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Those of you looking forward to the witty, erudite, and
sometimes ominous essays by Athanor’s founding father,
François Bucher, which normally fill this space will shortly learn
that your thirst will not be slaked today. Rather, we mark a
pause in time to say to all those associated with Athanor over
the years, “A job well done!”

I remember as if it were yesterday the first few discussions
held in faculty meetings of the Department of Art History re-
garding whether or not we should create Athanor, whether or
not it would serve graduate students well, whether or not the
slide would be worth the climb. That was back in 1980. A cer-
tain inertia had set in after the first presentation by Dr. Bucher.
We all like “idea men” of course, but after the meal was an-
nounced, would he be there to help with the dishes? Year after
year he brought his towel and rubbed the dishes clean.

If the XVth edition of Athanor had not already been dedi-
cated to him, I’d offer this copy to that end. Ever since I met him
as one of my first college professors (I’ll give you a moment to
digest that), up to the present day, I have been struck by his
generosity of spirit and the childlike quality of mind that never
fails to open itself to every worthwhile idea and sponge up its
juices.

For all his longevity in the School of Visual Arts and Dance
at Florida State, François has been here but a few years when
viewed against the rich tradition and lengthy history of the
School. Yes, 1998 marks 25 years! While that may not equate
precisely with Oxford or even Yale, our traditions are building.
Athanor is a journal designed to give graduate students a fo-
rum for their research not only because they need one but
because the quality of their ideas deserves it. It has flourished
under the stewardship of the SVAD as a reflection of that spirit
of openness and inquiry which imbues its founder and charac-
terizes every department of the School.

In 1966 when the mother of Art History at Florida State, Dr.
Gulnar Bosch, fresh from her pioneering effort of establishing
the department’s Ph.D. program, gave birth to the Florence
Study Center, she began a legacy of learning in Europe which
has nurtured many art and art history students, predating the
founding of the School. Her vision, like that of other artists and
art historians over the years, was added to the alchemist’s fur-
nace. So, too, were those whose labor of love kept the journal
afloat in lean years, such as Dr. Patricia Rose, and maintained
its rigorous allegiance to quality, such as the Museum Press
Editor-in-Chief, Dr. Allys Palladino-Craig, and Graphic Designer
Julienne T. Mason.

Athanor’s success also reflects a love of culture and di-
verse world views. In an earlier edition, Bucher remarked upon
the wide range of art historical investigations which “reassert
the role of art in breaking down rigid intellectual and political
barriers” and how the students through their essays “display
the search for a more widely-based interpretation of imagery. . .
Above all, they display the dedication necessary for the sur-
vival of liberated minds. . .” The student scholars, who number
over 100 authors represented by sixteen years of the journal,
were no doubt motivated in part by a love for the richness of
diverse cultures.

Twenty five years. A man once quipped that whenever he
thinks of the past, “it brings back so many memories.” It is time
to revive some old ones and create some new ones. In the
coming fall—October 2-4, 1998, to be precise—a great celebra-
tion will be held in Tallahassee. A celebration of mind and spirit,
a walk down memory lane, a time to reminisce and reflect. . .and
to appreciate our colleagues and students.

J.L. Draper, Dean
School of Visual Arts and Dance

The School of Visual Arts and Dance: 25 Years
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Hans Leinberger’s St. Castulus Cycle and the Influence of
Humanist Hagiography

Jennifer Sheffield Currie

The sculpture of Bavaria in the late fifteenth and early six-
teenth centuries continued a tradition of religious imagery that
was established in the Middle Ages. The winged retable was
most representative of this old tradition, and large, carved al-
tarpieces continued to be commissioned alongside newer reli-
gious images generated for private devotion.1 Before the Ref-
ormation and the emergence of Protestant iconoclasm, religious
art provided the economic foundation for many German sculp-
tors, and much of this art was promoted by the continuing popu-
larity of pilgrimage which was an integral part of late medieval
life.2

From 1511-1514, Hans Leinberger created one of the last
Gothic carved altars for the pilgrimage church of St. Castulus
in Moosburg (Figure 1).3 This large, three tiered structure is
located in the apse of the small, Romanesque Parish Church of
Moosburg (previously the Stiftskirche or foundation church).
Four carved relief panels illustrating the martyrdom of St.
Castulus are believed to have made up the inner portions of the
original moveable wings. However, the wings (Figures 2-5) were
removed during a renovation of the altar in 1782, and the St.
Castulus reliefs are no longer part of the main structure. Today
they are positioned at eye level on the walls of the apse, creat-
ing an impressive installation which honors St. Castulus, The
Virgin Mary, and Emperor Heinrich II in conjunction with vari-
ous other local saints and figures from the New Testament. 4

