of, be stripped, checked, and polished” (p. 17). Connors comments on this process, “The 

archive is where storage meets dreams, and the result is history” (p. 17).  Lastly, Connors 

lays out the final piece of data for a historian to take into consideration: one’s prejudice, 

which he says can be overcome by studying the prejudices as data. This advice was 

helpful in recognizing bias in my historical research, especially when analyzing Peppino 
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Mangravite’s interviews with artists on their perceptions of artist-educators, taking into 

consideration my own identity as an artist-educator. Further, Connors says historians are 

left to work with what they can find of these three types of data, resulting in a process 

that is under constant construction where historians contribute fragments, always trying 

to make better sense of things.  

Connors (1992) provides advice for historians approaching archival research: 

“What historians really do in the Archive—and really need to do—is play. Search is 

play” (p. 23). He muses about searching for fascinating anomalies, unexpected treasures, 

and the “Ah!” moment of realization that is always the historian’s true payoff (p. 24). 

Connors identifies the importance of internal criticism, taking into consideration that all 

previously existing historical sources were created by humans, and therefore susceptible 

to error. Commenting on the value of narrative in history, Connors says, “So we cannot 

learn what to do from history. All we can learn is what others have done, perhaps a little 

about what not to do, and, perhaps, a little about who we are” (p. 32).  

CONCLUSION 

This chapter provided a review of literature related to Peppino Mangravite’s life 

and work, the value of art in education, insight into the artist-educator identity, and 

advice on conducting historical and archival research. The following chapter will 

introduce the methodology for this study, presenting the process of historical 

investigation and approach to carrying out archival research. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 

 This study began with an interest in Peppino Mangravite’s life and work as an 

artist-educator. Through some initial investigation, I became aware that The Smithsonian 

Archives of American Art (AAA) possessed an entire archive devoted to Peppino 

Mangravite. Knowing that I wanted to pursue further research on Mangravite in 

preparation for this research project, it was important for me to visit this Archive.  

 Through contacting several Smithsonian employees, I was connected to Charles 

Duncan, a Collection Specialist at the Smithsonian AAA office in New York who was an 

indispensable guide for my research of Peppino Mangravite. Not only did Mr. Duncan 

actually know of Mangravite—not too many people do—but he also he provided me with 

information previously unknown to me, and hastily shared additional archival resources. 

The most beneficial reference he provided to me was D. Wigmore Fine Art. on Fifth 

Avenue in Manhattan, which houses a collection of Mangravite’s paintings as well as a 

small archive of materials about his life and work. Beyond supplying me with so many 

exciting avenues to pursue, Mr. Duncan was a great motivation for my research. He was 

intrigued with the historical investigation I was embarking on, especially from the 

perspective of art education, and his interest helped inspire me to continue my pursuits.  

 I scheduled my trip to the archives in New York City for early May 2010 and 

planned to stay for nine days, allowing me time to properly collect information. Upon 

arriving, I felt the excitement of finally embarking upon a time to journey back to the 

past. I confirmed all of my research appointments and settled into the essence of being a 
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traveler, open to possibilities and not necessarily tied to any schedule.  

 While in New York City, my intentions were to visit the Museum of Modern Art 

(MoMA) Library, the Smithsonian AAA, and D. Wigmore Fine Art. All three locations 

contained archival material on Mangravite, though I was most anticipating my visit to the 

Smithsonian AAA because they held the largest collection. I was aware that their archive 

was only available to view on microfilm, which is similar to a filmstrip and contains 

images that are projected onto a microfilm reader, enabling hundreds of archived 

documents to be shared in a very small package. Knowing this, I planned only to glimpse 

at the Smithsonian’s archive on Mangravite and to later request it be sent to The 

University of Texas Library, where I could spend time viewing it more extensively. 

Despite being slightly disappointed that I would not be able to view and handle the actual 

documents at the Smithsonian AAA, I was excited to visit all three locations to converse 

with their experts.  

GOING TO THE MOMA LIBRARY 

 On the way to the MoMA Library, I was impressed with my ability to navigate the 

New York public transportation system while traveling solo all the way from the New 

York University area of Manhattan to an obscure neighborhood in Queens. Initially it was 

difficult to find the entrance to the vast, blue building. After walking around the 

perimeter of the structure, which encompassed the entire city block, I buzzed my way 

into the building through an inconspicuous side door that I had initially avoided in 

anticipation of a more official entryway. Once I was inside, the doorman gave me a 
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locker key to put away my things and pointed me in the direction of the archives. I was 

immediately struck by the library’s modern, yet inviting interior, considering how 

seemingly non-descript the outdoor experience had been. Next to the archives was a 

warm, well-lit study room centered around a long table where about six or seven other 

graduate-looking students were sitting. The librarian was very nice—a young, well-

dressed man who was extremely helpful in providing me with all of the resources I 

required. After giving him my information, he pulled Mangravite’s archive file, which I 

had requested the day before when scheduling the appointment. Though quite a thin file, 

its contents piqued my interest because they were real, historical artifacts from 

Mangravite’s life. There was a plethora of exhibition notices from solo shows of 

Mangravite’s artwork as well as accompanying magazine articles reviewing them. The 

librarian showed me how to use the scanner to create PDF images of the archive material, 

which inspired me to scan every article contained in the file. This initial experience 

coming into contact with artifacts that had gone seemingly overlooked since 

Mangravite’s lifetime invigorated me to continue my search.  

 Being able to hold the original fliers from Mangravite’s various exhibitions was the 

first experience I had of feeling truly connected to his history, enlightening me with the 

realization that I was doing significant work. I realized that I was now an advocate for a 

person whose accomplishments have yet to be acknowledged. The only downside to 

viewing the exhibition fliers was that I could not see the paintings connected to the 

descriptions I was reading. Yet, based on the preliminary research I had conducted on 

Mangravite, I did have a foundational understanding of his style and was able to imagine 
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what the paintings might have looked liked. With my energy enlivened, I prepared for my 

next day’s visit to the Smithsonian AAA.  

THE SMITHSONIAN ARCHIVES OF AMERICAN ART AND D. WIGMORE FINE ART 

 My experience meeting Charles Duncan from the Smithsonian AAA was slightly 

stressed in the beginning because I was tardy arriving at the subway, which was 

subsequently late to pick me up. To add to my frustrations, when I finally emerged in 

downtown Manhattan I experienced difficulty finding the building where Mr. Duncan’s 

office was located. After wandering seemingly aimlessly for ten minutes, I realized I was 

standing in front of the building the entire time, a situation that is now humorous in 

hindsight.  

 After successfully navigating to the Smithsonian AAA office, I met Mr. Duncan 

who was immediately helpful in alleviating my anxiety. He was very encouraging of my 

research and shared a story about a woman he had recently met that happened to be a 

former student of Mangravite. I was continuously impressed with Mr. Duncan’s 

knowledge of Mangravite, considering he is such an obscure figure in the history of art.1 

Mr. Duncan had arranged a visit for me at D. Wigmore Fine Art, a gallery that represents 

a handful of artists and has an inventory of artwork reflecting major historic styles of 

American art. We walked under his umbrella through the rain, for which I was 

unprepared, toward Fifth Avenue to visit the gallery.  

 Upon arriving at the building where D. Wigmore Fine Art was located, we were 

                                                
1 Through meeting with Mr. Duncan, I also learned that Mangravite’s name is pronounced Mangra-vee-tee 
instead of Mangra-veet, as I had previously assumed. 



 28 

escorted to the elevator and taken up to a fashionable private art showroom with an 

exhibition of Op-art paintings inhabiting the walls. I was introduced to the Director of D. 

Wigmore Fine Art, Emily Lenz, who Mr. Duncan had arranged for me to meet. Ms. Lenz 

was extremely helpful—she already had six of Mangravite’s paintings on display for me 

in the back viewing room, along with prints of his paintings and a small archival folder 

with many articles I had never seen.  

 

Figure 1: Peppino Mangravite’s paintings at D. Wigmore Fine Art  

To my surprise and delight, there was even a photo of Mangravite, which I had yet to 

come across despite my extensive research.  
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Figure 2: Photograph of Peppino Mangravite 

My conversation with Ms. Lenz was very stimulating due to her excitement about 

the research I was conducting and her willingness to help. Both Ms. Lenz and Mr. 

Duncan were the most enthusiastic and knowledgeable people I have encountered 

through researching Mangravite and it was a pleasure to be able to converse with them 

not only in person, but also in front of artworks that Mangravite created. I am very 

grateful to Mr. Duncan and the Smithsonian AAA as well as Ms. Lenz and D. Wigmore 

Fine Art for their support of my endeavors and the lengths to which they went out of their 

way to assist me. During my visit to New York, I saw nine original paintings by 

Mangravite, from a period in the 1930s and ‘40s, and accumulated a mass of new 

information on Mangravite to bring home with me in both paper and digital form.  

   



 30 

THE PEPPINO MANGRAVITE PAPERS 

 After returning to Austin, I contacted The University of Texas Library to assist me 

in having the Archive of the Peppino Mangravite Papers shipped from the Smithsonian 

AAA through interlibrary loan. A few weeks later, I was sent notification that the archive 

had arrived and shortly thereafter went to pick it up, knowing that I had limited time to 

explore it. When I was first handed the package containing the archive, I naively 

assumed, because of its small size, that I would easily be able to view all of the 

documents it contained. However, after setting up the microfilm and spending the first 

four hours scrolling through only two feet of tape, I quickly came to realize that it would 

not be possible for me to view the entire six reels of information in the time allotted for 

me to access the archive.  

 Throughout the following visits to the basement of the main University of Texas 

library where the microfilm viewers were located, I learned how to quickly scan for 

pertinent information and decided early on that I needed to be selective in my research, 

directing my attention to information I perceived most relevant to my particular study. I 

also began to realize just how vast the archive was. Oftentimes it was overwhelming, 

blurring my ability to distinguish between my research intentions and what I found to be 

personally interesting. Based on what I had discovered in the Smithsonian’s archive 

registry guide prior to my investigation, I had a general idea of what I desired to look 

into, but did not have strict parameters channeling my curiosities. In my preliminary 

research of the Smithsonian AAA Finding Aid (Gaines, 2003) to the Peppino Mangravite 

papers, I was most intrigued by the transcripts of interviews Mangravite had conducted 
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with eight significant artists of his time, which were a major part of the archive’s 

contents. Though I was eager to read the interviews, I saved them for last with the 

intention of browsing through the entirety of the archive so as not to overlook anything of 

possible importance.    

 Once I finally arrived at the artist interviews, after spending countless hours 

browsing the breadth of the archive, I had a considerably more well rounded 

understanding of Peppino Mangravite as a person and began to experience an odd feeling 

that I once knew him. Reading letters and drafts of papers he had handwritten, his 

correspondence between colleagues and friends, and seeing his personal photographs 

provided a very intimate experience with a person whose lifetime began and ended before 

I was born. The artist interviews Mangravite conducted were more fruitful than I had 

expected, thoroughly engaging my attention. Though searching the entirety of the archive 

had been a beneficial process, I had begun to wonder if I was ever going to find what I 

was looking for, which had since become very obscured. I was drowning in the sea of 

information I had accumulated after scanning hundreds of PDF documents from the 

archive. Yet, after finally reading Mangravite’s introduction to his own journey 

interviewing eight prominent artists, I began to realize I had unveiled the focus of my 

research project. As a result, I spent an entire afternoon and the rest of the evening 

scanning the transcripts of the artist interviews, Mangravite’s accounts of his travels to 

Europe to visit with the artists, and the corresponding photographs of Mangravite with 

each artist. Galvanized with the awareness that I had finally found what I was looking 

for, I began to sort through the trove of information that would become the foundation for 
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my thesis research. 
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Chapter 4: Mangravite and The Eight Artists  

 This chapter introduces Peppino Mangravite and the eight artists he interviewed 

on his journey to Europe in 1955. First, an in-depth biography of Mangravite highlights 

the significant events in his life and career that led up to his interviews with the eight 

artists. This is followed by succinct biographies of each artist, paired with summaries of 

their interview in the order that they occurred. This provides some context for the 

interviews, as well as maintains the narrative aspect of Mangravite’s tour. In this chapter 

more information about each artist is presented through offering deeper insight into their 

personal reflections on their own artistic practice. In doing so it becomes obvious that 

each artist was connected to the others as a whole because of their shared experience 

working to define modern art. The interviews Mangravite conducted highlight individual 

artists, who in reality were working together. Presented here, there is an independent and 

collective voice expressed by these artists. Throughout this chapter there are references 

and quotes from artists interviewed by Peppino Mangravite. Rather than cite each 

interview specifically, I am noting this information here. The transcripts of Mangravite’s 

interviews with the eight artists can be found in Appendix A of this study. The following 

is a table presenting the dates and locations of the interviews Mangravite conducted with 

the eight artists, in the order of which they occurred. 1  

                                                
1 There were three discrepancies found in the dates of Mangravite’s interviews with Georges Braque, 
Georges Rouault, and Marc Chagall, as reflected in Mangravite’s own transcripts and the Smithsonian’s 
archive on Mangravite. The date for Mangravite’s interview with Georges Braque is listed in the 
Smithsonian’s archive as occurring on June 19, 1955, but Mangravite’s transcript states that he met with 
Braque two days after meeting with Henry Moore, leaving me to assume that the Smithsonian’s archive 
includes a typing error, which should instead reflect that Mangravite met with Braque on June 9, 1955. In 
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Artist Date Location 

Graham Sutherland June 6, 1955 Kent, England 

Henry Moore June 7, 1955 England 

Georges Braque June 9, 1955 Paris, France 

Georges Rouault June 10, 1955 Paris, France 

Marc Chagall June 25, 1955 Vence, France 

Giorgio de Chirico July 9, 1955 Rome, Italy 

Marino Marini July 12, 1955 Milan, Italy 

Giorgio Morandi July 13, 1955 Bologna, Italy 

Table 1: Dates and Locations of Peppino Mangravite’s Interviews 

 

                                                                                                                                            
the transcripts of Mangravite’s interview with Georges Rouault, Mangravite begins with “Next day, after 
seeing Braque…” but the date for the interview is listed in the Smithsonian’s archive as occurring five days 
later. I have listed the date to reflect Mangravite’s statement. Mangravite’s interview with Marc Chagall is 
listed in the Smithsonian’s archive as occurring on June 24, 1955 and June 26, 1955, but Mangravite states 
in his transcripts that he met with Chagall on June 25, 1955. Again, I have listed the date to reflect 
Mangravite’s account.  
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PEPPINO MANGRAVITE 

 Peppino Mangravite was born in Lipari, Italy in 1896 and migrated to the U.S. with 

his father around the age of sixteen (Read, 1934, p. 13). As a young boy in Italy with a 

strong affinity for artistic expression and an eye for beauty, Mangravite was supported in 

pursuing a career as an artist, which began early in Italian custom. At an age when most 

children were in grammar school, Mangravite was trained in the traditional Italian style 

of painting by completing six years of study in Italy at the Scuole Techiniche Belle Arti 

(Gaines, 2003, p. 1), which was unmatched by American art schools at the time. He 

learned the old Italian master style of painting, mixing his own egg-based tempera; 

working on the large, master scale; and drawing murals in perspective according to the 

formulas of the Venetians (Read, 1934, p. 13). In contrast to his background in traditional 

Italian art, upon arriving in the U.S. Mangravite sought an American art education and 

studied at Cooper Union, the Broadmoor Art Academy, and the Art Student’s League in 

New York (Gaines, 2003, p. 2). Mangravite’s work reflected a combination of his Italian 

heritage and his enthusiasm for the American dream, which is own father so adamantly 

pursued.  

Artistic Career  

 As a young, liberal-minded artist living in Brooklyn, New York Mangravite began 

exhibiting in Manhattan in the 1920s. Painting was a part of life for Mangravite and he 

believed art lead to a more sensitive and conscious human being (Read, 1934, p. 14). He 

participated in solo as well as group exhibitions in venues such as Carnegie International, 
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the Chicago Annuals, and the Pennsylvania Academy. For most of his career Mangravite 

was represented by the Dudensing Gallery and had work on permanent display at the 

Whitney Museum. Throughout his career as an artist Mangravite accumulated many 

awards including a one-year trip abroad in 1932 on a Guggenheim Fellowship for 

creative painting in a small town in the south of France and numerous awards for his 

public murals. Three years after receiving his first Guggenheim fellowship, Mangravite 

was awarded another in 1935 and during the same period was commissioned by the U.S. 

Treasury Department to paint murals for post offices in New York and New Jersey. 

Though never catapulted to mainstream fame, Mangravite was a hard-working, 

successful artist who established a solid place for himself in the art world of his time.  

 Mangravite painted realistically from his observations of everyday life that were 

meant to serve as universal symbols for the human experience. He painted imaginative, 

swirling still-lifes and landscapes, which were reminiscent of Van Gogh’s paintings in 

the movement of their strokes. Mangravite admired the work of Goya, El Greco, and 

Delacroix and considered them his masters. Significant in Mangravite’s identification 

with the modernist movement was his inclusion in The Armory Show of 1913, an 

exhibition of modernist painting and sculpture in New York. Regarding the subject 

matter of his work, Mangravite felt that, “The time has come for the artist to again 

resume his role as social interpreter and, as has always been the case when the social 

order seems unstable, the artist abandons his art for art’s sake creed and transforms it into 

art for life’s sake” (Read, 1934, p. 16). Mangravite’s work was about more than simply 

appealing to aesthetic pleasure. It was meant to elicit awareness and provoke a change in 
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perspective. 

