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4.1 Early Response to Fi iV d

At the beginning of the decade coverage of figurative ceramics was very
limited but then increased as press interest in studio pottery grew. In 1920
The Studio published illustrations of six ““Cheyne” figures’® and introduced
the early work of Gwendolene Parnell who would become the most
prominent modeller of the inter-war period. Whereas the break with
European pottery two hundred years previously, caused by English
industrialisation, was an important factor in studio potfery’s identity, there
was still a surviving link between the types of figurines made in factories

such as Sevres in France and Chelsea in England.

The first major article on the subject was written the following year, again in
The Studio. In The Pottery Figures of Mr. Charles Vyse 7 Bernard Rackham
compared Vyse’s work to Meissen’s 18th century allegorical Schauessen
figures, but also pointed to the Renaissance work of Bernard Palissy and
Della Robbia. As Vyse was reviving the modelled figurine, Rackham
referred to archaic ceramics in an attempt to demonstrate its longevity as a
genre. He cited the cultures of ancient Egypt and Greece, and also included
the fashionable and recently imported Tang tomb figures from China in his

overview. Keen to stress the common origins of modelling and pottery,

6 ‘Studio-Talk, “Cheyne” Figures’, The S tudio, Vol. 79, June 1920, p. 147
7 Rackham, B., ‘The Pottery Figures of Mr. Charles Vyse', The Studio, Vol. 81. May 1921, pp.
184-187.
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Rackham wrote ‘Sculpture in clay ... [began] ... with the birth of the potter’s

art itself ... the arts of the sculptor and the potter were early united’.’

The revival of the modelled figurine was simultaneous with the emergence
of studio pottery. Despite the Modernist rhetoric of studio pottery and the
Classical origins of the figurine, their grouping together was governed by a
shared classification of material and this was accepted by the press, industry
and museum world. Both types of work continued to be exhibited together
throughout the 1920s despite differences which are especially notable to the

modern eye.

Rackham claimed that deterioration in 19th century taste had affected
modelling as well as pottery. Interestingly, he pre-dated Staite Murray’s
claim that pottery provided a decorative link between painting and
sculpture; Rackham argued that the modern éoncern with ‘schemes of
interior decoration in which some kind of harmony is kept in view’” was
responsible for the revival of the modelled figure. The Pottery F igures of Mr.
Charles Vyse, a four page feature, was typical of Rackham’s writing from this
period. He was at ease with descriptive writing discussing Vyse’s biography
and the technical aspects of his work in relation to historic precedents. The
use of colour became an important issue in discussion of modelled work,
and although he did not focus on this, Rackham did comment on the

‘kaleidoscopic mingling of strong colours’ which ‘seem to answer to the

8 Rackham, 1921 p. 184.
° Rackham, 1921 p. 185.
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The trade press was still cautious in its response to modelled work at this
period as some comments on Vyse, Stabler and Harry Parr’s modelling at the
Royal Academy’s Summer Exhibition of 1923 suggest.
‘It cannot be said that there is anything new or startling in the way of
pottery at the summer exhibition ... this year — there are a few glazed
earthenware statuettes, but these offer nothing really ne_w.’15
A mixed exhibition at Chelsea Town Hall in 1924 merited an advance notice
in the Times. ‘Gwendoline Parnell, Charles Vyse, Harry Parr and Reginald
Wells’'® featured work from leading modellers and potters, but the review
was not sympathetic to the figurines: ‘there does not seem much point in
reviving a kind of pottery which is valued chiefly for its associations.”"” It
described the works of Staite Murray, Leach, Wells and Dunn however as
‘serious pots.” In a general article Some Recent London Exhibitions, The
Pottery and Glass Trade Review described the ~modellers as ‘modern Chelsea
potters.””® Frank Rutter was the only established critic who referred to the
Cheléea Town Hall exhibition in his survey of English pottery the following
year. He wrote

‘the array of delightful figures by modern artists will be an imperishable

memory .... all these modern works could, and did, hold their own
against anything which the past of Chelsea could present.’”’

“ ‘Modern Pottery’, The Pottery Gazette and Glass Trade Review, May 1, 1923, p. 824.

15 ‘Pottery at the Royal Academy’, The Pottery Gazette and Glass Trade Review, June1,1923,
p. 1000.