The Moosburg altarpiece is structured in a manner charac-
teristic of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century winged retables in
Germany.5 The Corpus is the main body of the altarpiece that
houses an image of the Virgin and Child flanked by a represen-
tation of St. Castulus holding his martyr’s sword and an image
of Emperor Heinrich II, a popular Bavarian saint. Figures of
Ss. John the Baptist and John the Evangelist adorn the outer
sides of the Corpus, and a sculpted image of Christ on the cross
is located amidst an interweaving of finials and tracery at the
pinnacle of the structure. Beneath the Corpus, the predella ac-
tually housed the relics of St. Castulus and has painted wings
by Hans Wertinger from 1516 with images of the church can-
ons and the Bavarian dukes who were the donors of the altar.6

The four relief panels depict the life of St. Castulus, a third
century martyr who was put to death under the reign of the
Roman Emperor Diocletian. According to his legend, St.
Castulus was Diocletian’s steward. He was discoverd maintain-
ing a Christrian cell in the imperial palace and was brought
before the Emperor who sentenced him to be tortured and killed.
His martyrdom occurred on March 26th in the year 286, and
his body was buried in the catacombs where it remained until
the ninth century when two Benedictine monks from Moosburg
acquired his relics and brought them to Bavaria.7 In the late
fifteenth century his cult experienced a revival, and pilgrims
began visiting Moosburg, an event which provided funds for

1 Hans Belting, Likeness and Presence: A History of the Image before the
Era of Art (Chicago and London: The U of Chicago P, 1994) 443-453.

2 See Jeffrey Chips Smith, German Sculpture of the Later Renaissance c.
1520-1580: Art in an Age of Uncertainty (New Jersey: Princeton UP,
1994). In the introduction as well as the first chapter of this book he
provides a survey of the artist’s role prior to the Reformation. In addi-
tion, Michael Baxandall, The Limewood Sculptors of Renaissance Ger-
many (New Haven: Yale UP, 1980) contains several chapters whch deal
with the German Renaissance sculptor’s status in society and the eco-
nomic world that surrounded him.

3 Georg Lill, Hans Leinberger, der Bildschnitzer von Landshut, Welt und
Umwelt des Künstlers (Munich: Verlag F. Bruckmann, 1942) 36-37.
The entire altarpiece is 14.40 x 4.29 m with the central body of the
structure measuring 378 x 241 cm. The dimensions of the St. Castulus
relief panels are 118 x 105 cm.

4 Claudia Behle, Hans Leinberger: Leben und Eigenart des Künstlers
Slilistische Entwicklung Rekonstruktion der Gruppen und Altäre
(Munich: Kommissionsverlag UNI-Druck, 1984) 12-29. Here Behle in-
troduces the reconstuction of the original altar which did include wings.
She also discusses the details of the 1782 renovation in depth.

5 For general information on the structure of German winged retables see
Baxandall 66-67. See also James Snyder, Northern Renaissance Art:
Painting, Sculpture, The Graphic Arts from 1350-1575 (New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., and Englewood Cliffs; New York: Harry N. Abrams,
Inc., 1985), Gert von der Osten and Horst Vey, Painting and Sculpture
in Germany and the Netherlands,1500-1600 (Baltimore: Penguin Books,
1969), and Theodore Müller, Sculpture in the Netherlands, Germany,
France, and Spain, 1400-1500 (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1966).

6 Lill 38-39.

7 For the legend of St. Castulus, see Belli Isa Barsali, “Castulo,” The
Bibliotheca Sanctorum, vol. III (Rome: Pontifica Universita Lateranese,
1963) 948-949; Joh. Bollandus, “St. Castulus, March 26, 286” Acta
Sanctorum Martii, tom. III (Antwerpiae, 1668) 612; Lill 36, 88-89; Hans
Thoma, Hans Leinberger: seine Stadt, seine Zeit, sein Werk (Regensburg:
Friedrich Pustet, 1979) 68-70. The monks of the Benedictine cloister
acquired the relics of St. Castulus while on a pilgrimage to Rome. More
than likely, the saint’s relics were stolen from the catacombs which was
a common practice during this time. For more information regarding
the theft of relics see Patrick Geary, Furta Sacra: Thefts of Relics in the
Central Middle Ages (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1978). For details on
how this trend developed within Germany see also Hans K. Schulze,
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Leinberger’s altarpiece. Due to various miracles recorded at
the shrine, St. Castulus became the patron saint of flash floods,
droughts, the disease erysipelas, and horse theft.8

At this time, many shrines were promoted by pilgrimage
which was an integral part of late medieval life, and images
were often used to emphasize the miraculous wonders of their
patron saints. It is within this setting and for this purpose that
Leinberger’s St. Castulus altarpiece was constructed; however,
the donors chose a more traditional winged retable that func-
tioned completely within the context of the liturgy and allowed
visiting pilgrims limited access to the miracle-working relics.
In addition, the sensational miracles of St. Castulus are con-
spicuously absent from the carved reliefs that were intended to
highlight the most important events of the saint’s life for the
illiterate. In most cases such reliefs described famous miracles
performed by the saint and reinforced the expectations of the
believers.

