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ABSTRACT"_" |

:  Georgla O'Keeffe's sucoees in the flrst fourteen H,*f
' yeers'of her profe331ona1 career is. the dlrect result of -
the adaptablllty of. her 1mages to the Freudlan and |
'tFemlnlst theorles popular at that tlmeo The-sensuous'
forms in both her abstract‘andbobJectlve wofks were;poihted'
. to by the freﬁdian'theorists as embodiments of,the"feminine
nviewpoint-and“by the Feminists as expressions of ‘the new
.modefn‘woman; | | | | | |
Alfredetieglitz‘s role.in OfKeeffe’é eefly career
is importaht becauée hevis,reeponeible fof fifst ehowing
her works and initiating the inﬁefpretatiohs that linked
hef ﬁorks’with:the two*nibveme.ﬁts_mentioned-.-aboveu
OYKeeffe has refused to‘comﬁeht on the iﬁtérpreé

tations placed on her works, but, from a study ofvthe
rev1ews and reactlons found in the newspaoers and art
publlcatlons of this early perlod 1t is p0381b1e to
attrlbute her early success to the 1nterpret1ve agssociation

of her work with the soc1al movements of her tlm.e°
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CHAPTER I
INTﬁObUGTION"l

» This study is based on the artlstlc crltleiem and‘
: 1nterpretatlon applled uO the works of Georgla O'Keeffe
'1n the first fourteen years of her profes31ona1 career,4
: 191_6--1930o It deals w1th the relatlonshlp of her art to.
her timesfand_not w1th her art aloned ‘This relatlonshlp
consiets Of'three.phaseS° presentatioh,.interpretation
and receptlon, each phase 51gn1flcantly effectlng the
others, - Presentatlon involves dealers and gallerlesy'
’interpretatlon 1nvolves OrltIC% andrreceptlon involves
bﬁyers and gallery:goers, | |

The‘success'of an artist depends upon the progres-
eive[acceptance'of the'ﬁork of art as.reievantbby those*inu
each.phase'of the reletionship,. The dealers musf believe
that the work of art can be presenﬁed in such a manner thaﬁ
it will sell. The critics ﬁust believe_ﬁhat tﬁe'work‘of'
art hee meaning for the ‘times; fhat iteprovides-a rew in-
sicht or a deeper understanding of centemporary life.:
Finally, the buyers must belleve that the flrst two groups
are right- and that the work is =a good investment,

Georgia O'Keeffe stands out in this perlod as one of
the few[successful-women artists in aebredominantiyfmale_
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professiono='An~interesting aepect of her'Succese is'ﬁhat-itn'
rdepended more on the external fact that she was a woman: than'
on the absolute value of her art ‘Freud’s theorles on sex-
ual con301ousness ‘were 1ncrea31ng in popularlty at thls time
'and O'Keeffe's fluld abstract forms were 1nterpreted as
dlstlnctly femlnlne expressions (F:Lgs° l 2 33 for the-saker
of convenlence, all 1llustratlons are placed at the end of
the text)., O'Keeffe'ls artlstlc-sucoess and her 1ndependence_
' were'pointed.to by the feminisfs (aetivefeince the turnrof‘
the century) as expre331ons of the new modern woman, Alfred
,Stleglltz plays an 1mportant role in O'Keeffe s career in
that he initiated these early 1nterpretatlons° His 1nflu-'
‘ence is felt strongly throughout O'Keeffe‘s,early;career‘
.both professionally.as'her dealer and'personally“as her
‘husband., |

| This paper proposes to study the relationehip_of

0 'Keeffe's work to her‘times during the first ten years of
her oareer; to examine why this relationship wae succeesfulo

| As Frences 0'Brien said in an interriew, "0 'Keeffe
was fortunate in that the things she did happened to cliek°

. . . She told me, .'I could have been a mich better artist
and.not so successful', It was a combination of the timee

and peopleo"l ' ‘ S

1Franoes 0'Brien, personal interview with author,
Tucson, November 3, 1971. Prances Q'Brien first met 0'Keeffe
and Stieglitz in 1926 when she was an art student in New
York., She visited them several times in New York and at Lake
George and has continued her friendship with O'Keeffe,



‘-CHAPTER II:
* BACKGROUND INFORMATION
V v'b‘Keeffefs bédkgroﬁnd suggeéts thafxwhilé;éheihédv:
bility end desire, the likelihood of her coming to the
..publiér-s attention seemed negl'igib,leo '
| O'Keeffe grew up in the Midwesto‘ She was born‘in
1887"§h7her'father?s 600-acre férm near the'small community',
of Sup;Prairie, Wiéconéin;‘ Q'Kéeffé, the éecond'6f éévén
‘children, shéwed ah:early,armitude and_desire to-beéomeaén'
artist, | | ' N
Although_hef'family was notawealthy,vO'Keeffe‘was
'givén priva£e draWing.lessons.when she was eleven énd twelve,
In 1905, at the age of eighteen, OfKeeffe enroiled in the
© Art Ihstitute of Chicago whéfeAShé studied undérAJohn
Vahderpoel who waé known as‘a:draftsman and anatomist. »In
'1907 she joined the.Art Studenﬁ“s League in Neinorkor Here
. she étudied under William Merritt Chase Who had previously
taught Marsden Hartley.
'Chase‘s style has beenidescribed by O'Keeffe*s'biqg-
‘raphers, Lloyd Goodrich andiDbris Bry, as "FfanSMHals |

Americaniiz.edo"2 This somewhat eclectic style employed a

2Lloyd Goodrich and Doris Bry, Georgia O'Keeffe
~ (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1970), p. 7.
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.brlght 1mpress1onlst palette, faclle brushwork and a pref—:

3

: erenpe for the artistic atmosphere" : cluttered backgrounds'»'»

filled with. exotic objeets and-sou.venirso O'Keeffe qulckly
mastered thls style and won the Chase Stlll Llfe Scholarshlp
‘for her palntlng of a dead rabblt and a copper pot
ThlS year ‘was 1mportant forVQ?Keeffe,forrseveralf°

“'ressons; She developed a friendship-With a felloﬁ student,~-
. Anlta Pollltzer, who was to play a key role 1n brlnglng
'VofKeeffe to the attentlon of Alfred Stieglitz- nearly ten
years later., Her only contact W1th Stleglltz prior to 1916 L
when he- first exhlblted her work . was during thls yearo-"°v

' O‘Keeffe remembers that a group of students had been
-sent to. the Rodln exhlblt in Stleglltz's gallery to decide
whether Rodin was fooling Stleglltz and Amerlca with "such
a rldlculous group of draw1ngs 3-or whether Stleglltz _knew_-
what-he was doing and,'tongue-in cheek;_wss trying.to See
~whet-he cculd»put over oh theAmerican:pﬁblico VO?Keeffe
writes: "I very well remember the fantastic violence of
Stieglitz's.defense when the students with me began talking
with him about the'drawings° I had never heard anything
1ike it, so I went into the farthest corner and walted for

the storm to be over. It was too noisy. I was tlred There

3Georg1a O‘Keefle,‘"Stleglltz° His Pictures Col-
lected Him," New Ybrk Times Mag321ne, December 11, 19u9,

p. 2k,




b

© was nothingrtb'sit on,-so IFStood"' o o 0'Keeffe does’

not relate what her own'’ feellngs were toward the Rodln -

b-ndraw1ngs but durlng thls ‘year she regected the 1deas about }355 

palntlng taught at the. Art League and declded to glve up
painting - altogethero: 7 _
. "I began to reallze,“rshe sald, "that a lot of

vpeOple ‘had’ done thls same kind of ‘painting before I came
along, It had been done and 1 didn't thlnk I could do any
Abetterel It would have been just futlle for me, so I stopped
palntlng for qulte a whlleo 5} | o . sz
| In 1908 O'Keeffe moved to Chlcago where she worked

as. é commer01al artlst draw1ng lace for adver'tlsem.ents° .
| 0'Keeffe did not take up palntlng again untll 1912 when her
‘31ster encouraged her to take a summer course at the Uni-
A ver31ty-qf Vlrglnlae The course was taught by Aloanement,,
'a follower of Afthur Dow,

_bow had been With’Gauguinvat'Pont Aven énd was -an
admirer of Japanese ahd dhinese art, He rejecﬁéd realism
and based his theories on flat patternlng, 31mp11flcatlon
and harmony° These ideas renewed OJKeeffe's interest in
painting and finally, in 191k, she took a course from Arthur
Dow -at Teachers College in Neinorkav "It was Arthur Dow,"

‘O'Keeffe states, "who affected my start, who helped me to

uIbido

:SGoodrich and Bry; p. 8.



flnd something‘of my ownoho-;-; Thls man had one domlnatlng
'; 1d¢az to flll a- space in a beautlful way "6 B
| - Thls was a turnlng p01nt for O'Keeffevs persﬁnal
styleog'"I locked myself up 1n my room,? she: says, “and held e
a prlvate exhlbltlon of everythlng I had palnted I notlced |
whlch palntlngs had been 1nfluenced by thls palnter, Wthh
'by that oneogvThen I determlned whlchgof theufxnishedvpleqes
represented ﬁe_alone,..From'théﬁ;moment forward iuknew_
'exactly-whéifkindudf onkTI wahtea to'd¢°“7_ The first re-
,_sults of thls dec181on were a series of charcoal draw1ngs
and watercolors (Flgs° u, 5, 6) A1l of-them are marked by
' an.economy.of comp031t10n, abstracted natural forms, and an
| emphaéis_on-thevisuai-pbgect rather than the-surface texture;‘i
The Shapeévhave axdéfinite ta¢tile qualiﬁy andga sense of -
"moﬁeﬁéntJthroughztha alﬁernatioﬁ Qf'curves ana 1ineé, |
‘Meanwhile, in order to earn é 1i§ing; O'Keéffe
accepted teaching ?oéitiohs in,fhé'Amafiliovpublic‘schools,'
,Texass-1912;191u; co1umbia.callege, célumbia, South Carolina,
11915; and"West Texas_sﬁétéwNorma;;Schdél, Cenyon, Texas,
1916-1918. | e T T | |
Several aSpects of O'Keeffe‘s background are important.,

0'Keeffe did not come from a wealthy,or prominent family and,

6Ibld.,, p0 8.

: 7Dorothy Seiberllng,“A Flowering in the Stleglltz
Years," Life Magazine, March 1, 1968 Pe 52, - :




f”-until she met Stleglltzy she”hedv£o>3upﬁort'herself This}e-I

'contrlbuted to her 1ndependence and self d1801p11ne°- As

~ Anite Pollltzer descrlbes.lta,e"Even in her‘student“days she‘_”
saw that_daneing'et:ﬂight_meant'daytime lost from peinﬁing—§ 
so she refﬁsed to'daﬁceiaithbugheshe 1o§edkif She.decidee.
carefully on each p01nt what to have and what to glve up.
There is nothlng weak about her w111-powero"8

O‘Keeffe recelved formal art training on and off from :
the age of eleven, most of whlch she regected in 1912, ‘She
was famlllar with- the art world in Chlcago and New/Ybrk |
1nclud1ng Stleglltz's galleryo' Her:frlendshlp w1th Anltaj'
Pollltzer was fortunate from the standp01nt of brlnglng her
, works 1nto dlrect contact w1th Stleglltzo VThls‘came aboute
through thelr_exchangerof‘ldeaS-and 1nformatiohd--As,Pol~ :
litzer writesg "We hed.beeh'in.the“hebit of_writingeeaeh
other eﬁerything‘that_wejWere discovering’in‘art and
literature.’,,ob° . In our letters we had been sharing evefy-
thing in the art world that weseimportant.to‘uso R N
;Knowing O'Keeffefs’backgrbund discredits some of the

'iﬁplications made by critics as to her lack of intellec-
tualismo Such criticismeie voiced_by Marsden Hartley when

he writes: "O'Keeffe lays no claim to intellectualism,

8Anita Pollitzer, "That's Georgia,™ Saturday Review
of Literature, November lj, 1950, p. L3.