Career In Art Education 

 As an art educator, Mangravite worked equally well with children and adults 

(Gaines, 2003, p. 2). Mangravite’s strong belief in the American dream, inherited from 

his father, was one of the main factors in him becoming an art educator.  He believed that 

art could re-inspire the American spirit for disillusioned youths (Read, 1934, p. 14). He 

began his teaching career, which lasted half a century, as a teaching assistant at the 

Hansen School of Fine Arts in New York in 1918 (Gaines, 2003, p. 2) and soon became a 

figurehead for progressive art education, breaking away from his traditional past. 

Mangravite became director of art education at various schools, such as The Fielding 

School in Washington, DC; The Avon School at Avon, Connecticut; The Ethical Culture 

School in New York; Sarah Lawrence College in New York; and, most notably, headed 

the art department at Columbia University in New York City (Gaines, 2003, p. 2; Read, 

1934, p. 14). During the 1920s, Mangravite taught summer art camps for all ages in the 

Adirondack mountain area of New York State. In 1937, he spent two years as the head of 

the Art Department at Colorado Springs Fine Arts Center, and from 1940-42 he taught at 

The Art Institute of Chicago (Gaines, 2003, p. 2).  
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Figure 3: Peppino Mangravite teaching a mural painting class at the Art Institute of 
Chicago, 1942 

Mangravite wrote articles and gave lectures on art in education and was active in various 

professional arts and education organizations (Gaines, 2003, p. 2; Mangravite, 1936, 

1952). From 1943-44 he served as chairman of the College Art Association's Committee 

for the Study of the Practice of Art Courses. Of great importance is the fact that although 

Mangravite committed so much of himself to teaching, he was able to continue nurturing 

his thriving career as an artist. Mangravite realized that teaching art was worthwhile and 

provided him with job security, yet he would not allow it take a toll on his creative 
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expression. He valued his role as an artist first and foremost. 

 In relation to the field of art education during his lifetime, Mangravite can most 

closely be identified with Franz Cizek’s movement of creative self-expression, 

popularized by artist-teachers from the 1920s to the 1940s (Efland, 1990, p. 198). Toward 

the end of the 19th century, as primitive art became aesthetically noteworthy amongst the 

avant-garde, the value of children’s art also became an important consideration. Cizek, a 

Viennese artist, was one of the first to claim that children’s art had inherent artistic 

qualities. His followers, who were mostly “artist-teachers,” felt that there was a 

connection between true artists’ work and the uninhibited “free-expression” of a child 

(Efland, 1990, p. 196). As representational high art was becoming a figment of the past in 

the opinion of the avant-garde, abstraction and expressionism seemed much more 

appealing. Similarly, as children’s art had been previously lumped into the genre of 

primitive art, it became an area of focused interest. Cizek was a painter inspired by the 

unique artistic productions of children. He formed a new art education based around the 

theory that children create their own original type of art. When teaching, he basically 

gave children no guidance in terms of materials, method, or subject matter (Efland, 1990, 

p. 198). Understandably, Cizek’s ideas were radical for his time and, resultantly, brought 

about either devout followers or adamant naysayers. Most of the artist-teachers who were 

employing Cizek’s ideas of creative self-expression worked in private, progressive 

schools; rarely did they work in public schools or universities. While these artist-teachers 

believed they were freeing the child from traditional art education methods, they 

ultimately tended to (consciously or not) influence the outcome of their students’ work 
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based on their own artistic biases. As conveyed by Mangravite when he stated, “No one 

but an artist has the delicate intuition to sense what another person is trying to express” 

(Efland, 1990, p. 199), the group of artist-teachers putting into practice Cizek’s theories 

felt strongly that an artist was best suited for teaching art because of their unique 

sensibilities.   

 Especially in higher education, Mangravite promoted the creation of art over the 

study of art history or theory. He believed, “Thinking and doing are as inseparable in the 

understanding of art as are study and debate in the development of logical thought” 

(1952, p. 175).  He advocated that liberal arts institutions of his time needed to include art 

making (as opposed to only art history/theory) as a subject of the humanities. In 

justification, Mangravite (1952) said that, “As a truth is better understood through 

speaking or writing as opposed to simply reading, art is best understood by giving an idea 

visual manifestation rather than intellectual contemplation alone” (p. 173). Mangravite’s 

strong support for the incorporation of art making into the humanities also fueled his 

conviction that, “No one but an artist has the delicate intuition to sense what another 

person is trying to express” (Efland, 1990, p. 199). This notion inspired his journey to 

Europe—representing Columbia University—where he interviewed eight renowned 

artists as well as professors at European universities in preparation for the creation of a 

new arts center at Columbia.  

 For three months during the summer of 1955, Mangravite travelled to England, 

France, and Italy, documenting in photographs and tape recordings his experience 

interviewing eight of the most influential artists of his time, including Georges Braque, 
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Marc Chagall, Giorgio De Chirico, Marino Marini, Henry Moore, Giorgio Morandi, 

Georges Rouault, and Graham Sutherland. In his account of his journey, Mangravite (ca. 

1955) states his mission as having two purposes: for Columbia University he set out to 

obtain European educators’ thoughts on establishing the artist as teacher in an atmosphere 

of academic learning; for the Smithsonian Archives of American Art, he was to record 

for posterity the voices and the thoughts on art, life, and education of the eight well-

known artists.  

 The following is a brief biography of the eight artists Peppino Mangravite 

interviewed during the summer of 1955, presented in conjunction with excerpts from the 

conversations that occurred between Mangravite and each artist.  

GRAHAM SUTHERLAND 

British Painter, 1903-1980 

 Similar to his well-known predecessor Francis Bacon, Graham Sutherland’s work 

explores expressions of human suffering—skillfully rendered, intense states of emotion. 

Sutherland’s paintings stand out for his bold use of color and surrealist-inspired, 

abstracted forms. He began as an engraver and migrated to landscape paintings, blending 

elements of expressionism and his appreciation for natural forms. Later in his career he 

was also a successful portraitist, often commissioned by well-established figures of his 

time (Arnason, 2004, p. 472; Tassi, 1978). 

  On June 6, 1955 Mangravite set off to interview Graham Sutherland. Noticing the 

contrast of fig trees and thorn bushes upon approaching the entrance of Sutherland’s 
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home, Mangravite wondered aloud if it bore any significance—Sutherland smiled, 

providing no verbal response.  

 

Figure 4: Peppino Mangravite and Graham Sutherland, June 6, 1955 

Once settled into the interview, Sutherland talked about the analogies of landscape and 

the human figure present in his work. To delve further into the implied significance of the 

thorn bushes adorning Sutherland’s entryway, Mangravite inquired about his 

incorporation of thorn imagery into his paintings.  Referencing the Crucifixion, 

Sutherland acknowledged his fascination with the thorn’s ability to “pierce the air in all 

directions,” to him representing the cruelty of humanity. Transitioning into more 
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theoretical dialogue, Mangravite identified Sutherland’s use of what he called the “plastic 

metaphor,” a visual artist’s use of metaphor similar to that of a poet’s, and asked whether 

Sutherland believed that non-representational art could be metaphoric. Sutherland 

responded by sharing the root of his initial desire to paint, which was his deep 

appreciation for the natural landscape. Sutherland did not have the typical path of an 

artist—he did not train with masters and did not have a relationship with the art world 

throughout his youth, yet began experimenting with expressionism around the age of 28, 

tapping into the vivid memories of his childhood. Speaking to this, Sutherland said,  

I didn’t have a very good education as a painter. I was educated in a time when, it 
was after the first World War, and the standard of art teaching was not 
particularly high. All through my life I’ve been connected with the country, more 
or less, and I remember way back the impact that the mystery of landscape had on 
me.  

 

Once Sutherland brought up his own education as a painter (or lack there of), Mangravite 

guided the conversation toward Sutherland’s views on students being trained as artists in 

American higher education. Mangravite seemingly at first received the answer he was 

looking for when Sutherland stated,  

I have one thing to say about art education, which I think is tremendously 
important. I think that one should be taught to manipulate form with the greatest 
possible ease and speed. That is not to say—I’m old-fashioned about this—that 
drawing, drawing from the figure is essentially the one thing that no painter can, 
even now in this age, afford to disregard. On the other hand, I would agree that 
the place that could spark ideas in the artist is the university and not necessarily 
the regulation art school. 
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Mangravite acknowledged his agreement with Sutherland’s response and asked whether 

Sutherland believed artists would be proper art educators in liberal arts institutions. 

Interestingly, Sutherland responded,  

If you mean, can I conceive a painter actually working in a university, well, 
frankly I can’t, because I think that a painter has got to be—you won’t 
misunderstand me when I say that a painter has got to be a bit of an anarchist; 
he’s got to be attached to nobody. He must be absolutely free. He must not be 
attached to himself. There is one thing he must be attached to, he must be attached 
to his irresistible feeling that he’s got to get something off his chest. What he gets 
off his chest isn’t particularly a merit to him, but it may do other people good. It 
may help them to clarify their impressions and sensations. 

 
 Through further attempts at drawing his desired answer from Sutherland, 

Mangravite pointed out the negative aspects of artists working in isolation, yet simply 

managed to get Sutherland to agree that an education in art is “tremendously important.” 

HENRY MOORE 

English Sculptor, 1898-1986 

 Though Henry Moore was a Modernist sculptor, he was known for using more 

traditional media, such as stone and plaster, as compared to the work of his 

contemporaries. Often abstracted, his work resembled the natural contours found in 

nature and the human figure. Moore associated with the surrealist movement and was an 

established artist by his early thirties. Moore received classical art school training from 

the Royal College of Art in London from 1921 to 1925. Throughout the creation of his 

early sculptural works, Moore looked to traditional Renaissance masters such as 

Michelangelo and Rodin and was attracted to works he saw in museums and medieval 



 45 

church sculpture. During the 1930s he became heavily influenced by Surrealist sculpture, 

including works by Picasso, and began working with a wider range of materials such as 

bronze and wood (Arnason, 2004, p. 368). During this time, he began to establish the 

style for which he is most recognized—fluid forms with organic holes—reminiscent of 

natural rock formations that have been eroded by the flow of water. His later work was 

often figurative and incorporated his use of voided space (Lichtenstern, 2008). Based on 

his reputation as one of the foremost modern sculptors of his time, Mangravite referred to 

Moore as “the dean of Modern Sculptors” and on his visit to meet with Moore, 

Mangravite brought greetings from his many American admirers. 

  June 7, 1955, the day after meeting with Graham Sutherland, Mangravite returned 

to a rainy London to interview Henry Moore. Mangravite began by asking Moore about 

his use of symbolism and imagery in his sculpture and how it might affect generations to 

come. Moore mused about a recent book written by a Jungian psychologist that attached 

certain meanings to his sculpture, which he acknowledged could have been a 

subconscious element of his work. He found it interesting that one person’s writing could 

influence how others view his work in the future, implying that the artist is not always a 

“conscious prophet” in what he creates. Once again bringing up the “plastic metaphor,” 

Mangravite asked Moore how he makes poetical connections in his work, to which he 

responded,  

I can’t exactly say how I arrived at mixing forms. How, for instance, the relating 
of a female figure with mountains came about. Or how I connected, say, holes and 
spaces in a figure with caves in a hillside. Or how animal forms got mixed with 
human forms. Unless it is that as a sculptor I became interested in all forms 
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around me, of course, and saw similarities and parallels and fundamental 
connections between diverse things. And it seemed to me that if in poetry one 
could use metaphors to explain and reveal new interpretations, it seemed perfectly 
natural to do the same in sculpture. 

  

Mangravite then moved on to inquiring about Moore’s thoughts on the value of art 

education. Later reflecting on Moore as polite and interested, Mangravite received 

exactly the kind of response he was hoping for. Not only was Moore extremely 

responsive and supportive of incorporating studio art into higher education, taught by 

artists, but he also made this profound comment on the necessity of the artist:  

Well, I am sure that the community needs the artist. One is only to think of a 
world without art, that is a world without pictures, sculpture, music, poems, plays, 
etcetera, such a world would be no better than an animal world. The average 
person may think that painting and sculpture do not matter to him, but the very 
way he looks at life, at his garden, at everything around him is being colored and 
made by the artists who have lived before him. It is the artist who keeps the 
people’s sense alive. The poet keeps ideas and the language and vision fresh. The 
musician makes through sound the whole world of emotion and pleasure available 
and the sculptor and painter keep our eyes alert and our minds alive to the 
meaning of nature, to its rich associations, and to the wonderful variety and 
significance that is to be found in shape and form and color. Even though the 
average person may resist and dislike the changes in his outlook, all the time his 
life is being colored by art.  

 

Despite the inclement weather that day, Mangravite enjoyed his pleasant conversation 

with Moore, impressed by his ability to remain seemingly oblivious to the dreary storm.  

GEORGES BRAQUE 

French painter, 1882-1963 

 Born in France in 1882, Georges Braque is one of the most recognized painters of 
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the 20th century, known primarily for his colorful and abstract Cubist paintings. He spent 

his youth on the Seine River as well as a port city in Normandy, both popular sites for 

Impressionist painters. He befriended many artists in his adolescence and began to 

associate with the modernist Fauve painters. Les Fauves is French for wild beasts, and 

represented the rebellious group of young painters who, breaking away from traditional 

and impressionistic painting of the time, employed intense color and dramatic brush 

strokes in their lively paintings. Braque took various fine arts courses as a youth and after 

a short military service and bout of academic training, continued his artistic pursuits. 

Raised by two generations of tradesman, Braque also served as an apprentice for a house 

painter and decorator in the late 1800s where he learned techniques that would later 

influence his paintings and collages (Arnason, 2004).  

 The Cubist movement is attributed to both Braque and Pablo Picasso, who met 

through their mutual artist friends in 1907 and shortly thereafter began collaborating to 

develop Analytical Cubism, the foundation of the Cubist movement. Recognized for its 

heavily abstracted subjects broken into geometric forms, Cubism is an easily 

distinguishable, Avante Garde art movement of the 20th century. Cézanne largely 

influenced much of Braque’s early cubist paintings, so much so that his tendencies to 

employ similar elements in his landscape paintings are referred to as “Cézannism” 

(Arnason, 2004, p. 166). Essentially, it was Cézanne’s work that set Braque in the 

direction of cubism.   

 After a visit to Picasso’s studio in 1907, Braque and Picasso quickly developed a 

relationship and established a frequent habit of visiting one another’s studios. Constantly 
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inspired by the other’s work, Braque and Picasso have been referred to as “two mountain 

climbers roped together” (Arnason, 2004, p. 167), through their collaborative 

experimentation with progressive ideas, which ultimately culminated in the development 

of Cubism. Despite working so closely together, each had a distinct style and can be 

accredited with his own inventions, such as Braque with cubist sculpture. Though Picasso 

is seemingly more of a household name, Braque is an equally esteemed artist, one with 

whom Mangravite was especially thrilled to become acquainted.  

 Mangravite very much looked forward to his meeting with Braque, to say the least. 

June 9, 1955, while meeting with a scholar from Cambridge in England, Mangravite 

received a telegram informing him that Braque would see Mangravite the next day. In 

order to meet with Braque Mangravite needed to leave for Paris that same afternoon and 

was lucky enough to catch a train to London, which departed just twenty minutes after 

Mangravite accepted the telegram. Hastily navigating a string of connections by train, 

plane, and automobile, Mangravite successfully arrived in Paris that evening. 

Reflecting on his experience visiting Georges Braque in France, Mangravite 

wrote:  

Entering the studio I feel at home. Braque leaves his easel to greet me.  He has 
been working on his large painting of the Bird.  We exchange pleasantries then 
we sit down. For a spell we are silent. His eyes following mine as I survey the 
paintings on the walls and the cluttered studio.  

 

From an art historical perspective, though this was not the first time Braque used birds in 

his paintings, it was between 1952 and 1955 that the birds appeared white, symbolizing a 
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sense of freedom in his studio practice (Zurcher, 1988, p. 254). Though he did not discuss 

the painting of the bird during his interview with Mangravite, Braque once commented 

on his use of birds,  

The birds inspired me and I am trying to make the best of this in my drawing and 
painting. Mind you, I have to search through my memory for their natural 
function as birds. The concept, even after the shock of the inspiration has brought 
them into my mind, has to fade, to be cancelled out to be more exact, if I am to 
get close to what I am fundamentally interested in: the construction of the 
pictorial artifact. (Zurcher, 1988, pp. 255-257) 

 

Figure 5: Peppino Mangravite and Georges Braque, June 19, 1955 
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Mangravite and Braque proceeded to converse casually about Braque’s painting process, 

eventually touching on subjects such as poetry and metaphor in the visual arts, musing 

philosophically about the nature of art making. Their conversation was brief and ended 

with Mangravite asking Braque if he had any advice for the “young artist of tomorrow.” 

Braque remarked embarrassingly that he was not an educator, yet shed light on the 

difference between an artist that paints and a man that paints, referring to Degas as an 

artist and Cezanne as a man—the man being more vulnerable to his exposed weaknesses, 

yet heroic in his willingness to take risks. From this I drew that Braque believed one 

should not strive to be an “artist,” but instead pursue the highest attributes of the human 

experience through artistic means, if one is so inclined.  Reminiscing on their 

conversation, Mangravite wrote:  

After those words he leaned back in his chair, smiled, and went silent.  So we sat, 
I don’t remember how long, three or four minutes, perhaps. An immense warmth 
welled up in me. To me, he represented all that is genuine, true in the human 
personality. I got up to go. We shook hands with Mediterranean warmth. 
 