16 ‘Exhibition of Chelsea China’, The Times, 8 January, 1924.

7 quoted by Vincentelli, 1987, p. 78.

18 :Some Recent London Exhibitions’, The Pottery and Glass Trade Review, July 1, 1924, p. 1208.
1 Rutter, F., “Modern English Pottery and Porcelain’, Apollo, Vol. 2, No. 9, September, 1925, p.
137.
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In common with its lack of coverage of studio pottery exhibitions The
Burlington did not review exhibitions of modelled work, although in 1925
it responded to the increased interest by publishing the article ‘Some
Eighteenth Century Literary Allusions to Chelsea China’. In an apparent
attempt to raise the level of critical debate the article commented on the
contrast between ‘the exclusive reliance on literary sources’® for 18th
century sculpture and ‘the opposite defect’ for Chelsea China. This account
of historical Chelsea china quoted liberally from sources including Horace
and Sir Robert Walpole who were interested in Chelsea china. It pointedly
ignored contemporary work. The Burl ington followed this scholarly article
with a feature on the sculptor Frank Dobson written by Roger Fry in June
1925. Although well known for modelling in clay as well as working in
plaster and bronze, Dobson was, after Epstein. the most prominent sculptor
of the early 1920s and Fry championed his work. Although not specifically
referring to ceramic modelling, Fry attacked the; ‘poverty of sculpture of any
kind in England’? because of sculpture’s devotion to ‘sentimental
photography’. Applying his Formalist criteria, Fry discussed the
‘organisation of form’, ‘three-dimensional relations” and the abstract nature
of its “plastic schemes’®’. In an interesting development he praised the
‘intimate and sensual contact’ of Dobson’s sculptures in contrast to what he
described as the “cold dogmatism’ of Cubism. Having led the formal
appreciation of art the previous decade, Fry was now critical of overly

theoretical approaches which denied the artist his own sensibility.

2 Esdaile, A., ‘Some Eighteenth Century Literary Allusions to Chelsea China’, The
Burlington, Vol. XLV], No. CCLXI], Jan, 1925, p. 4.
21 Fry, R., ‘Mr Frank Dobson’s Sculpture’, The Burlington, April, 1925, p. 172.
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More recently, Charles Harrison has described the immediate post-war
period of 1919-1924 as one of ‘Hiatus'”®. Avant-garde sculpture had not
recovered from the death of Gaudier-Breszka or the ‘retrenchment’® of
Epstein into his religious phase and Henry Moore was yet to emerge as a
new force. Because of this it is perhaps arguable that a transitional phase of
sculpture combined with the emergence of studio pottery, ‘as well as wealthy

new patrons, supported the revival of figurative pottery.

In 1925 Gwendolen Parnell was president of The Guild of Potters which held
an exhibition at Colnaghi’s Galleries. P. G. Konody covered this exhibition in
The Observer as part of a larger review. Despite quoting liberally from
Rackham’s foreword to the exhibition with its view of pottery as an abstract
art freed from imitative intentions, Konody reviewed the figurative work
positively. The animal models of Stella Crofts were described as ‘admirably
modelled and coloured’® while the work of éwendolen Parnell, Ethel
Sleigh and Phyllis Simpson were complemented for their ‘piquant touch of
modernity and liveliness.” Konody felt it was important to acknowledge the
relationship between the modern figurative work and the originals from
Dresden, Sevres and Royal Copenhagen. However, Konody saw all the
studio potters included in his extensive review as part of a new movement
which was motivated by the initiative of individual artists as opposed to the

commercial concerns of industrial pottery.

2 Fry, 1925, p. 177.

B Harrison, 1994, p. 145.