91bia,



"AShe frets herself in no Way W1th phllosophlcal of esthetlc{
| theorles——lt is hardly 11ke1y she knows one premlse from

V"anophero"lo~v 7 A | : |

| - Noting the'direofion of'O'Keeffe's 1iferpfiorrto :
1916, it seems unlikely that 0'Keeffe's work would have

‘ecome to the publlc's attentlon if Anlta Pollltzer had not

v shown some of her draW1ngs to Alfred Stleglltzo

10M1tchell A, Wllder (ed. ), Georgia 0'Keeffe (Ft
Worth: Amon Carter MUSeum, 1966), P. O, o



 CHAPTER III -
INITIAL EXPOSURE

Alfred Stleglltz's role in exp031ng Georgla ;f"'
O‘Keeffefs work to the publlc is partlcularly 31gn1flcant

and 1nterest;ngo; W1thout hls patronageult is doubtful~

whether'O?Keeffe could have - dedlcated ‘her llfe to palntlng,f?v 7

at 1east not at the tlme and as successfully as she dld

.Louls,Kalonyme,ra crltlc.for_the New'Zork Tlmes.;n‘thp'
1926'8, stétesrthat, "without StieglitZ's'excitemént it is
altogether‘probabié that OiKeéfféWS'péintings hevervwould -

'have”been seen; .. ,- nll A personal frlend of Stleglltz,"v

Herbert J, Sellgmann, reafflrms thls oplnlon when ‘he statess
"But neither Marin's nor O‘Keeffe's work would have ex1sted-

without Stieglitza  Marin would haVe,been making pleasant
etchings,_nice’little watér colors, O'Kseffé's work WOuld:
not.ha#e eXiSted at'a1l;“l2 ; | |

O'Keeffe's_firstfexposufe as'an'artistvwas through
Stieglitz.and all her major exhibits until his death in

1946 were handled'by-him;' In other Words, there was a

11Louls Kalonyme, "Georgla O'Keeffe°, A Woman in
Painting," Creative Art, XXXV, January,. 19&8 38,

: 12Herbert J° Sellgmann, Alfred Stieglitz Talklng
4(New Haven: Ysale Unlver81ty Press, 1966), P l29° '

9



10

31ngle outlet for her early work3° Alfred Stleglltzo>'His .f"

_phllosophles on the relatlonshlp of artlst to dealer and
patron support the assumptlon that not only was "he- respon-
~ sible for brlnglng O'Keeffe's work into contact w1th the  ‘7
publlc, but he was also respon31ble for the 1nterpretat10nsf;
'placedcon‘thema' Frederick S, Wight, in his biography ofv;
Arthup»Go.vae, writes about fhis éspedt of Stieglitzis
relétionship'with Dove., The same relatlonshlp was estab-
lished later w1th O'Keeffeo, Wight wrltes:

As a dealer, 1nev1tably StleglltZ' interpreted his .

- painters to a public that was more his than thelrs,4
and their independence was presented as detachment,
This was peculiarly true of the aloof Arthur Dove,

-How much Stieglitz - brought him forward, how much

- he sequestered him~—for he had an instinct for -
artificial scarcity--is not easy to determine., It -

- is time to let Dove stand clear; yet the fact

~remains ‘that to this day Dove must be approached
by way of Stleglltz°13 ‘ o

It 1s_the-recogn1tion of a similar relationship with

0 'Keeffe that prompted'the art historian Homer Saint-Gaudens
to write in 1941, "He stands guard over his wife [Stieglitz
and 0'Keeffe were married in 19211, It is a sevefe guérdoﬁ
I have never known whe ther it was fostered by love, general

irascibility, or & yearning for publicity., I think it is

the‘latter>, 0 5"1h

13prederick S, Wight, Arthur G. Dove (Berkeleys
University of California Press, 1958), p. 20,

thomer Saint~Gaudens, The Americen Artist. end His
: _Times_(New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 194l), p. 27,
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It:is,iargely Stiegiitz?s interpretetions of
»OﬂKeeffe'sjearly'worksvthatvecccuntrfor.her;popularity end,
successo;rIt 1s, therefore, importent tO'determine how'r
.Stleglitz sSawWw and- 1nterpreted her works and what attracted
the publlc to these interpretations, |

The*flrst O'Keeffe works that Stieglitcrsaw Were’e
:'serles of draw1ngs (Flgso L, 5, 6), They are . all abstract
‘1n nature and were not accompanled by an explanatlonog Three
primary sources are important in the account cfhstleglitz}s
first'eﬁcounter with these drawings although the etory is
- told in'essentially.the same form by moet Writersoe The,
eflrst 1s an account wrltten by Marsden Hartley who wasralso

present The second 1s Stleglltz's retelllng of the inei-

~ dent to Herbert J Sellgmann, ‘end the third is excerpts'

from Stleglltz's magaz1ne Cemera Work which carrled the flrst

-;‘rev1ews of the O’Keeffe exhibit,

Marsden Hartley writes of the reaction among those

et Stieglitzfs gallery "291" when the C’Keeffe'drawings were
firet-brought in. Anits Pcllitzer had received them from
0'Keeffe, then in Texae, with the express instructions hot
to show them tc anyone, Nevertheless, she toock them to
Stieglitaz, |

-It was the custom.at that period for certain artists

to gather daily in that special room-——and as in the

case of all other products brought there-—the draw-
ings were considered and discussed, '



, Most of them.found that the draw1ngs had merlt—-_“ o
they were sure that a very definite personality .
had produced them—and those of a psycho - analytlcal
turn of mind said things that mattered very much '
to them—Dbut of not much consequence to anyone else——

- for artists are not. usually concerned with sub-
terranean reasons, '

All that mattered ‘was that the draw1ngs had
merit—it was a women who rose .up out of the- draw-r.
ings of a 31ngu1arly vielent integrity-—and "the o
woman 1is she who 1s now known as Georgla O?Keeffe°15

‘Herbert J. Sellgmann records how Stleglltz 'told of

L this flrst encounter°

o o o Anlta Pollltzery Secretary of the New York
branch of the National Woman's Party, walked- in
“with a roll of drawings under her arm, "I've been
asked by letter not to show enyone these," she
said, "but they belong here, and here they are."

When Stieglitz saw the first one he said, "At
last & woman on paper," He looked through 211 the
draw1ngs, and told the girl who had brought them

" that he would keep them for several months and - °
‘look at them once or: twice daily, and if at the
~end of that time he felt as he did then, he would
show the drawings Eublxclyo'u"And there will be

 hell ralsed here, "6 . ‘

Further in his book Seligmann relates Stieglltz's
.first encounter w1th.O'Keeffeg Stieglltz hadrhung,the
drewings in his gallery in May, 1916, | .

Even psychoanalysts came and told -him thlngs -about
the dl" aW ings e o o © )

Flnally 0 'Keeffe herself came to 291 and asked
Stieglitz by what right he. showed the drawings,
Stieglitz said they were so wonderful he had had to
show- them, that she let herself be seen, gave herself

lSWilder,'p; 5°

16Seligmann, P. 23,



13 .
like a flower and for sn American woman that was
too remarkable, He asked her questions about - -

~what had been in her mind when she made themn, .
until O 'Keeffe sald suddenly°' “Do you;think,l'm
an idiot?" :

"Far from 1t, but you- haven’t the sllghtest R
"idea of What you've put dOWnQ" . . _

P He had been- faced w1th the problem of
-1n1t1at1ng her into the significance of what she
" was painting., He felt that if that initiation would
destroy her work, he would destrog it hlmself
rather than let the world do so.l

In'his'magazine-Camera Work, Stieglitsz eﬁpresses‘his
1deas as edltor regardlng the O'Keeffe exhibit and 1nc1udes
excerpts from several rev1eWS° "Mlss O‘Keeffe's draW1ngs
be31des their other value were of intense interest from a
4 psycho analytical p01nt of viewo 4291‘ had never before
seen Woman express herself so frankly on paper oA fespense
by Evelyn Sayer to a letter wrltten by Stleglltz statess |
"I feel very hesitant about trying to write an appreciation
of the woman pictures. I was»startlea at ﬁheir frankness;
startled into admiration of* the self-knowledge in them,

Hew new a field of'expression’such eex conseiousness will
openo"‘ An excerpt from a review by ‘Henry Tyrrell for the-

Chrlstlan Science Monitor describes the exhibit as, ", . .

akdozen or’sorof charcoal draw1ngszalleged,to,be thoughts,”
not things, by Georgia 0'Keeffe of Virginia, . . . Miss

0'Keeffe looks within herself and draws with unconscious

177pid., p. 71.



néivete what pufportS'tq be the‘innémeSt unfblding of‘a“*
'girifs being, like thé'gerﬁinétioh bf,a flower, "8
The ihportancé of-lboking,éiosely_at,these reactioné;'
 .or>interpretations of the O?Keeffefdréwings becomes appar-
ent in later cfitiéismsor The:avenueé of interprétaﬁion-
" which were takén-by the’lafer_grifics and-the attfactioh'
Vthosé.intefpretations held for the-public were all estab-
lished_in:ﬁhese first encountersg~'Hartley‘s_accoﬁnt_g-_
- establishes that the works were discussed émbng‘the artiéfé:’
ffequenting 291", In the Sellgmann account, Stleglltz‘
;stated ‘that he would study the draW1ngs then p0351b1y hang
‘them, These two accounts suggest that, by the time of the
first exhibit in 1916, some kind of definite interpretation
. had been reached bj Stieglitz throﬁghAdiscussioh with»fellow"
artists and his an~per30nal.rea6tibnso
| All three accounts ﬁentioﬁ psychoanalysis, The

Hartiey and Seligmann'aCCQunthstate that the works-weré

discussed in this light., In Camera Work thiS-cohnection-iéi‘f"’

emphas1zed more strongly by the statement that the works aref
of intense 1nterest from this p01nt of v1ew° Thus the invi-
- tation to psychoanalytlcal 1nterpretat10n~was Qon501ously

set in the first exposure,

leAlfred Stieglitz (ed.), Camera Work, No. L8,
(0ctober 1916), pp. 12-13, 60-61,




- An even more emphatlc p01nt made in all three accounts-jer

:lbls the fact that these draW1ngs were made by a woman, This.
-bempha31s on the external fact that O“Keeffe was 2 wWoman lS,'b
'1perhaps thevmost 1mportant_fromethe,standp01nt of her suc-

cess with the. publlc° It is also thie fact‘whieh‘is

.stretched and formed 1nto a blanket that flts both psycho-

"'yanalytlcal and femlnlst 1nterpretatlonso Thls:factor makes

R % - dlfflcult to extract dlscu331ons of her sex as elther

psychoanalytlcally orlented or. femlnlst orlented
“ The fact that 1t was Anlta Pollltzer, Secretary of

theeNew_Ybrk branchvof the National Woman*s-Party,;who
brougbfithe &rawings_to n291" meyvhave a ‘bearing in the
'adoptionrof O'Keeffe's deep persoﬁal expreSSion,as a symbol
'for the "newly liberated" nodern woman, |
-In Sellgmann's account when Stleglltz flrst met