After bidding farewell to Georges Braque, Mangravite moved on to visit the home of yet 

another Georges in France, that of the 83-year old Georges Rouault.  

GEORGES ROUAULT 

French Fauvist and Expressionist painter, 1871-1958  

  Amongst the small group of Fauve painters, who were defined by their liberal use 

of color and direct brushstrokes, Georges Rouault was unique because of his particular 

concern with expressionist subject matter. Deeply religious and with a strong conviction 
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to his morals, Rouault’s Catholic virtues heavily influenced his paintings. Rouault often 

depicted subject matter that reflected his severe disdain for the evils he associated with 

bourgeoisie society. Though prostitutes were commonly hired as studio models for 

artists, Rouault began to view the prostitute as a symbol for all that was wrong with 

society, yet still used them as models for his paintings. His work was usually figurative, 

defined by thick, black outlines, and bold color. As he progressed through his artistic 

career, his paintings and prints moved from bearing heavy and dark expressions of his 

frustrations with society to a more serene and hopeful outlook for salvation (Venturi, 

1959). 

  Upon arriving at Rouault’s apartment on June 10, 1955, Mangravite was aware that 

Rouault would prefer to read passages from a book he had recently completed on his life 

and art. Mangravite reminisced: 

I shall never forget the moment we met. First, he looked at me forbiddingly, then 
noticing my small stature, not unlike his own, and recognizing my Latin face, he 
smiled; in the next instant we practically embraced.  
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Figure 6: Peppino Mangravite and Georges Rouault, July 14, 1955 

 

Unfortunately, the majority of Mangravite’s recorded conversation with Georges Rouault 

was accidentally taped over and erased. The remaining French transcripts of the interview 

were never transcribed into English. However, Mangravite acknowledged:  

I have pledged all the original tape recordings of my expedition to the Archives of 
American Art. Later, students and scholars listening to these recordings will 
compare solemn moral imperatives of Rouault with the independent and self-
committed philosophy of Georges Braque.  
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After a few extra days spent in Paris giving radio broadcasts and press conferences about 

his mission, Mangravite moved south to interview Marc Chagall.   

MARC CHAGALL  

Born Russian, French Painter, 1887-1985 

 Marc Chagall’s work is difficult to attach to any particular movement. A 

predecessor to surrealists, his poetic imagery was often inspired by fantasy and Jewish 

folklore. After attending various art schools in Russia, it was not until he studied at an 

innovative school run by a progressive theater designer who channeled current ideas from 

France that Chagall’s creative calling was invigorated and he soon left for Paris. 

Captivated by the Parisian scene Chagall was heavily influenced by the avant-garde 

artists such as the Fauves and Cubists, respectively pushing the limits of color and space. 

Chagall’s visually striking paintings reflect his unique interpretation of the human 

experience. Imaginative and dreamlike, his work was discredited by many of his 

contemporaries who did not have such a poetic perspective (Arnason, 2004, p. 237; 

Harshav, 2004). 

 Mangravite was especially thrilled to meet with Chagall, later remarking that the 

visit was the most charming of his journey. On his way to Chagall’s home in southern 

France, Mangravite reminisced about his time spent there as a young painter on a 

Guggenheim Fellowship in 1932. Sharing a nostalgic anecdote, Mangravite remembered 

Henri Matisse teaching him how to crack walnuts with the dull side of a knife in a resort 

town of southern France.  
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 When Mangravite arrived at what he claimed to be “one of the most beautiful 

neighborhoods in France on June 24, 1955, he encountered the beguiling villa of Chagall 

and his wife, which was built in the 19th century and had previously housed many other 

art world celebrities. Mangravite seemed to be overcome with the sensual experience of 

the summer afternoon, noting the sunshine, orange and palm trees, and wonderful 

perfume of flower blossoms in the garden terrace where he sat to interview Chagall.  

 

Figure 7: Peppino Mangravite and Marc Chagall, June 26, 1955 

Their conversation began with Mangravite inquiring about Chagall’s path to 

becoming an artist, pointing out that there must have been something special about his 

childhood. Chagall responded that he was raised in a poor family and hardly strived to be 



 55 

wealthy, but rather rich in spirit, such as a poor prophet. He did acknowledge a 

heightened awareness of his surroundings throughout his youth, which was often later 

expressed in Chagall’s paintings. In substitution of what his family lacked in physical 

possessions, Chagall was a constant witness to the abundance of nature. Because he felt 

this spiritual connection to the natural world, Chagall often portrayed human subjects as 

animals, a distinct feature of his metaphoric imagery.  

 In reply to Mangravite’s question about Chagall’s education, Chagall talked about 

his intense desire to learn as a child as well as the moment he realized he wanted to 

become an artist. He did not believe that school was the best path to becoming an artist:  

The academy in its so-called capacity for formal art, is dead in my eyes. In my 
own way I have felt that art in the long run is not a profession. I always say to 
young aspirants who come to me: “Be an artist, if it is inevitable for you, if you 
cannot do otherwise.” As for me, I have been saddened by everything except a 
certain feeling of love going towards people, birds, flowers, earth, and sky. This 
feeling is the source of my education. 

 

This expression was obviously not aligned with Mangravite’s wish to have artists 

teaching art in higher education, prompting him to inquire about Chagall’s thoughts on 

formal education in the arts:  

I am indifferent to any theories of art. With these only, no artist in the world has 
ever been great, unless behind these theories and before all there existed a magic 
personality . . . it remains for one to be absolutely natural, as they say, because 
power is in personality, in individuality. I have often been reproached for 
expressing my youth and childhood in my pictures. Is it preferable to paint 
bottles, guitars, heads of men or women, stench, or flowing or geometric lines? 
We must not forget that one of the most difficult things to retain throughout one’s 
life is that feeling of the value of a color, which comes to us from birth. All work 
and effort is useless if this color is not dominant in our human acts. I am not 
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speaking of real color, but the warmth and color that follow its natural course 
through the sensibilities of the artist—through his person. 

 
Though still not supportive of Mangravite’s views, his answer was an accurate reflection 

of his own approach to artistic practice and was ultimately in support of the pursuit of art.  

After his pleasant meeting with Chagall, Mangravite somewhat grudgingly agreed 

with a professor whom he met with at the University of Rome, who insisted Mangravite’s 

trip would be incomplete without a visit to speak to Giorgio de Chirico. Mangravite knew 

of De Chirico’s steadfast disapproval of the art world as well as his dramatic departure 

from his former style of painting, which had garnered him much success. So, before 

moving on to previously scheduled interviews with his Italian counterparts, Mangravite 

arranged a meeting with Giorgio de Chirico.  

GIORGIO DE CHIRICO 

Italian painter, 1888-1978 

  Born in Greece to Italian parents, Giorgio de Chirico was artistically inclined from 

a young age, prompting his parents to move him and his musically-talented brother to 

Munich. De Chirico had learned drawing and the basics of art in Athens, but it was his 

exposure to artists in Germany that laid the foundation for his surrealist and symbolic 

imagery. De Chirico was also influenced by the controversial writings of Nietzsche, who 

believed that art expresses subconscious desires and memories, especially relevant in the 

interpretation of meaning in artists’ work. De Chirico’s art was driven by his 

philosophical and psychological studies and reflected the beliefs of the time, such as 
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dream analysis and the connection of subconscious symbolism and real life. As a result of 

these philosophical leanings, his work is full of dream-like symbolic imagery, laying the 

foundation for surrealism (Arnason, 2004, p. 239). The haunting blend of reality and 

illusion was termed Metaphysical, which is art explored through abstract reasoning that 

transcends physical matter and the laws of nature. De Chirico’s association with like-

minded artists formed the small group known as the Metaphysical School.  

  In 1920 De Chirico suddenly and unexpectedly deserted his well-recognized style 

for one that was more classical. Causing a ruckus amongst the surrealists who revered his 

work as the most significant of their own, he abandoned his avant-garde approach and 

isolated himself from the art world to paint mainstream, European Post-Renaissance 

paintings. After a dispute with another member of the Metaphysical School who wrote a 

book and failed to adequately credit De Chirico, he retreated further from the art world 

and effectively ended the Metaphysical School as a formalist movement (Crosland, 

1999). Considering De Chirico’s severe disdain for the dealers, critics, writers and 

associates of the art world, it is understandable why Mangravite would be hesitant to 

approach him for an interview.  

  On July 9, 1955, Mangravite took to the task. He began by asking De Chirico his 

thoughts on the teaching of art in American universities, which sparked a lengthy 

monologue that quickly digressed into his negative opinion of the art world:  

As long as people in America will believe, or rather pretend to believe that 
Cezanne, Van Gogh, Matisse, Gauguin, Braque, Chagall, and others are great 
painters, and will not have the courage to declare openly that they are very bad 
painters, whose paintings have no artistic value, and that all the fuss has been by 
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dealers who are ignorant, prejudiced and cynical in order to hear dollars, as long 
as people will not realize this, any art center, in America or elsewhere, will be a 
waste of time and money. 

 

 

Figure 8: Peppino Mangravite with Giorgio de Chirico, July 9, 1955 
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In an attempt to change the subject, Mangravite asked De Chirico about his use of 

metaphor is his paintings, prefacing it by acknowledging him as one of the greatest “poet 

painters” of his time. Yet, De Chirico still managed to deviate back to his art world 

berating.  This behavior continued throughout the remainder of the interview, which 

Mangravite later admitted was becoming increasingly difficult, ending with a brief drink 

and silent departure.  With hopefully the most difficult situation behind him, Mangravite 

continued on to interview, to his relief, a cordial and receptive Marino Marini.    

MARINO MARINI 

Italian sculptor, 1901-1980 

  A major contributor to the sculpture of postwar Italy, Marino Marini’s work was 

entrenched in history. Speaking to Italians he said, “The art of the past is part and parcel 

of our daily life in the present” (Arnason, 2004, p. 463). His influences ranged from 

Ancient Grecian sculpture to that of the 8th Century Chinese Tang Dynasty. Though what 

he became most recognized for were his horse-themed sculptures, inspired by the 

equestrian imagery that emerged from the war that for him symbolized the suffering and 

disillusionment of humanity.  The horses he depicted became increasingly restless and 

their riders unable to control them, convergent with his feelings toward unpredictable 

contemporary events of his time. At the height of his career Marini was internationally 

recognized as one of Europe’s most distinguished sculptors (Casè, 1999). With his Italian 

heritage and respected place in the art world, Marini was an ideal candidate for an 

interview with Mangravite.  
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 Once he arrived at Marini’s summer home in Italy on July 12, 1955, Mangravite and 

Marini took a pleasant walk along the beach, mountains on one side and the shoreline 

grazing the other. Mangravite informed Marini about his ideas on bringing artist-

educators into American universities, and asked Marini his thoughts on this matter: 

In a young nation like America with its strength and vitality such an idea could 
bring forth splendid results. Art culture is a two way street, brought to light by 
both the maker and the scholar. 

 

From there, Marini spoke about his art education as well as his artistic influences. He 

acknowledged the impact of architectural forms on his sculpture, but also emphasized the 

value of being able to work free of influence. He seemed to feel restricted by his work 

becoming associated with any art movement or idea.  Specifically he spoke of remaining 

free from the “language of art,” elaborating that he became easily bored when forced to 

approach a work of art with a “prescribed formula.” Speaking to the students of the 

future, Marini remarked: 

I need to be completely free from other languages (languages of art). When asked 
to do something that has to fit a prescribed formula I lose interest in it. I need to 
be completely free. Whether I make something funny or serious in sculpture, I 
must obey nobody. 

 
While Marini was talking, Mangravite noticed his sensitive yet strong hands, in which he 

“saw language in their very gestures.”  
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Figure 9: Peppino Mangravite with Marino Marini, July 12, 1955 

Mangravite found it difficult to leave the warm and inviting Marini, but departed that 

afternoon to visit a nearby town where he had familiar roots, noticing that it had not 

changed in the 50 years since he briefly studied there as a teenager.  

GIORGIO MORANDI 

Italian painter, 1890-1964 

 Despite remaining an outsider to the art world, Giorgio Morandi was one of the 

preeminent figurative painters of his day. Work from more avant-garde painters seemed 
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to sway no influence on Morandi’s steady practice of painting humble still lifes. 

However, after seeing the work of De Chirico and other artists mimicking his 

metaphysical methods, Morandi began incorporating an air of mystique into his still lifes, 

shortly thereafter aligning himself with the Metaphysical School (Abramowicz, 2004). 

Though he never explored outside of still life work, Morandi was acknowledged during 

his lifetime as Italy’s leading living painter and had a wide reach, influencing such 

painters as the American, Wayne Thiebaud (Arnason, 2004, p. 463).  

  In the last of Mangravite’s artist interviews, on July 13, 1955, Mangravite met 

Morandi at his home, where he was greeted at the door by the “immensely tall human, 

with the quietest, shiest smile he had ever seen.”  
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Figure 10: Peppino Mangravite with Giorgio Morandi, July 13, 1955 

 
Mimicking his unpretentious still lifes, Morandi responded to Mangravite’s initial 

greeting compliments by asking if he could read from notes he had prepared, saying, “I 

am afraid of words, that is why I paint.” Out of the profound things Morandi had to say, 

when asked about abstract paintings he provided an interesting response, considering his 

background as a still life painter: 
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Abstract painting has given us important works, if we think for example, of 
Pollock, of the first cubists, or Braque, of Picasso . . . however, I think that there 
is nothing more surrealistic and nothing more abstract than the real.  

 
In regards to education and what Mangravite referred to as “the artist of tomorrow,” 

Morandi was especially sensitive, remarking,   

I have faith in young people. I hold, then, that a young person should know that 
the future is in their hands, otherwise, in my opinion, we would be lacking in 
respect for the new generations. 

 

Mangravite’s interviews ended with Morandi, who left him with a positive outlook to 

digest his experience.  

CONCLUSION  

 Through exploring Mangravite’s interviews with these eight artists, it becomes 

clear that even though each artist was unique in their own successes they each shared a 

collective experience of working to define modern art. These interrelationships are 

apparent in how the artists knowingly or unknowingly were influenced by one another’s 

art, or in the case of De Chirico, despised other’s artistic depictions. Many of the artists 

referenced one another in their interviews, possibly unaware that Mangravite was also 

going to interview the subject of their conversation. Mangravite’s ability to interview 

these artists and establish a level of comfort that enabled them to speak so freely about 

their artistic influences could well have occurred because Mangravite was an artist 

himself. Mangravite’s dual identity as both artist and educator placed him in the unique 

situation to interview these eight renowned artists. His position as an artist-educator made 
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him an ideal candidate to conduct research for Columbia University in the establishment 

of their new art center and gave him rapport amongst the eight artists he sought to 

interview. Mangravite’s artist-educator identity formed the basis for his interviews, and 

shaped what kinds of questions he asked and what kinds of responses his queries 

generated from these eight interviews.   
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Chapter 5: Inquiry and The Interviews 

As an educator, I value the importance of using inquiry as a learning tool. 

Questions enable students to arrive at their own conclusions, building a new set of 

knowledge on the basis they have already established. Morgan and Saxton (1991) began 

their book chapter titled, “A Question of Thinking,” with a quote from Neil Postman who 

posits, “All our knowledge results from questions, which is another way of saying that 

question-asking is our most important intellectual tool” (p. 9). Through researching 

Mangravite’s artist interviews, I was given the opportunity to investigate the various 

types of questions that Mangravite asked and the responses they elicited, informing not 

only my curiosity into the rich conversations he had with these artists on the topic of 

artist-educators, but also into what makes an effective question. Analyzing the types of 

questions Mangravite asked could help to reveal what kind of an interviewer he was and 

shed light on the origin of the artists’ responses. The following is a profile of what I 

discovered in this search into the questions asked of these eights artists by Peppino 

Mangravite. 

ON QUESTIONS 

Morgan and Saxton’s (1991) chapter titled, “A Question of Thinking” from their 

book Asking Better Questions presents educators a model for constructing effective 

questions based on an evaluation of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives. 

Similar to the levels of questioning laid out in Bloom’s Taxonomy, Morgan and Saxton 

provide a hierarchy of five levels of inquiry.   



 67 

Beginning with knowledge-based questions, the hierarchy promotes inquiry as a 

tool to aid a student in forming new ideas and understanding using what is already 

familiar to them, moving from the simple (recall) to the complex (evaluation). By asking 

students to identity simple, easily observable and factual information, an educator can 

establish confidence in their students to build up to questions that require higher-level 

thinking. Moving from knowledge-based questions, the educator can pose questions that 

test comprehension and reflect understanding, asking students to compare one thing to 

another, make associations, or put something into their own words. The third level of 

questions requires application and problem solving. These questions usually begin with 

“What would happen if…?” or “How would you…?” and encourage the listener to 

hypothesize about the topic at hand. Next are questions that encourage analysis and 

stimulate reasoning skills. After forming their own opinions through previous levels of 

inquiry, students are given the opportunity to support their arguments with logical 

evidence. Analytical questions usually begin with “Why…? or “What was the reason…?” 

and lead the respondent into the highest level of thinking, which is evaluative and 

reflective. Next are interpretive questions, which enable students to confront the new 

object or idea in order to formulate deeper meaning, sometimes by responding to a 

question with another question. Evaluative questions stimulate the highest level of 

thinking, encouraging students to make judgments combining their previous knowledge 

and new understanding (Morgan & Saxton, 1991).   