2 Harrison, 1994, p. 206.

% Konody, P. G., ‘Modern English Ceramics’, The Observer, November 22, 1925.
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14.2 tter and Modelli

Frank Rutter and P. G. Konody were two of the major art critics of this
period®. Rutter also covered the Colnaghi exhibition within a general
review of four separate exhibitions and these reviews were significant in
endorsing the place of modelling within the rising discipline of studio
pottery. Like Konody, Rutter began by referring to Rackham’s foreword on
the abstract nature of pottery and discussed the modern revival of
‘individual and artistic pottery’”. He identified two main directions to this
revival, the decorative stonewares of Staite Murray, Wells and Leach and
the modelled figures of Parnell and Vyse. Whereas Konody discussed the
figurative work last, Rutter opened with Parnell, describing her as the “first
in her own line’ of modellers. Looked at from a conventional Modernist
perspective, this critical admiration for Parnell is difficult to reconcile with
Rutter’s avant-garde interests. His organisati(;n of the Allied Artist’s
Assofiation which showed Kandinsky for the first time in Britain and his
defence of Post-Impressionist painters as ‘pictorial anarchists’”® seems
incompatible with his appreciation of Parnell’s modelling. However,
Rutter’s critical interests were broad and ranged from supporting the New
English Art Club and the Design Industries Association. He used descriptive
terms such as ‘exquisite little statuettes’ and “dainty little eighteenth century

maiden in a mob hat’ without irony. Rutter expressed admiration for the

expressive modelling and technical refinement of Parnell’s work. He found

% Greutzner Robins , 1997, p. 32.
7 Rutter, F., ‘Modern English Pottery’, The Christian Science Monitor, December 14, 1925.
B Rutter, F., Revolution in Art, London, Art New Press, 1910, p. 53.
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a vitality in her figurines which was ‘expressive in gesture and
countenance’ and had a ‘keen sense of character’. Acknowledging the ‘fame
of the original Chelsea Figure’, Rutter appreciated Parnell’s animated
narratives. He analysed how

‘the wealth of gay-coloured detail is organised into unity to enrich the

presentment of a single figure which itself is perfectly expressive of life

and movement.’
Rutter also complemented Crofts for displaying ‘a real knowledge of animal
form and a charming taste’ and described Vyse’s figures as attractive.
Modelled work was popular and commanded high prices. In her
unpublished thesis, Rachel Gotlieb discussed the range of prices for
industrial and studio pottery at the British Institute of Industrial Art fair of
1923. The most expensive industrial pottery was Moorcroft priced at up to
£18, while Leach’s work ranged between £2 and £12, Staite Murray’s was
between £5.10s and £29. Parnell’s work was by far the most expensive
ranging between £15 and £52. Rutter was the first critic to acknowledge the
market for Parnell’s figures, revealing she had made “porcelain-portraiture a
vogue in London society.”” Discussion of individual collectors in reviews
or features on studio pottery was rare, but it seemed to be a more common
theme in writing about modelled work. Critics emphasised the popularity
of modelled work within the higher levels of English society and this was
perhaps the key to its success. In a later feature in Apollo Mrs Steuart

Erskine confirmed the social status of Parnell’s clients by disclosing that she

¥ Rutter, 1925.
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had produced a portrait of ‘Mrs Theodore Roosevelt, junior’®. The
popularity of Parnell’s work in the highest sections of London society may
explain its high prices, but it is unlikely that this accounts for its high critical
standing with Rutter. In his 1925 survey Modern English Pottery® he wrote
extensively about the modelled work of Parnell and Harry Parr in the
context of the role of domestic sculpture.

‘For years I have been concerned at our general neglect of one of the

oldest, noblest and most enduring of the arts. There can be no health

either in ourselves nor is the art that has not part in our ordinary

everyday life. To me a home without one piece of sculpture is as

incomplete as would be a home without pictures, without music,

without books. ... I have repeatedly urged sculptors of my acquaintance

to devote some of their time to the production of figurines and small

: 732

pieces.
Although Rutter claimed that James Pryde was the forerunner of the
modern revival, he described Parnell as ‘the popularizer—of the “Porcelain
Lady”’®. Rutter described how Parnell started modelling in resporise to
visiting an ‘“Enemy Product Exhibition”” in 1914 *which encouraged ‘the
patriotic to capture the enemy’s trade’ and how her first work was bought by
the Queen. He suggested that she was at her best when “depicting dainty
“rogues in porcelain™’, writing that she displayed an ‘amazing fertility of
invention, but a shrewd and wittily penetrating power of characterization.”®

After mentioning Crofts, Wells and Vyse in passing, Rutter devoted a

substantial section to Harry Parr, a modeller virtually ignored by the press

% Erskine, S., ‘Gwendolen Parnell and Her Chelsea Cheyne Figures’, Apollo, Vol. IX, No. 50,
February 1929, p. 105.