O'Keeffe~he remarked that she had let herself be seen and
for“ah American woman that was remarkebleo “Aside from the
separate issue of a women being.seen, the fact ﬁhat Stieg-
litz empha31zed an American woman may be 31gn1f1cant in
light of what was later descrlbed by O'Keeffe herself as
Stleglltzfs "fanatical belief that somethlng alive in‘the-
_ erts must come out of Americaohl9 ,in.other wofds, Stieglitz
mey;have found a doubleAbonanza, not only a woman expressing

herself but an American,

1% 1keerfe, "Stieglitz: . . .," p. 2.
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- One fiheld?oint ﬁo'bellooked af’isestieglitzfs - -
‘ 1n1t1al relatlonshlp with O'Keeffeo' Sellgmann's account
suggests that Stleglltz flrst saw hlS role towards O'Keeffe :

k;not merely as- protector and benefactor but as teacher, -

'.41nterpret1ng what she saw and making her aware of 1t Tt

'should be empha31zed that thls was the 1n1t1al role assumede.','

Later in their relatlonshlp thelr cooperatlon and partner-f-
‘Shlp is clear,rbut this 1n1t1a1 attltude is 1mportant with
'regardvto'thcse}early intefpreﬁatiohe%' OTKéefﬁe_diéag?eed |
with many_of the‘ietefpretatiens attachevd'.tdher-work° Her
failufe to ao so at the start may be atéribuﬁéd to her .
1n1tlal w1111ngness to accept the role of 1n1t1ateo’ Thie‘-
-:w1111ngness could be attrlbuted to a natural reactlon
towards an establlehed and respected man in the.forefrcnt
-efbwhat was new in art, who took nﬁ-herAceusegecffered herr
a year to paint and exhibited her works. In addition to
theseAconjectures, O'Keeffelstetes her wiliinghessvin an
.early 1etterito-Anita Pollitzer where she.ﬁrites: '"Anita—;
do ycu know—I believe I wculd rather haﬁe_stieglitz 1like
scmething~«anything I had done--than enycnevelse I know

of. . o ."20 Later 0'Keeffe remarked on ‘Stieglitz's rolee'
'among the artlsts who gathered in hlS galleflesov She states:

"He was the leader or he dldn't play° It was hlscgame and

2O"O'Keeffe% Woman Peeling," Newsweek, XXVII, no., 21,
May- 27, 1946, 9. :



17

‘-;'we7all~played along'on left.the gameO“Zle'It.Seems-unlikeiy

Jthat O0'Keeffe would have protested too vigorously When first
'4fconfronted W1th these :Lnterpretatlonso It also seems un— o
:»1ikely that her- disagreement would have had much effect

-In an’ 1nterv1ew Wlth Dorothy Seiberllng for Llfe Maga21ne>

OVKeeffe comments on the attltude she encountered mat
ejflrst the men didn't want me around They couldn't take a
woman artlst,serlouslyé 1 would listen to them talk and I
.thoucht my, they are dﬁeamyq .I felt much more prosaic-but
e:I knew T could palnt as well as some of them who were |
31tt1ng around talk1ng°"22 f. |
h To conclude, wevhavefa gfoup of.assumptionsfmede from _
these iﬁitial intérpretationso-rFirst, thet it.was Stieg-

litz:who initiated these interpretations. Second, that

these interpretations consciously suggested viewing the works

from a peychoanalytical-framework and with an emphasis on
the external fact that O'Keeffe was & woman0 _Third, that
O'Keeffe herselfl played a. negllglble part, if any, in the
-acceptance or re jection of these initial interpretations.
‘And finally, that it weas the choice of these'particuler

‘interpretations  that acoounted for O?Keeffe‘s success,

21O'Keeffe;'Stieglitz: o o os" P, 2l

'2aseiberling, ?O;SZQ



. CHAPTER IV
:'STIEGLITZ'S PHILOSOPHIES"

To understand ‘how Stleglltz came to ferm the inter- .
,rpretatlons he dld and to understand the kind of 1nfluence
- he exerted over those who came to his gallerles,_lt is
necessary to dlsouss hlS phllosophles on'arfraﬁd'the'pur—}
pose of a galleryo . 7 | | | o
The gallery itself was thought of ae a lebefaﬁofy
1n whlch exper1ments Were conducted The expefiments con-
cerned the responses of people to the works of art on dis-
_play. The gallery's functionAwas~to,proVoke'e_confrontation,~
 an iﬁtimaﬁeAcdntactibetween the viewef andfthe-epirit of.the
Vwork i'Stieglifz' was more concerned with that 11v1ng thlng
that happened 1n the gallery than with the Wworks -themselves,
‘It was not the symbol of life theat a»particular artist was
workinglwith that mattered, Stieglitz's goal’was to make
one see that 1ife‘whichlwas symbolized, and the work of
art was a vehiele by which to approach the feality of
‘eiperienceo | ~
Hutchlns Hapgoed who was-a frequent v181tor to

'Stleglltz's gallerles wrltesg | _

Stieglitz would talk by the hour about'ﬁlife," as

it manifests, or should manifést, itself in =all

humen relations . . . it was natural that the usual
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starting-point for his propaganda should be some _
‘work of art, ., . . Stieglitz~is important not so .-
much for-his .contribution to.the storehouse -of '
definite art objects, importent as that is, as’ .23
for the general effect of his living personallty° ‘

Hapgood introduced Mable Dodge Luhan to Stieglltz
" and "291" She recallS° ‘

It was always. stlmulatlng to go- and 1lsten to him
analyzing life and pictures and people—telling of "
his strange experiences, greatly magnifying them
"with the strong lenses of his mental visj‘.ono'° o e

There were always attractive people at Stleglltz's
placeo And strenge, alluring paintings on the
walls that one gazed into while he talked, until,
gazing, one entered them and knew them, - The critics
ceme there to listen and learn, and to argue among
themselves, and Stieglitz educated many of them:
Henry McBride, Gregg, Porbes Watson, Ralph Fllnt
and others,

vTh;s account suggests an almost hypnotiovinfluence

~Stieglitz was able’to evoke on the viewer, It also suggests

~ the close interaction between some- of the critics and Stieg-

S 1itz, 1mp1y1ng>Stiegllﬁz's influence on thems

Stieglitz was a.very‘exaeting and thorough man° If
one. did not understand what he'was saying'heowent to gresat
lengths to find. the- right explanatlonOJ This‘soft of pa-
tlence is descrlbed by Sherwood Anderson in a letter to

Georgla_O'Keeffe:

23Hutchins Hapgood, A Victorisn in the Modern World
(New Yorks Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1939), p. 337.

2bfl\dable Dodge Luhan, Intimate Memories (New York:
"Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1936), p. 72.



Sometimes when I saw him and you at your own
. show -and how he so patlently worked with the - -
.stupid people who came 1n, 1t‘wearied me and
made me half ill. : ‘

Surely I know I haven?t any of hlS patlence-,vff
end would in many cases have kicked out of the .
room people I saw him working with so patiently. - =
There is one person I shall always remember, - '
just the figure of heavy; pompous stupidity
standing on his two heavy legs like a bull, and .
before him the small, tired, intense flgure of
Stleglltz trying to- tell that man something of
his own’ dellcatgly fine feellng about the
artistts work, :

The close associatidn‘of Stieglitz's ideas with
those of>Henry Bergsbn is important when apprqachingithe 
discussion of psychoanalytical interpretatibnso ‘Bérﬁsoni
vhad published several articles on dream theory and although
'hls theories dlffered 31gn1floantly from Freud's, he was
;aware of the new movements-and had an understand1ng~of

Freud's theories.. Stleglltz publlshed several of Bergson's

articles on art theory in Camera Work, It is the compatl-‘
'.bility of Stieglitz‘s ideas on art w1th BergsonYS’iathér
than Freud}s,that éssociatés him with péychdanalyticél
interpretation. | ‘ |

A good illusbration of this compatibility csn be seen
through a compérispn of one”of Bergson's articles pubiished

26

in Camera Work =~ with seversal statéments by Stieglitz,

25Howerd Mumford Jones and Walter B, Rideout (eds.),
Letters of Sherwood Anderson (Boston° thtle, Brown and
Compeny, 1953), pp. lO4-105.

26Henr1 Bergson, "What is the ObJect of Art?,

Camera Work, Vol.37, January, 1912, pp., 22-26.
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Bergson beglns by statlng that most of us see objects as

-generalltles with 1abels afflxed to themn: We do not ‘see

'the-reallty that lies beneath, By acc1dent certaln areas of‘~

nature or life are perceived by the artlst in 1ts reallty '
-and through hlS work."he dlverts us'from the prejudlces of

.form and color that come. between ourselves and realltyo"
Bergson contlnues by statlng that art "has ‘no other object
- than to brush aside the utllltarlan'symbols, the:conven-
 tional and socislly aceepted'generalities; in'shortg-evefy_
thing that veils reelity from us, in order to br;hg usrfece
to face with reality itself, . . - Stieglitz is talking
" about the same 1deas when he state3° "Ir only each will
Vpermlt hlmself to be free to recognlze the llVlng moment
when it occurs, and to let it flower without preconcelved
$deas aboutgwhat it should beo"27

Further in his articie Bergson states that all art

is individualized,‘yet offeh wofkslof art.are talked of

in generalitiee and symboleo’ The feasen for thiermisunder-
standiﬁg,>Bergson continuee,,"lies‘in fhe fact that tvwo
_very different thinés have been mistaken for‘each others:

the generality of things and that of the opinione we come
to regarding‘fhemo BecauseAa,feeling is generaily”recog-
lnized,asrtrueg it does not follow that it is a general.feel—

ing." One can see a similarity to Stieglitz's statement.

27Dorothy Norman, Alfred Stieglitz: Introduction to
an, Agerican Seer (New Yorks: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1960),
p. 2 o ‘
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that, ,“P.;‘o no ism in 1tself has any flnal meaning for mea_e
,fAll isms contalnusome measure of truth Each is part of a
'pa581ng phase, "28 By isms Stleglltz means those labels
.that Bergson refers to as generalltles ‘and symbols° The
v'measure of truth they contain: 1s the Pecognltlon that the
vartlst perceived the reality of experlence, yet because thls
-’1svan,1nd1v1dua11zed percept;on'w1th_regard to the phy31cal
iwofk Qf,art,.it'cannot'be 1umped'w1th others under a gen-

feralizedvlabel‘ .This is what Bergson means when he states
‘chat there is a dlfference between a feellng generally.
recognized as true’ and a general feellngo |

| Stieglitz's ideas towards. art, then;'correspond 7

clbsely with those of Bergson end can thus be linked to the
Vpsychoanalytically inclined intefpretations, but not neces-
sarily with Freudian ones. It is in the area of sexual
' interpretationS'that Stiegliﬁz is linked with the popular-

ized versions of Freud.

281p44,, p. LB.