Realizing there is a concrete structure for asking better questions has influenced 

not only my personal teaching philosophy, but also the way I communicate with others 
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and present ideas through conversation. Since becoming familiar with various levels of 

questioning, I have implemented questioning techniques while facilitating conversation 

with both young people and adults through art educational tours in museums and other art 

exhibition sites. Through these experiences, I have witnessed firsthand the effectiveness 

of asking better questions with a conscious goal in mind. Higher level questions such as 

analytical, synthesis, and evaluative often encourage divergent thinking and help to break 

down students’ embedded expectation that an educator is only looking for one particular 

answer (base-level, recall). Enabling people to create their own understanding of a new 

idea by using their existing knowledge as a basis helps them to be more genuinely 

engaged in the learning process, which ultimately becomes an organic experience for 

both the learner and facilitator.   

QUESTIONS MANGRAVITE ASKED  

After forming a basis for understanding levels of questioning, I wanted to 

discover, What kind of interviewer was Peppino Mangravite? In his transcripts, 

Mangravite introduced his interviews by asking,  

How do artists express themselves in conversation? Most creative artists see, hear, 
and talk differently. I have found that conversations with them can be and usually 
are evocations of human experience. I well know the truth of this. Doubling as 
painter and art teacher during the last 40 years I have had many occasions for 
conversations and disputations with artists and academics in this country and 
abroad.  
 

Based on Mangravite’s stated experience conversing with artists and academics 

alike, I wondered how Mangravite’s background and biases would affect his interviews. 



 69 

While initially transcribing the interviews Mangravite conducted with the eight artists, I 

began to detect patterns emerging in the types of questions Mangravite asked. The first 

and most consistently asked questions were related to the artists’ process. Though not 

related to Mangravite’s mission for Columbia University to inquire about the artists’ 

thoughts on art in higher education, these questions were more for posterity’s sake, to 

enrich the transcripts that would eventually be donated to the Smithsonian Archives of 

American Art. The second most common questions were related to the artists’ thoughts 

on their own education, which Mangravite would utilize to segue into asking their 

thoughts on artists teaching art in higher education. Usually following the topic of 

education, Mangravite would end the conversation by asking the artists to give advice to 

the “young artists of tomorrow.” The following is a table recording the number of 

questions Mangravite asked of each artist, segmented into these three most common 

categories. Though this table is a quantitative analysis of the questions Mangravite asked, 

it only reflects questions documented in the transcripts of the interviews from 

Mangravite’s archives at the Smithsonian Archives of American Art. There may well 

have been many more questions asked that were excluded from the final transcripts and 

are unaccounted for here.
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 Questions on 
Artistic Process 

Questions on 
Education  

Questions on 
Advice for 
Young Artists 

Total Questions 
Asked 

Graham 
Sutherland 4 7 1 12 

Henry Moore 3 4 2 9 

Georges Braque 4 0 1 5 

Georges 
Rouault 

Transcripts 
missing — — — 

Marc Chagall 1 2 0 3 

Giorgio de 
Chirico 2 1 1 4 

Marino Marini 2 2 1 5 

Giorgio 
Morandi 2 0 1 3 

TOTAL 18 16 7 41 

Table 2: Questions Mangravite Asked 
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Questions on Artistic Process 

Much of the conversation was related to each artist’s outlook on his artistic 

process, or of the artistic process in general. These tended to be the richest content of the 

interviews Mangravite conducted. Because Mangravite was an artist, it was natural for 

him to ask the artists he met with about their process and inspirations, as he had 

perspective on what were the “right” questions to ask. Though Mangravite attributed 

asking the artists questions about their artistic process to accumulating their responses for 

posterity, it could also have been a result of his personal interests as an artist. Either way, 

asking these questions was an effective inquiry tool because Mangravite knew the 

language of art, specifically the terminology related to artistic materials, tools, and art 

history, which informed his ability to ask more meaningful questions related to the 

artists’ process. A strong example of this is Mangravite’s question to Graham Sutherland: 

Your work shows that, of late, you have painted some distinguished portraits and, 
indeed, they disprove a contention that the art of portrait painting has been 
replaced by photography. Your portraits are as psychologically and as 
aesthetically characteristic of our time as Rembrandt’s portraits are of his time. 
What is this contemporaneous quality we seen in your portraits? 

 
By asking this type of analytical question, Mangravite expressed to Sutherland that he 

was not only informed of Sutherland’s paintings, but also that he was knowledgeable of 

art history and able to draw connections between various artistic styles. He then used this 

comparison to ask Sutherland to analyze his own process, encouraging the artist to 

possibly think about his work in a new way.  
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Further, asking others closed-ended questions about themselves is a reliable way 

to get a conversation flowing by making an interview subject feel at ease (Dilley, 2000, p. 

133). In the uncomfortable case of De Chirico, Mangravite quickly resorted to asking the 

artist questions about his artistic process after an attempt at getting his opinion on art 

education in American Universities took a downward spiral. Bordering on desperate 

flattery, Mangravite asked,  

For many of us artists in the United States you are one of the great poet-painters 
of our time. Please tell me of this poetic vision of yours. 

 

Though this was not an effective dodge of De Chirico’s negative declaration on the art 

world, it was a questioning technique that Mangravite often used to get conversation 

moving, as in the case of Giorgio Morandi, who expressed, “I am afraid of words. That is 

why I paint.”   

 Within questions related to artistic process, Mangravite had a pattern of referring 

to what he called the “plastic metaphor.” Similar to Mangravite’s reference to De Chirico 

as a “poet painter,” Mangravite saw the plastic metaphor as representative of the visual 

artist’s implementation of metaphor: evocative of what a poet might express, but in a 

physical work of art. In his first interview with Graham Sutherland, Mangravite gives 

context for his use of the term “plastic metaphor” when asking Sutherland about his art: 

In other words, you made use of what I call the plastic metaphor in the same way 
poets use the verbal metaphor. You made use of the plastic metaphor in arriving 
at the direction of your painting. I, too, have been called a poet painter and 
wonder whether or not you agree with me that most great art is made of 
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recognizable images. If so, do you think that nonrepresentational painting can be a 
metaphoric art? 

 

 Throughout all his interviews, Mangravite made reference to what he coined the “plastic 

metaphor” nine times.  This is relevant to an analysis of the types of questions 

Mangravite asked because it was a topic that he brought up with almost every artist. His 

regular use of the term “plastic metaphor” is reflective of Mangravite’s own artistic 

process because he was known by others in the art world to be a poet painter. He might 

have felt this identity gave him credibility to talk with the artists about their work, 

because he too was a well-established artist with a definite style and process.  

Overall, Mangravite asked questions related to artistic process 18 times out of 41 

total questions. This not only served as a way to gather the artists’ personal thoughts on 

their process for posterity, but also as a means for Mangravite to make a personal 

connection with the artists because he too was an artist. Mangravite’s questions about 

artistic process also served as a comfortable transition into asking the artists’ thoughts on 

the teaching of art in American universities through asking the artists about their own 

education.  

Questions on Education 

Following questions about an artist’s process, Mangravite would then usually ask 

the artist about their education in art and what led them to have a successful career. This 

was a natural progression of questioning that Mangravite used repeatedly throughout his 

interviews. After asking the artists about their own education, Mangravite was easily able 
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to transition into asking the artist’s thoughts regarding the state of education in general, 

and specifically, their opinions on artists teaching studio art in American universities, 

which is information he intended to gather as a representative of Columbia University 

while they were planning to establish a new arts center.  

After asking artists about their artistic process, Mangravite would pose a question 

about how the artist’s education influenced their artistic practice. A good example of this 

occurred during Mangravite’s conversation with Graham Sutherland, when he asked,  

Your education as an artist went further than that offered by the regulation art 
school—at least I gather so from what you just said—what were the educative 
factors in your life which lead you to a personal vision in your painting—can you 
think of something that actually lead you toward this vision you have now of your 
world? 

 

This was followed by a question inquiring further into the Sutherland’s thoughts on 

education and getting to the heart of Mangravite’s mission. In essence, questions about 

the artist’s own education was Mangravite’s way of warming them up to the idea that 

artists should teach in American universities. Mangravite also had a habit of making his 

own opinion very obvious by asking leading questions on the topic of artist-educators. A 

perfect example of this is his next question to Sutherland:  

Certainly, the regulation run-of-the-mill art schools of today do not offer the 
facilities or opportunities for broader thinking and deeper probing into the 
condition of man. Isn’t the university then the proper place for the training and 
education of the creative artist? 
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By prefacing his question with a statement that revealed his own opinion, which began 

firmly with the word “Certainly,” and then beginning his question with “Isn’t the 

university. . .” Mangravite posed a rhetorical question with an implied response, 

revealing his bias towards inviting artists to teach in universities. Mangravite, 

unintentionally or not, repeated this behavior several times throughout his interviews, 

leading me to assume that he had a strong intention of gathering a specific response from 

these well-established artists in order to support his ultimate goal of promoting the artist 

as educator. He asked biased questions related to education four times in his 

conversations with Graham Sutherland and Henry Moore—his first and second 

interviews. Also during his interviews with both Sutherland and Moore, Mangravite 

referred to the “regulation” and/or “run-of-the-mill” art school four times. It is possible 

that because these were Mangravite’s first two interviews he was nervous or unsure of 

questions, and as a result his own bias came through because he was seeking a certain 

answer from them, ultimately translating to his need for reassurance in his own support of 

artist-educators. He also may have used the same language when referring to art schools 

because he was still reliant on the questions he had scripted for his interviews. As he 

progressed through his journey and became more comfortable conversing with the artists, 

his language and questions became more varied, pertinent to his unique encounter with 

each artist.  

Interestingly, it is not recorded that Mangravite asked either Georges Braque or 

Giorgio Morandi any questions related to education. Mangravite primarily asked Braque 

questions related to his artistic process. Morandi, on the other hand, was very timid from 



 76 

the beginning of his interview and preferred to read from notes he had prepared, which 

did not include any thoughts on education. Perhaps out of sensitivity to Morandi’s shy 

nature, Mangravite did not pry further to inquire about Morandi’s thoughts on the topic of 

education. Also intriguing is that Mangravite began by asking both De Chirico and 

Marini, in consecutive interviews, a question about education, which was unique amongst 

his pattern of first asking process-related questions with the other artists. 

Compared to the 18 of 41 questions Mangravite asked related to artistic process, 

there were 16 out of 41 questions about education, including the artists’ own education as 

well as their thoughts on the future of education. Gathering opinions from the artists on 

their idea of the future of education provided an ideal transition for Mangravite to ask 

them their advice for “the young artists of tomorrow.” 

Questions on Advice for Young Artists 

Mangravite ended many of his interviews by asking the artists their advice for “the 

young artists of tomorrow.” This is reflective of Mangravite’s identity as an art educator, 

showing his concern for the education of young artists. Again, repeating a similar 

question to both Sutherland and Moore, Mangravite asked:  

There is a current belief everywhere in the modern world that the perfection of the 
machine has engendered a despairing loneliness in the young artist and that it is to 
the peril of the community of man to live without the humanity of the artist. What 
are your feelings and views about his? 

 

The remainder of the interviews, if they included a question referring to “young artists of 

tomorrow,” presented a simplified version, such as Mangravite’s question to Georges 
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Braque, “Have you any advice to give to the young painters of tomorrow?” Out of all the 

questions Mangravite asked in relation to education, 10 of 41 were relevant to the “artists 

of tomorrow.” These questions provided the opportunity for each artist to go in their own 

direction, offering an open-ended way to conclude the conversation.  

After analyzing the questions Mangravite asked of the eight noted and successful 

artists, I was eager to look at the responses his questions elicited. Because the artists 

Mangravite interviewed were highly regarded, Mangravite acknowledged in his 

transcripts that he had expectations of each artist and the type of responses they might 

give him. Through the analysis of Mangravite’s questions, it became apparent that he 

often asked leading questions on artists teaching in higher education, which was the 

subject he was passionately opinionated about for which he was likewise seeking support. 

By analyzing the artists’ responses to these questions we can discover more about their 

personalities and beliefs.   

RESPONSES FROM ARTISTS 

Through the analysis of the types of questions Mangravite asked, I arrived at a 

more thorough understanding of the style of interviewer Mangravite was, which naturally 

led me to inquire, what can we learn about the artists through their responses? Looking at 

the artists’ responses to Mangravite’s questions on artistic process, education, and advice 

for young artists revealed the character of each artist and how their own relationship with 

the art world influenced their opinions on each of these topics. Oftentimes, their artistic 

style was telling of the kind of responses they gave. Their responses on artistic process 
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laid the foundation for their responses on education, and further, their advice for young 

artists.   

Responses on Artistic Process 

 Mangravite asked a question to both Graham Sutherland and Henry Moore about 

the effects of the modern world’s “perfection of the machine” on artists. Both Sutherland 

and Moore offered insightful responses that reflected their own approach to making art 

and interacting within and outside the art world. To Mangravite’s question, Sutherland 

responded: 

The painter, for better or for worse, can enlarge man’s experience beyond the 
opportunities, which come to him in everyday life. The one justification in 
painting—the one thing that makes it really important is that it can pin down 
impressions and sensations. Art can enrich the day-to-day experience by 
magnifying human values. As far as the machine itself is concerned, I do not think 
that it’s a bad influence either on men or artists. With the imagination of the artist 
a thing made by a machine can be elaborated and transformed into fine craft. The 
painter has got to do something, which no machine or no machine age can 
possibly do. 

This response is telling of Sutherland’s own artistic process because of his remarks on the 

ability of art to magnify human values, which was a major component of his own work. 

His paintings often presented iconic religious imagery, abstracted in a way that was 

unique to his own imagination.  

Henry Moore’s response to the same question also revealed his unique stance as 

an artist as well as his rich and optimistic view of the world: 

Well, I am sure that the community needs the artist. One is only to think of a 
world without art, that is a world without pictures, sculpture, music, poems, plays, 
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etcetera, such a world would be no better than an animal world. The average 
person may think that painting and sculpture do not matter to him, but the very 
way he looks at life, at his garden, at everything around him is being colored and 
made by the artists who have lived before him. It is the artist who keeps the 
people’s sense alive. The poet keeps ideas and the language and vision fresh. The 
musician makes through sound the whole world of emotion and pleasure available 
and the sculptor and painter keep our eyes alert and our minds alive to the 
meaning of nature, to its rich associations, and to the wonderful variety and 
significance that is to be found in shape and form and color. Even though the 
average person may resist and dislike the changes in his outlook, all the time his 
life is being colored by art. 

 

Moore’s artistic style embodied the sensuous forms found in nature and portrayed his 

appreciation for aesthetic experience. Apparent in his response as well as his sculptures, 

Moore had an affinity for seeing and creating connections between man and the natural 

world.  

In his interview with Georges Braque, Mangravite posed a question regarding 

Braque’s use of what Mangravite called the “plastic metaphor,” asking what moved 

Braque to his poetical vision. In a quintessentially modernist way, Braque responded,  

To tell the truth, I do not paint to give an image to the world. Those looking at the 
painting saw the image in it. This is the living side of painting. I did not try to 
give an image. It is a kind of reality that is important. Those who look at a 
painting have imagination, and that is why you call it an image. 

 

Further reflective of his own abstracted artistic process, Braque said:  

One can find man’s image in whatever man does—whether he is sharpening a 
pencil . . . he always gives an equivalent of himself. The abstract does not exist in 
itself. Art must be compared with something concrete in order to understand the 
abstract. 
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Nearly all the artists’ responses to Mangravite’s questions on artistic process 

revealed insight into their individual values as well as the collective beliefs of the art 

world. This provided the perfect segue for Mangravite to inquire about their thoughts on 

art education.  

Responses on Education 

Though there is only evidence of two of the interviewed artists expressing support 

for Mangravite’s idea to bring artists to teach in American universities, there are reasons 

for the seemingly low endorsement. Neither Georges Braque nor Giorgio Morandi was 

asked for their thoughts on education. Also, the transcripts of Mangravite’s interview 

with Georges Rouault were lost. In Marc Chagall’s interview with Mangravite, Chagall 

conveyed that he did not believe in a formalized education of the artist. Though Chagall 

was not directly asked for his thoughts on bringing artists to teach in American 

universities, his negative response to formalized art education led me to assume that he 

would not support the idea of formal artist-educators. Taking these factors into 

consideration, the table below reflects that 40% of the artists that were asked or that we 

have recorded, supported the idea of bringing artist-educators into American universities. 
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Artist Interviewed Supportive of artist-
educators 

Unsupportive of artist-
educators 

Graham Sutherland  X 

Henry Moore X  

Georges Braque (not asked) —  — 

Georges Rouault 
(transcripts missing) — — 

Marc Chagall  X 

Giorgio de Chirico  X 

Marino Marini X  

Giorgio Morandi (not 
asked) — — 

Table 3: Interviewed Artists’ Support for Artist-Educators  

Several artists’ responses to Mangravite’s questions on education, including that 

from Graham Sutherland, Marc Chagall, and Giorgio de Chirico, did not support 

Mangravite’s goal to invite artists to teach in American universities.  Interestingly, these 

unsupportive responses reflected the artists’ own artistic path as well as their confidence 

as individuals. Sutherland responded as such: 
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If you mean, can I conceive a painter actually working in a university, well, 
frankly I can’t, because I think that a painter has got to be—you won’t 
misunderstand me when I say that a painter has got to be a bit of an anarchist; 
he’s got to be attached to nobody. He must be absolutely free. He must not be 
attached to himself. There is one thing he must be attached to, he must be attached 
to his irresistible feeling that he’s got to get something off his chest. What he gets 
off his chest isn’t particularly a merit to him, but it may do other people good. It 
may help them to clarify their impressions and sensations. 
 