31 Rutter, F., ‘Modern English Pottery and Porcelain’, Apollo, Vol. 2, No. 9, September, 1925.
2 Rutter, “‘Modern English Pottery and Porcelain’, 1925, p. 136.

3 Rutter, ‘Modern English Pottery and Porcelain’, 1925, p. 137.
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views on studio pottery but singled out Gwendolen Parnell and Staite

Murray.*®

It is not surprising that Parnell’s work appealed to Forsyth, given that his
was a manufacturing background and he was familiar with the production
of figurines. He may have selected Parnell and Staite Murray to represent
the opposite extremes of studio pottery, but it is without doubt that the
elevation of Parnell above Leach and Wells challenges common beliefs
about the 1920s. Forsyth’s appreciation of Parnell’s work was consistent with
other writers and he commented on ‘its lightness and frivolity’® and ‘the
grace and movement of her figures’. Her debt to original Chelsea figurines
was acknowledged but Forsyth regarded Parnell’s work as ‘wholly devoid of

their insipidity’ and complemented her for the work’s sense of humour.

Charles Marriot was slow to acknowledge the ffgurative revival but finally
discussed the work when some was displayed at a British Institute of
Industrial Art? exhibition at the V & A in 1927. Marriot regarded Parnell’s
work as inferior to the Chelsea originals but nevertheless described it as
‘witty and imaginative’*!. Crofts” work was desén'bed as ‘admirable’. Marriot
only mentioned the figurative work at the end of his review and concluded

by discussing the relationship between studio pottery and industry.

% Forsyth, 1925, p. 134.

% Forsyth, 1925, p. 134.

© The British Institute of Industrial Art was established by the Government in 1920 and
ended in 1929, Harrod, 1999, p.112.

41 Marriot, C., ‘British Pottery’, The Times, September 30, 1927.
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Coverage of modelled work ranged across all levels of the press and in 1928
The Arts and Crafts published the article Pottery Animals*. This general
homily to animal sculpture (exhibits included the ‘Sphinx’ and the
‘Parthenon’) featured Crofts’ work but added little critical commentary. Art
Weekly also reviewed a mixed exhibition of studio pottery and modelled
work at Colnaghi’s Galleries in 1928. Parnell was discussed before the other
potters (including Leach) as, the author maintained, she ‘merits special
attention’®. The review focused entirely on the use of colour in Parnell’s
work, and seems to be based on her own account of her aims. While the
importance of colour in modelled work was discussed by Rackham in 1921,
the emphasis in this review can only reflect the emphasis Parnell placed
upon it herself.
‘It is important to remember that Miss Parnell is in no way a sculptor.
Her preoccupation is with colour as much as form, and this emphasis
on colour places her work and the work of other artists of her kind in a
class apart. An eminent critic writes : “Colour in a large piece of work
we detest, but in a small one it is very desirable.” ...Though the figures
in which she has not made use of colour are exquisite, those in which
colours are used are more satisfying and seem more fully to realise the
artist’s own conception.*
This emphasis on colour is difficult to explain; it suddenly became a feature
of writing in 1929. Marriot also acknowledged this interest writing ‘she is
now concentrating upon a limited range of colours’® while the feature on

Parnell in Apollo opened with a quote from Rutter which reinforced this

interest.

2 parkes, K., ‘Pottery Animals’, The Arts and Crafts, April, 1928, pp. 33-34,
43 “Modern Pottery’, Art Weekly, December 6, 1928.

“ Art Weekly, December 6, 1928.

45 Marriot, C., ‘Present-Day Potters, The Times, November 30, 1929.
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Chapter 15

Studio Pottery and Industry

While the notion of studio pottery as a pure craft in simple opposition to the
machine was losing critical currency during the 1920s, discussion of the
nature of its relationship with industry grew. The ceramic industry was
moving towards a more modern sensibility, with purer form and decoration
replacing the ‘riotous abuse’’ which had come to be associated with 19th
century ceramics. The formation of the Design and Industries Association
in 1915 was integral to these new developments and it declared its aims as

‘to found a DESIGN & INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION which shall aim

at closer coniact between the branches of production and distribution ...
We ought to obtain far greater results from our own originality and
initiative than we have done in the past. We must learn to see the
value of our own ideas before they are reflected back on us from the
Continent.”
The D. L. A. was launched with a German industrial exhibition; its
committee included Ambrose Heal and Harold Stabler from what is now
known as Poole Pottery. The Athenaeum wrote "We welcome the DIA
because of its sanity and the sweep of its operations’.? The following year The
Athenaeum published an article detailing its aims further.

