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Art, the working out of the laws of beauty in the construction of things, is regarded in the Bible as wisdom resulting from divine inspiration (Ex. xxxi. 1-6, xxxv. 30-35, xxxvi.-4), and is called in the Talmud "hokmah" (wisdom), in distinction fromlabor ([image: image2.jpg]mandn v meon



, R. H. 29b; Shab. 131b). It is, however, somewhat incorrect to speak of Jewish art. Whether in Biblical or in post-Biblical times, Jewish workmanship was influenced, if not altogether guided, by non-Jewish art. Roman architecture was invoked in the building of Herod's Temple just as Phenician architecture was in the construction of those of Solomon and of Zerubbabel (I Kings vii. 13; Ezra iii. 7). Plastic art in general was discouraged by the Law; the prohibition of idols in the Decalogue (Ex. xx. 4) being in olden times applied to all images, whether they were made objects of worship or not (see Josephus, "Ant." xvii. 6, § 2; xviii. 3, § 1; ib. "B. J." i. 33, § 2; ii. 9, § 2; 10, § 4). In accordance with this view the pious in Talmudical times even avoided gazing at the pictures engraved on Roman coins ('Ab. Zarah 50a; Pes. 104a; Yer. Meg. iii. 2 [74a]; Hippolytus, "Refutation of All Heresies," ix. 21). It is possible, however, that these figures formed an exception because they were, as a rule, representations of kings or emperors worshiped as gods by the Romans. 

Influence of Idolatry. 

Rabbinical tradition, however, follows more rational rules in interpreting the law prohibiting images. Referring the law, Ex. xx. 23, "Ye shall not make with me gods of silver, neither shall ye make unto you gods of gold," to beings beheld by prophetic vision at the throne of God, or to anthropomorphic visions of God himself, the Rabbis forbade only the fashioning of the four figures of Ezekiel as a whole or of any other angelic being, and especially the making of human figures, as these might be made objects of worship (Mek., Yitro, x.; 'Ab Zarah 42b, 43b). In view, however, of the fact that only carved figures or statues were, as a rule, objects of worship, the prohibition was not applied to images not projecting ('Ab. Zarah 43b). Portrait-painting, therefore, was never forbidden by the Law. As a matter of fact, far more potent than the Law was the spirit of the Jewish faith in putting a check on plastic art. In the same measure as polytheism, whether Semitic or Aryan, greatly aided in developing art as far as it endeavored to bring the deity in ever more beautiful form before the eye of the worshiper, Judaism was determined to lift God above the realm of the sensual and corporeal and to represent Him as Spirit only. In particular, the lewdness of the Astarte worship, which still exerted its evil influence in postexilic times (Isa. lvii. 3 et seq.), offended the Jewish sense of chastity, so that idolatry was termed "to go a whoring" (Num. xv. 39; Hosea i. 2, and elsewhere). Nor was the Syrian or the Greco-Roman idolatry any purer in the judgment of the Rabbis, as may be learned from 'Ab. Zarah ii. 1, where it is stated that the heathen in Mishnaic times were still suspected of sexual intercourse with beasts. They saw too often in artistic beauty the means of moral depravation, and insisted, therefore, on the mutilation or destruction of every idol (ib. iv. 5). And whatever the Church did during the Middle Ages toward developing art, in the eyes of Judaism the images of Jesus and the Virgin, of the apostles and the saints, presented a relapse into pagan idolatry, warning the Jew all the more strongly against the cultivation of the plastic arts, since both the making of or the trading with any such images as might be used for the Christian cult was forbidden (ShulḦan 'Aruk, Yoreh De'ah, 141, 3). In all probability the extensive use made by the Church of symbolic figures caused the Jew to shun applying them. 

In the Middle Ages. 

Still, both ecclesiastical and secular art existed to some extent among the Jews of the Middle Ages. While it was a rule not to decorate the walls of the synagogue with figures, lest the devotion of the worshiper should be distracted by the sight, the doors of the synagogue and the Ark were frequently ornamented with representations of animals (among which the lion was a favorite subject), occasionally also of birds and snakes, and of plants (such as flowers, vines, and the like). In all cases where fear of idolatrous worship by non-Jews was excluded, liberal-minded rabbis saw no reason for prohibiting such ornamentation, whereas rigorists would discourage it altogether (see Berliner, "Aus dem Inneren Leben der Deutschen Juden im Mittelalter," p. 117; D. Kaufmann, in "Jew. Quart. Rev." ix. 254 et seq.; Abrahams, "Jewish Life in the Middle Ages," p. 29). 