Chagall, in particular, painted in a way that was very different from work being produced 

by other artists of the time. His paintings were whimsical and dreamlike, with bright 

colors and personified animals in place of human figures. It is therefore not surprising 

that Chagall would respond to Mangravite’s question on whether or not he believed in a 

formalized education of the artist in this way: 

No. I am indifferent to any theories of art. With these only, no artist in the world 
has ever been great, unless behind these theories and before all there existed a 
magic personality . . . it remains for one to be absolutely natural, as they say, 
because power is in personality, in individuality. I have often been reproached for 
expressing my youth and childhood in my pictures. Is it preferable to paint 
bottles, guitars, heads of men or women, stench, or flowing or geometric lines? 
We must not forget that one of the most difficult things to retain throughout one’s 
life is that feeling of the value of a color, which comes to us from birth. All work 
and effort is useless if this color is not dominant in our human acts. I am not 
speaking of real color, but the warmth and color that follow its natural course 
through the sensibilities of the artist—through his person. 

 
Chagall’s response was reflective of his artistic style, which did not follow the academy.  

De Chirico, though drastically extreme in his negative responses to every question 

Mangravite posed, also had a response to questions on education that was reflective of his 

artistic pursuits. Through isolating himself from the artistic community, he became 



 83 

defensive and disgruntled, which was apparent in his response to bringing artists in the 

universities: 

My opinion is this: in order that they may accomplish something new and 
concrete, Americans must, above all, become free from the influences of French 
dealers and their associations in every country. . . 

 

Marini, quite opposite of those artists against Mangravite’s idea of bringing artists to 

teach in universities, felt that, similar to Sutherland, the artist should be free, but in the 

sense he should be exposed to multiple disciplines, the ideal location being the university. 

Supporting Mangravite’s own beliefs about art education, Marini said:  

Today, unlike the past when the student was trained mostly in the skills of this 
métier [trade, profession], he should also be educated in the other disciplines that 
unlock the doors of an otherwise closed mind: history, philosophy, literature, etc. 

 

Intriguingly, this response from Marini on the value of the artist being exposed to 

multiple disciplines contrasts to his comment on the connection of sculpture and 

architecture, which is more reminiscent of Sutherland, Chagall, and De Chirico’s 

sentiments on the “free” artist:  

The 20th century has created a new language of sculpture—a new vocabulary; 
true, not yet clearly legible by the masses; however, a language in itself, 
independent of architectural symbols. For myself, I am glad it has become so. I 
need to be completely free from other languages (languages of art). When asked 
to do something that has to fit a prescribed formula I lose interest in it. I need to 
be completely free. Whether I make something funny or serious in sculpture, I 
must obey nobody. 
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Asking the artists for their thoughts on education garnered responses ranging from 

their own experience in education to their support or opposition to Mangravite’s ideas of 

bringing artists to teach in universities. Most artists had polarized responses, either 

wholeheartedly expressing that an artist should be exposed to all disciplines, implying 

that the university is the ideal place to accomplish this, or on the opposite end of the 

spectrum, they felt that an artist is inherently a loner and to be truly expressive of his 

inner self must work in isolation.  

Responses on Advice for Young Artists 

Mangravite’s inquiry into advice for the “young artist of tomorrow” was an 

effective way to give the artists an open-ended question, ideally concluding the 

conversation on a positive note. Most of the artists’ responses were parallel with their 

opinion about artistic process and education, but were expressed in a more idealistic way, 

speaking to the artist of the future. Georges Braque’s response disclosed his feelings 

about his artist peers and the qualities he believed embodied a true artist:  

I am embarrassed. I am not a teacher, that is the question. On the contrary, I have 
always doubted my knowledge—a thing which might seem obvious. Some 
painters make one think of the artist, others of the man. Degas is the artist; he has 
a great deal of savoir faire and he uses it, he has talent, etc. Cezanne is the man. 
Man appears in his most heroic appearance. He took all risks, took nothing for 
granted, took chances, risked all. His weaknesses count, therefore one sees the 
man. The other one, no, he is the painter. 

 

In line with De Chirico’s disdain for everything related to the art world, he 

communicated this to the “artist of tomorrow”: 
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To the young and also to the old artists of tomorrow as of today this is my advice: 
above all, let them free themselves from the deception created by the dictatorship 
of the dealers in modern painting, and as many intellectuals, critics, and snobbish 
editors and others as work with them; let them become firmly convinced that all 
the slogans and clichés which are heard today concerning modern painting have 
only one goal: to sell, a goal far from ideal. Then, as soon as they will have freed 
themselves from this harmful influence, they should work hard and seriously; they 
should keep before their eyes the great masters, from Raphael to Courbet, they 
should always strive to do better, to improve themselves so as to achieve mastery 
and be able to create a masterpiece. Outside of this there is no salvation.  

 

Giorgio Morandi’s response to Mangravite’s query on advice for young artists was 

analogous to his initial timidity to speak freely with Mangravite. Relying on his prepared 

notes throughout the brief interview, when posed the open-ended question on advice for 

young artists, Morandi responded: “I am glad for what you say. But I do not feel that I 

can give any advice.” He went on speaking of his faith in young people and respect for 

new generations to know the future is in their hands. This response is akin to Morandi’s 

respectful, non-intrusive personality.  

CONCLUSION 

When analyzing the questions Mangravite asked, patterns emerged in relation to 

questions on artistic process, education, and advice for young artists. It is also apparent 

that Mangravite’s artist-educator identity had a great influence on the way he conducted 

interviews with these eight noted artists. Because he was an artist himself, it was natural 

for him to talk about artistic process, which also established a connection with the artists 

because Mangravite spoke their language. Asking the artists about their artistic process 

provided an easy way to transition into asking them about their own education as an artist 
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and further, their thoughts on the future of education. Finally, ending the interviews by 

asking the artists if they had any advice for young artists left the artists with a more open-

ended question, enabling them to respond freely.  

The responses from the artists revealed insight into their character. Relationships 

arose between their artistic process and the nature of their responses, and their thoughts 

on the future of education were often rooted in their own art education. A rigid 

dichotomy emerged between artists who felt that artist-educators should teach in 

American universities and those that felt they should not. Of the eight artists asked or 

recorded, 40% supported Mangravite’s idea to bring artist-educators into American 

universities.  

The analysis of the types of questions Peppino Mangravite asked and the 

responses they evoked provided me with a deeper understanding of the disposition of 

Mangravite as well as each of the artists he interviewed. This awareness imparted 

significant context for the meaning of the interviews and their impact. In the next and 

final chapter, I reflect on my experience researching Mangravite’s interviews with the 

eight artists, what this study may mean for art education, and present opportunities for 

further research.
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Chapter 6: Reflections 

The purpose of this study has been to analyze interviews conducted by artist-

educator Peppino Mangravite with eight renowned artists of the 20th century, in order to 

reveal insight into the artists’ thoughts on art, life, and education. Through travelling to 

New York to conduct archival research, studying in depth the archive of Mangravite 

housed at the Smithsonian Archives of American Art (AAA), and analyzing Mangravite’s 

interviews with the eights artists, I have reached a deeper understanding of the 

connections between the artists and their impact on modern art, the importance of asking 

meaningful questions, and what it means to be an artist-educator 

RECAP OF STUDY 

At this time in art education, there is a push for studying what is an artist-educator 

as well as a need to continue to establish our history, so that we can strengthen our 

foundation for future development (Bolin, in press; Stankiewicz, 2001). Connors (1992) 

in “Dreams and Play: Historical Method and Methodology” comments, “History nearly 

always begins with a simple curiosity about how we got here” (p.17). This study began 

similarly, with a desire to investigate the paths of other artist-educators in order to help 

define my own identity as both an artist and art educator.  After realizing in the first year 

of my graduate art education program that few art educators are also practicing artists, I 

wanted to find historical examples of successful artist-educators. In Efland’s (1990) A 

History of Art Education there were only a few pages of information specifically directed 

toward “artist-teachers,” representing five people (p. 198). What stood out to me the most 
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in the look at these five individuals was a quote by Peppino Mangravite that read,  

I believe that it is absolutely impossible for anyone who is not an artist to succeed 
in teaching art. The made-to-order teacher of art depends upon standardized 
methods rather than his own sensibilities. No one but an artist has the delicate 
intuition to sense what another person is trying to express. (1990, p. 199) 

  

This quote inspired a deeper look into Mangravite’s life and work, through which I 

discovered he was a successful artist-educator of his time who has been largely 

overlooked in the field of art education. Not only was he a hardworking, well exhibited, 

and appreciated artist, but also he maintained a vibrant career as a dedicated art educator 

for about fifty years. After discovering that Mangravite left a significant portion of his 

life’s artifacts, including artwork, artist interviews, articles, lesson plans, etc. to the 

Smithsonian AAA, I knew I had found the topic of my thesis research.  

 In the archive’s contents were interviews Mangravite conducted during the summer 

of 1955 in Europe with eight well-known artists of the 20th century, including Graham 

Sutherland, Henry Moore, Georges Braque, Georges Rouault, Mark Chagall, Giorgio de 

Chirico, Marino Marini, and Giorgio Morandi. Mangravite was supported on his journey 

by Columbia University, as he was representing this institution while they were 

establishing a new arts center and looking to hire artists as educators. Mangravite also 

had intentions of donating the interviews he conducted to the Smithsonian AAA for the 

sake of posterity. Despite the reputations of the artists’ interviewed, no significant 

research has resulted from the interviews, which Mangravite (ca. 1955) himself 

acknowledged in Language of the Hand and Eye: 
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This material has been so long buried in many reels of magnetic tape only 
recently transcribed and translated. These tapes are in my possession, and since 
Columbia University has made no use of them, and appears unlikely to do so, I 
am bringing them to public notice in the form of a book. (Folder 2, p. 4) 

  

Upon realizing the significance of these interviews, which had been buried under the 

archival materials of each passing year, my interest was piqued enough that I traveled to 

New York to visit the Smithsonian AAA. Through my visit, I was able to meet with a 

Collection Specialist, Charles Duncan, who was an essential resource in my initial 

investigation. Duncan connected me to Emily Lenz, Director of D. Wigmore Fine Art, 

who invited me to view their collection of Mangravite’s paintings and shared documents 

from their personal archive on Mangravite. In New York I also visited the Museum of 

Modern Art’s library in Queens, which contained a modest folder of archival material 

related to Mangravite that included exhibition notices and articles written about or 

authored by Mangravite. After returning home from my research trip, I had the largest of 

Mangravite’s archives, contained in six microfilm reels, shipped through interlibrary loan 

from the Smithsonian AAA to The University of Texas library in Austin.  

 This study began by asking: In Peppino Mangravite’s interviews with those whom 

he identifies as some of the most significant artists of his time, what questions did 

Mangravite ask and what responses did he receive that enabled him to develop his 

perspective on defining an artist-educator? As a way of addressing this question, I 

embarked on a quantitative and qualitative analysis of Mangravite’s interviews with these 

artists.  
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RECAP OF ANALYSIS 

Had it not been for his unique identity as both an artist and art educator, 

Mangravite would not have been afforded the opportunity to interview these renowned 

artists, nor would he have been prepared to conduct these interviews in this manner. 

Because Mangravite was an exhibiting artist, he had the authority as well as the ability to 

empathize with the artists when asking them questions about their thoughts on art, life, 

and education. Further, if not for Mangravite’s position as a respected art educator, he 

would not have been entrusted to represent Columbia University in their mission to 

establish a new arts center.  

Because he was an artist, Mangravite had experience conversing with well-

established artists, which prepared him to conduct interviews with eight noted artists of 

the 20th century. Mangravite began the majority of his interviews by asking the artists 

closed-ended questions about their artistic process, establishing a comfortable means for 

the artists to respond. In his transcription of the interviews, Language of the Hand and 

Eye, Mangravite (ca. 1955) quotes a poem from Alastair Reid: “As often as not on fair 

days, there is time for words to flex their muscles, to strut like peacocks, discovering 

what to say in the act of saying—the music of meaning emerging from the sound of 

playing” (Folder 1, p. 4). Mangravite identified himself as a “poet painter,” using visual 

imagery as metaphor, the way poets use words to express deeper meaning. Mangravite’s 

reference to the “plastic metaphor” was a recurring theme in the questions he asked 

related to the artists’ own process. Inquiring about the artist’s process provided a natural 

segue into asking them their thoughts on education, as many of the artists’ attributed their 
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success to being founded in the education they received. Though Mangravite had 

difficulty disguising his own bias when it came to asking the artists their thoughts on 

bringing artist-educators into the university, it is apparent that the artists still felt 

confident enough to share the opinions they held, only 40% of which were in support of 

Mangravite’s mission.1 Mangravite concluded most of the interviews by asking advice 

for the “young artists of tomorrow,” providing the artists a more open-ended question. By 

this point, the conversation was fluid and most artists supplied a response that was 

reflective of their personal views on and experience with the art world as well as 

education.  

The analysis of Mangravite’s artist interviews brought up connections between 

the artists that I did not know previously. Though they were interviewed individually, the 

artists’ collective responses depict a more colorful and multilayered perspective of the art 

world at that time. Analyzing the types of questions Mangravite asked and the responses 

he received supports the argument that Mangravite would not have had the amazing 

opportunity to interview these esteemed artists, nor would he have had the insight to ask 

the questions he did, if not for his unique position as an artist-educator. Through this 

study of artist-educator Peppino Mangravite I was able to gain rich insight into an 

important and active artist-educator from the past, and in doing so secure a richer sense of 

my own beliefs and practices as an artist-educator today. 

                                                
1 This percentage reflects the opinions of five of the eight artists interviewed, as two artists were not asked 
their thoughts on bringing artist-educators into the university and another artist’s interview transcript was 
lost. 
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IDEAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

As much as I believe that my research is of importance to the field of art 

education, there is also value in what I did not investigate through this particular study. 

Though tempted, I intentionally diverted my attention from looking past Mangravite’s 

artist interviews into their effects on art education today. During his time, it was 

uncommon for artists to teach at American universities. Nowadays it is unfounded that a 

professor of art would not be an artist herself; furthermore, most universities require their 

art professors to continue producing and exhibiting work in order to stay current in 

technical skill and knowledge of the art world. It would be an intriguing path of study to 

use Mangravite’s interviews as a starting point to analyzing the history of the integration 

of artist-educators into higher education.  

Considering a great portion of this study was founded in my interest as an 

educator in asking effective questions, I think it would be worthwhile to further 

investigate the types of questions we ask. An avenue of research could be conducting 

interviews and then listening to them to gain perspective on inquiry techniques. Further, 

studying the types of questions teachers ask of their students and the responses they elicit 

could offer insight into asking more effective questions in education.  

In Language of the Hand and Eye, Mangravite (ca. 1955) identifies another area 

of possible research resulting from his artist interviews:  

Despite the academic thread that unites all the recorded conversations, the most 
significant ideas that emerged from this were the statements about what the artists 
were trying to do, and what they felt about their positions in the modern world. 
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There is, therefore, material here for some kind of philosophy of contemporary art 
education. (Folder 2, p. 3) 

 

Though no longer contemporary, looking more deeply into how the artists’ perceptions 

and thoughts on art education related to art education theories of the time could provide 

insight into the relationship between the art world and art education during this period. 

Such effort may provide a lens for us to use in asking similar questions about the 

relationship between the artwork and art education today. Additionally, interviewing 

contemporary artists today on their thoughts on art education could serve as a 

contemporary compliment to Mangravite’s own artist interviews. One could utilize the 

effective questions Mangravite asked, which are identified in this study, as the basis for 

creating questions to ask of contemporary artists.     

Equally essential, if not more so, to researching current methods and practice in 

art education, historical research is crucial in the establishment of art education as a 

respected field of study. I highly encourage future researchers in art education to pursue 

an historical topic. Through my own explorations, any preconceived notions of history 

being dusty and boring were completely dispelled, as I was taken on an exciting journey 

of excavating fascinating stories and conversation held by a previously overlooked figure 

in art education with some of the most prominent artists of the 20th century. I will caution 

that writing history comes with great responsibility, though in my experience this served 

as motivation to approach information with scrutiny and brought a greater awareness of 

biases I held as a result of pre-existing perceptions, specifically in relation to the value of 

artist-educators. But most importantly, like Robert Connors’ (1992) writes in “Dreams 
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and Play: Historical Method and Methodology,” I would advise those approaching 

historical research to remember to play, because “searching for fascinating anomalies, 

unexpected treasures, and the “Ah!” moment of realization is always the historian’s true 

payoff” (p. 24). It occurred for me.  

FINAL THOUGHTS 

Reminiscent of Kirsch’s (2009) thoughts on historical research and serendipity, 

the chance occurrences of my investigation combined with an openness to embrace them, 

enriched the resulting research with dynamic and rewarding experiences. For instance, 

had I not received an email containing a call for graduate research at the Smithsonian 

AAA, I might not have pursued further research with the archives and therefore would 

not have initiated correspondence with Charles Duncan. Through this connection, I was 

invited to view D. Wigmore Fine Art’s collection of Mangravite’s paintings, an 

experience I would never have dreamed of in the beginning of my research. Ultimately, 

encountering the opportunity to explore and share the interviews Mangravite conducted 

with eight renowned artists of the 20th century was my “Ah!” moment.   