Previous scholarship on the St. Castulus cycle has recounted
the episodes of the martyrdom and dealt with the formal as-
pects of this work, primarily focusing on the intricate carving
exhibited in the reliefs.9 However, the Moosburg installation
has yet to be considered within its pilgrimage setting during the
unique Pre-Reformation era in Bavaria. My study will examine
the iconography of the St. Castulus cycle as part of a pilgrim-
age shrine, taking into consideration the Reformation rumblings
of the early sixteenth century as well as the increasing influ-
ences of Humanism. I will suggest that Leinberger’s altarpiece
is different from most saint’s shrines during this period in that
it reflects the Reformist ideals of German Humanists who sought
to change Church practices and renew the integrity of religious
devotion. Pilgrimage was often criticized by Reformers for
materialistic displays of self promotion that focused on miracles
and lead to the misguided use of images. Several Humanists
were involved in rewriting the stories of the saints, focusing on
historical accuracy and presenting good examples worthy of
proper veneration.10 When discussing the St. Castulus cycle in
this context, it can be seen as a visual Humanist narrative, re-
flecting Reform within the Catholic Church.

In each of Leinberger’s carved scenes an episode in the
life of this martyr is described, and St. Castulus is represented
as an Imitatio Christi or imitation of Christ. Leinberger has
incorporated a long tradition of Passion iconography in the
carved depictions of this early Roman martyr. The cycle begins
(Figure 2) with St. Castulus, clad in a long robe, preaching to a
group of Christian followers who kneel before him with rosa-
ries and bowed heads. These Christians are dressed in the con-
temporary clothing styles of the early sixteenth century which
are seen frequently throughout paintings, prints, and sculptures
of this period. Oftentimes pilgrims and other travelers are pic-
tured wearing this style of clothing.11 The visual evidence sug-
gests that pilgrims visiting the Moosburg shrine would have
been dressed in a manner similar to the Christians in
Leinberger’s panels, and the venerators of St. Castulus, who
made up the primary audience for these images, would have
identified with these faithful Christians. Before these reverent
figures, St. Castulus with his flowing mantle, long hair, and
beard, creates a Christlike image. He appears serene and unwa-
vering during his arrest by two armor-clad soldiers who pre-
pare to take him before the Emperor Diocletian.

These soldiers become the main actors in the cycle and
reappear in each panel dressed in a classical style of armor that
consists of carefully modeled breastplates and skirts made up
of cloth or metal. Their helmets are of particular interest in that
they are adorned with a variety of animal motifs such as wings,
scales, curling rams’ horns, and the angry faces of lions and
fantastical birds. Contemporary Bavarian soldiers did wear simi-
lar armor with helmets fashioned to look like the heads of ani-
mals, but these gruesome armors must have been fashioned by
Leinberger as references to the tormentors of Christ, who were
often depicted as ferocious animals. This motif was derived
from the 21st Psalm in which the speaker refers to lions, dogs,
and wild oxen that plague him with relentless suffering.12

The second panel of the cycle (Figure 3) depicts Castulus
before Diocletian who wears a long robe, a crown,13 and holds
a stick-like scepter. From his throne he orders the soldiers to
torture and kill the saint. The Emperor wears an angry frown

“Heiligenverehrung und Reliquienkult in Mitteldeutschland,” in
Festschrift für Friedrich von Zahn, ed. Walter Schlesinger (Cologne:
Böhlau Verlag, 1968).

8 The earliest documented Vita for St. Castulus is a Latin version from
1523 which is an unusually late date. For citation see Bibliotheca
Hagiographica Latina Antiquae et Mediae Aetatis, Novum
supplementum (Bruxelles: Société de Bollandistes, 1986) 191, listed as
Compendium seu Legendarium (Papie, 1523), sign. H.3v-H.4. See also
Analecta Bollandiana 17 (1898): 52, and Lill 288 note 3. Lill based his
information regarding St. Castulus on several German Vitae and miracle
books which were produced in 1584, 1665, 1731, 1736, 1843, and 1878.