Of home utensils, cups and lamps used for Sabbath and festival days were occasionally, despite the opinion of rabbinical authorities, embossed with figured designs. Platters painted and inlaid, tablecovers embroidered with golden birds and fishes, wooden vessels edged and figured, were in common use (Abrahams, l.c. p. 146). The walls of the houses of the rich were sometimes decorated with paintings of Old Testament scenes, and on the outside secular subjects were portrayed (Berliner, l.c. p. 35; Abrahams, ib.). Portrait-painting, though not common, was not unknown among the Jews of Germany in the eighteenth century; while in Italy it existed as early as the fifteenth century. Especially was the illumination of manuscripts and the artistic binding of books carried to great proficiency by Jews, who probably acquired the art from the monks (Abrahams, l.c. p. 220). According to Lecky "(Rationalism in Europe," ii. 237, note 2), many of the goldsmiths of Venice who cultivated the art of carving were Jews. Of recent years greater attention has been paid to the subject of Jewish ecclesiastical art, especially since the Anglo-Jewish Historical Exhibition of 1887. Societies have been founded at Vienna, Hamburg, and Frankfort-on-the-Main devoted to the collection and study of artistic objects used in Jewish acts of worship, whether in the synagogue or the home. In bibliography, also, attention is now being paid to titlepages, illustrations, initials, and the like, in which Jewish taste has had an influence. 

Modern Jewish art no longer bears the specific character of the Jewish genius, but must be classified among the various nations to which the Jewish artists belong. See America, Architecture in; Almemar; Ark; Cemetery; Numismatics; Megillah; Scroll of the Law; Synagogue.

Bibliography: David Kaufmann, Zur Gesch. der Kunst in Synagogen, in Erster Jahresbericht der Gesellschaft für Sammlang von Kunstdenkmäler des Judenthums, Vienna, 1897; 
M. Güdemann, Das Judenthum und die Bildenden Künste, in Zweiter Jahresbericht, ib. 1898; 
Schudt,Jüdische Merkwürdigkeiten, i. 252 et seq.; 
A. Freimann, Die Abtheilung der Isr. Ritualgegenstände im Städt. Histor. Museum zu Frankfurt-am-Main (privately printed, 1900); 
S. J. Solomon, Art and Judaism, in Jew. Quart. Rev. xiii. 553-566; 
D. H. Müller, Die Hagada von Serajevo.J. K.

—Art in the Synagogue: 

This is restricted for the reason that it distracts the thought of the worshiper at prayer. A prohibition against copying the forms of the cherubim of the sanctuary or the four animals of the Chariot for synagogue use was deduced from the words of the Decalogue, "Ye shall not make 'with me'" (Mek., Yitro, 10; 'Ab. Zarah 43a), but it was held not to apply to the lion alone, when shown without the other animals of the Chariot group; hence this animal was extensively used as an ornament on the Ark and as the ensign of Judah. The synagogue of Ascoli in Italy had an Ark of gilt walnut with two life-size lions, carved out at the bottom, flanking the steps leading to the doors behind which the scrolls were deposited. After the expulsion of the Jews in 1569 the Ark was removed to Pesaro (D. Kaufmann, in "Jew. Quart. Rev." ix. 254-269). R. Moses Trani, in answer to an inquiry, decided that a bas-relief sculpture of a lion should not be permitted to remain within an Ark of the Lord (Responsa, i. 30, quoted in "Leḳeṭ ha-ḲemaḦ," p. 36b). 

David ibn Zimra, in the case of one who built a synagogue in Crete and wished to place a crowned lion on the top of the Ark—the design of his coat of arms—decided against it (Responsa, No. 107). 

Judah Minz of Padua would not allow Hertz Werth, a rich member of his congregation, to place before the Ark an embroidered curtain with a basrelief of a deer set in pearls, being his coat of arms, while other rabbis permitted it. Finally, a compromise was reached by Rabbi Isaac Castiglione, who allowed the figure of the deer to be embroidered on the curtain without forming a bas-relief (J. Caro, "Abḳat Rokel," Responsa, No. 65). Joseph Caro, in reply to a question, permitted figures of birds to be embroidered on the curtain (ib. No. 66). While R. Eliakim ordered paintings of lions and snakes to be erased from the walls of the synagogue at Cologne, R. Ephraim permitted the painting of horses and birds on the walls of the synagogue (Mordecai, 'Ab. Zarah iii.; "Bet Joseph" to Tur Yoreh De'ah, § 141). Indeed, curtains embroidered with figures are in use in almost every country where the Jews are scattered, without any fear of disturbing the thought of worshipers in the synagogue, for the reason that artistic decoration in honor of the Torah is regarded as appropriate, and the worshiper, if he be disturbed by it, needs not observe the figures, as he can shut his eyes during prayer ("Abḳat Rokel," Responsa, No. 66). 