 Through conducting this research, my perspective on artist-educators has only 

become more aligned with Mangravite’s own expression that it is impossible for anyone 

who is not an artist to succeed in teaching art, because “no one but an artist has the 

delicate intuition to sense what another person is trying to express” (Efland, 1990, p. 

199). Though I do not propose that an art educator needs to be an exhibiting artist in the 

traditional sense in order to be successful in teaching, I passionately believe that a 
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relationship with one’s own creativity must be constantly nurtured, whether it be through 

the visual arts, theater, dance, written word, or even through the act of teaching itself. 

Mangravite has inspired my own path by showing that it is not imperative to choose 

between a career as either an artist or an art educator because the simultaneous practice 

can serve to enhance each identity. Peppino Mangravite’s work as an artist-educator 

offers valuable historical information for the field of art education and may also provide 

insight for future artist-educators who are looking to develop their own sense of identity. 

In his letter to the President of Columbia University, discussing his artist interviews, 

Mangravite (1955, September 16) wrote, “While working on this project of interviewing 

great artists, I realized that what I have already accomplished is only a beginning. The 

project could and should be carried further and into broader research for the field of Art 

Education.” I feel honored to have fulfilled this wish and hope to inspire future research 

with the work I have accomplished.  
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Appendix A: Transcript of “Language of the Hand and Eye: Artists on 
Art, Life, and Education” by Peppino Mangravite 

 The following interviews are transcribed exactly as they were written by Peppino 

Mangravite in his draft of “Language of the Hand and Eye: Artists on Art, Life, and 

Education,” found in the Peppino Mangravite papers, 1918-1982 at the Smithsonian 

Archives of American Art. Because it was an unpublished draft, there are typographical 

errors in the transcriptions presented here. 

 In this mission to England, France, and Italy, I was representing Columbia 

University, but also, as it has been said elsewhere, “the United States, the art world and 

the Future.” Fruits of my three months mission were to be a bundle of photographs and a 

case containing the tape recorded conversations of some of the greatest artist of this 

century: Georges Braque, Georges Rouault, Marc Chagall, Henry Moore, Graham 

Sutherland, Giorgio Morandi, Marino Marini, and Giorgio de Chirico.  

 I had come to Europe to spread the news to educators and artists of Columbia’s 

plans for an Arts Center: “something new under the sun—artists of the greatest 

accomplishments would be invited to teach at the University.”  

 My mission had two purposes: for Columbia University, I was to obtain the 

reaction of Europeans educators on its novel idea of establishing the artist as teacher in an 

atmosphere of academic learning; and for the United States, (for the Archives of 

American Art) I was to record for posterity the voices and the thoughts on art, life, and 

education of the above named artists.  

 My mission would not have been successfully achieved without the invaluable aid 
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of the cultural offices of our embassies in London, Paris, and Rome.  

 On May 24, that year, I stepped from a plane in Paris. In my brief case I carried 

fragmentary notes, letters of introduction, a drawing pad, and brochures on art education 

in the U.S.A.—the hopeful and rhetorical sketch of an “adventure in culture.”  

 As my taxi sped through the bright streets of Paris I scanned my notes and 

tentatively planned a schedule.  

 The beginning of my first appointments was unpromising. From May 25 to June 5, 

the United States Embassy in Paris received only perfunctory replies to their requests for 

interviews with Georges Rouault and Georges Braque: Monsieur was not very well; 

Monsieur was departing for the country, and so on.  

 I requested the Paris office of the U.S.I.A. to make appointments for me with 

Picasso and Leger, two other painters also on my list. But because of their political 

sentiments, an officious cultural attaché forbade me to speak to them. No amount of 

insistence on my part that I intended to discuss art, not politics, availed.  

 Meanwhile I went to see educators. My interviews with Chancellors and Rectors at 

Cambridge, Oxford, the University of Bologna, Dijon, Florence, and the Sorbonne 

obtained nothing new. Their attitude toward the artist as teacher in higher learning is as 

skeptical as ever, and they are frankly fearful of the effects of the artistic personality 

within the cloistered orchards of academe.  

 The answers I received were substantially the same: “Monsieur, it is alright for you 

Americans to try this sort of thing—yours is a young country and it is well that you 

recognize the need to develop your Fine Arts. As for us, we have lived with the Arts for 
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centuries; we must develop our sciences.”  

 I moved on. I had artists to see. Forced to press on to England, I nevertheless 

mailed letters of introduction from Dr. Grayson Kirk, President of Columbia University, 

and James Johnson Sweeny, then Director of the Guggenheim Museum, to the two 

reticent masters in Paris. I included a note of my own assuring M. Braque and M. Rouault 

that as a painter myself I was promoting no commercial venture. Prayfully I boarded the 

London plane.  

 England, when I arrived was at a standstill. Gripped by a nationwide railway strike. 

An appointment had been arranged by the London Embassy with Graham Sutherland, the 

distinguished English artist whose portrait of Winston Churchill was still cause celebre 

on several continents. No Embassy cars were available either. I left my conviction to 

account to my budget and hired a commercial limousine to Kent, Mr. Sutherland’s studio 

and residence.  

 How do artists express themselves in conversation? Most creative artists see, hear, 

and talk differently. I have found that conversations with them can be and usually are 

evocations of human experience. I well know the truth of this. Doubling as painter and art 

teacher during the past 40 years I have had many occasions for conversations and 

disputations with artists and academics in this country and abroad. Most painters and 

sculptors are great talkers, but unlike the academic, they do not “talk of the beginning or 

the end.” There is both youth and age in their speech, and they speak not necessarily to 

recall the meaning of codified thought, but rather to search for a contemporaneous image 

of it. It is true that quite often the verbal syntax of the painter or sculptor falters, but this 
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results not from a search for the mot prope, but rather, for the significant gesture.  

 “As often as not on fair days,” writes Alastair Reid in a recent poem, “there is time/ 

for words to flex their muscles,/ to strut like peacocks,/ discovering what to say in the act 

of saying—/ the music of meaning emerging/ from the sound of playing.” 

 “I paint first, then I have ideas,” says Georges Braque. Then he elaborates at length, 

the breadth of his perception unfolding and coalescing in metaphoric patterns—just as in 

his own painting.  

 Not all painters and sculptors like to talk. Some years ago I tried to persuade 

reticent Edward Hopper to talk about his work by venturing to remark that in looking at 

his paintings, I was often reminded of Henry James. My gambit was greeted by a long 

silence. Finally he turned away abruptly with the muttered comment: “I hate Henry 

James.” That was the end of the conversation.  

 With other reticent artist I have been more fortunate. When I first met Giorgio 

Morandi, the incredibly shy Italian master whose still-life canvasses bespeak a peace and 

gentleness that renders most comment vulgar, I asked him how he arrives at such 

simplicity and serenity in his work. “Signore,” he apologized, “I am afraid of words; that 

is why I paint.” Presently but not without difficulty, I persuaded him to talk.  

 Reticent or not, words to the artist become messengers of discovery, a perch for the 

metaphorical image. Although the perplexing question of what constitutes education for 

the artist was central in my conversations with these European artists, the process of self-

revelation was a by-product. I can think of no better way to suggest the [artist’s constant 

search...] that was consistently present than by quoting an observation by Chagall made 



 100 

during our interview in his studio in the south of France: “With my eyes, I hear the 

world.”  

 My conversations with them though running now and then from personal views of 

life to individual ways of working centered around the American revolutionary idea—the 

artist as teacher in academe.  

 The idea being new at the time I visited these artists in France, England, and Italy, 

was somewhat of a problem to some of them. One or two dismissed it and went on 

discussing something else, but most of them were eager to know the source of the idea 

and its effect on education before discussing it. I am reserving this part of my discourse 

for the last chapter of this book.  

Conversation with Graham Sutherland 

 One clear afternoon early in June, the limousine drew close to the house of Graham 

Sutherland. A beautiful old house in the gentle slopes of Kent. He was expecting me. 

Both he and Mrs. Sutherland greeted me most cordially. We had tea in the garden. Not a 

very large, but typical English garden. Flowers everywhere, neatly kept. I noticed, not 

without some surprise, that on each side of a door facing the garden grew a fig tree and a 

thorn bush. I was fascinated by their different patters, but mostly their textures—a thorn 

bush facing a fig tree, together framing the doorway harmoniously. I asked Mr. 

Sutherland whether they had any significance. He just smiled. I saw in this an opening for 

the beginning of a more serious conversation. 
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P.M. - Mr. Sutherland, when your work was first shown in the United States we 
sensed a fresh poetic vision. In colleges and universities your paintings began to 
be discussed. Your art has had a tremendous impact on a great many artists in 
America. It has been said that while Henry Moore transforms the human figure 
into the landscape, you transform the landscape into the human figure. How did 
you arrive at such a plastic metaphor? 

G.S. - Well, as you know, I started as an engraver and then I did a good deal of 
painting out of doors, mostly realistic painting. There came a day when I went to 
the land of Wales. There I became conscious, tremendously conscious of the 
structure of landscape and I found it had a structure, which fascinated me in the 
way that the human figure does. And I think it was from that moment that I began 
to find the need to isolate forms in the landscape and to, not very consciously, but 
in a kind of natural dim way, find that I could make analogies between human 
figure and forms in the landscape. 

P.M. - You have often made use of the form of thorns in your paintings. 

G.S. - Yes, you ask me about my thorn pictures? I would say that I was 
commissioned to do a large painting of the Crucifixion for Northampton Church 
in England. I started making studies of thorns in the west of England, fairly 
extensive studies of all kinds of thorns; I noticed thorn bushes, and I noticed the 
structure of thorns, and how they pierced the air in all directions, and how they 
established limits of aerial space, then I thought of making some paintings of the 
same subject. The paintings appeared to me to be turning themselves—turning the 
thorns into something else; they were kind of a symbol of the Crucifixion—they 
rearranged themselves, they were a paraphrase. They were, in a sense, the cruelty, 
which I had been fascinated by in this particular subject.  

P.M. - In other words, you made use of what I call the plastic metaphor in the 
same way poets use the verbal metaphor. You made use of the plastic metaphor in 
arriving at the direction of your painting. I, too, have been called a poet painter 
and wonder whether or not you agree with me that most great art is made of 
recognizable images. If so, do you think that nonrepresentational painting can be a 
metaphoric art? 

G.S. - I think it depends very much what you may mean by metaphorical painting. 
I’ve always been interested in trying to explain my feelings about things and I 
found that the way I can do it best is by some kind of metaphor. When Aeschylus 
tells us that dust is mud’s thirsty sister, we need to know something about the 
nature of dust. By personifying dust from mud we apprehend, through words of 
the utmost economy, the essence of both. So, too, in painting deliberate methods 
of paraphrase, perhaps, one can underline and embody one’s material—the 
essence of the sensation of one’s subject—and shed succinct light on the nature of 
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things and of emotions. It is that underlying quality—that thing which is just 
beneath the surface—beneath the surface of reality which transcends it. 

P.M. - Your work shows that, of late, you have painted some distinguished 
portraits and, indeed, they disprove a contention that the art of portrait painting 
has been replaced by photography. Your portraits are as psychologically and as 
aesthetically characteristic of our time as Rembrandt’s portraits are of his time. 
What is this contemporaneous quality we seen in your portraits? 

G.S. - I should find it very difficult to analyze that. I do think that every age has 
its peculiar own mark—a difficult thing to analyze. In portraits I have painted I 
have been interested in using what I call stand-in forms for real figures. I first 
took up portrait painting partly by accident and also because I hoped I could 
narrow the gap between stand-in forms and the real human animal. I feel that as 
far as portrait painting is concerned I have learned a great deal, and I am 
fascinated by it. It is not my main line of country. Any painter sufficiently aware 
of the psychological forces that go to make a portrait can also learn what the 
camera can teach. The camera can teach a great deal about the detail of nature. 
But the artist must be able to add something more perfect, more revealing, than 
any camera portrait can do. 

P.M. - Your education as an artist went further than that offered by the regulation 
art school—at least I gather so from what you just said—what were the educative 
factors in your life which lead you to a personal vision in your painting—can you 
think of something that actually lead you toward this vision you have now of your 
world? 

G.S. - I think I can answer that. I didn’t have a very good education as a painter. I 
was educated at a time when, it was after the first World War, and the standard of 
art teaching was not particularly high. All through my life I’ve been connected 
with the country, more or less, and I remember way back the impact that the 
mystery of landscape had on me. I do think that was my real education. I didn’t 
really know very much about painting until I was about twenty-eight or nine, and 
I didn’t know about painters. I hadn’t studied with great masters. But I think that 
the particular sort of motive power that kept me going was the fact that I had this 
passion for things themselves in landscape, the mystery of landscape. When the 
moment came to express myself, I felt continually drawn back towards a need to 
express not only what I felt then about landscape but also to a kind of 
accumulation; to a vocabulary of memories which I had obviously quite 
consciously gathered when I was much younger. 

P.M. - There is a current belief everywhere in the modern world that the 
perfection of the machine has engendered a despairing loneliness in the young 
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artist and that it is to the peril of the community of man to live without the 
humanity of the artist. What are your feelings and views about his? 

G.S. - The painter, for better or for worse, can enlarge man’s experience beyond 
the opportunities, which come to him in everyday life. The one justification in 
painting—the one thing that makes it really important is that it can pin down 
impressions and sensations. Art can enrich the day-to-day experience by 
magnifying human values. As far as the machine itself is concerned, I do not think 
that it’s a bad influence either on men or artists. With the imagination of the artist 
a thing made by a machine can be elaborated and transformed into fine craft. The 
painter has got to do something, which no machine or no machine age can 
possibly do.  

P.M. - Certainly, the regulation run-of-the-mill art schools of today do not offer 
the facilities or opportunities for broader thinking and deeper probing into the 
condition of man. Isn’t the university then the proper place for the training and 
education of the creative artist? 

G.S. - I would think so. This is a good thing I have often thought very deeply. I 
have one thing to say about art education, which I think is tremendously 
important. I think that one should be taught to manipulate form with the greatest 
possible ease and speed. That is not to say—I’m old-fashioned about this—that 
drawing, drawing from the figure is essentially the one thing that no painter can, 
even now in this age, afford to disregard. On the other hand, I would agree that 
the place that could spark ideas in the artist is the university and not necessarily 
the regulation art school. 

P.M. - I think so, too, and a great many people in the modern world are beginning 
to think so. Yet the traditional liberal arts college of today still excludes the 
practice of the plastic arts from its educative disciplines. Colleges still hold on to 
an ancient tenet that the so-called higher arts being mental broaden the mind and 
that the practice of the visual artist being manual activities are not educative. Do 
you believe that such a contention has any validity in our time? 

G.S. - There again is the misconception of art, which pundits have had—that 
painting and sculpture are only manual activities. Of course, they are mental, 
philosophical activities as well. They happen to be done by the hand and they 
appeal to the eye, the same way music is done by the hand and appeals to the ear. 
It’s a very great mistake to think they are not mental disciplines. Painting and 
sculpture, certainly in England, have always been the Cinderella of higher 
education. It’s a great pity. The average taste of an English university don, for 
instance, with a few well-marked exceptions is extremely low. I think that if they 
would include the actual study of art in a liberal education their own education 
would be vastly extended. 



 104 

P.M. - We agree. I can say the same thing about the United States and its 
academic pedants. Do you think then, or rather, can you conceive the artist 
creating in a climate of freedom and spontaneity provided by the university? 

G.S. - If you mean, can I conceive a painter actually working in a university, well, 
frankly I can’t, because I think that a painter has got to be—you won’t 
misunderstand me when I say that a painter has got to be a bit of an anarchist; 
he’s got to be attached to nobody. He must be absolutely free. He must not be 
attached to himself. There is one thing he must be attached to, he must be attached 
to his irresistible feeling that he’s got to get something off his chest. What he gets 
off his chest isn’t particularly a merit to him, but it may do other people good. It 
may help them to clarify their impressions and sensations. 

P.M. - Let me put it to you this way, Mr. Sutherland. Let us take this as an 
example; universities in America are establishing arts center to meet the needs, 
which it is hoped, will restore the sensibilities of the artist to the studies of 
humanities. They are providing studios and laboratories, studies and workshops, 
where the poet and the architect, the composer and the scientist, the sculptor and 
the philosopher, the sociologist and the theologian, the painter and the 
psychologist, altogether could strive for new synthesis. Don’t you think that in an 
area of freedom and spontaneity of this sort that the artist can work? 

G.S. - I think that is such a project is envisaged is something like what has 
happened for the last fifty years in the Paris cafes. There painters and writers and 
musicians and poets, and priests even, have discussed, have thrashed out the 
particular role of art in daily life. If the university is doing something within such 
an area of spontaneity it can be but good. I still think, though, that on the whole, 
the painter has got to be fairly solitary. That sounds rather old-fashioned to say 
this, that he should be anti-society. I don’ think he should be anti-society at all, 
but I think that his curious lore of chance—his ability to search and find by 
himself, makes him independent, solitary. A painter like Cezanne, completely 
solitary; a painter like Van Gogh, completely solitary. On the other hand, there’s 
no question that in Italy in the time of the renaissance there was a need and a 
curiosity on the part of the artist to exchange ideas with other minds. The 
American University’s project could be a good thing. On the other hand, I think 
that the essential freedom of the artist, which is quite different from the ordinary 
freedom, which we talk of politically, is a thing to be preserved. I would say by 
and large that the plan you propose is good. It has never been done; it’s never 
been tried. I think it’s a tremendously important thing. 