~ CHAPTER V
FREUDIAN INTERPRETAT IONS

T Freud’s theorles flrst became a009831ble to the
American publlc durlng the period 1910~ 1913 'By thls time o

educated laymen in Freudlan psyohology were writing artlcles-

in such popular maga21nes_as:the»New Republic. These were .
men like Max Eastman; a7teacher of metaphysicé gt Columbisa
Univefsity; and Walter Lipbmﬁn who was beginning_his caresr
as a journalist. Both Eastman énd Lippman Were friends.of |
Mablernodge'Luhan’a'nd »it. is ;{:hrough h‘ez? tha_t a,@ir;'eci:- |
connecfion~betWeenvFreudian:thédriéts and Stieéiifz is mpstA
likely., | | |

" Mable Dodge Luhah‘was.én unusual woman who had both'
tﬁéAenergy and finances to effectively involve hérself in
.mbst of the new mévemenﬁs ih ﬁew York, She would gather
artists and 1ntellectuals in her home in what has been
descrlbed as the only successful salon in Amerlcao 29 On
sévéral oéca§ions her salon waskdedicatedrto tﬁe discussion
of psycﬁoanalysis as interpreted'by Fréudo A. Ao;Brill;

who knew both Freud and Jung personaliy, states that he -

, 29Claudia C, Morrison, Freud and the Critic (Chapel .
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1968), p. 25.
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séoke at oneléfﬁherﬂgatheringsfin;the_Winter of 1913° '
"Theré I7met'radicals, literateurs; artisté, and>phiioso- .
phers, some: of whom have 1nfluenced the trends of our tlmés
n30

'in no small way,' Llncoln Steffens, a close fr;end of

 Walter Lippman, recalls: “It was thgre that somgfof,us,first,'”>

heard oflpsychOanalysis and the neW'psychology'df'Ffeud and.
Jung° o ov'“31. Stleglltz may have . attended some of these
' gatherlng8° in any case, he would have heard accounts of
themvthrough Mable Dodge Luhen and Llppman, bqth,of whom
. frequented his galleries,

The importance of Freud's inflﬁéﬁce'waS-through his
stressing of sex as an element in. human emotlons and behav- -
:;oro Its appllcatlon to socmety as a ‘whole is an Amerlcan

revision, As Marthe Robert states in his book The Psycho—

_énalytical'Revolution," o s o theAideé that it [psycho-

‘analysis] can somekow be appliedbin the mass andfcohcern
itself 1¢ss with making an‘individual‘an integrated person
 than making himicdnform‘ﬁo social étsndardss theréby bring-
lilng hlm down to ‘2 common level, is undoubtedly somethlng
which would have dlsheartened Freud "32 Yet, 1t is these
rev131ons that meade Freud attractlve to middle-class

Americsans, .

301114,
311pid,

32Marthe Robert The Psychoanalytlcal Revolutlon (Lon-
don: George Allen & UnW1n, Ltd., 1966), p. 237.




In 1925 Freud wrete-iﬁ his'éutobiography» ngy
[psychoanaly31s] has not lost ground in Amerlca 81nce euf
'7v131t [Freud v181ted ﬁmerlca in 1909]9 it is extremely 5;”:
popular among the. lay public o 6 Unfortunatelyyvhowevef,
| '1t has suffered a great deal from belng watered down., More-
over, many abuses which have no- relatlon to 1t flnd cover'}-
under its name "33- |

Sexual expres31on and 1ts resultlng 1nterpretat10ﬁ5»t'
 became the symbol of freedom and sophlstlcatlono 3In |
".reallty, as Lewis Mumford:states, "Although talk about sex,
'and evén-poésibly physicél indﬁlgence, became more common,-
the actuel manlfestatlons often remalned placidly anemic, "3&-
He goes on to say that the Amerlcan woman remalned untouch—
Aable and‘paradox1cally her womanllness and untouchablllty
wereréupposedjto be one; e"Bﬁt whet was sex," he writes;
"how could it exist, how could it nourish theepersonality;'
if it were not in fact fhefmest"essentiel demonstratidn;of
touchebility?"3® -

Stieglitz took the idea of touchability both in its
tactile sense and ih'its_meaﬁiné ofracceseibility@' "The
quelity of touch in‘its-deepest living sense'is ihherent

in my photographs,"™ he says. "When the sense of touch is

331pi4., p. 236..

3hya1do Prank - (ed.), America and Alfred Stieglitz:
A Collective Portralt (New Yorks Country Life Press, 1934),
P. 55, S o S

351bid;;'po 56,
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~ lost; the heartbeat of the photograph is extlnct "36 Later
 he sdds: ", . o (W)hen I photograph I make loveok@ . o If
':what one ‘makes is not created w1th a sense of sacredheee; a
sense of wonder, 1f it is not a. form of 1ovemak1ng, if it 1s‘
‘ not created w1th the same pass1on as - the flrst kiss, 1trhash
vno right to'be celled a work of art0937 Stleglltz_ls not
only'Speakihg of thehtactile sensuoushess ofzthings, but
that intiﬁaoy:which oneigainspthrough'dipectkahd,close con-
tact;_ | | : |

There is a difference however,-between this senéual
approach. to sex and the symbollc one in which all thlngs
-are seen as hav;ng»sexual m.eaning° The flrst approech is
,directediﬁowerds understanding through 1nt1mate knowledge,
the -second is en attempt to explaih~by relating toealready
“existing'ideasa | |

Stieglitzﬁs personel reletionshipowithAO'Keeffe re;
enforces the ildea that Stieglitz saw sexual expression as
understanding.through~intimate knowledge@- He hadaknown and
‘worked with talented’women before but never in cohjunction"
with the pereonal”intimacy‘he had with 0'Keeffe,
_ | In the eeflierfdays of his gallery, when,he was
'exhibitingeonly photographs, Stieglitz had been aesociated

with end had exhibited woman photographers as Julis Cameron

36Norman, Alfred Stieglitz'; ¢ .5 Do 56,
3T1pia., pp. b, 45,
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and Gertrude Casebiano.'His'firetlnon-photographic”exhibit-
in 1907 was of draw1ngs by a women, Pamela Coleman Smlth
Stleglltz had also publlshed several works by Gertrude Steln

‘in Camera work 38 . All of these events occurred w1thout an’

‘emphasie placed on their Womanhood - The most llkely explan-.A
| atlon seems to be that Freudlan empha31s on sex was not :
popular prlor to 1913 and Stleglltz was not as closely g
Alnvolved with these other wom.en° V

Sel;gmann relates that ?Stleglitz said hisvlife had
certeinly shown he resoected-womanolvNOW’he was really try-
ing'to-find.out]What ﬁoman.was,[to_get at the roOf;of
. woman's beihgh"Bg Again'the“emohaeis oﬁ'sex’throughl
"Freudian’ihterpretations mayrheve-beenrinfluentialcin
Stieglitz*e new focus, More imporpaﬁt is the factf%pat
immediately after meeting O*Keeffe, Stieglitz closed his
gallery. and'for the first time~iﬁ.nearly fifteen years
devoted his energy to the development of hlS own art Thusy'
at the moment of their relatlonshlp, Stleglltz was freed to
devote,more time to exploring it. As the»editors of Time-
Eigg_suggestvin Theﬁkrint,-"Stieglitz-was using his camera
to explore'a deeply.personal relationship, the relationship

between a man and a woman"ho (Fig, 9).

38Gertrude Stein, "Henry Matisse," "Pablo Picasso,"
Camera Work _special edition, August, 1912, pp. 23-30,

3?Seligmenn, p. 65,

L‘O_Editors, Time-Life, in The Print (Time ‘Inc., 1970),

p. 2.
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'In'a“sense; then, Stiegiitz's relationship with

O'Keeffe gave him'an‘oppoftunity torrealize-his'theories'

7'  from both an artlstlc and personal level,

While Stleglltz was concerned with the sensual
'appfeach~to-sexg most of the Freudlan interpretatlonsvoff'
'O'Keeffe's work came from the symbollc approach It is
‘with these 1deas that the popularlzatlons of Freudlan o
psychology and the feminlst movement whlch had been 1n “the -

news for some tlme, came together,



QHAPTER_vi R
FEMINIST INTERPRETATIONS

The feminiSt ﬁbveﬁéﬁt had been a liégijfiQSue,éince'
the beginning'of~the twentieth century. Itrhad'mainly‘been
concerned with political issues as gaining ﬁhe;right:to
voterand exerting & voice in the formation of_foreigh po1icy’»
réggrding peacefpreservatidno The movement wés>alsofcén-” o
Qerned with ﬁomen in ‘lower income aréas and'iﬁifiated
eXpérimental’dlihics, birtthoﬁtrol and cﬁild ééféo On the
‘whole, very little had been acéomplished in_chénging the
general attitude towafds‘womeno- The most abtiveffigures in~
- the moVément at this time were Jane Adams and~Margarét
Saﬁgaro The Natidnal_Woman's‘Party.was one'ofgthe more
influential organizationsu |

At first the feministkmovement advodaﬁed greéter
fights for women and, in doing this, streséédifhat women were
cépable of activities they had not engaged in;beforeo This
brought widespread interest from both sides iﬁ_énalyzing
the physical and mental traits.of the sexes. ‘The‘differénces.-
reéeived.wide attention,_inclﬁding works by'pfesumébly com-

petént investigators as Havélock Ellis. A samplejof his

work is found in a 1916 edition of the Atlantic Monthly. The
chief distinction he finds ambng women is their greater

29
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'emotionalityc' WAll.the menfal, moral snd other character-
5..<3'tj’r.-c;_;-y desirablewof’undeeireble; which ereVCOrrelated . |
withvemotiOnality; are espeeielly found ih,weﬁen;:and Will
centinue so to be feund so.leng asiemotioheiitjfis more.vA
marked in_women thén,ih meno"ul To this'fatheftnonACommittal-ee
statementihe adds:e"There;isea deep'feminineidiSiikerof
enalyeie,'probaely cennected'with the emoﬁionélity ef

ewomen "u2' One might'eonelude that those women who disiikedrr
Ellis's type of anslysis were proving thelr emotlonallty° |
. In general the feminist movement had set out to -
1 eliminate such characterlzatlons of women as belng more:
emotional, more personal in ‘their thlnklng, 1ess sen31tive“
to’ paln, more religious and more docile, What happened |
durlng the 1910's with Freudiean interpretatlons of sex
consciousness was that women began to become aware of them;
selve5'as 1mportant in thelr own rlght In a 1915 article
entitled "Some Reflections on Femlnismg” Zephlne Humphry
'notlces this turn.of events-and writes: "The self—
contradiction of feminismvisiits most perplexing‘featﬁreo
Ifs advocates complain thet-there is too muehHStreSS laid on
the difference between the sexes, and then they proceed to

lay the most violent stress the world has ever known. . . .

. ulHavelock Ellis, "The Mind of Womang" The Atlentic
‘Monthll Vol. 118, September, 1916, pp. 371-373.

b2y,
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A sex which thus empha31zes 1tself must con31der 1tse1f
o dlstlnct - We seem in danger of d01ng pr801sely that "h3

One further characterlstlc that became frequently
emph831zed was that women were undenlably the motherso~_The_.-
- new 1nterpretatlons placed on thls fact the: feellng that
| thetfemaleialso determlned the characterlstlcs_of the~futurd
race, This-poiht”épyears sévéral times in the O*Keeffe
reviews° It made 1little dlfference whether a woman actu-
ally bore children, the maternal 1nst1nct was supposedly
inherent 1n all women,

. The 1mportance of a brlef understandlng.of these
aspectsrls-clear when we read spme of the early.rev1ewsiof
0'Keefe's works in whi@h Fréudian sexual awéreness and the
ideas brought to attenfidnrthrough the.feminist'mbvement

are blended in im.brobab‘lecbmbinationso

u3Zeph1ne Humphry, "Some Reflections on Feminism, "
Outlook, Vol. 109, April lh, 1915, p. 893 '



CHAPTER VII
EARLY REVIENS

In studylng the early 1nterpretat10ns of O'Keeffe“s
‘works;hu we become sware of a very 1nvolved emotlonal battle
ﬁakirig"place° Onevgroup'of interpreters responds to the
sensualfforms in 0'Keeffe's works ﬁith associations to
sexua1,Symbolso‘ The other groﬁp sees only abstraotioﬁa
o Within the former group another dlchotomy formso -It
evolves around the definition of the new woman, As Barbara
Rose puts it: "Was modern womean, in terms of. the dlchotomy
of Henry Adaﬁs, the Vlrgln or the Dynsmo? - Davies saw her

'as the former, elevatlng her to the magestlc status of the
f'Great Mother’, whereas the Dadalsts Duchamp and Picabia
| portrayed her as an animated maehlne, ‘the bitch goddess"4

of the dynamo , "45

Iy

Most of the early reviews of O0'Keeffe's works refer
to exhibitions and not. particular paintings. Therefore

the illustraetions for, this section .are grouped chrono-

~ logically and references to them indicate a reference to
the work done during that period rather than. the specific..
“work illustrated.