On the other hand, Elijah Capsali decided against any decoration in the synagogue which employed figures of animals as part of the design. R. Samuel Archevolti objected to the decorations of the Safed synagogue, and his opinion received the approbation of Moses Alsheik and R. Jacob BeRab ("Jew. Quart. Rev." ib.). Moses Sofer ruled against a stained-glass window above the Ark bearing the figure of the sun with rays and inscribed: "From the rising of the sun even to the going down of the same the Lord's name is to be praised," on the ground that the people bowing to the Ark, on entering the synagogue, would be worshiping the sun ("Ḥatam Sofer," Responsa, No. 129). 

A case occurred where a representation of a "menorah" (Ḥanukkah lamp) had been painted on the Ark, with a different verse of the Seventy-seventh Psalm for each of the seven branches, and on the occasion of its renovation the ambitious artist signed his name to it. R. David ibn Zimra (Responsa, No. 107) said he had no objection to the replacement of the old design by a more artistic painting; but he ordered the signature to be erased, as that innovation was likely to attract attention, and was disrespectful in a synagogue. The same decision is rendered by Mendel Krochmal ("ẒemaḦ Zedeḳ," Responsa, No. 50).K. J. D. E. 
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	The corruption of taste

THE JEWS IN ART
PART 1

	JEWISH ART, like art in Russia after the communist take-over, scarcely exists in its own right and culturally its influence on mankind has been negligible – that is until Jewish 'art' during the present century became positively baneful. 

In Russia, however, there is a traditional Russian art from pre-communist days – literature, music and the ballet which flourished under the Tsars and upon the significance of which the communist regime traded unblushingly. 

The case of Jewish art is different since until modern times the Jews had no nation state and the scope of aspiring artists was limited by the social conditions imposed on the Jews in varying degrees of severity in different countries and over many centuries. They were in fact forbidden to indulge in important artistic activities. Obviously there must have been reasons for this and for the apparently harsh treatment of these people. It is not proposed to explore in depth these reasons or to analyse why nobody loves the Jews. Indeed, with the beady eye of the Board of Deputies of British Jews probing everywhere in efforts to neutralise the world's growing hostility to the troublesome state of Israel with all its ramifications, it might be dangerous to assert the right of open criticism. 

From the earliest times visual art was discouraged among conforming Jews by the Ten Commandments – Thou shall not make unto thee a graven image, nor any manner of likeness of anything that is in the heaven above or that is in the water under the earth. This oppressive injunction was given out in more detail in Deuteronomy IV, 17-18. Admittedly the prohibition was variously interpreted throughout later centuries, but at least in 66 A.D., after the expulsion of the Romans, the ban was emphatically observed by Jewish Government order. Throughout this early period of Jewish history many intolerant iconoclasts emerged and on occasion even the Romans were forced to comply with the wishes of God's Chosen when it came to the display of human images and statues. 


…….

It is quite inappropriate for Jews to prate about the importance of Jewish art before 1900 and to make exaggerated claims about Jewish artists who certainly belonged to no traceable Jewish school. The Jewish art scholar, Berenson, in The Visual Arts, admitted that Jewish artists have never shown originality or expressed anything that could be called Jewish. As the Jewish art critic, Ernest Namenyi, observed in Jewish Art (1961), 'Up to the middle of the nineteenth century no single Jewish artist and no work of art created by a Jew can be proved to have definitely contributed towards forming the style of any one period.' 

It seems appropriate that two published statements from Jews – and in some respects they have never lacked perception – should end this brief survey. In the twentieth century art holocaust, the equivalent of the gas chamber was introduced into the visual arts; when the kingdom of the spirit was invaded by the Jewish boot with a calculated viciousness and with a vengeance springing from the Old Testament. The labours and aspirations of the painter and sculptor were subtly channelled into paths which have led to a cultural annihilation more complete than that which overtook the six million in Jewish fiction. 