P.M. - You realize, I am sure, that in the past the artist in his isolation 
concentrated most of his thought, energy, and efforts toward the perfection of the 
technique of his art, and more often than not did not know what other minds were 
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thinking during this time. It seems to me that the university ought to be able to 
supplement for the coming generation of artists the universal knowledge that the 
artist needs which he does not get in the regulation art school. 

G.S. - That’s absolutely right. Of course, what you really mean to say, and what is 
perfectly true, is that quite often the artist is a very ignorant boor and that his 
work apart from any natural gifts he shares with his contemporaries, he does not 
share the knowledge that other minds have passed down to us. Unquestionably the 
greatest art is that which experiences the present, but through the light of history. I 
mean through the reenactment of past creative acts—regurgitated, as it were, 
through Titian, through Rembrandt, through the great poets, through Aeschylus, 
and rightly back to events of today. 

P.M. - In other words, you believe that education is important for the artist. 

G.S. - I agree. Tremendously important, tremendously important. 

 

Conversation with Henry Moore 

 Heartened by my cordial conversation with Sutherland, I set out again from London 

the following day in a driving rainstorm, my next stop the Hertsfordshire district and the 

home and studios of Henry Moore. I found the dean of modern British sculptors polite, 

interested, and oblivious of the weather in the best English tradition.  

 Sitting over a drink in my host’s living room, in which stood miniature examples of 

the rounded, stable, “organic” idiom that Moore created, I extended to him greetings from 

his many admirers in the Colleges and Universities of the United States. I told him that he 

was chosen as one of the eight artists I was going to converse with in England, France, 

and Italy to preserve the posterity his voice and his thoughts on art, life, and education.  

P.M. - Your art, Mr. Moore, is of great significance in our time. Have you ever 
thought that the new symbols and images you have created may alter human 
feelings and aesthetic attitudes for generations to come? 
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H.M. - I don’t think, Mr. Mangravite, that I can give a complete answer to such a 
difficult question. Perhaps for an artist to be too conscious of what he does may 
not always be such a good thing for him. I don’t think it is necessary for the artist 
to be also a conscious prophet. I think it may not be wise for him to analyze too 
deeply his achievements, or his aims. He can never be sure that he is doing what 
he sets out to do. For example, recently I have been asked to read the script of a 
new book on my work by a well-known Jungian psychologist and his 
interpretations certainly suggest many things about my work, which I had not 
been conscious of. Yet in some year’s time what he says may for many people be 
the accepted meaning of the work of Henry Moore. 

P.M. - In spite of the fact that all your figure sculpture is independent of the 
object, what would you say if I told you that to a great many artists like myself it 
is nevertheless provocative of life? 

H.M. - I should be pleased to hear this because I’ve never tried to disconnect my 
sculpture from nature, from a subject. In that sense, I do not consider myself an 
abstract artist. The basis of my work as a sculpture is the human figure. The 
human figure is what I have observed and studied the longest and most 
intensively. I may have been excited by objects such as bulbs, stones, pebbles, 
trees, shells, and animal forms, and I may have freely mixed these in my work, 
but always for me the organic vitalist element in sculpture is of the first 
importance. 

P.M. - How did you arrive at such a poetical vision, such unusual use of the 
plastic metaphor? 

H.M. - I can’t exactly say how I arrived at mixing forms. How, for instance, the 
relating of a female figure with mountains came about. Or how I connected, say, 
holes and spaces in a figure with caves in a hillside. Or how animal forms got 
mixed with human forms. Unless it is that as a sculptor I became interested in all 
forms around me, of course, and saw similarities and parallels and fundamental 
connections between diverse things. And it seemed to me that if in poetry one 
could use metaphors to explain and reveal new interpretations, it seemed perfectly 
natural to do the same in sculpture.  

P.M. - You have read a great deal, you have traveled and you have seen, either 
through formal education or informal disputations. You have had opportunities to 
probe into the thinking and creative processes of other great men. Have you found 
that such an education is essential to the unfolding of you own personal vision? 

H.M. - Yes. To know and communicate with other minds is the basis of all human 
development and learning and by contact with the great art of the past one’s mind, 
of course, is enriched and one’s standards raised. 



 107 

P.M. - It is a current belief everywhere in the modern world that the perfection of 
the machine has engendered a despairing loneliness in the young artist and that it 
is to peril the community of men to live without the humanity of the artist. What 
are your opinions and views about this?  

H.M. - Well, I am sure that the community needs the artist. One is only to think of 
a world without art, that is a world without pictures, sculpture, music, poems, 
plays, etcetera, such a world would be no better than an animal world. The 
average person may think that painting and sculpture do not matter to him, but the 
very way he looks at life, at his garden, at everything around him is being colored 
and made by the artists who have lived before him. It is the artist who keeps the 
people’s senses alive. The poet keeps ideas and the language and vision fresh. The 
musician makes through sound the whole world of emotion and pleasure available 
and the sculptor and painter keep our eyes alert and our minds alive to the 
meaning of nature, to its rich associations, and to the wonderful variety and 
significance that is to be found in shape and form and color. Even though the 
average person may resist and dislike the changes in his outlook, all the time his 
life is being colored by art. 

P.M. - Certainly the regulation run of the mill art school today does not offer the 
facilities or opportunities of broader thinking and deeper probing into the 
condition of man. Isn’t the university then the proper place for the training and 
education of the creative artist? 

H.M. - I think the university could become a place for the training and education 
of the artist. 

P.M. - The traditional liberal arts college has always excluded the practice of the 
plastic arts on the contention that the Artes Liberales, the so-called higher arts, 
broaden the mind and that the practice of the visual art being manual activity are 
not educative. Do you believe that such a contention has any validity in our time? 

H.M. - I am sure we shall come to realize that the plastic arts have nearly as great 
a part to play in education as literature. If, for instance, in the university people 
were given an inkling of how great an artist such as Masaccio is, what a noble and 
deep understanding he had of human nature. In English universities everybody is 
taught and given some communication with the mind of Shakespeare and of much 
lesser writers, but why should they be given no understanding or contact with just 
as great minds as Masaccio, Rembrandt, Michelangelo, Titian, etcetera. What a 
lot they are missing. 

P.M. - Mr. Moore, that is absolutely true, but I know that you realize, as I do, that 
there are many universities that do have what is known as history of art courses. 
But the question I meant to ask you is, don’t you think that the actual practice, the 



 108 

acts of drawing and painting should be part of the preparation for a general 
education, particularly, for the young man or woman who plans in the future to 
become an artist? 

H.M. - Yes, I’m sure again that to do some drawing, painting, perhaps to do a 
little sculpture, modeling, makes painting and sculpture after a person has done 
that once or twice, a little time, then instead of thinking of painting and sculpture 
as something quite romantic and foreign to their lives, they can see it from the 
inside and see it with a better understanding of the thought. They may never be 
any good at it, but that doesn’t matter. 

P.M. - It is the plan of some American Universities to establish ample, adequate 
studios and laboratories, studies and workshops, for the poet and the architect, the 
composer and the scientist, the sculptor and the philosopher, the sociologist and 
the theologian, the painter and the psychologist, to strive for new synthesis. What 
are your views about this and what advice have you to give for the training and 
education of the artist of tomorrow? 

H.M. - I think what you say about bringing the arts altogether has to be attempted 
sometime and I wish the American Universities the greatest success in this 
attempt. If it really did make a complete, integral, cross-section of life then the 
artist could be helped by living in such a community, but I think that the artist of 
tomorrow as the artist of the past should be a full human being; that he should 
understand and have contact with the outside world. You see whereas in the past 
the artist had an anchor in religion or in tradition, now conditions are much more 
chaotic and it’s difficult for the young artist to know his own direction. The 
university may collect all these points of view together and make a stability for 
the artist which many take the place of religion or tradition, but, it must not be 
forgotten that the artist is also a revolutionary individual, he must not be changed 
into a scholarly, a sort of donnish respectable conformer.  

 

Conversation with Georges Braque 

 The following day, after my pleasant visit with Henry Moore I was driven to 

Cambridge for an interview with the distinguished Johnsonian scholar, S. C. Roberts, 

Fellow of Pembroke College. We were just about to sit down for lunch when Mrs. 

Roberts came in the living room to inform me that she had just taken a telephone message 
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from the London Embassy saying that M. Braque would see me in Paris tomorrow, and 

M. Rouault would see me the following day. 

 I had to find a way to reach Paris that evening. Still at the mercy of the strike-bound 

railroads. I was saved by a fine point of the British labor law. On what is known as “the 

Queen’s list” of a few trains scheduled each day for the most necessary purposes, there 

was just one leaving Cambridge for London in 20 minutes. No time for lunch. I extended 

my apologies to my gracious hosts and ran to the railroad station. Reached it in 12 

minutes. Later sped through London in a taxi, flagged a bus to the airport, and at six o’ 

clock I checked into a Paris hotel.  

 With three cultural aids from the American Embassy the following morning I 

arrived at the Paris house of Georges Braque.  

 Through the iron gate that leads to the door of his house I see a vase of spring 

flowers resting on the inside sill of the window against the dark interior and facing the 

visitor. I think of Odilon Redon. At the entrance I am met by a young attractive woman. 

Without word she leads me up the marble stairway toward the studio on the second floor 

of the exquisitely appointed house.  

 Entering the studio I feel at home. M. Braque leaves his easel to greet me. He has 

been working on his large painting of the Bird. We exchange pleasantries then we sit 

down. For a spell we are silent. His eyes following mine as I survey the paintings on the 

walls and the cluttered studio.  

 A small painting on the wall makes me think of St. Paul du Vance. It sparked me to 

talk. I recall the names of mutual acquaintances, Soutine, Matisse, Max Jacob, we used to 
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meet at L’Oberge de la Colombe D’Or in the early 30s. What a perfect place Vance is for 

an artist to work and live.  

P.M. - I often wonder how much the aspect and life of a locale influence the eye 
of a painter—his vision—his imaginative powers. You yourself, M. Braque, have 
given us a new image of the visible world. What moved you toward this poetical 
vision? 

G.B. - To tell the truth, I did not paint to give an image to the world. Those 
looking at the painting saw the image in it. This is the living side of painting. It is 
a kind of suggestion, the suggestion of painting. I did not try to give an image. It 
is a kind of reality that is important. Those who look at a painting have 
imagination and that is why you call it image. 

P.M. - Are you always consistent in your painting direction? 

G.B. - Not exactly. To a large extent it is unconscious. I do not know where I am 
going. My real desire is to paint, that intersects me more than to attain a goal. I 
paint first, then I have ideas. Life is like that. When I went to war in 1914, I did 
not know if I would be a hero or a traitor. I had to pass the test. It is the same in 
painting. I do not know the goal of painting. One must keep on trying. 
Circumstances, life’s trials show yourself to you. It is the same with all the arts. It 
is the same for poetry. 

P.M. - Indeed, it is the same for poetry. 

G.B. - Yes, there is a kind of unexpectedness in life. The mind must be free to 
receive ideas. 

P.M. - In your work you have found an original metaphor, haven’t you? 

G.B. - I want to find something even better than a metaphor. “Metaphor” implies 
comparison through resemblance, whereas metamorphosis is comparison with 
life. This is much more interesting to me. I much prefer comparison with life than 
comparison through resemblance. It is the same with all the arts. To write is not to 
describe; to paint is not to depict. If I am concerned about this, it means that I do 
not try to copy nature. I try to put myself in unison with nature and listen to its 
resources. 

P.M. - Do you think that nonrepresentational painting, so called abstract painting, 
without recognizable trace of the image of man can be a poetical art? 
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G.B. - One can find man’s image in whatever man does—whether he is 
sharpening a pencil . . . he always gives an equivalent of himself. The abstract 
does not exist in itself. Art must be compared with something concrete in order to 
understand the abstract. 

P.M. - Thank you. You gave me the answer I hoped for. 

G.B. - It is not a problem of convincing people about what is art. If they are made 
to think, that is enough. I do not want to persuade.  

P.M. - Have you any advice to give to the young painters of tomorrow? 

G.B. - I am embarrassed. I am not a teacher, that is the question. On the contrary, 
I have always doubted my knowledge—a thing which might seem obvious. Some 
painters make one think of the artist, others of the man. Degas is the artist; he has 
a great deal of savoir faire and he uses it, he has talent, etc. Cezanne is the man. 
Man appears in his most heroic appearance. He took all risks, took nothing for 
granted, took chances, risked all. His weaknesses count, therefore one sees the 
man. The other one, no, he is the painter. 

 

 After these words he leaned back on his chair, smiled, and went silent. So we sat, I 

don’t remember how long, three or four minutes, perhaps. An immense warmth welled up 

in me. To me he represented all that is genuine, true in the human personality. I got up to 

go. We shook hands with Mediterranean warmth.  

Conversation with Georges Rouault 

 Next day, after seeing Braque, I arrived early in the afternoon at the opulent 

apartment house in which the 83-year-old French master Georges Rouault lives. It has 

been understood that the old gentleman preferred not to be questioned for a recording but 

would, instead, read aloud certain passages from a book he had just completed on his art 

and ideas. Entering the room, the venerable painter of Biblical Kings presented a leonine 

head and a markedly cautious bearing, (I was told later that an American film company, 
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allowed to shoot some film on the premises shortly before, had disrupted Rouault’s home 

and peace so mercilessly that the painter had pronounced “jamais encore” on such 

intrusions). I shall never forget the moment we met. First, he looked at me forbiddingly, 

then noticing my small stature, not unlike his own, and recognizing my Latin face, he 

smiled; in the next instant we practically embraced.  

 After greeting each other so warmly, we started to chat about the old days in Paris. 

Presently I asked him about his friendship with Leon Bloy and Huysmans. He exploded: 

“Leon Bloy, c’est.......! He was not my friend.” Then he talked at length and with warmth 

about Huysmans.  

 Unfortunately this important part of our conversation was lost. By accident the tape 

was almost entirely erased and what we were able to save were only a few of the artist’s 

statements on art.  

 Note to publisher: (M. Rouault’s statements have not yet been transcribed from the 

tape.) 

 I have pledged all the original tape recordings of my expedition to the Archives of 

American Art. Later, students and scholars listening to these recordings will compare 

solemn moral imperatives of Rouault with the independent and self-committed 

philosophy of Georges Braque.  

Conversation with Marc Chagall 

 The next few days in Paris, after seeing Georges Rouault, were taken with press 

conferences and radio broadcasts about my mission. Then I moved southward.  
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 On my way to Vence, in the south of France, to meet Marc Chagall, I found myself 

among the sights and scents of my own past. As a young painter on a Guggenheim 

Fellowship 1932 I had settled for a while among the olive, lemon, and orange groves of 

St. Paul du Vence, a resort village near Vence. There I can remember giving my old 

canvases to Haim Soutine, who preferred to work on top of old paint, and there too, Henri 

Matisse had taught me the hazardous trick of cracking walnuts with the dull side of a 

carving knife. (“You bring the heel of your hand down—so!—on the sharp edge, and 

voila!”) 

 Returned again to one of the most beautiful neighborhoods in France I was 

conducted to the Villa of Chagall, who afforded me one of the most charming afternoons 

of my painter’s holiday.  

 The house where Monsieur and Madame Chagall live was built in the 19th century. 

The studio and the house have previously been occupied by Paul Valery. Many of the 

great celebrities of the past have been here too, including Marcel Proust.  

 This is the 25th of June, 1955. It is 3:30 p.m. A beautiful sunny day. M. Chagall 

and I are sitting in a terrace enclosed by orange and palm trees and the air is filled with 

the perfume of flower blossoms. A beautiful sunny day. M. Chagall and I are sitting in a 

terrace enclosed by orange and palm trees and the air is filled with the perfume of flower 

blossoms.  

P.M. - M. Chagall, I gather that your life was a special one, what made you 
become an artist? 
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M.C. - Mine was no more special than others. My family was poor, simple, and 
had a few material goods, but I did not complain. As a kind of compensation, 
even in childhood, I saw—to a point where it almost frightened me—the moon in 
the sky, abundant nature as well as poor nature, that light smoke filled air without 
seas, without mountains, with a scattering of a few trees. I still see them. I saw the 
emptiness of my parents, of my sisters, of people generally. I felt as if I saw an 
entirety of things. Often a cat, a dog, a hen, was closer to me, I must admit, than 
the policeman in the street; so I have often painted them as brothers of those 
oppressed folks. No glory, if one can speak of glory for a young man, attracted me 
particularly. I wanted to be like poor people who walk, often barefoot, with the air 
of a prophet. 

P.M. - And your education? 

M.C. - I was a poor student. I stuttered because I was bitten by a mad dog. But I 
had an immense desire to learn—learn my own way, learn to hear and see the 
world with my own eyes. By chance while looking for work one day, I realized 
that I wanted to become an artist—I felt that this would suit me very well—but 
not an artist of the academy, anyway the academy would have not accepted me. 
The academy in its so-called capacity for formal art is dead in my eyes. In my 
own way I have felt that art in the long run is not a profession. I always say to 
young aspirants who come to me: “Be an artist, if it is inevitable for you, if you 
cannot do otherwise.” As for me, I have been saddened by everything except a 
certain feeling of love going towards people, birds, flowers, earth, and sky. This 
feeling is the source of my education. 