‘usBarbara Rose, American Art Since 1900 (New York:
Prasger Publishers, l968),pp,1p9-=50o
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On the virginal 31de, 0'Keeffe is seen as the 1nno—,"
cent reveallng the 51mple truth of what she seesu- As Louls

Kalonyme wrlteS°

No womsan palnter ever has made so 1nnocent an
approach in painting as she does. Innocent, that
is, of the primitive, savage, naive,- v1r11e, o
- mystical abstract, ecstatic, Promethean; Dionysian,-
Apollonlan—wlnnocent in sum, of all aesthetic
~categories’of masculine approach in painting,
- Innocent, too, ﬁ all femlnlne versions of mas-
culine paln’clngo 6

On the 6ther‘side 0 'Keeffe is seen as preocCupiéd

with sex. Abstraction, 1922 (Fig. l).is'notéd for its

'breastlike conﬁours and Gfey Iine with Black, Blue and
"Yéllow (Flgo 3) is seen not merely as a phallic'symbbl‘butv
| as a- graphlc enlargement of the vaglnao As Paul'Rosenfeld
states, "The organs that differentiate the sex speak “h7
This preoccupatlon is often seen in a negatlve sense, As
Samuel Kootz writes: | |

Much of her earlier work showed a womanly pre-
occupation with. sex, an uneasy selsction of
phallic symbols in her flowers, a delight in their
nascent qualities, O'Keeffe was being a woman and
only secondarily an artist., Assertion of sex can
only impede the talents of an artist, for it is an
act of defiance, of grievance, in which the con-
.sciousness of these qu&lit&gs retards the natural
“assertions of the painter. :

 bbrouis Kalonyme, “"Georgia O'Keeffe: A Woman in
Painting," Creative Art, XXXV (January, 1928), p. 38,

u7Paul Rosenfeld, "Amerlcan Painting)! The Dial, Vol
71, December 21, 1921 p. 666, :

_ - MBSamuel Kootz, Modern American Painters (New York»
\Brewer & Warren, Inc,, 1930), p. 4. .
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OVKeeffe removed hefself-from any_involvement in
this COntroversyoi'Waldo'FfankaéSdribes her.pgsiﬁion:"
V“OvKéeffe-nwho islthe’spirit of quiet and of peade};finds
:her haven in thls wh1rlw1nd world of- Stleglitzor itris ;
“;always hushed and stlll at the vortex of a maelstrom nlt9
The group of 1nterpretatlons descrlblng OVKeeffe's
' wofks as pure abstractlon are most 1nterest1ng for the,
contrast they present to the sexual 1nterpretatlonso ;Iﬁ
~is 1nterest1ng to note that these 1nterpretatlons are also
closest to present dlscu%31ons of O*Keeffe‘s early work
(see Chapter X)° In 192u Sheldon Cheney described her
work:"“She is bold, but always within a harmonious. re-
'Astraint; Lier cah&asés are cpmpéct, the design bounting
-éfrongly,,color emotional, the absoluté feeling poised with .
exquisite certg’iﬁtyo . . . In the still-lifes th‘e'édrners,
the patches, the ob jects answer each other composition;'
ally.n50 | |
Duncan Phllllps, who bought several O'Keeffe's for
Ahls colleotlon, wrltes°
One may be attracted'or'alarmed'by her uﬁpreéef3
dented patterns, but one cannot fail to be

impressed by her passionate sacrifice of self to .
color and line, It is courage which commands our

ugwakk>Frank Tinme Exposures (Vew York: Boni &
- Liveright, 1926}, p° 3& ‘

50she1don Cheney, A Primer of Modern Art (New York°'.
Tudor Publishing Compeny, 1924), p. 235. -
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‘attention in the art of this amazing young §

‘woman-—the courage of her challenging philos- . °
. ophies especially her courage.in so often: L

prolonging the intensity of a theme based on

one color, .or on the intricate elaboration.

and enlargement of one linear‘motifpsl ‘

A review in the New York Times in 1928 reads: .

. In Georgia O'Keeffe's work, some excellent
’examples of which are now on view, abstraction-
is treated with an understanding that has

. deepened and broadened with experience in art-
‘forms the most difficult, the most eluding.
Some sbstractions as she weaves -are created

- through simplification, if by s1mp11flcatlon'we
‘meean essential%g the parlng away of all that is
non-essential, (F:Lg° 8.)

In*cbntrast to these reviews are those‘which'inter~
_pret O'Keeffe‘s works from a sexual reference p01nt _Thé o
‘dlchotomy mentioned earlier is most often interwoven. w1th1n.
each 1nterpretatlon¢ The most obv1ous user of these dual
symﬁols‘isAPaui Rosenfeld whO-waslalsovone,of O'Keeffe?s
-avid‘reviewérs° In’a,i921 review in The Dial he statess

Her great painful and ecstatic climaxes make us
~at last to know something the man has always
wanted. to know., For here, in this painting, there:
is registered the manner of perception snchored in
the constitution o¢f the woman. The organs that
differentiate the sex speak., Women, one would

T -judge, always feel when they feel strongly,. o

through the womb. . . ; But this girl is indeed -

- the innocent one., For here there appears to be
nothing that cannot be transfused utterly with
spirit, with high feeling, with fierce clean
‘pession, The entire body is seen noble and divine

. 51puncan Phlllips, A uollectlon in the Maklng (New
York: E. Weyhe, 1926), p. 66.

FISZNew York Times, January=22,51928;
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through loveo There is no. flesh that cannot
" become the seat of a god., There is no appetite-
that cannot burst forth. 1n flowers and electric
.colourOS - (Fig, lo) : .

&

In 1922 he write5°

" There are certaln of these streaks of plgment
which asppear licked on with the p01nt of the -
tongue, so- vibrant and lyrical are they. . .
There are spots in this work wherein the . artist
seems to bring before one the outline of a whole
universe, an entire course of the mysterious
cycles of birth and reproduction and death,

- expressed through the terms of a woman's bodycg'

' ?ssence ?f very. WOmanhood permeates her plctures §h

Fig,. 2. R .

In his'book Port _of New _York,}writt'en in_ 192l, Rosen-
feld ie.still writing of ‘the "verity of'women's 1ifé“'er
pressed by O'Keeffe° "An Amerlcan glrl's 1mpllclt trust in

iher senses o o ; an Aﬁerlcan glrl's utter bellef not in
N mascullnltyanr in unsexedness, but in womanhood o o o |
;rendering in-her_pioture of thihgs her bodyis-subcohscious
khowiedge of itself. . . . What men have always wanted,to
:know, and women to hlde, this girl sets forth. "55 (Fig. 3 )

Rosenfeld does not see O’Keeffe and her works as
Aexpreseions.of a deep individualized'perCeption but as
merely the-first.expreesions of,generelizea perception, the
perception of womsn, This perception is not Qery eophisti4

cated but & rather basic one associated with the mysteries

| 53Rosenfeld "American Painﬁing," o o,:po_666A

' 5LLPauZL Rosenfeld "The Palntlngs of Georgla O'Keeffe,
Vanity Fair, Vol. .19, Ootober, 1922, p. 112,

A 55Paul Rosenfeld, Port of New York (New York: Har-~
court, Brace and Company, 192L), pp. 20[L-205, ,
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of the womb, or the maternal-ihéﬁindt; Perception is . -
almost stretching the point because Rosenfeld emphaéizesﬂ
the intuitive approach aﬁd the‘subconscious,'both'owahich
may be revealing but neither of which ihvplvés perception'
on the part of the intuitive, In thisfsense Rosenfeld'sées
 0'Keeffe as the Virgin, the'"Great Mother°" At the same
time Rosenfeld comes near_the;idéavof the "bitch'goddess"
“with his evocative nesrly erotic'deScriptionS of O'Keeffe's
pictures and her painting method.

The later’part of the dichotomy, woman as Dynamo, is
centered on the idea that O'Keeffe's approach and symbols"
_are'calculéted snd her control of the sexual passioﬁs be -
hind them give her the strdng,harsh detachment of the
machine , Mérsden Hartleyrwriﬁes of O'Keeffe in ihis'veinz
With Georgis O'Keeffe one takes a far jump into
volcanic crateral ethers, and sees the world of
a woman turned inside out and gaping with deep
open eyes and fixed mouth.at the rather trivial
world of living peoplee'o « o She had seen hell,
one might say, and is the Sphynx1an sniffer at
the value of a secret, She looks as if she had
ridden the millions of miles of her every known
imaginary horlzon, and has %gft 211 her horses
lying dead in their tracks, ‘ ‘ ~
In a curious use of the very symbols he iS'denying,

Waldo Frank'writes'the following discussion of O'Keeffe in

his book Time Exposures:

O'Keeffe is a peasant—a glorified American peasant.
Like a peasant, she is full of loamy hungers of the

: SéMarsden Hartley, Adventures in the Arts (New York:
Boni & Liveright, 1921), pp. 116~ 117




. , ‘ 38
flesh, Like a peasant, she is full of star-
dreams., She is a strong-hipped credture., She
has Celt eyes, she has a quiet body. . . . And .
then, along came the experts. And they prated -
mystic symbols: or Freudian symbols., How could:
you expect New York to admit that what it likes
~in 0'Keeffe is precisely the fact that she is
‘clear as water? . Cool as water? New York is sure, °
‘it is too sophisticated to care for anything but
cocktails., What a blow to our pride, . to confess
-~ that it is neither more nor less than the well- = . .
- water deepness of 0'Keeffe which holds us}! . - -
Better pour the 31mple stuff of her art 1nto‘l:'
cumningly wrought goblets of . 1nterpretat10n,-f"
Better talk of 'mystic figures. of womanhood'; of
- "Sumerian entrail-symbols’, of womb-dark. hlero-
- glyphics, Doubtless, all- thls would make the
"woman tired-—if she could not smile.

Ffahk‘é'discuséion is even more'interestinQJWhénmwe
learn that four jears beforé his owh works were criticized
for being wrltten aocordlng to a. Freudlan f.‘orm.u.la° “His
“characters were. crltlclzed for belng tedlous and unsjm-
pathetic, for being "slack balloons sappended to bulbous
’genitals" rether than human beingso58 7 o :

" While Frank denles the relevancy of Freudian symbols
in discussing O'Keeffe's work, he employes them in hlS
opinion of 0'Keeffe the woman. bFrank describes O'Kééffé in

some’of_the'samelﬁermé as Rosenfeldxdid previously, ‘She is
simple and close to‘the earth withrthe,kind of ‘innocence. of

expression that Rosenfeld attributes to the subconscious,

57

5 . v | o
5 Matthew Josephson, "Instant Note on Waldo Frank,"
Broom, IV (December, 1922), p. 57.