……

Supplement by Simon Sheppard

It is proposed, as a thesis for consideration, that Jews have little or no high artistic sense as we know it. Consider the eruv, a territory which is designated according to Jewish Orthodoxy as an area in which various functions may be performed on the Sabbath, such as pushing a pram or carrying keys. In reality the scheme serves as a test, 'Can we get away with this?' It probes the host nation's tolerance to the Jewish presence, serving the same purpose as an opinion poll, although dressed up as religious doctrine. Eruvs are in place in London's Golder's Green and around a certain prestigious property in Washington, DC. 

Similarly, in much of Jewish 'classical' music can be detected an element of parody. It appears to progress in chutzpah from the songs of the 'English' Finsey to the 'Americans' Gershwin, with his ghastly 'Rhapsody in Blue,' and Copeland, whose barnyard noises seem invariably to be delivered in grandiose style and without a hint of awareness of the mockery that is being done. Besides 'composers,' the competence of Jewish conductors and performers may be adequate, as with many Orientals, but what passes for art is replaced by flamboyant dress and manner. 
Projecting Culture: Jewish Art Historians and the History of Art History

Judaism, Summer, 2000 by Catherine M. Soussloff 

LET ME BEGIN MY DISCUSSION OF JEWISH ART HISTORIANS and the history of art history with an early essay by Salo Baron written in 1928 soon after his emigration to New York from Vienna. The essay, "Ghetto and Emancipation: Shall We Revise the Traditional View?" [1] In this essay, perhaps for the first time, Baron grapples with the problems of self-definition which European Jewry confronts in the face of modernity, surely a topic which came to Baron as a result of his experience in the complex context of fin-de-siecle Vienna. This society, often characterized by the extreme contrasts of the ideals of a Germanic liberalism and a virulent antisemitism endorsed by the ruling mayoral party, also produced a justifiably famous cultural flowering of art, literature, medicine, and philosophy.

The stark contrasts of the political and social situations in Vienna in the first twenty-five years of this century, together with the presence of Jews of the varied backgrounds represented in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, made many Jews aware of the problems of modern society. [2] These contradictions led them to try harder to overcome the resistance of prejudice and tradition--forcing them, in effect, to produce the kind of modernity we associate with the art of Oskar Kokoschka, the music of Arnold Schoenberg, and the science of psychoanalysis. This is the environment which also produced what is known as the Viennese School of Art History. Although the fathers of this school--men such as Alois Riegl (1858-1905), Franz Wickoff (1853-1909), and Julius von Schlosser (1866-1938) were not Jews, many of their students, trained at the University of Vienna between 1900 and 1933 were: Ernst Kris (1900-57), Otto Kurz (1908-75), Hans Tietze (1880-1954), and Ernst Gombrich (b. 1909) among others.

Steven Beller ties the positive cultural outcomes of the Viennese situation to "a continuing and very powerful Central European Jewish tradition...stemming from the adaptation of traditional Jewish thought and practice in the German, Mendelssohnian Haskalah of the eighteenth century and the subsequent ideology of emancipation." Following George Mosse and other earlier historians, Beller argues that "the great stress on education and ethics of premodern Jewish life was transformed into a great stress on education and ethics ... based on development of the self...." This distinctly modem cultivation of the sell adopted by the German bourgeoisie is known to historians and cultural critics by the German term, Bildung. The concept appears essential to understanding Jewish assimilation and/or acculturation in Germany and the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Again, according to Beller: "The emergence of the new Central European Jewish tradition did not mean rejection of the old Jewish tradition, but its adaptation and tran sformation, and hence its continuation into the new forms, which, though they might in one sense be a 'subculture' of the larger German liberal culture, continued to have their own sources of motivation and inspiration, continued to be Jewish" (60-51).

It was this situation of the emergence of various kinds of Jewish identities in the culture of modernity which Salo Baron addressed in his essay, "Ghetto and Emancipation." Importantly, he did not view Jewish emancipation as a sign of modernity or, as he put it, "the dawn of a new day after a nightmare of the deepest horror." Rather, Baron understood that this "tension-filled social contract" [3] meant that "the Jews stood to lose much--the very core of their group identity--in receiving the rights of citizenship." Yet, this social contract produced in Vienna, at the very least, new kinds of cultural possibilities and works, which we today value as some of the greatest expressions of modernity. On the other hand, as Baron observed, "emancipation was a necessity even more for the modem State than for Jewry" (524) because there existed within the ideals of liberalism itself, with the stress on the value of the individual above all else, the necessity for the banishment of collective identity, such as Jews had had in the ghetto.