9 Most notable are Lill; Adolf Feulner, “Hans Leinbergers Moosburger
Altar,” in Meisterwerke der Plastik Bayerns vol. 3, ed. Fritz Burger and
Adolf Feulner (Munich: Riehn and Reusch, 1923); George Habich, “Hans
Leinberger, des Meister des Moosburger Altares,” Münchner Jahrbuch
der bildenden Kunst 1 (1906): 113-135; Johannes Taubert, “Zur
Oberflächenbehandlung der Castulus-Reliefs von Hans Leinberger,” in
Werden und Wandlung: Studien zur Kunst der Donauschule (Linz, 1967);

and Hans Thoma.

10 James Michael Weiss, “Hagiography by German Humanists 1483-1516,”
The Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies 15 (1985): 299-316.

11 For information regarding the common clothing styles of the sixteenth
century, see Christopher Weiditz, Authentic Everyday Dress of the Re-
naissance: All 154 Plates from the ‘Trachtenbuch’ (New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1994); and Max Barsis, The Common Man Through
the Centuries (New York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co., 1973). See
also Albrecht Altdorfer’s print of the baggage train from the triumphal
procession of Maximilian I, 1516-18, his painting of the miraculous
well at the Church of St. Florian, c. 1516, and Michael Ostendorfer’s
woodcut depicting the pilgrimage to the Schöne Maria in Regensburg,
c. 1519-1520.

12 James H. Marrow, Passion Iconography in Northern European Art of
the Late Middle Ages and Early Renaissance: A Study of the Transfor-
mation of Sacred Metaphor into Descriptive Narrative (Kortrijk, Bel-
gium: Van Ghemmert Publishing Company, 1979) 33-43.
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while St. Castulus remains a figure of serenity in the center. His
passive stance before the Emperor is similar to that of Christ in
depictions of Christ before Pontius Pilate.

The third image (Figure 4) describes the torture of the saint.
In this scene St. Castulus is stripped bare and tied upside down
while four soldiers beat him with clubs. References to the Cru-
cifixion are evident in this scene, and it draws from other Imitatio
Christi events such as the martyrdom of St. Peter, who was
crucified upside down. Unlike the previous scenes which take
place in shallow interiors, the scene of torture is set in an out-
door courtyard where Diocletian oversees the operation from
the right hand side of the panel.

In the last relief (Figure 5), St. Castulus’ broken and abused
body is buried alive under sand and rocks by four soldiers.
Again, Diocletian looks on, but here he is a small figure in the
background standing amongst a group of sinister soldiers on a
balcony overlooking the action which takes place in the court-
yard. The busy soldiers in their fantastical uniforms go about
the task of burying St. Castulus alive with little emotion in their
facial expressions.

In Bavaria prior to the Reformation, pilgrimage was one
of the most popular and widely performed acts of worship. For
those living during the Late Middle Ages this was considered
the best solution for dealing with the difficult challenges of
life. Saints’ remains as well as other holy relics were venerated
through a variety of different cults, and pilgrims were attracted
to shrines by accounts of miracles and hopes for blessings.14

Images were very important at these sites. Oftentimes the be-
havior at these places was unruly and overly emotional as pil-
grims begged for mercy and miracles, and this custom attracted
a great deal of criticism from Reformists.

One of the most controversial pilgrimages was devoted to
the Schöne Maria and located in Regensburg. This pilgrimage
was prompted by a miracle that occurred in 1519 after the Jew-
ish community was expelled from the city. When a miracle oc-
curred during the destruction of the synagogue, it was taken as
a sign of approval and a reason to promote a pilgrimage.15 As
faithful followers reached the shrine they streamed into a
wooden chapel to view an iconic image of the Virgin Mary that
had been relocated to the site. A woodcut by Michael
Ostendorfer (Figure 6), c.1519-1520, records this event and is
a testimony to the crowds of people and the histrionics dis-
played toward the images. The faithful are shown lining up

outside the church to see the icon of the Virgin within, while
those outside surround a statue of the Schöne Maria. These
zealous pilgrims are depicted falling to the ground and implor-
ing the Virgin for her blessing. Even though neither of these
images had performed the actual miracles, the shrine was con-
sidered incomplete without them, and pilgrims saw the repre-
sentations as powerful emblems of the Virgin.

Images were also very important for grave cults which were
experiencing a renaissance at this time. The development of
the Moosburg pilgrimage was part of the trend in which older
saints’ relics were rediscovered and transferred to new elabo-
rate tombs funded by pilgrimage.16 In addition, shrines honor-
ing established saints also planned renovations intended to pro-
mote their patrons.

In 1499 the bishop of Bamberg, commissioned Tilman
Reimenschneider to carve a new stone tomb for the city’s pa-
trons, Emperor Heinrich II and his wife Empress Kunigunde.
This grand new tomb allowed pilgrims easy access to the shrine
and focused on the saints’ miracles. The effigies of the two
saints are recognizable on the top of the monument, but they
are not easily viewed due to the height of the tomb. It is the six
large reliefs that adorn the sides of the tomb that draw the most
attention.17 These panels depict the major miraculous events in
the saints’ lives such as St. Benedict curing Heinrich.