Frank, TimeiExposure%»ppﬂ 32-33,
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- These partlcular characterlstlcs are expanded tor
B asymbollze not only O'Keeffe's 1nd1v1dual approach but her
'approach as a woman in. contrast to the approach of a mano,a

Allan Burroughs, Writlng for the Sun 1n 1923, re-- -
v1ews an . exhiblt at the Durand-Ruel gallerles whlch 1ncluded;-
works by Menet, Monet Plsarro, Cezanne and 0'Keeffe. He
states: "Here are nasculine qualltles in great variety and
reéerveo But as in thls unfalr world thouOh the man spends
a lifetime in careful consideration of a questlon,his answer_
mayfaeem no mofe sure than the oné,the womanvgeﬁs by"gaeSS-
work,"59 - | |

In 1927 Louis Kalonyme writes in the New YorkoTimes,

"o 1Keeffe plays'a,grandy maternal music, which revoals the
shapa‘of the'Wofiéoas a womanisees it and fealsvaffirma;z
tively toward it;' She reveals woman as anielementary.being
~closer to therearth'thanrman, suffering pain,with passionate
ecstasy andsenjoying life with‘beyonngoodaand-evil de -
light n60 (Pigs. T7s 8.) Here, again, theimaternal aspect

of woman is linked to her more basic nature and her 1ntu1t1ve
perception, but it is posed as a contrast to man's,

In 1928 Kalonyme statea this point more-clearlygA
"Her distinction is not that‘she has»pérceivéd'better_or

differently the things.Seurat, Rousseau,zRenoir or Ryder

5%ilder, p. 13.

5. 6 6OLouis Kaionyme; New York Times, Janu ary 16, 1927,
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fsaw,'or that John' Marin sees9 but that she has seen those
Nethings as - a woman, Her relatlon to those. thlngs is akln
‘%o a woman“s relatlon to man, "61 |
: These male-female distlnctlons occa31onally were
carried to ludlcrous extremes as in Edmund Wllson's 1925
-rev1ew of an O'Keeffe exhlblt where he states that "where,e
men‘s mlnds may have a freer range and thelr works of art
be thrown.out further from themselves, ‘women artlsts have &
,;way~of appearlng'to wear}the;r_most brilliant productlons-i
however objeetive_in form~;like>those other artistic,
expre531ong fheir clothes o{o—'"éz | |

The best’ summatlon of this type of criticism is well
said by W Ls George who, in 1916 attacked the crlt;01sm _
'.bof George Mooreo' 'He judges a man's work'as ert " he
Uwrltesy "he w111 not judge = woman's work as art :He
ssarts from the assumption that men's art is art, while
Wemanfs art is—«well,-woman's arﬁa"63_ |
| These reviews all have_a bandwagen>quality about them.
They are not concerned with Georgia O'Keeffe the artist ase
mucﬁ as Georgia O'Keeffe the symbol of new womenh_ood° - If
'>eexuaieexpression was the new symbol of freedom and sophisti;

cation, the cfitics_were geihg to meke sure they were the

61Kelonyme,f"Geergia Q7Keeffe, o« " p. 37,

62Rdmund Wilson, "The Stieglitz Exhibition," The New
Republic, Vol, 2, March 18- 1925, P. 97.

63W L. George, "Further Notes on the Intelllgence of .
WOman,“ The Atlantic Monthly, Vol, 117, January,. 1916 p. 106,
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‘first to*identify its IﬁanifeStations° They were ready for
the opportunlty that Stieglltz showed them through Georgla .
'O'Keeffeo' | ‘ |
. The feminists also wanted‘to be identified'with»this
© . new symbol and so they 1ncorporated O'Keeffe 1nto their ;?-
ranksol' | ’ | |
Henry McBride is oné critic who seemed to have con-
' sistently perceptive‘reviews;' Aéqearlyvas 1923 he writes:
. In definitely unblosoming her soul she not only
- Iinds her own release but advances the cause of =
art in her country. - And the curious and instruc- .~
tive part of the history is that O'Keeffe after
venturing with bare feet upon.a bridge of naked =
sword blades into the land of abstract truth now -
finds herself a moralist, She is a sort of modern
Margaret Fuller sneered at by Nathaniel Hawthorne
. for a too great tolerance of sin and finally _
.prayed to by all the super-respectable women of
the country for receipts that would keep them from
“the madhouse, O0'Keeffe'!s next great test will be
in the same genre. She will be be31eged by all.
her gisters for adv1ce—wwhlch will be a supreme

denger for her. She is, after all, an artist, and
owes more to art than morality. :

O 'Keeffe consistently refrained-from commenting on
her works, .She felt her language to be that of painting
and words at.bsst woﬁld&mﬁddy her-sﬁatemenés, The problem
became notrohe of'being,bésiegea bj'her_"sisters" for advice,
but'that by withdrawing hersélf from the issue, her sisters
- found their own advice iniher wﬁrkéo | |

' In 1927 McBride wrote:

6liyitger, pp. 10-13.
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'I begin to thlnk that in order to be- qulte falr tij”w
' Miss O'Keeffe I must listen to what the women say
of her—and take notes. I like her stuff quite well,
very well, I like her colour, her imagination, her . .
. decorative sense., Her things wear well withme ., . .. -
but I do not feel the occult element in them that all
the ladies insist is there. There were more feminine
shrieks and screams in the vicinity of 0'Keeffe'ls work
- this year than ever before° 80 I take it that she too
is gettlng onoés» . ~ : ~

It is 1nterest1ng to note O'Keeffe?s reactlon to
‘ McBrideo ‘His close a83001at10n with Stleglltz.and his gal—,
lery was mentioned'befbfeo"Mable Dodge Luhén goes so far as
to suggest that McBrlde "received his educatlon“ from Stleg- :
lltz° In- any case, O'Keeffe seems to have’ appre01ated him
more - than otherso._Respondlng to a rev1ew written by hlm
in 1927, which must-have‘peen in the same vein as thelpre-
ceding, 0'Keeffe writes:
Thanks for the notice in the Sun. I like what you
- print about me and am amused and as usual don't
understand what it is all about even if you do say
I am intellectual, I am particularly amused and
pleased to have the emotional faucet turned off --
no matter what other ones you turn on. It is grand,
And all the ladies who like my things will think v
they are becoming intellectual . . . it-is wonderful,
And the men will think them much safer-—if my method
is French. I will phone you to spend'ag evening with
us sometime soon-—if you would like to. 6
The closest O'Keeffe comes to a public rejection of
some of the interpretations placed on her works is in the

catdalogue to her exhibit in 1939, Here she explains that

Sﬁenry McBrlde, "Modern Art," The Dial, Vol. 107,
May, 1926 p. L37. ——

66Art in America (ed.), The Artist in America (New
York: W w Norton & Co., Inco, 1967), p. 158,




,she péinted her fiower-piétureérbig so-that e#en busy,Newf
Yorkers would take time to see what she: had seen, Shé
;wrltesz""Well-aI made .you take time to look at what I saw'
énd whén you'took:tlme:tovreally nqtlce my_flower, you ﬂ
 hung.a1inour.own associations with flowers on my”fldwer

'and YOu Write'ébout'my flower as if I think and-see what

you think and see of the flowerwuand I don't, "67 (Fig;*Yg)T .

"O'Keeffe told me once," O‘Brlen said, "that the
eritics ‘Were talklng about themselves and not about her n68
If we look at O'Keeffe's private l;fe, we-do not
find en acti§e participation in either éf'tﬁe5tw6.mojementsl
-coﬁnected‘ﬁith her paintinguv'She did attend meetings of
tﬁé Natiénai'Wémén'sfParfy withiﬂnita Ppllitzér, but seems ’°
fo have tékeﬁ-a passive roleb'.in Febfuary 1926 O'Kééffé'
and Pollltzer went to Washlngton to attend a Natlonal
’AWoman's Party dlnner honorlng J6331e Dell, newly elected
U. S. Civil Serv1ce Commlssmner° Seligmann relates Pol«
.11tzer's account of the meetlngoA She statés'that'ﬂO'KéeffeA
in her speech.to 1490 women at the dimmer there, had.created
aﬁ equivalent‘of_her painting,lthat_Whatshe'saidjhad‘been
clear sbove all. the other“speeches,_ahd‘that evefyoné had

'séid.that O'Keeffe?s remarks were the most real of all that -

6T7goodrich and Bry, p. 19.
68 ' |

“0'Brien, interview.



'»had been said at the dlnnero"_é9 The ‘New York Tlmes account”v

of the dlnner merely llsts O'Keeffe as one of" the guests 70
Whlle O'Keeffe had a very real interest: in the

women's movement, she was not actlvely in the forefrfon‘t°

Frances QfBrien5in an article for Thé Wation in 1927
abcuratély §ﬁms‘up"O‘Keéffe?s posiﬁionAin felétion_to-theée
movemenﬁs, "If»Geofgia OfKéeffe had any paséion other than
her work,“.She writes, "it is herﬁinterest’énd faith in‘her
: own'sexo,.,'° . She believes ardently in woman as an indi-
rv1dua1 An 1nd1v1dual not ‘merely with the rlghts and
pr1v1leges of man, but what is to her more 1mportant with
the same responsrollltlese And chlef among these is the
_“respon51b111ty of self - reallzatlon'"71_ |

O'heeffe refused~to 1nvolve herself‘in.thérinterpre-
tationaircontroversy sparked by her works; That‘these
'intérpreﬁaﬁioné,‘however, ﬁeré responsible for her sﬁccess
‘seems evident, Being in the middle of the discussion of sex,
both from a psjchoanalytidal_and-a,feminist asngle, she was -
always in the public's eye whettingrits curiosity:énd avail-

:able as a symbolic representation'to either side,

Aégseligman, p. 65,

TONew vork Times, March 1, 1926,

‘ 71Frances O'Brien; YAmericans We Like: Georgia
- 0'Keeffe," The Nstion, Vol. 125, October 12, 1927, p. 362,




. . CHAPTER VIII
O 'KEEFFE'S SUCCESS

‘Georgla O'Keeffe- wao successful She engoyed a’
favorable press from the start in- contrast to many of the
other artists exhlblted‘along'W1th_hor'at "291"rénd theA'TL”
:other Stieglitz gallerles° vThese‘gailories had been the .
center of controversy from the start 'Stieglitz‘s”first
goal had been to gain for photography the - status of art
~and then it W1dened to champlon the antl-photographlc in
Vpalntlngo Stleglltz ‘had exhlblted Matisse,. Plcasso,
Picabia and Brancu81, all before the Armory Show in 1913
The same controversy that that show released had been
fought 1nAStlegl;tz?s'gallerles before, Merely being
“exhibited by étieglitz, tﬁen? insured O'Keeffe's coming
fo‘the attention ofwmost ofifhe ?rOminent criticog'but it
did not automatically‘insureVfavorable reviewsa' As a
matter of faot,btherusual fare was something liko this: ..
MMy, Stieglitzv; o o has_capﬁﬁred another 'wild.mén‘°"72
Or, "One is more or'lesS.cerfain to. find the.last;thing in
art at the little galleries. . . . If one might hope it

really was the last-——of this”sorté~there‘would be some

T2stieglitz, July, 1909, p. L3. ‘

L5
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Vconsolation°“73v And in a mllder‘veln "291" is descrlbed as
‘"a sort. of sanctuary or no—man’s 1and that offers a tempo—
rary resting place to any and every strange new- thlng that<
'icomes along "7u | | |
| ' The most unfavorable reviews always generated from
;those rev1ewers a35001ated with the academlclans, and theseve
. reviewers held_the most 1nfluent1al p051t10ns on the news-

papers. - Mabie Dodge_Luhan states that to them Winslow
.'Homer and Geofge'inhess were;stilivthe”idols of the art
colunns,”5  With this in mind it seems aignificaht_that
Stieglitz_kept:the'Q'Keeffe4drawings"fof’eeveral mbnths
-before exhibiting them in Maj, 1916, “He'waited-to show the
O'Keeffe drawings," says Sellgmann,'"uﬁtilﬁthe art aeason>7

was over and the critics Were lald off. "76 In Camera Work

Stieglitz acknowledges this point. He says, "In spite'of
the lateness of . the Season. when the chief art crltlcs of
. the New York papers had already been lsaid off for the

“77

summe o o o This hardly seems a coincidence. Stieglitz

had a very thorough knowledge of the workings of -the

1pid., p. 43,
Mg, October, 1916, p. 60,
T5Luhean, p., 25.