“to harmonise right design and manufacturing efficiency, accepting
the machine in its proper piace ... as a device to be guided and

1 Rackham, B., Domestic Pottery of the Past, p. 10.

2 M cnimond Cona 1l Tlsiian Fatiaon o€ tha Thoaots oy O Yued.imtaion Acommiatiomen? oontad Pl s. T
X lUlJUDﬂl 101 Uit 'uuiluauull v uic Ucbléll O LI UDITO NAdduviauvll, HUU(C\.{ LIUIIuci, N,

‘Nothing Need be Ugly’, London, Design & Industries Association, 1985, p. 1.

3 Phimmer 1085 n 1
Plummer, 1283, p. 1.
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controlled, not merely boycotted, by those interested in the
production of worthier and more beautiful things.” '

As the growth and critical approval of studio pottery increased, the press
and journals asked how studio pottery could assist this revolution. The
International Exhibition of Modern Decorative and Industrial Arts in Paris
in 1925 threw such issues into sharp focus. Gordon Forsyth wrote his report
on the British Pavilion for The Department of Overseas Trade where both
factory ware and the new studio pottery had been shown. The section in the
report on ‘British Studio Potters’® briefly described recent developments and
raised the issue of cross fertilisation with industry.

Studio Pottery is in its infancy in England. . It is yet lacking in
virility and it is inclined to be affected or to err on the “pretty-pretty”
Pottery has always exercised a great fascination for many of our
greatest English artists, both sculptors and painters, anditisa
thousand pities, as far as English Pottery is concerned, that this
peculiar fascination is not translated into practical application of their
great talent. It is sincerely hoped that manufactures and artists will
come together and thus produce for England pottery which will be
unsurpassed in the whole history of ceramics. This is a possibility
which might easily reach fruition in the near future.”®
One of the first English critics to respond to the Paris 1925 exhibition was
Frank Rutter who published a seven page article in Apollo, "Modern English

Pottery and Porcelain’” An associate of Fry and Bell from the early 1910s,

Rutter was a early supporter of Post Impressionist theory. He singled out the

4 The Athenaeum, No 4611, Nov., 1916, p. 557.

5 The choice of title ‘British Studio Potters’ for this section of the report was indicative of the
growing and widespread use of ‘studio pottery’ as a generic term.

6 ‘Reports on the Present Position and Tendencies of the Industrial Arts as indicated at the
International Exhibition of Modern Decorative and Industrial Arts’, Paris, 1925, Dept. of
Owverseas Trade, 1927.

"Modern English Pottery and Porcelain, Frank Rutter, Apollo, Vol. 2, No 9, Sept. 1925.






294

produce functional work. It is tempting to attribute this article to Frank
Rutter as it was credited to ‘F.S. R.’. The author wrote a review of four
studio pottery exhibitions in London entitled ‘In Quest of a Teapot’ which
included a thinly veiled attack on Leach’s work. In what was more of a
satirical sketch on the inability of studio pottery to produce competent
utilitarian work rather than a review, the author described his forlorn
search for an efficient studio pottery teapot.

‘We have been suffering from a teapot with a defective spout. Itis

most versatile and will shed its contents anywherte besides into a cup.

It was bought at a small pottery in the west country. We were

attracted by a pleasantly mottled colour and the fact that the maker

incises his name on every piece, with the place of origin. This, we

thought, should be a guarantee of general excellence, and we still

think it should.”*?
Unable to find a teapot made by Staite Murray or Wells, the author parodied
the musical analogies recently made by Rutter when describing Staite
Murray’s work. ‘Now, we are just ordinary quiet i)eople, and do not want a
teapot that booms in organ tones or pizzicatos, or flutes. We do not care for
music at our meals.” Of Wells he wrote ‘here again my teapot with the
impeccable spout eludes me.” The author finally found a teapot in an
exhibition of Alfred and Louise Powell’s work. As Forsyth’s report for the
Department of Overseas Trade stated, their work was ‘not, in the strictest
sense of the term, “studio” pottery, as their productions are made by Messrs.