P.M. - I gather you don’t believe in a formalized education for the artist. 

M.C. - No. I am indifferent to any theories of art. With these only, no artist in the 
world has ever been great, unless behind these theories and before all there 
existed a magic personality . . . it remains for one to be absolutely natural, as they 
say, because power is in personality, in individuality. I have often been 
reproached for expressing my youth and childhood in my pictures. Is it preferable 
to paint bottles, guitars, heads of men or women, stench, or flowing or geometric 
lines? We must not forget that one of the most difficult things to retain throughout 
one’s life is that feeling of the value of a color, which comes to us from birth. All 
work and effort is useless if this color is not dominant in our human acts. I am not 
speaking of real color, but the warmth and color that follow its natural course 
through the sensibilities of the artist—through his person. 
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Conversation with Giorgio de Chirico 

 With sentimental forethought I had arranged to end my journey in Italy, talking to 

the men who are maintaining the artistic reputation of my own native land. Still of the 

three Italians I visited, the first was not the one who infused me with the strongest native 

pride and hope.   

 Professor Lionello Venturi of the University of Rome convinced me that my trip 

would be incomplete without a visit to Giorgio de Chirico. I was reluctant, knowing that 

the great father of the metaphysical school of painting had some years back repudiated 

the achingly nostalgic canvases that had established his reputation. From others in the art 

world I heard that de Chirico now occupied himself with polemics against mercantilism, 

critics, and modernists, and with painting in a manner antithetical to his former style.  

 Calling at the artist’s home in Rome’s Piazza di Spagna I obtained the following 

acerbic answers to my questions:  

P.M. - Signor de Chirico, you may have heard that most American univsersities 
are establishing arts centers within their campuses, where all the arts will be 
taught, practiced, and shown. What is your opinion of this new educational idea? 

G.deC. - My opinion is this: in order that they may accomplish something new 
and concrete, Americans must, above all, become free from the influences of 
French dealers and their associations in every country. The deception as to the 
merit of artistic achievement, which was caused by French dealers and has been 
going to for more than half a century, has completely subverted the values in art 
and confused the mind of the public. The unfortunate result occurs especially in 
the United States, where dealers in modern painting have exploited the naiveté 
and the vanity of the rich and purely for financial gain. As long as people in 
America will believe, or rather pretend to believe that Cezanne, Van Gogh, 
Matisse, Gauguin, Braque, Chagall, and others are great painters, and will not 
have the courage to declare openly that they are very bad painters, whose 
paintings have no artistic value, and that all the fuss has been by dealers who are 
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ignorant, prejudiced and cynical in order to hear dollars, as long as people will not 
realize this, any art center, in America or elsewhere, will be a waste of time and 
money. 

P.M. - For many of us artists in the United States you are one of the great poet-
painters of our time. Please tell me of this poetic vision of yours.  

G.deC. - All true painters are also poets. But this way of insisting particularly on 
the aspect of poetry and forgetting all that concerns the pictorial and plastic value 
of a painting and the technical skill, is also one of the many systems used by the 
Paris dealers to sell our stuff of no value under such slogans as “poetry of the 
emotion,” “mystery,” and so forth. When painters knew how, and had the means 
to paint, nobody ever spoke of such things. 

P.M. - In the history of art, and especially in the history of Italian art, you have 
left a symbol of longing for the ancient Roman and Greek humanism and for the 
poetic desires of those times. How did you arrive at this poetic vision in your 
painting? 

G.deC. - All these longings we hear mentioned in our days by critics and dealers, 
the ones bound to the others, especially in the United States, where even the 
weekly magazines are associated with the modernist clique, all these longings, I 
say, do not exist. There exists today, it is true, a longing among all those who deal 
with art and among painters; it is that longing for that lost paradise of which is 
great and true painting; however, today one prefers not to speak of this longing, 
out of prudence. 

P.M. - Have you any advice to give to the young artists of tomorrow? 

G.deC. - To the young and also to the old artists of tomorrow as of today this is 
my advice: above all, let them free themselves from the deception created by the 
dictatorship of the dealers in modern painting, and as many intellectuals, critics, 
and snobbish editors and others as work with them; let them become firmly 
convinced that all the slogans and clichés which are heard today concerning 
modern painting have only one goal: to sell, a goal far from ideal. Then, as soon 
as they will have freed themselves from this harmful influence, they should work 
hard and seriously; they should keep before their eyes the great masters, from 
Raphael to Courbet, they should always strive to do better, to improve themselves 
so as to achieve mastery and be able to create a masterpiece. Outside of this there 
is no salvation. 

 

This discussion became increasingly difficult. It ended in a silent aperitif and departure.  
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Conversation with Marino Marini 

 The cordiality and responsiveness that I had almost, in spite of myself, grown used 

to, greeted me again at my meeting with the Italian sculptor Marino Marini. At the 

latter’s summer home, in Forte dei Marini, by the sea, we strolled amiably about the 

cypress-lined garden, the Appian mountains rising on one hand and the Tyrrhenian Sea 

lapping at the shore on the other. Cabanas of red, green, and yellow dotted the sand as far 

as one could see.  

 I informed Signor Marini about the idea of Universities bringing the greatest talents 

to teach and create without academic ties.  

P.M. - What do you think of this idea? 

M.M. - In a young nation like America with its strength and vitality such an idea 
could bring forth splendid results. Art culture is a two way street, brought to light 
by both the maker and the scholar. I noticed that eagerness in the artist and the 
scholar to exchange their findings several years ago (1948?) when I was in New 
York for six months. I sensed then—from what young painters and sculptors were 
doing—that an art culture beyond nationalistic limits was growing.  

P.M. - When you were young, did you start your art education with sculpture? 

M.M. - I didn’t exactly start with sculpture but with painting. At the start of my 
visual education the thing that struck me first was color. In the course of my 
development I noticed that I was actually searching for form. In the process, my 
temperament bridged me from painting to sculpture. However, color keeps on 
coming back again and again, so much so that at the beginning of every sculpture 
I need to design it in color on a large scale.  

P.M. - When I look at your sculpture I see a form which is not classical European. 
It seems coalesced with oriental forms, perhaps? Tell me about this. 

M.M. - It is difficult to say. Every artist is a bad critic of himself. When I work I 
act through the forces of various strengths. I am not aware when the classical 
form mixes with other forms—with free, architectural forms. I would say that new 
aesthetic attitudes in a country like Italy long immured in the pride of its own 
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classical heritage, made me realize and appreciate the value of other forms. I must 
say, too, that although most of my education is classical Italian, my temperament 
draws me closer to all aspects of European culture.  

P.M. - Sculpture, certainly in Italy, once functioned as part architecture. Does it 
today? 

M.M. - It does not. And in a way it is great pity. On the other hand because of its 
independence from architecture it has developed new forms, more universal in 
scope, yet personal in direction. The 20th century has created a new language of 
sculpture—a new vocabulary; true, not yet clearly legible by the masses; 
however, a language in itself, independent of architectural symbols. For myself, I 
am glad it has become so. I need to be completely free from other languages 
(languages of art). When asked to do something that has to fit a prescribed 
formula I lose interest in it. I need to be completely free. Whether I make 
something funny or serious in sculpture, I must obey nobody. 

P.M. - Do you think that the independence you have found for yourself is 
something that should be infused into the feeling and thinking processes of 
students of tomorrow? 

M.M. - I would say, yes. This is the way I have disciplined myself. But then, I 
cannot speak for others, or for tomorrow. When the mind is free, didactic 
disciplines become also free. Today, unlike the past when the student was trained 
mostly in the skills of this métier [trade, profession], he should also be educated in 
the other disciplines that unlock the doors of an otherwise closed mind: history, 
philosophy, literature, etc. 

 

 All the while this charming personality was talking I watched his sensitive, strong 

hands. I saw language in their very gestures.  

 It was not easy to leave the gracious Marini. But their home being no more than an 

hour’s drive to Carrara, the ancestral home of my mother’s forebears, I had a desire to go 

there and see it before it got dark. The two young cultural attaches, who earlier had 

driven me from Florence to Forte dei Marini, drove me there.  

 For a brief period when I was in my early teens I had studied at the Belle Arti in 

Carrara. Everything looked serenely the same, just as I knew it, 50 odd years back.  
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Conversation with Giorgio Morandi 

 From Carrara I was driven back to Florence. The following morning I boarded a 

train to Bologna to meet an appointment with Giorgio Morandi.  

 This immensely tall human being came to the door, with the quietest, shiest smile I 

have ever seen. There in that ancient house in Bologna I had the feeling I had stumbled 

into the residence of Dante Alighieri, now occupied by St. Francis.  

P.M. - Signor Morandi, I bring you the highest respects and compliments of many 
of my fellow painters, and of scholars in the United States. 

G.M. - I am grateful for the interest shown in my work, as you tell me, by painters 
and scholars in the United States. 

P.M. - I think that your vision of painting is clear, simple, and serene. How did 
you arrive at this direction? 

G.M. - It is very difficult for me to say. I am afraid of words, that is why I paint.  

P.M. - Will you try please, in any way you can to tell me what led you to attain 
such results? 

G.M. - I believe that my temperament and my nature, given to contemplation, 
have led me to these results; that is all I can say: it is difficult for an artist to give 
his reasons. 

P.M. - You are right. You have already told me a great deal. Will you kindly tell 
me more. 

G.M. - Would you like me to read these few notes I made in expectation of your 
visit? 

P.M. - Yes. Please! 

G.M. - I think that to express that which is in nature, that is, the visible world, is 
the thing that most interests me. I believe that, particularly at the present time, the 
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educative task possible in the figurative artist is that of communicating the images 
and the sentiments which the visible world awakens in us; that which we see I 
hold to be a creation, an invention of the artist whenever he is able to allow those 
barriers to fall; I mean those conventional images which lie between him and 
reality. As Galileo recalled in his book of philosophy, the book of nature is 
written in characters which are alien to our alphabet. These characters are the 
triangle, squares, circles, spheres, pyramids, cones, and other geometric figures. I 
feel Galilean thought alive in my ancient conviction that the sentiments and 
images awakened by the visible world, which is a formal world, are expressible 
only with great difficulty, or perhaps inexpressible with words. For they are 
sentiments which have no relation, or have a very indirect relation with daily 
affections and interests, inasmuch as they are indeed determined by forms, colors, 
space and light; however, I am far from claiming that I wish to establish any rules 
for the work of the artist, or to start a controversy. 

P.M. - What do you think of abstract painting of our day? 

G.M. - Abstract painting has given us important works, if we think for example, 
of Pollock, of the first cubists, or Braque, of Picasso . . . however, I think that 
there is nothing more surrealistic and nothing more abstract than the real. 

P.M. - Yes, you have already proven this in your very works. I would like to ask 
you: have you any advice to give to the young artists of tomorrow? 

G.M. - I am glad for what you say. But I do not feel that I can give any advice. 
When people have a certain age . . . I have faith in young people. I hold, then, that 
a young man should know that the future is in his own hands, otherwise, in my 
opinion, we would be lacking in respect for the new generations. Well, this is 
what I think. Are you of the same opinion? 

P.M. - I too am of the same opinion. 
 

 The day was waning; I drank espresso with my host and moved on. The day, the 

month, the summer were running out, I had miles to go before my mission was through. 

The Universities of Padua, Florence and Naples saw me come and go, and rectors, 

teachers and critics extended their best wishes for the success of the idea. 

  To accomplish my mission I reached my destination by every vehicle available: 

ships, trains, planes, automobiles, gondolas and in Positano I went to visit an art school 
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on donkey back. In Positano I also took the last few days of my journey to myself fishing 

in the Italian surf and sketching bathers on the beach. My thoughts were full of the voices 

of some of the most brilliant artists of our time, and my expedition was over.  

 I leave it to the reader to relate these artists’ thoughts and their pictures to the Idea 

and the Problem in the next chapter. 

 

Artists on Art and Life: some opinions of eight modern painters and sculptors on the 

formation of their own artistic visions, and on the artist’s life in the modern world.  

 In 1955 Georges Braque, Georges Rouault, Henry Moore, Graham Sutherland, 

Marino Marini, Giorgio Morandi, Marc Chagall and Giorgio de Chirico granted 

interviews to Peppino Mangravite, Artist and Professor of Painting at Columbia 

University, in which they consented to discuss with him before the microphone of a tape 

recorder their views on three questions: (1) What are the influences that have formed the 

vision that you have given us of the world? (2) How ought the artist to live among the 

particular conditions of modern life? and (3) Do you feel that the artist might flourish in 

the context of the modern university? The interviews had been arranged as part of an 

attempt to get the opinions of artists, critics and university officials in Europe on the 

establishment at Columbia of a University Arts Center. Providing instruction and 

practical facilities for students in painting and sculpture, architecture, music, dramatic 

arts, art history, and archeology, as well as giving patronage to mature artists by 

providing them with terms of residence free of all academic duties, such a center would 

be an attempt to put the resources of a great modern university at the disposal of those 
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who too often are neglected stepchildren of an industrial society; the creative artists.  

 Although the same three questions were also put to Rectors and Chancellors at 

Cambridge, Oxford, Bologna, Dijon, Florence and the Sorbonne, the most interesting 

results were those of the tape-recorded interviews with the artists. Here, in several hours 

of conversation, supplemented by many photographs of the artists in their homes and 

studios, is a valuable collection of material for critics, art historians, philosophers, and 

psychologists. Knowing full well that the artist’s critical statements about his own work 

are sometimes irrelevant or superfluous, we yet may find profound interest and 

stimulation in what these men say. To many people of traditional European culture the 

idea that a university should try to provide instruction and patronage in the artist might 

seem to be yet another example of American naiveté. Yet here is what Henry Moore had 

to say on what such an institution could do for the artist: “One has only to think of the 

world without art; it would be not better than an animal world. The average person may 

very well think that painting and sculpture do not many any different to him. But it is the 

artist who keeps the people’s senses alive...In the past, artists had anchors in religion and 

tradition. Now conditions are more chaotic. It’s difficult for the artists to know his own 

direction. The university by collecting all points of view together, could give a stability to 

the artist.”  

 Rouault, though cordial, preferred to answer the questions by reading from a 

prepared statement. “There are,” he said, “certain unwritten laws which one cannot with 

impunity forget. One gets to know them little by little, when, during one’s whole life one 

practices a professions with intelligence (the heart is not sufficient), with patience, and 
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with an adequate means of expression...” The master scoffed at those he called so 

“prudent” as not to realize “There is sometimes spiritual profit in over-reaching one’s 

limits... 

 Avoiding the invitation of the questions to offer an aesthetic philosophy, Braque 

said, “I have merely painted; people have found in my work an image of the world, an 

image that touches them...I never know exactly where I’m going. My great desire is to 

paint, and that preoccupies me more than any idea...First I paint, then I have ideas.” 

Asked to speak of abstract art, he replied blandly, “I don’t believe in abstract art at all. I 

never know what it means. There is not abstract in life.”  

 Other samples from these interviews: 

 Graham Sutherland: “...the average taste of the English university don is extremely 

low...” On the other hand, he was frank to say that “what is also perfectly true is that the 

artist is very often an ignorant boor.” Did Sutherland think, then, that if modern 

universities were to house artists in residence both artists and institutions might profit? 

“Don’t misunderstand me,” he said, “but a painter has got to be a bit of an anarchist. He’s 

got to be attached to nothing, to nobody, not even to himself... I think that such a project 

as you suggest can do nothing but good. I also think, thought, that on the whole the 

painter has got to be, in a sense, rather solitary.”  

 Chagall: “I am indifferent to all bare theories of art. With these only, no artist in the 

world has ever been great, unless behind these theories and before all these existed a 

magic personality...It remains for one to be absolutely natural, as they say, because power 

is in personality, in individuality.”  
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 De Chirico: “They must free themselves” - young painters - “from the merchants, 

critics, and intellectuals and bear in mind that all slogans about modern art are important 

only as salesmanship.” The only lessons worth taking seriously, he said, “are those to be 

derived from the “great masters, such as Raphael.”  

 Morandi: “I am afraid of words. That is why I paint...” With difficulty Morandi was 

persuaded to say what he felt to be the painter’s function. “His aim,” said Morandi, “is to 

study the conventional images that are superimposed on him and to transpose them into 

something creative and poetical...To me, there is nothing more abstract than reality.”  

 In offering the above information for editorial consideration, I realize that there are 

many possible forms it might take in actual publication. The question about the 

advisability of a university arts center probably would not be of primary interest to the 

ordinary reader, but it often provoked statements from the artists that were extremely 

important. Despite the academic thread that unites all the recorded conversations, the 

most significant ideas that emerged from this were the statements about what the artists 

were trying to do, and what they felt about their positions in the modern world. There is, 

therefore, material here for some kind of philosophy of contemporary art education. This 

material has been so long buried in many reels of magnetic tape only recently transcribed 

and translated. These tapes are in my possession, and since Columbia University has 

made no use of them, and appears unlikely to do so, I am bringing them to public notice 

in the form of a book. 

 

Signed, Peppino Mangravite 
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Appendix B: Direct hyperlink to collection summary for Peppino 
Mangravite papers, 1918-1982, Smithsonian Archives of American Art 

For direct access to the collection summary and finding aid for the Peppino 

Mangravite Papers, 1918-1982 as well as image gallery items related to Mangravite at 

the Smithsonian Archives of American Art, follow this hyperlink: 

 

http://www.aaa.si.edu/collections/peppino-mangravite-papers-7979 
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