The popularity of miraculous stories can be linked with
one of the most significant elements of pilgrimage shrines.
Miracle books or saints’ Vitae were a common component of
most sites, and they were closely linked to the imagery chosen
for tombs, altars, and other visual displays. The Vita told the
story of the saint’s life; however, it was only a small compo-
nent of the miracle book whose bulk was typically made up of
lists that documented all of the miracles performed at the saint’s
shrine or during his life. These stories were often at the root of
a shrine’s popularity, and everything possible was done to high-
light these events in order to impress and attract more pilgrims.18

Efforts to bolster the cults of patron saints often resulted in
the writing of new Vitae to be displayed at the shrine, and in
several instances Humanists were chosen to carry out these
commissions. Many of these writings attempted to reform tra-
ditional hagiography by eliminating any unverifiable material.
This type of Humanist hagiography was outlined by Desidirus
Erasmus in the Hieryonymi Stridonensis Vita 19 of 1516 in which
he pointed out a number of flaws in the traditional method of

13 This unusual crown appears helmet-like in profile, but when seen from
the front it is the same crown worn by Emperor Maximilian I in numer-
ous contemporary images.

14 Philip M. Soergel, Wondrous in His Saints: Counter-Reformation Pro-
paganda in Bavaria (Berkeley: U of California P, 1993) 21-27.

15 Gerlinde Stahl, “Die Wallfahrt zur Schönen Maria,” Beitrage zur
Geschichte des Bistums Regensburg 2 (1968): 79ff; and Christopher
Wood, “Ritual and the Virgin on the Column: The Cult of the Schöne
Maria in Regensburg,” Journal of Ritual Studies 6 (1992): 87-107. See
also Soergel 52-69; Belting 453-457; and David Freedberg, The Power
of Images: Studies in the History and Theory of Response (Chicago and
London: U of Chicago P, 1989) 100-104.

16 Steven D. Sargent, “Miracle Books and Pilgrimage Shrines in Late Me-
dieval Bavaria,” Historical Reflections/Reflexions Historiques 13 (1986):
462.

17 Smith 17-18.

18 Sargeant 455-460. See also Soergel 29-36.

19 Desidirus Erasmus, Hieronymi Stridonensis Vita, in Erasmi Opuscula:
A Supplement to the Opera Omnia, ed., Wallace K. Ferguson (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhogg, 1933).
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20 Weiss 299-316. Here he provides numerous hagiographic examples by
humanists that preceded Erasmus’ Life of St. Jerome and adhered to the
standards he was later to outline.

21 See Gerald Strauss, Historian in an Age of Crisis: The Life and Work of
Johannes Aventinus, 1477-1534 (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1963).

hagiography in which the saint’s miracles took center stage.
Here, Erasmus criticized the fabrications of other hagiographers
and promoted a new standard of historical accuracy that em-
phasized the purity of the saints’ examples. This influential in-
troduction has often been singled out as an uprecedented break
with tradition; however, it has been noted that the value of these
comments lies in their expression of Humanist standards that
had been affecting hagiography for many years.20

These notions concerning historical accuracy and
hagiography were brought in close contact with the Moosburg
Altarpiece through the Humanist Johannes Aventinus, who was
employed by the Bavarian Duke Wilhelm IV as a prelate for
his two younger brothers Ludwig and Ernst and later as a chroni-
cler for Bavaria.21 It is Duke Wilhelm and his brothers who
appear on the predella wings of the Moosburg altarpiece as the
donors, and although the documentation of the original com-
mission for the altar no longer exists, it was during this time
that Aventinus was acting as tutor for Ludwig and Ernst.22 As a
Humanist, Aventinus shared a love of historical accuracy evi-
denced in his History of Altötting in 1519, and his voluminous
Bavarian Chronicle, published after his death in 1580.23 In both
of these works he took great care to present a correct account
of history much like the Humanist hagiographers, and his in-
fluence may have played an important role in the creation of
the Moosburg Altarpiece.

The popular religious practices of the Late Middle Ages
as well as the growing concerns and criticism set forth by Hu-
manists are part of the social setting in which Leinberger’s
Moosburg Altarpiece and St. Castulus reliefs were created. The
sudden revitalization of the shrine coincided with pilgrimage
revivals throughout Germany, and while Gothic winged retables
remained common throughout Bavaria, it was becoming more
unusual to see large altarpieces acting as pilgrimage shrines.
Other pilgrimage sites catered directly to pilgrims in that they
featured miracles and could be approached and touched, thereby
directly transferring blessings to the sick and frightened ven-
erators.