703e1igmann, p. é3;»

»77Stieglitz, Octobef, 1916;’po 12,



, practlcal aspects of art and- the art market : Thls knowledgei~
was developed into hls philosophles about the relatlonshlp |
of dealer to artlst° To Stieglitz the_role of dealer in-
cluded pretectiﬁgkthe arﬁist-frOmethe exactions of business,
The artist symbolized purity end s’in_cve’rit_y and Stieglitz
feit these qualitiés could be'damageé by an unSympathetic_.
world, It is probable, then, that Stieglitz waited until
»the critics were lald of £ to 1nsure reviews by the more
1mpre331onable younger crltlca, many of whom wWere. personal
acqualntanceso | _

If we acCeptvStieglitz's knowledge in this aspect, it
Aie also possible to assume hevknew‘ﬁhat herwes’deing in
. opening upfthe.avenﬁes for psychoanaiytical'and seiual in;T
terpretations, e know thaﬁ.stieglitz himself can be
aeeeciatedjwith these ideas. but not in the exfremes to
which they were cerried° However, since Stieglitz was in
the‘forefront’ef‘the’new moveﬁente eeming through America
he may have had the shrewdhess.te realize the benefits of
'piacingAthe'O'KeeffeAworks;in*the:middle'of these increas;,‘
. ingly popular topics, On the other hand, Stieglitz was not
the kind of deale?.who was,given teApleying the market in
this sort of way. All that can be said regarding thie
aspect is that Stieglitz himself assoclated O'Keeffe's works
with sexual awareness,

0 fKeeffe ehjoyed more than verbal succees; Ten years

after her first exhibit her paintings were in_the Brooklyn’
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_Musegﬁg the Barnes,Foundation; the Ehillips_Gallery:and: :

iﬁnumerable private c6ilecti6nso,-By 1927 her paiﬂtings were

selling for $3,000 and as high.an$6,000, which'was paid |

for a CanQas of the Hotel Shelton. The neXt}yeér she soldrf'
her Calla Lily paintings to an Amevicen in Paris for
g25,000,
- Itfi;.élear that'p1Keéffe was"sucqessful éhd Wwe canﬁi'
- only attribute thisvsuccesé»to fhe-success with which her>_

_works were initially presented,



CHAPTER IX.
" -‘:INTER'PRETATIONAL ‘iﬁFLﬁENCE ON 0'KEEFFE

7 An-intefesting,espect of thefstudy efycriticalf
°‘:‘i.n‘t:er'pré7l_:evi::°Lofnvs,“:"Ls their possible infiuence-eﬁ the artist,
In O'Keeffe's-case, the. psychoanalytlcal and sexual 1nter;e
pretations were attached to her earliest works (F:Lgso L. 5,v' 
' 6) w1thout her knowledge. If_we'study these works and com~
V:bare-them~to the works'she preduced immediately-after'her
-arrlval in New York in 1918 (Pigs. l 2 3) we are struck’
by the fact that whlle all six are abstract the first
"three most readlly suggest organlc forms found in nature,
while the last three seem to be more graphlc representa—
thons of sexual organs°

Another interesting fact is that while Figures i,.Z;
3 suggest immediate sexual aesociatione, it is O'Keeffe's
later‘flower.pictures'(Figo‘7)'that are mostroften cited in
discussions of her sexual symbollsma This is moet likely
explalned by the reluctance of the media to 1nvolve itselfl
in direct discussions of sexual'forms, breasts and vaglnaso
 _It is much easier to taWk of phalllc symbols expressed
through flower forms,

O0'Keeffe may have decided to fulflll ‘the 1nterpre~

tatlons confrontlng her on her arrival in New York,

) LL9’
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Ahother influence that,cqu1d have equally affected her |
painting is_Charles‘Demutho»lﬁemuth was—érfrequeﬁt:visitori;
to the Stieglitz-gallenias and O'Keeffe became a close
friendo:'AS'she describes.it:ﬁ.'

I was very fond of Charles Demuth, He was-amnsihg,

very elegant, though he had a club foot and dia-

- betes, When he came to town he'd eat things he

shouldn't, so he'd stay 'till he got sick, then go

home ., Demuth and I always talked about d01ng a big

picture together, all flowers. I was going to do

the tall things up high he was going to do the
little things below.? ,

"v DemuthYs fondness_for 0'Keeffe is'expresséd through

his Poster Portrait of her doné in 192&“(Fig° 16).

~ While we 1mmed1ately associated Demuth W1th his
_archltectural palntlngs durlng this early perlod he was
best known for his flower works. A. E, Gallatin wrltlng
in 1927‘states:_ "Demuthts studies of floﬁers are no doubt‘
theréXampies of his work which are most familiar to the
public, for since the éérliest days of his careéf he has
been engrossed in the delineation of flower'forms,.and
this interest shows no .signs of abatingo"79 (Fig. 15.)
Demuth's analytical approach familiar to us through his
érchitectural worksAarelalso preéént‘iﬁ‘these eariy flower

: pictures., Leaves and petals are broken down into

788eiberling, p. 53,

794, B° Gallatln, Charles Demuth (New York: William
Edwin Rudge, 1927), p. 6.
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lflower-llke-shapee end'Demuthle primary‘GOncerﬁiislﬁhe
 PelathnSh1p of these forms rather than the portrayal of a
partlcular flowero - _ ‘ | |
An even more telllng relatloﬁshlp betWeen Demuth's f;l
flowers and O'Keeffe's is found 1n Wllllam Carlos Wllllams‘
;descrlptlon of a Demnth palnting° "In my- palntlng of.
vorchids whlch Charlle dld——the one called Plnk Lady Sllp-:
pers 1918——he was interested 1n the 31mllar1ty between the
forms of thelflowers and the phallic symbol, the male gen1vvv

"80 Here the same associatiOns'

tels., Charlie was 1like that.
which were later applied to O'Keeffe's work are applled to

| - Demuth's flower palntlngs in the very year that O?Keeffe
arrlved in New York, Thls.p01nts out a possible.lnsplration
for O'Keeffe's flower paintings and also the faot that -
sexﬁal'inﬁerpretations,were:ih vogue; jO’Keeffe;nioely
rounded out the phallic picture-—Demuth's flowers were'
similer to male genitals, O*Keeffé's-to}the female organs,

N Clarificatioh of O'Kee'f:fe‘.s reac:tio'n to. the inter-
‘pretatlons of her flower worke or her inspiration for them
will have to walt until a 'study of her correspondence ls
possible (see Appendix). Untll then, her only. recorded

comment is' the one wrltten in the 1939 catalogue to her

' worksz_ "You hung all your own associations with flowers on

80Emily Farnham, Charles Demuth: Behind a Laughing

Mask (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1971), pp. 3-l.
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my flower and you wrlte about my flower as’ 1f I thlnk ‘and

see. what you thlnk and see of the flower-—and I don't "81

81&00drich and Bry, p. 19;‘



. CHAPTER X
LATER INTERPRETATIONS

In a review in the Néw'Républic,‘Lewis Mumfordr

writes:' _
‘Miss O'Keeffe's paintings . . . would tell much
about the departure of Victorian prudery and the
ingrowing consciousness of sex, in resistance to -
2 hard external environment; were Sherwood Ander-
sonfs novels destroyed, were every vulgar mani- .
festation in the newspapers forgotten, were the
papers of the Freudian psychologisgﬁ burned, her
pictures would still be a witness.,
. This review was written in 1927, By the 60's and
70's O'Keeffe's paintingéuwere no longer takén as symbols
, of the4consciousness dfréex'énd hef early Worksvwerevno'
- longer interpreted in this l'ight° What remained as witness
" to the so-called departure of Vietorian prudery were the
reviews themselves,
_ Current-writers stress the deeplyvpersonal quality
of her art snd the clarity of her style, The current
evaluation of her early works generally follows the type

of discussion written by Lloyd Goodrich and Doris Bry. They

evaluate those first charcoal»dfawings as Tollows:s

82Lewis Mumf ord, "O?Keeffe and Matisse," The New-
Republic, Vol. 50, March 2, 1927, p. L2, —
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Almost 8ll of these drawings are abstract. Their .
forms suggest those of nature, but without spe—'iﬁ
cific imagery. They are marked by . . . .a sense
of movement-—not representation of moving things,
but movement in the forms themselves. -In Drawing
No. 13 the three separate elements—the undulating
‘rising form, the succession of swelling bud—llke
shapes, and the series of acute angles—«move in-
dlfferéng yet related tempos and 1n contrapuntal
style, (Pig. 5.)

The suggestion of psychoanalytical or feminist
symbols is entireljabéeht° B

It is interesting to note that:we now have an '
entifely neﬁfpoint'of-contact betWeenvthe'same_work~bf art
on the one hand, but a different set of people and times
on the other. Presentation now involves photographic'repro~y
ductlon, interpretatlon 1nvolves art hlstorlans, and
reception 1nvolves readers and art book buyers. We sti11
" have a point of OOntact between a work of art and‘society
but the specifics have changed, -

The key to any evaluation of cbntemporary‘interpre~
tation of 0O'Keeffe's early~work is that it is no longer the
art critics who are reviewing her work but the art histo-
~riens., There is a greater tendenéy.tofsee her works as -
fittﬂng into the broader scope of art mbﬁements through
- 8tylistic discuésidn_than.relating‘to;her times through
theoretical similarities, |

O'Keeffe is one of the few American artlsts at this

time who did not study or travel in Europee Frances O'Brlen

83Goodrich and Bry, p. 10.



} carries thisgtep'further'by ihsistingfthat, "She did not
 want to be influencedvby European artists. . . ,n8l

O'Keeffe presents rather frugal fare in any dlscus-i_i
“sion relating her to the European movements; she knewrthe
European_moderns-but 1gnoredfthe;rVstyllstlcrpeculiaritieeo
The:only-mddern-movementethat>O'Keeffe is noﬁ”linked'to is
the mofe-indignedus.one oijfecisioniSmo

'Mertin-L; Friedman; who organized a retrespective
exhibit of Precisionist paintings in 1960, sees O'Keeffe's
involvement_in the following»way: :

Through all the arrivals and departures of the -
painters within the Precisionist context, 0'Keeffe
and Sheeler, working independently snd in 1ncreasxng
isolation, have come to represent the two main
currents  of Precisionist expre331ono. Extreme
simplification of form, unwavering sharp dellneatlon,'
and carefully reasoned abstract organization are.the
. stylistic qualities most conspicucusly common to- the
work of both. And still, within the Precisionist
microcosm their. painting: could be described as the
traditional romantic-classic duality. For bthe most
part, O'Keeffe's images of a monumentalized natural
world are concerned with the primal forces of crea-
tion and decay., 1In contrast, Sheeler's architectural
-and mechanical subjects are chaste celebrations of
the more 1m§ ediate and tangible spirit of modern
technologye - _

Unity of textute and photographic similarities, en-
largement of detail and sharpness of.focue,'ére the two sty-
1imﬁc elements that are most.often;diseussed with regard'to

the Precisionists.

oot

81*‘O'Br*:‘ien, interview,

BSMartln L. Frledman, The Precisionist View (Minne-
~apolis: Walker Art Center, 1960}, po il
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Friedman describés unity of texture éppiied bo ﬁhe‘f"
painting surfaces ' ‘ U

The pictures are brought to an icily defined and
flawless finish, with virtually no evidence of -
the brush strokes or the trials and hesitations .

of arriving at the finished stage. 1In its

complete subordination of the medium, there is
- 1little revealing in the sensuous qualities of = =
pigment, and the process of paintigg-is skilfully -
buried under the polished surface, I -

O'Keeffe's abprqachzto,the canvgs'illustratéthhis
" espect, Francis O'Brien describes how O'Keeffe "starts
from the left hand upper corner and works down to the
right_lcwer',‘_corrnero This is a11 part~of-the idea of uni- L
- form texture. If she feels something must be reworked she
sands that area down to the canvas first,"87
Theserideas also paraliel Stieglitz's on the subject
of technique. He states: _
‘It is the intensity of feeling expressed which = -
lives, It is not the technique. Technique is -
- a dead thing, no matter how masterly it may be
in itself., At first it may attract, but eventu-
ally it repels ., . . because it is not vital., .
It is l1like a vaudeville stunt. All right as far
as it goes, and very wonderful., But it is not

sufficient; if one ﬁequires from life more than
surface qualitiesa8 :

Another aspect of,the'precisiohist movement was the

- influence of photogfaphya Sheeler was an accompliéhed

861p1d., p. 13.