Josiah Wedgwood & Sons’'®. Nevertheless he praised the Powells and

devoted a substantial part of the studio pottery section to their work. For the

URyutter, Modern English Pottery and Porcelain, 1925, p. 134.
2E g R., ‘In Quest of a Teapot’, Birmingham Post, December 9, 1925.
B Dept of Overseas Trade, p.134.
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first time in the two and a half years since Hamada's initial exhibition,
studio pottery was being examined in relation to industrial pottery, and was
found wanting both artistically and practically. The honeymoon period for
studio pottery was over, and the door to future, very public, criticism by

Functionalist critics of the 1930s such as Geoffrey Grigson was opened.

One of the most vocal defenders of studio pottery during the 1920s was John
Adams, of Carter, Stabler and Adams, an unusually imaginative English
company which had collaborated with Omega in the manufacture of dinner
ware, cast from Fry’s thrown models. Adams felt that ‘An adequate account
of English nineteenth and early twentieth-century pottery has still to be
written.”™* Concurring with the general view that the 19th century was
responsible for ‘some of the most atrocious ceramic design the world has
ever seen’ Adams saw the studio potter’s independence as a strength. “They
react on the general situation from the outside’ anguing ‘there need be not
antagoﬁism between hand-work and machine work. They function for
different ends.” Discussing the price differential between industrial and
studio pottery, Adams stated the studio potter ‘abhors mass production’ and
acknowledged that ‘It is inevitable that the middle and lower-classes must
continue to yearn in vain for the fine things of the studio potters.” Unlike
Rutter, who could not see a productive exchange between the two
disciplines, Adams saw the studio potter as crucial to industry and argued
for the artist’s involvement. He predicted that, if studio pottery declined,

industry would develop a ‘machine aesthetic’.

1 A dams, ]., ‘Modern British Pottery’, The Architectural Review,. LIX, Jan-July 1926, p. 190.
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This absolute endorsement of the creative freedom of studio pottery was
typical of Marriot's support at the time, some four years after his first review
of Hamada’s second exhibition at Paterson’s Gallery in 1923. His approval
and elevation of studio pottery to the level of pure science or scholarship
was matched by his claim that Staite Murray was one of Europe’s greatest
individual artists. A year later, Marriot was expressing doubt over the
‘museum attitude’ of studio potters and complaining of ‘an unsatisfactory
situation’ between potters and industry. The source of this doubt and its
effect on what had appeared to be an unshakeable conviction was not
criticism from industry itself, nor the growing band of advocates of the
machine aesthetic or the next phase of Modernism. As far as Marriot was
concerned, it was a self inflicted wound from within the field of studio

pottery (see Chapter 10).

‘As has already been suggested, doubts about studio pottery were sown in

Marriot’s mind by Bernard Leach’s essay A Potter’s Outlook, written the year

after Marriot's review of the Victoria and Albert Museum exhibition of

industrial art. Following Leach’s bleak portrayal of studio pottery Marriot

wrote of a Leach exhibition in the same year
‘it must be evident that a stage has been reached for some better
adjustment between private and factory production. On the one hand
we have an increasing number of artist-craftsmen ... producing wares
of high artistic quality at prohibitive prices and on the other hand
factories turning out inexpensive wares of generally good technical
quality’.

Other critics as well as Marriot began to question the artistic validity of

studio pottery and started to regard it as a commercial concern. The growing
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utilitarian nature of studio pottery itself, not the industrial might of Stoke
on Trent, was to be a factor in sowing the seeds of its undoing within the
same decade of its inception. As the divide between Leach and Staite
Murray increased throughout the 1930s and industry modernised further,
the relationship between the two potters would be thrown into sharper

focus.