In this light, Margaret Olin has observed in this journal (Judaism, Vol. 45, Fall 1996) that with the formation of the nation-state in modernity came the interpretation of art according to national styles. This resulted in an erasure of a Jewish art except as a "primitive" precursor to the arts of the nations. This construction of Jewish art as "primitive," as "merely Oriental," or as "not art" was occurring at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century.

This brings me to the Jewish art historians and the history of art history. It is my contention in the book, Jewish Identity in Modern Art History, which I recently edited (University of California Press, 1999) that the loss of a Jewish identity in art history did occur as a result of the processes of modernity which we see clearly, for example, in the Viennese context. Furthermore, I argue in the introductory essay of the book that this "loss" produced an interpretative situation peculiar to the discipline of art history with its main focus on writing about the art object and the visual artifact--of establishing, we might say, the stories about the visual representations which our culture produced in the past and continues to produce today.

Several of the essays in Jewish Identity in Modern Art History demonstrate that Jewish emancipation coincided temporally and in its effects with the aesthetic understanding of art's humanizing potential. This congruence resulted in an ideal humanistic historiography of art which developed in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in the Germanic context. Beginning with Johann Joachim Wincklemann, historians of art, such as Jacob Burckhardt and the Viennese School of Art History, developed an art history based upon the ideals of individual taste which are also inherent in the concept of Bildung, as described by Beller and others. Indeed, the careful cultivation of this taste produces the connoisseur.

Art served as a moral and secular exemplar based upon the development of the self. This dominant concept of art proved doubly fascinating for the early Jewish art historians because it gave them an ideal place from which to observe the meaning of emancipation. In addition, art history itself both as a discipline and a practice provided Jewish art historians with an ideal means of negotiating their own fluid positions in the process of Jewish acculturation occurring throughout the urban centers of Europe. These positions included the inheritance of a diasporic tradition, the "cosmopolitanism" of the urban Jew, the problem of antisemitism, the aspirations of the bourgeoisie in the European nation-state.

Art history gave Jewish art historians institutions, museums, and universities, dedicated to the study of art from the entire European and Mediterranean world. Through its discourse and the construction of its story of art, art history provided a geography of variations in the art objects which corresponded in type, if not in kind, to the variations in the diasporic experience of EuropeanJewry. These institutions were in the main housed in urban centers where Jewish assimilation during modernity most frequently occurred. With its intention of integrating the art object into a story of Europe and its past, including the literatures of Europe, art history provided a model of acculturation for the art historian and a means of achieving it through interpretation and participation in the institutions of art: universities and museums (when Jews were allowed to hold these positions); and in art journals and newspaper columns. This acculturation through art took place both in the private sphere in conjunction with c ollectors and gallery owners (many of them Jewish) and in the more public professions through the state apparatuses which governed museums and universities.

When Jewish art historians were forced to emigrate to the United States, England, and elsewhere during the Nazi period they brought this idealistic tradition of art history with them, along with the habits of acculturation engendered by emancipation. Furthermore, Jewish emigres in flight from the Nazi genocide and Jews of earlier emigrations, such as Meyer Schapiro and Clement Greenberg, for example, had a definitive and formative influence on art and art history in America and England-and by today in the English-speaking world as a whole. The impact of these Jewish art historians, critics, and artists in the interpretation and exhibition of art in America and elsewhere was central for art history.

It is important to specify how the formation of these Jewish fathers of art history and of their discipline in Europe affected the practices of art and criticism in America. For example, the democratic principle of equality, encountered by the Jewish emigres to America and predicated on the erasure of difference supported the idealist humanist historiography of the discipline as constructed in Europe. Whether or not this view of "art history as a humanistic discipline"-to invoke the title of a famous essay by Erwin Panofsky--has proven to be the case in the actual sense of the lived experience of individual art historians, its strength as myth is found in the resistance, until very recently, to the exploration of issues of identity and subjectivity in the discipline as a whole. These factors contributed to the policing of art history and the removal of the difficult issues of ethnicity, religion, and politics in favor of a narrative based on an ideal humanistic view for the historiography of art. In other wo rds, the melting pot, as much as the ideals of traditional aesthetics, works on art as well as in society. In these ways, Jewish identities project into culture, often unconsciously, through the artifact and the interpretation of it, resulting in discourse and in the formation of the discipline of art history as we know it today.