In response to this emphasis on miracles Erasmus and other
Humanists desired a more rational and useful role for the saints.
Rather than exalting them because of their supposed miracu-
lous powers, they wanted to refocus saints’ cults on their his-

torically accurate lives. This eradicated superstition from ven-
eration and left behind stories of holy lives cleansed of materi-
alism and set forth as virtuous Christlike examples for men to
follow.

The visual format and details of the Moosburg Altarpiece
and St. Castulus cycle exhibit these Humanist ideals. This can
be seen through the historically accurate depiction of the saint
it honors combined with its traditional presentation in the form
of an austere altar that is separated from the people. As a monu-
ment it is more difficult to approach, and it remains firmly rooted
in its sacred space in the apse of the church.

The St. Castulus relief panels clearly exhibit Humanist is-
sues of historical accuracy as they focus exclusively on the
martyrdom of St. Castulus. In none of these panels do we see
representations of miracles. St. Castulus’ proud willingness to
profess his faith results in a holy figure whose life was worthy
of imitation. Throughout the story of St. Castulus, the empha-
sis on his Christlike holiness and sacrifice is made quite clear.
Here, St. Castulus mirrors Christ, and there is no mistaking the
type of veneration the altar reliefs were intended to inspire.
The good Christian followers pictured before St. Castulus do
not beg for miracles and prostrate themselves before him; rather,
they kneel reverently in a sober manner as they clutch rosaries
and bow their heads to this holy man. His persona is respect-
fully honored in the image, not exploited in an irreverent frenzy.
Just as the donors on the wings of the predella kneel in venera-
tion, so do the good Christian followers in the scenes of St.
Castulus’ life.

The format of the shrine reflects a desire to maintain con-
trol over pilgrimage veneration and to maintain a sacred atmo-
sphere, to promote quiet contemplation on living a better life
rather than a materialistic scramble in search of magical cures.
The Moosburg installation presents itself in the light of Hu-
manistic reform. As a whole it retains its hierarchical role within
the spiritual realm of the Church, and the St. Castulus reliefs
exhibit the ideals of Humanist hagiographers who sought to
represent the saints as the virtuous examples they were intended
to be.

Florida State University

22 Lill 39-40.

23 Strauss 69-71.
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Figure 1. Hans Leinberger, high altar, 1511-1514. Moosburg, former
Stiftskirche.

Figure 2. Hans Leinberger, The Arrest of St. Castulus,
limewood relief, 1513/1514. Moosburg, former Stiftskirche.
(Bayerisches Landesamt für Denkmalpflege, Munich)
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Figure 3. Hans Leinberger, St. Castulus Before Diocletian,
limewood relief, 1513/1514. Moosburg, former Stiftskirche.
(Bayerisches Landesamt für Denkmalpflege, Munich)

Figure 4. Hans Leinberger, The Torture of St. Castulus,
limewood relief, 1513/1514. Moosburg, former Stiftskirche.
(Bayerisches Landesamt für Denkmalpflege, Munich)
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Figure 5. Hans Leinberger, The Burial of St. Castulus,
limewood relief, 1513/1514. Moosburg, former Stiftskirche.
(Bayerisches Landesamt für Denkmalpflege, Munich)

Figure 6. Michael Ostendorfer, Pilgrimage to the Church of the Schöne Maria in
Regensburg, woodcut, 1519-1520. Veste Coburg. (Warburg Institute)





A Biography Written in Stone:
Baccio Bandinelli’s Tomb Monument in SS. Annunziata, Florence

Tiffanie Townsend

During the sixteenth century, a number of texts were penned
by and about artists. The most famous of these is, of course,
Giorgio Vasari’s Vite de più eccellenti pittori, scultori, ed
architettori, but this category also includes biographies of single
artists, autobiographies, and memoirs. It is essential to acknowl-
edge the sometimes quite calculated intentions of the authors
of such literature. Although ostensibly factual, these accounts
are frequently composed of myths and propaganda. A certain
amount of caution must be employed in consulting these sources,
since with these often illuminating narratives come many mis-
understandings. One of the most fascinating instances of a work
distorted by prejudiced reportage is the tomb monument of the
sixteenth-century Florentine sculptor, Baccio Bandinelli (Fig-
ure 1). Baccio himself discusses plans for his tomb in his
Memoriale, written between 1552 and 1559.1 In Benvenuto
Cellini’s Autobiography, amid a scathing, mudslinging tale
about Bandinelli’s wicked nature and flawed works of art, the
work does not escape the author’s caustic evaluation.2 In the
“Life of Baccio Bandinelli,” the tomb operates as an emblem
of Giorgio’s Vasari’s carefully constructed portrait of the art-
ist.3 His chronological review of Bandinelli’s works implies a
factual presentation, but his tale is a deliberately moralizing

parable with the events surrounding the production of the tomb
as its climax. For each of these writers, the tomb appears to
have been a sort of signifier of Bandinelli, as well as an index
of his worth as an artist and as a man.