15.1 _ Rural Industries

Debates about the relationship between hand-made pottery and industry
were not simply focused on the industrial heartland of Stoke-on-Trent but
also extended to work made in the rural environment. As the 1920s
progressed, pottery making in England diversified, and while studio pottery
and industrial manufacture marked the extremes of its production, the
middle ground expanded to further complicate the emerging identity of the
new studio pottery. The establishment of the Ashtead Pottery in the early
1920s meant that hand made’ pottery was no longer the exclusive domain of
studio potters. Its foundation was part of a wider inter-war trend in social
engineering and paralleled the establishment of the Rural Industries Bureau
in 1921, described by Harrod as an attempt ‘to alleviate unemployment and
poverty in the countryside’.”> Ashtead was a philanthropic enterprise
established by Sir Lawrence and Lady Weaver to employ 40 disabled ex-
servicemen in the production of hand-made pottery. The Times published

an article on Ashtead’s pottery in 1925 but the anonymous correspondent’s

B Harrod, T., ‘The Crafts in Britain in the 20th Century’, Yale, 1999, p. 173.
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interest was with the altruistic intent of the enterprise as much as the
aesthetic qualities of the work. In discussing the contribution of the ex-
servicemen The Times stated ‘More than pots are being made’.** and raised

the rhetorical question ‘what would they be to-day?... Certainly not the

interested busy, self-supporting citizens and workers that they are.’

As discussed earlier, the role of the studio potter in relationship to ceramic
industry was extensively debated during the 1920s and The Times’ article
widened the debate. The correspondent was technically informed and
referred to the ‘unpretentious sound work, with a dash of originality in it,
yet without “artiness,” cleanly designed, and finely finished?. In what
appears to be a reference to criticism of Leach and other studio potter’s
inability to make functional teapots published earlier in the year™, the
correspondent concluded his discussion of the pottery with a triumphant
claim ‘And the tea-pot! Ashtead has a tea-pot'. A; this early stage of studio
pottery Hamada, Staite Murray, Wells and Leach were presented as artists
but their place in the art world was not yet clearly defined, especially as their
work drew on traditions of utilitarian pottery. Although there were small
potteries producing utilitarian work such as Ravenscourt Pottery run by
Dora Lunn, these received little press interest. The emergence and coverage
of Ashtead Pottery challenged the unique position the early studio potters
had created for themselves. Another ‘specially contributed” article in The

Times in 1928 further highlighted the ambiguity of studio pottery’s

2 /The Potter and the Pot’, Work at Ashtead’, The Times Aug., 19, 1925.
% The Times Aug., 19, 1925.
% ‘Modern English Pottery’, The Christian Science Monitor, December 14, 1925.
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emerging position - with questions about whether it was an artistic or
commercial discipline. This lengthy article ‘Pottery Craft : Growing Industry
in Rural Areas’?, surveyed the production of hand-made pottery in England
and Wales. It was notable for a strong attack on the romanticisation of the
‘village or rural industries movement’ and specifically art or exhibition
based pottery. The anonymous writer criticised the “amateur’ potter who
made ““Art” pottery ... of the “studio” and the indiscriminate clientele who
purchased this work.

‘They will place the highest value upon some utensil that has neither

utilitarian metit nor artistic distinction, if only it happened to have

been reproduced in sufficiently picturesque surroundings. ... Let the

article be crude and useless, but let it have been fashioned in curious

circumstances or in a ramshackle workshop ten miles from a railway

station and they will treasure it'.
‘Good pottery in various styles’ was listed and unusually included
traditional pottery along with studio pottery, Guilds and philanthropic
enterprises. Given the attack on exhibition pottery it was surprising that
Staite Murray and Bernard Leach were included, although they were
referred to as ‘artistic potters’. The article was notable for an early mention
of Michael Cardew’s Winchcombe Pottery, and it then went on to discuss the
Potters Art Guild in Guildford, Duxhurst Village Pottery in Surrey, Dicker
Pottery in Hailsham, Braunton Pottery in Devon, Silchester in Hampshire,
Ewohny and Rumney in Wales along with Ashtead Pottery. Such listing of
potteries was unusual for two reasons. Firstly, it bracketed the new studio

potteries at Winchombe and St Ives with the remaining country potteries,

an area pointedly ignored by the new studio potters who were happy to re-

7 ‘pottery Craft, Growing Industry in Rural Areas’, The Times, Oct. 1, 1928.
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