In Jewish Identity in Modern Art History I asked a series of questions relating to the brief and generalized history which I have just been relating. How or to what degree did these art historians create their discourse? Conversely, how does that discourse articulate their identities? In what particular ways does Jewish subjectivity and subjectivities resist the situation against which it struggles: assimilation, antisemitism, a dominant non-Jewish culture? Can we see evidence of these struggles and resistances in the writing on art by Jews? And, most immediate to our lives today, does the discourse on art in America in the latter half of this century give evidence of the struggle to reclaim Jewish identities and, if so, in what ways? The essays in the volume suggest some of the reasons for the fascination and reluctance that much of the discipline has exhibited by not confronting the difficult issues that Jewish identity raises for art history writing--issues having to do with the mystification of the visua l image and its predominance in culture beginning in modernity; the nationalistic and antisemitic programs that underpin much of the story of art; the complex problems of identification and interpretation that arise in the diasporic and historically specific contexts of Jewish artist, Jewish art patron, and Jewish art critic.

In the book I state that "the exploration of resistance in the historiographical realm leads directly to profound questions regarding culture and cultural artifacts, such as atavism, taboo, aniconism," the purported lack or negation of the icon or image associated with Jewish culture in modernity. The essays in the book focus on many of these difficult theoretical areas in the study of the visual image. For example, Lisa Saltzman looks at the writing of the Frankfurt School, particularly Theodor Adorno's famous statement of the impossibility of representation after Auschwitz, in conjunction with the biblical taboo on graven images of the deity in order to redeem both the politics and theory of an anti-mimetic position.

This essay and the others in this volume were written some three or four years ago, and we have seen an incredible boom in the attention given to the problem of Jewish identities and representations of all kinds, visual, poetic, monumental, filmic since that time. Critics have realized that traditional Jewish studies emphasizes history from within the context of European Jewry, something Baron's 1928 essay already predicts. Art history, with its prohibitions on the insertion of complications such as ethnicity and minority religions upon the dominant interpretations of the history of art, also requires re-thinking. That re-thinking has already begun to emerge as exciting and multi-disciplinary.

In addition, the field of cultural studies has put pressure on Jewish studies to open its doors wider to the study of the visual and visuality, and to justify its position, often unspoken, as the study of the "other" in the context of European dominance. Thus, in the context of cultural studies, Jewish studies must enter into a dialogue with other minorities, their histories, and discourses. This work on non-Europeans has involved the study of the effects of colonialism and post-colonialism upon the peoples of the world. The rise of interest in the history of Sephardic Jewry is one result of these pressures.

In the context of cultural studies, then, Jews are no longer the privileged "other" to the European subject, and this realization has had its effects on both Jewish and cultural studies. Cultural studies has at times seen the study of Jews to be just another manifestation of a dominant Eurocentric point of view. Jewish studies has responded to the approaches of cultural studies by addressing issues of ethnicity and the construction of identity in new ways, usually associated with "the new Jewish studies" of Daniel and Jonathan Boyarin, Elliot Wolfson, and others. Of course, as might be expected, this opening up has in some quarters caused a reaction which takes the form of a reassertion of the fundamental necessity of maintaining traditional Judaism as the focus of any and all cultural and historical inquiry into the history of Jews.

But what of art history? My answer may be equivocation to some, provocation to others. What is at stake for the exploration of Jewish identity in art history extends well beyond, I think, "identity politics." Perhaps this effort to understand the fathers and founding discourses of art history offers the last place left in art history to feel the changes and transformations of the discipline which have been occurring over the last twenty-five years or so, precisely in the years in which I and most of the authors of this book received their Ph.D. degrees and began writing the history of art. Let me elaborate upon this last point by quoting a small part of the introduction to the book which will also serve as the conclusion to my essay.

This volume seeks something more than an understanding of the Jews in art history according to traditional or even the usual postmodern notions of diaspora. The prevailing trends toward subjectivity found in other disciplines, particularly those in which "the visual" is central, have pointed the way for the approaches taken here. In anthropology, for example, a responsible ethnographic method today insists upon an ethical self-awareness on the part of the ethnographer toward the subjects and the ethnographer's own subject position....

My own interest in the topic of Jewish identity in art history has been provoked by the thinkers [--in literary and film studies, feminist and queer theories, cultural studies, especially the study of African diasporas--]who have investigated the many ways in which an understanding of subjectivity, both expressed and unexpressed, expands our grasp of the political investments and ethical choices reflected in history writing. But I must admit that my energy for this topic, like that of many of the contributors to this volume, lies in a realm more subjective than what is usually understood by "the scholarly." As historians, we can begin only from where we sit today. I can acknowledge my motivation briefly by confessing my desire to understand my own Jewish identity and its role in my choice of profession and field. I found in art history, both past and present, many others who, like myself--or like my father, whose model I followed--had repressed or suppressed their Jewishness in their professional lives and wr iting. Somehow they had converted, assimilated, or at least "passed," many of them if only by studying the most Christian of periods in the history of art, the Renaissance, also my own specialization. My fellow authors in this volume have their own reasons for exploring the topic at hand. To examine these fully would require another volume at least, but also the courage to take what we have learned from this volume into our own lives and discourses.