Located in the church of Santissima Annunziata, Florence,4
the extant monument consists of an inscribed marble sarcopha-
gus with a projecting altar table that rests on two spindle-like
supports. Two relief portraits, invisible to the spectator, are
carved in the rear of this basement structure: a profile portrait
of Baccio and one of his wife, Jacopa Doni. Above the sar-
cophagus, two skulls flank a rectangular box. At the front, coats
of arms5 decorate the two corners, and a third surmounts a gar-
land gathered by banderoles. Carved on either side are two
nearly identical reliefs depicting a falcon clutching a ring in
one talon and a branch in the other.6 This central block, in turn,
acts as the base for a freestanding group of the pietà. The in-
struments of Christ’s passion appear before the figures on a
rocky ground. Stretching across the full length of this platform,
Christ’s monumental lifeless body is held up, not by the Ma-
donna, but by a single male figure. The figure, identified as
either Nicodemus or Joseph of Arimathea,7 is considerably
smaller than Christ.8 His bearded face, lifted above that of the

I would like to acknowledge my professors Shelley E. Zuraw and An-
drew Ladis for their patience, encouragement, and tireless help with this
essay and with all things. My thanks also to the Lamar Dodd School of
Art for their help in funding this endeavor.

1 Arduino Colasanti, “Il Memoriale di Baccio Bandinelli,” Repertorium
für Kunstwissenschaft XXVIII, 407-443.

2 Benvenuto Cellini, The Autobiography of Benvenuto Cellini, trans.
George Bull (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1956).

3 Giorgio Vasari, Le vite de più eccellenti pittori, scultori, ed architettori,
ed. Gaetano Milanesi (Firenze: G. C. Sansoni, 1906), 6:133-195.

4 The tomb was installed in the chapel formerly owned by the Pazzi fam-
ily according to Vasari, Milanesi 6:189 and Bandinelli himself, Colasanti
443. Johann Wilhelm Gaye, Carteggio inedito d’artisti dei secoli XIV,
XV, XVI, vol. III (Turin: Bottega d’Erasmo, 1968) includes a letter from
Lelio Torelli to Cosimo I, dated 28 February 1559, in which he asks that
Bandinelli’s request that the Annunziata chapel dedicated to the Virgin
be reconsidered as a chapel for the Bandinelli. To further support this
request, Torelli emphasizes the inappropriateness of the existing tomb
for its church setting, pointing out that it was a memorial to a soldier
who had perished in a duel, 14.

5 These arms are a variation on that of the Order of the Knights of St.
James. In his painted self-portrait in the Isabella Stewart Gardner Mu-

seum, he wears this insignia on a chain around his neck. This badge was
bestowed on Bandinelli in 1529 by the Emperor Charles V, Philip Hendy,
European and American Paintings in the Isabella Stewart Gardner Mu-
seum (Boston: Trustees of the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum, 1974)
12-13.

6 The falcon and ring are commonly considered imprese of Piero
de’Medici, but were described as Cosimo’s devices in Vasari’s account
of Foppa’s decoration of the Banco Mediceo, Milanesi 2:447-49. For a
full description of the motif’s use, see John T. Paoletti, “The Banco
Mediceo in Milan: urban politics and family power,” The Journal of
Medieval and Renaissance Studies 24.2 (Spring 1994) 199-238.

7 Although Vasari describes the figure as Nicodemus, the man represented
could be Joseph of Arimathea, also present in many of these scenes.
Valentiner 260, accepts this identification. As Joseph of Arimathea, the
reading actually takes on an even more pious interpretation, since he
donated his own tomb for Christ’s interment. For a discussion of these
questions of identity and their meanings, see Wolfgang Stechow, “Jo-
seph of Arimathea or Nicodemus?” Studien zür toskanischen Kunst:
Festschrift für Ludwig Heinrich Heydenreich ed. W. Lotz and L. Möller
(München: Prestel-Verlag, 1964) 289-302.