87O'Brien; interview,

88Norman, A1fréd Stieglitz: . . ., pP. 19,
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photographer hlmself and worked with Edward Stelchen and -
:Paul Strand both outstandlng photographers and: close
a33001at°s of Stleglltz° O'Keeffe's relatlonshlp with
Stleglitz undoubtedly brought her 1nto the S ame contaot
with photography. There is a definlte 51m11ar1ty=betweenﬂ:?
certain.aspects-that>weré being;developed in photography
at this time and-hanffof‘the'precisionist characperisticsgr_‘
 as for eiample'the enlergement of architecturalvdetail,
crisp-iines and edges and unlformlty of texture° There
‘seems to be some questlon, however, as to how much O'Keeffe~'
'owes to the ideas that were belng established. through
_phoLography and how many of these were. c01nc1dental
Katherine Kuh 1n en, 1nterv1ew with 0 'Keeffe asked her
whether her use of'lsolated blown up details found in her
flower pieoes had beenhinfluehoed by photograpy (Figf 7)?
O'Keeffe replied ﬁhat her flower pictures were a response
- to the feeling in the city where huge buildings appeared
almost overnight, and her desire to make'people'take'note
of something they'normally would pass by. "I don't think
photography had e thing to do with it, "89 she adds. Barbarsa
Rose prov1des a comment on this aspecte v
Although Georgila O'Keeffe has denied that photo;

graphy provided the example  for her enlarged
- close-ups of flowers, there is an undeniable

89Kathar1ne Kuh “The Artlst's Voice (New York:
Harper & Row, 1960), p. 190,
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8imilarity between certain of her compositions,
both floral and abstract, and the photographs

. of her husband, Stieglitz, and his colleagues ,

. - .Strand and Haviland. = The uniformity of texture,

. and suave,. 31mp11fled modellng, ‘not only in S0
O0'Keeffe's flowers but in the paintings of Charles
- Demuth and Joseph Stella, suggest undenisable o
affinities to the transformstions effected by the
camera, The frequency with which the composition
based on the cropped photogrsaph, -the rectangle
- selected out of a larger scene, . appears in American .
art makes 1t clear that in many ways representatlonal
art in America is as closely tled ‘to photography as
it is to illustration. 90

: fDaniel_Catton’Rich, O0'Keeffe's biographer, also states
' that "OJKeeffe o ;xo'unquestionably was affected by his
[Stieglitz] clean, ﬁéw vision in photdgraphy o o o We can
. 8sense her responses to the clear focus and 1um1n081ty of the.
camera, w91  » |

‘ While theée photographic quélities can be found in
'O‘Keeffe'é'WOrk (Fig. 13), they- may be 1nd1genous rather
thaﬂ-borfowed . As Hehry-Geldzahler stateS° "But whlle
'sharp focus, two«dlmen81ona1 control, and extreme enlarge—
ment are ‘evident in much of O'Keeffe's best wqu, it would
seem that she was QS'much-qf en innovator in these métters,

as any.phdtographere"92 Doris Bry suggests the opposite

90Rose, P. 59

91paniel Catton Rich, Georgia_ OYKeeffe (Chicago:
Lak881de Press, 19L3), p. 21 _

92Henry Geldzahler, American Palntlng in the 20th
Century (New York° Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1965),
p. 131. : '
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_ approach, that O'Keeffe's work affected;thé photography |
‘,of'StieglitZ° | o R L
| O'Keeffe*s early strength and certalnty in the.
"abstract idiom, evolved during her years in Texas
and the South (1914-1916), may be mentioned as
another possible influence on Stieglitz's work,
since abstraction first reaches its consistently
conscious expressive use in his photography only
after 1917 (Figs. 9, 10):; The interaction be-
tween two formed, independent, and creative
person's work, .such as Stieglitz's photographs
and’ O'Keeffe's palntlngs, should not be under-
estlmated : :
O'Keeffe prov1des 8- comment on the s1m11ar1ty of
their subjects (compare Figs. 11, 12 with Figs. 13, lLL)o
She relateshhow "Once Stieglitz got ghead of me. 4He shot a
door before I could paint it. He had a remarkable color
sense, much more subtle than mine, Sometimes we Wére'in—
- volved with the same compositions but mostly he was busy
" with his things snd I was busy with mine, "9
While O'Keeffe seems not to have been directly in-
fluenced by any one artist she also seems not to have had
any.direct influence on other artists or movements with the-
possible exception of "Arthur Dove., Friedman writes in a
 footnote to his book on Preciéioﬁismg "Curiously O'Keeffe .
_ne#er had any direct disciples, although the woods were full

of pallid imitatorso"gsl'lt is.intéresting to compare

93Dorls Bry, Alfred Stleglltz ( Washlngton, D. C,
Netional Gallery of ArYT, 19507, .D. Lf.

9uSe1berling, p°,53
'%%ﬁ@&wn,poli
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‘ several of O'Keeffe's early works with Dove (compare F:Lgs°
6, 17 W1th Flgso 18, 19) The 81milar1tles of shapes and
movement is too close. to be: purely accldental ' O'Keeffe'sA

I'Draw1ng Noo 15 was palnted in 1916 and From the Plains was *

doné in 19190 The Dove palntlngs areAboth dated several’

’Nyears 1ater° The Wave was done in 192u, and Sllver Storm
 was done in . 1923 From the - dates alone, OYKeeffe's 1nflu— |
ence on the Dove works seems probableo | |
‘The two artists seem to have had a mutual respect
and understanding of each other's works., When“Dove first
saw O'Keeffefs early works'he commenfed "That girl is d01ng,
without effort what all we moderns have been trylng to
do, "96 '
| In 1920 Dove retreated ﬁo his houéebpat and lived in
_sémi-isolatioﬁ'with hisISecbné wife, Helen Torr. 1In a
letter to Stieglitz dated October, 1923, Dove writes:
"The OYKQeffé,painting looks better than ever, espedially-
in the boat here by the 1ight of our lantérno"r In an
editorial note it is mentloned that an O’Keeffe was the only
palntlno Dove kept on- v1ew°97 Which QO 'Keeffe palntlng Dove
had is not known, but it is possible to conjecture that it

was 8imilar to From the Plains aﬁd that Dove's Silver Storm .

-9éseligman, p. Ul

9Twignt, p. L9.
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'is a direct outcdmeu' O'Keeffe also had a marked preference'
for deéls'work O'Keeffe had K:! pastel by Dove called The_ .
'Cow done sometlme in 1925, O'Keeffe,” said Stleglltz,>"haa
had that plcture -on. her mantel for 31xteen months, 1onger
than she had lived w1th any other—mmost of them endurlng
bonly a dayu When she was taklng the»plcture down at the
'end'of 81xteeh'ﬁbnths,‘she_Said;'TWhyg_itvs,a“cowﬁv.'it_had‘
nbtvoccurfed'télher to‘aék,ﬁhat if meant, she did not look
'at'piéturés that'way°ﬁ98' o | |

_ Iﬁ generél O'Keeffe's style can be deégribed as:

liﬁdependent and isolated, She felt a cioéepess”to-the ‘ideas
of Demuth and Dove; but they do not flnd expre331on in herr

‘palntlngSQA Dove's Sllver Storm and The Wave ‘are the closest

.any other artlst has approx1mated her s’cyleo It appears
that while O'Keeffe_was-placed»among the leading arti#ts of
this time,lher éontemporaries lobked elseWheré for guidance,
This may have had something to do with the intérpretétions
placed on the 0'Keeffe works, ;As Rich writes: "Few at

this time were willing or‘able:tolsee her as she wanted to

be seen——a pure painter.t??

98Séligmann, P. 36,
- 99Rich, p. 21.



CHAPTER XI
CONCLUSIONS

In conclu31on we can comment on the. group of assump-
tlons made at the beginning of this papero

It seems clear from an understandlng of how Stleg;
litzis gallerles-operated and - his 1nfluence on the_peqple
that wentrfhere'that he is responsible for the initial |
interpretations of O'Keeffe's workég 'Theserinterpretations
suégestsd viewing the works from‘a‘psychoénalyticéi frame-
work and with én emphasis of the external fact. that O'Keeffe
:was a woman; | | o

Stieglitz's personal interprefétions differed sig~
nificantly; however, from ﬁhe»ihterpfefétiéns of‘thé.
' crlt:.cs° This difference is centered‘in thé fact that
Stieglitz. saw O‘Keeffe's works as an 1nd1v1duallzed per;
ception, while the critics saw her works as one individual's
.cpntribution to a generalized perception, that of’woman°

Finally, it was the choice or sapplication ‘of these
interpretations that accounted for'O'Keeffé's succ?ss;
The& put O'Keeffe in the middle of the discussion of sex,
'psydhoanalytically and from a feminist angle. This'kept her
‘in'the publidﬁs eye aé an avallable symbol fof either point
of view; The Freﬁdian_theorists saw her‘abstfact'forms AS
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‘;eXpressions‘of a distinctly femiﬁine approach toaseX; ‘The‘ |
femlnlsts saw O'Keeffe's artlstlc success and 1ndependence
as manlfestations of the new moéern.womanw

OVKeeffe did not 1nvolve ‘herself in these dlscus;
Vsiohs° She felt her palntlngs spoke for themselves, yet
-she had the perceptlon to see the involvement of these
external factors in the receptlon of her work: "I could.

"have been a2 much better artlst and not so successful ulOO

1000 1Brien, interview,
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Fig. 8. Black Abstraction 1927
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Fig. 17. From the Plains 1919
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APPENDIX
COR-RESPONDENCE .

Reply to a letter sent to the Curator of the- Stleg-f
litz Archlve in the Yale Unlver81ty lerary asklng for
access to the correspondence between Georgia O'Keeffe

and Alfred Stieglitz,
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THE BEINECK.E RARE BOOK AND MANUSCRIPT LIBRARY

YALE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY

Ruihcrford D. Rogers Herman W. Licbert

University Librarbn New szen, Connecticut 05520 Ubnrhn

1 February 1972

Miss Ruth Tatter

Art Department
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Dear Miss Tatter:

I have your letter of 27 January and an interested to know that you
plan to write a thesis on the relationship between Alfred Stie”litz

and fleornia O'Keeffe. Unfortunately, the key documents for such a
study, the correspondence that passed between them, is not available
for use by scholars. When Miss O'Keeffe p.avc us the correspondence

in 19L'2, the letters were to be sealed until five years after her
death, but Miss O'Keeffe has now decided that they are not to be
opened until 1 January 2020.

Of course there is e g;re.rb deal of material in the Stie”litz Archive
that illuminates in one way or another the Sticglitz-O'Kccffo re-
lationship, but to locate and evaluate such items would of course
necessitate your goinz through the papers yourself.

Yours sincerely.

/. (tMv iMLVvL L

“onald Gallup
Curator
Collection of American Literature
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