If we understand our discursive past in the various complex ways described by these essays, we believe that that understanding will guide us as we write the future of the discipline of art history.

CATHERINE M. SOUSSLOFF is the Patricia and Rowland Rebele Chair in Art History, University of California, Santa Cruz. She is the author of The Absolute Artist (1997) and the forthcoming book, The Jewish Subject in Art History. This essay is based on a lecture given at the Jewish Museum, New York City, on March 9, 1999 as part of the Salo W. Baron Lecture endowed by the Trustees of the Salo W. and Jeanette M. Baron Foundation.

NOTES

I want to thank the Jewish Museum for inviting me to speak this evening. I am honored to be part of an event here in the former Warburg mansion, made possible through the generosity of the family of Salo Wittmayer Baron, a great historian, a great Jewish historian, and a great historian of European Jewry.

(1.) Salo Baron, "Ghetto and Emancipation: Shall We Revise the Traditional View?," The Menorah Journal Vol. 14, No. 6 (June 1928). I was drawn to Baron's essay by David N. Myer's perceptive account of it in From Ghetto to Emancipation: Historical and Contemporary Reconsiderations of the Jewish Community, edited by David N. Myers and William V. Rowe (Scranton: University of Scranton Press, 1997).

(2.) Steven Beller, "The World of Yesterday Revisited: Nostalgia, Memory, and the Jews of Finede-siecle Vienna," Jewish Social Studies Vol. 2, No. 2 (Winter 1996).

(3.) As it has been called by the historian David N. Myers, in the essay cited here, p. x.
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From Wikipedia, “Secular Jewish Culture”
Visual arts
See also List of Jews in the visual arts.
Compared to music or theater, there is less of a specifically Jewish tradition in the visual arts. The most likely and accepted reason is that, as has been previously shown with Jewish music and literature, before Emancipation Jewish culture was dominated by religious tradition. As most Rabbinical authorities believed that the Second Commandment prohibited much visual art that would qualify as "graven images", Jewish artists were relatively rare until they lived in assimilated European communities beginning in the late 18th century.[34]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secular_Jewish_culture" \l "cite_note-34" [35] It should be noted however, that despite fears by early religious communities of art being used for idolatrous purposes, Jewish sacred art is recorded in the Tanakh and extends throughout Jewish Antiquity and the Middle Ages. The Tabernacle and the two Temples in Jerusalem form the first known examples of "Jewish art". During the first centuries of the Common Era, Jewish religious art also was created in regions surrounding the Mediterranean such as Syria and Greece, including frescoes on the walls of synagogues, of which the Dura Europas Synagogue is the only survivor[36] as well as the Jewish catacombs in Rome.[37]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secular_Jewish_culture" \l "cite_note-37" [38] A Jewish tradition of illuminated manuscripts in at least Late Antiquity has left no survivors, but can be deduced from borrowings in Early Medieval Christian art. Middle Age Rabbinical and Kabbalistic literature also contain textual and graphic art, most famously illuminated haggadahs such as the Sarajevo Haggadah, and other manuscripts like the Nuremberg Mahzor. Some of these were illustrated by Jewish artists and some by Christians; equally some Jewish artists and craftsmen in various media worked on Christian commissions.[39] Johnson again summarizes this sudden change from a limited participation by Jews in visual art (as in many other arts) to a large movement by them into this branch of European cultural life:

Again, the arrival of the Jewish artist was a strange phenomenon. It is true that, over the centuries, there had been many animals (though few humans) in Jewish art: lions on Torah curtains, owls on Judaic coins, animals on the Capernaum capitals, birds on the rim of the fountain-basis in the 5th century Naro synagogue in Tunis; there were carved animals, too, on timber synagogues in eastern Europe - indeed the Jewish wood-carver was the prototype of the modern Jewish plastic artist. A book of Yiddish folk-ornament, printed at Vitebsk in 1920, was similar to Chagall's own bestiary. But the resistance of pious Jews to portraying the living image was still strong at the beginning of the twentieth century.[40]
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The Fiddler by Marc Chagall
There were few Jewish secular artists in Europe prior to the Emancipation that spread throughout Europe with the Napoleonic conquests. There were exceptions, and Salomon Adler was a prominent portrait painter in eighteenth century Milan. The delay in participation in the visual arts parallels the lack of Jewish participation in European classical music until the nineteenth century, and which was progressively overcome with the rise of Modernism in the 20th century. There were many Jewish artists in the 19th century, but Jewish artistic activity boomed during the end of World War I. The Jewish artistic Renaissance has its roots in the 1901 Fifth Zionist Congress, which included an art exhibition featuring Jewish artists E.M. Lilien and Hermann Struck. The exhibition helped legitimize art as an expression of Jewish culture.[41] According to Nadine Nieszawer, "Until 1905, Jews were always plunged into their books but from the first Russian Revolution, they became emancipated, committed themselves in politics and became artists. A real Jewish cultural rebirth".[42] Individual Jews figured in the modern artistic movements of Europe— With the exception of those living in isolated Jewish communities, most Jews listed here as contributing to secular Jewish culture also participated in the cultures of the peoples they lived with and nations they lived in. In most cases, however, the work and lives of these people did not exist in two distinct cultural spheres but rather in one that incorporated elements of both.

· Bauhaus (Mordecai Ardon, László Moholy-Nagy),

· Constructivism (Boris Aronson, El Lissitzky), Cubism (Nathan Altman, Jacques Lipchitz, Louis Marcoussis, Max Weber, Ossip Zadkine[43]),

· Expressionism (Erich Kahn, Jack Levine, Jules Pascin,[43] Chaim Soutine),

· Impressionism (Max Liebermann, Leonid Pasternak, Camille Pissarro[43]),

· Orphism (Sonia Delaunay), Realism (Raphael Soyer),

· Social Realism (Leon Bibel, Ben Shahn, Raphael Soyer),

· Surrealism (Victor Brauner, Marc Chagall, Méret Oppenheim and Man Ray),

· the Vienna School of Fantastic Realism (Arik Brauer, Ernst Fuchs[43]) and Vorticism (David Bomberg, Jacob Epstein),

· as well as some not necessarily affiliated with a single movement (Balthus,[43] Eduard Bendemann, Mark Gertler, Maurycy Gottlieb, Nachum Gutman, Menashe Kadishman, Isidor Kaufmann, Moise Kisling, R. B. Kitaj, Mane-Katz, Ilya Schor, Isidor Kaufman, Michel Kikoine, Pinchus Kremegne, Lazar Krestin, Amedeo Modigliani, Elie Nadelman, Felix Nussbaum, Charlotte Salomon, Boris Schatz, George Segal, Anna Ticho, William Rothenstein)— and have been particularly prominent in the post-World War II United States and UK— Lucian Freud, Frank Auerbach, the pop artist Roy Lichtenstein, and Judy Chicago.

During the early 20th century Jews figured particularly prominently in the Montparnasse movement, and after World War II among the abstract expressionists: Helen Frankenthaler, Adolph Gottlieb, Philip Guston, Al Held, Franz Kline, Lee Krasner, Barnett Newman, Milton Resnick, Jack Tworkov, Mark Rothko, and Louis Schanker as well as the Postmodernists.[44] Many Russian Jews were prominent in the art of scenic design, particularly the aforementioned Chagall and Aronson, as well as the revolutionary Léon Bakst, who like the other two also painted. One Mexican Jewish artist was Pedro Friedeberg; it was once thought the Frida Kahlo's father was Jewish, but historians have determined that he was not. Gustav Klimt was not Jewish, but nearly all of his patrons and several of his models were. Among major artists Chagall may be the most specifically Jewish in his themes. But as art fades into graphic design, Jewish names and themes become more prominent: Leonard Baskin, Al Hirschfeld, Ben Shahn, Art Spiegelman and Saul Steinberg. And in the Golden and Silver ages of American comic books, the Jewish role was overwhelming: Joe Shuster and Jerry Siegel, creators of Superman, were Jewish, as were Bob Kane (né Robert Cohen), Will Eisner, Martin Goodman, Joe Simon, Jack Kirby, and Stan Lee of Marvel Comics; and William Gaines and Harvey Kurtzman, founders of Mad, to name only a small sample. Many of those involved in the later ages of comics are also Jewish, such as Julius Schwartz, Jenette Kahn, Len Wein, Peter David, Neil Gaiman, and Brian Michael Bendis.

Jews have also played a very important role in photography; some notable figures are Andre Kertesz, Robert Frank, Garry Winogrand, Cindy Sherman, and Steve Lehman.[45]
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