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Abstract
This article tracks the presence, influence of and development of drawing as a creative practice in Higher Education, Art and Design at Central Saint Martins (CSM) University of the Arts London (UAL) since 1896. Connecting to both a historical and contemporary discourse on the practice of drawing within this institution, the article explores the educational role that drawing has played in the fine and applied arts (in particular, graphic communication design) and its present state of evolution as an embodied practice within an expanded field that is intrinsically and fundamentally linked to the creative process and final creative outcome. Also cited are notable academics, creative practitioners and critical theorists who have made it their goal to open up the practice of drawing as a democratic space for all to participate in, and one can observe this territory through three distinctive, although interlinked, lenses: categorization, process and outcome. 
Introduction
In 1896, The London Council established The Central School of Arts & Crafts, its name directly bearing the wider influence of the Arts and Crafts movement led by William Morris and John Ruskin. After a brief period housed in Morley Hall, London, in 1908 it moved to purpose-built premises in Southampton Row. In the same year, the Royal Female School of Art was merged into the school. In 1966, the school was renamed the Central School of Art, and in 1986, under the London Institute (an umbrella organization for the main London art colleges), it became Central Saint Martins (CSM) College of Art & Design. It now exists under the same name, as part of the relatively new ‘University of the Arts London’.
William Lethaby was the first joint ‘principal’ and architect of the building in Southampton Row, Holborn. He designed the new building with drawing in mind, including a central staircase leading from the foyer, built to exaggerate the effects of perspective as it receded from the students who would be drawing it. He also designed the building in relation to a philosophy of housing both design and manufacture in one place, of ‘thinking and making’ in a cyclical, mutually-enriching combination. The curriculum to deliver this ethos contained a central foundational element – instructional, observational drawing for every undergraduate. In essence, this meant life drawing for all, delivered by the fine art department, irrespective of their specific area of study in the fine or applied arts.
Although this foundational focus on drawing remained in place at the school for over 50 years, in 1960, a government-commissioned review of UK art school provision called The Coldstream Report  challenged the pan-course provision for instructional, observational drawing. Bearing the philosophy of the Bauhaus School in 1930’s Germany, the report implied that this type of drawing was hamstringing applied arts courses in figurative-centric rigidity. As Judy Willcocks states, curator of the recent exhibition at CSM titled: A Century of Drawing the Body: 
“For centuries, the Life Class was the main stay of art education – even for artists and designers who had no intention of building a career depicting figures. But the elevated status of life drawing didn’t survive the educational reforms of the 1960’s. By the end of the twentieth century life drawing had come to be seen as an anachronism, synonymous with an old fashioned, skills-based approach to art education that art schools were trying to escape.”
Willcocks 2019.
So, with the advent of the ‘abstract’ in the creative field, and with a fresh focus on form, geometry and structure, the report questioned how one could generate a new and wholly assessable applied arts curriculum that could strip out observational, realism-oriented drawing and replace it with a broader, more elemental group of study areas such as colour theory and composition. William Johnstone, the then principal of The Central School of Arts & Crafts, willingly embraced this Bauhaus-influenced focus on ‘basic design principles’ (Gropius etc.), which essentially led to the contemporary foundation diploma in art and design.
The CSM foundation diploma continues to this day, preparing students with a one-year, diagnostic, exploration of the fine and applied arts, before choosing such degree-level subjects as fine art, fashion, product design, textile design, architecture, ceramics, jewellery design, photography and graphic communication design. The last area, of graphic communication design, is the particular educational focus of this dialogue.
In more recent years, an additional voice of dissent on the subject of drawing in higher education (HE) is that of Jamie Hobson, now retired, although previously a graphics programme leader at London College of Communication, University of the Arts, London (UAL). In two consecutive articles for Eye Magazine (a typographic journal), in 1997, and in 2007, Hobson publicly challenged the importance of drawing within HE graphic design courses. In his first article, titled ‘The end of the line’ (1997), he proposed the idea of the absurdity of the connection between a student applying for a creative course in design at HE level and the notion of them providing evidence of their artistic rendition of a green pepper as a passport of currency to access the aforementioned course. As Hobson writes:
“These portfolios are assumed to reflect the conceptual capacity of their owners, but the success, or otherwise, of the work is more often than not based on its conformity to a specific aesthetic or style, with self-expression being the main criterion. We are tempted to assume that the applicant has the capacity to be a designer because of his or her stunning skill in drawing a green pepper.”
Hobson (1997)
This clearly echoes the rationale of The Coldstream Report, and one can see the humour in Hobson’s commentary and comparison. But one can also see that he is making a very serious point – could there actually (and contrary to implicitly held, historic beliefs) be no relationship at all between the language and practice of drawing and the skills, both cognitive and physical, needed to become a fully functioning designer within the applied arts? In Hobson’s second article for Eye Magazine, a decade later and titled ‘Another way to draw the line’ (2007), he revisited his previous ‘contentious’ remarks (his description) and again concluded that drawing skills should not be looked for, nor critically assessed, in an HE art and design applicant’s portfolio. Instead, Hobson favoured a focus on ‘information architecture’, presumably objective and rational in nature, rather than a focus on the ‘artefact’, which could be viewed as subjective and emotional.
From both articles, one can summarize Hobson’s key arguments into three areas: (1) Drawing should not be so highly valued, and with such high expectations of skill level, at HE art and design entry points. (2) That drawing skills in an applicant’s portfolio (or lack of) can be used as a prohibitive tool to exclude worthy applicants from HE design courses. (3) That at best, the practice and language of drawing has a highly tenuous relationship with the subject of, and processes surrounding, the activities of applied design.
To avoid complacency, by way of an instant dismissal of these views (and this to remain exposed to such style of critical commentary in the near future), it seems prudent to explore a series of counter-arguments. These can be connected to both a historically established and a contemporary discourse on the practice of drawing, its role within an HE context (both art and design and otherwise) and its present state of evolution as an outcome within an expanded field that is intrinsically and fundamentally linked to the creative process and final creative outcome in the applied arts. One will also see that there are notable academics, creative practitioners and critical theorists (and some operating within all three of these areas simultaneously) who have made it their goal to open up the practice of drawing as a democratic space for all to engage with. And one can observe this democratic space through three distinct, though interlinked, lenses: categorization, process and outcome.   
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