8 Although it is not apparent in photographs, when standing before the
monument, one is struck by the distinct, almost hieratic size discrep-
ancy between the Joseph / Nicodemus figure and Christ.
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Savior in a direct appeal to the viewer, is recognizable as a
portrait of Bandinelli himself. Inscribed on a small marble block
is both the artist’s name and the titular subject of the tomb:
“The Divine Pietà: Here Baccio Bandinelli made his tomb.”9

The sculpture is a striking image in its own right. The
marble is beautifully finished. The body of Christ is elegantly
displayed with languid beauty and remarkable grace in the de-
piction of his wrists and hands. The attention to anatomy and
torsion heightens Christ’s very physical presence. Bandinelli’s
virtuosity is shown in his careful attention to details and his
ability to support the massive figures which project freely from
the block. Yet most of the modern critical attention has focused
on the similarities of the subject matter with the more famous
Florentine Pietà produced by Michelangelo, also intended for
the artist’s tomb.10 The conflicts and frustrations of
Michelangelo’s late career are embodied in this unfinished,
damaged, and eventually abandoned work of personal piety, so
visually dissimilar to Baccio’s meticulously finished sculpture.
Crowning the whole is a shrouded image of Nicodemus or Jo-
seph of Arimathea, whose features have been identified as both
a physical and spiritual self-portrait. Michelangelo’s preference
for the transforming portrait—most famously his self-identifi-
cation with David11 and with the skin held by St. Bartholomew
on the Sistine Chapel altar wall12—is here adopted by Baccio,
who even represents himself in a similar guise.

Unlike Michelangelo, who never produced a direct self-
portrait, Baccio reproduced his likeness in profusion, in en-
gravings, paintings and sculptures. Most have features which
are remarkably similar to the visage in the Pietà. These may be
seen as further documentation of the artist’s self-image; he de-
picts himself grandly as the ideal teacher in his studio,13 as the
perfect courtier,14 or as the heroic, almost Herculean sage.15

Especially in his bearded, profile relief portraits, the bust-length

format and the “antique” dress reveal his attempt to portray
something more than just his likeness. These elements proclaim
the artist’s wish to be seen in a classical mode, in the guise of
an emperor or ancient hero. Further evidence of his self-pro-
motion may be found in his adoption of the surname of an im-
portant Sienese family16 and his multiple references to his mem-
bership in the Order of the Knights of St. James.17

The Memoriale acts as yet another self-portrait of
Bandinelli, where he was again able to depict himself in a very
calculated manner. Bandinelli’s purpose in writing an autobio-
graphical account of his life was to extol his name, his deeds,
and the greatness of his family. Or, as Cellini says in the begin-
ning of his account, “I must do what I find others do. . .to tell
the story of my life with a certain amount of pride.”18 Bandinelli
describes the genesis of the tomb monument in two places in
this document. According to him, the Pietà for his tomb was
made in large part with the help of his son, Clemente, who if he
had not died, would have achieved fame comparable to that of
the Greeks. He claims that Michelangelo, too, had praised the
talents of his son. Although Baccio had great hope for his son’s
future, he suggests that it was Clemente’s intemperate charac-
ter as much as his early death that kept him from becoming an
exceptional sculptor.19 Much later in his Memoriale, Baccio
returns to the Pietà, instructing his surviving family about his
wishes for his tomb should he die before its completion.20 In
this enlightening passage, no mention is made of Clemente or
his role in the work.

As a lasting monument to himself, the tomb marks
Bandinelli’s most important self-portrait. Like any tomb monu-
ment, this sculpture would exist as a permanent record of
Baccio’s life, accomplishments, and fame for later generations,
and as a plea for the salvation of his soul. As a sculptor, the
tomb could also document his artistic prowess. Like the other

9 The actual inscription reads “Divinae. Piet./B. Bandinelli./H. Sibi Sepul./
Fabref.”

10 See Kathleen Weil-Garris, “Bandinelli and Michelangelo: A Problem of
Artistic Identity,” Art the Ape of Nature (Studies in Honor of H. W.
Janson), ed. Moshe Barasch and Lucy Freeman Sandler (New York:
Harry N. Abrams, 1981) 223-251; Irving Lavin, “The Sculptor’s ‘Last
Will and Testament,’” Allen Memorial Art Museum Bulletin XXXV, no.
1-2 (1977-1978) 4-39; W.R. Valentiner, “Bandinelli, Rival of
Michelangelo,” Art Quarterly XVII, no. 3 (1955) 241-263.

11 See Irving Lavin, “David’s Sling and Michelangelo’s Bow: A Sign of
Freedom,” Past-Present: Essays on Historicism in Art from Donatello
to Picasso (Berkeley: U of California P, 1993) 29-61.

12 This argument was developed by Francesco La Cava, Il volto di
Michelangelo scoperto nel Giudizio Finale, Bologna: 1925, and Charles
de Tolnay, Michelangelo, V: The Final Period, Princeton: 1960. Frederick
Hartt, “Michelangelo in Heaven,” artibus et historiae XIII, no. 26, 191-
209, contributes his theory of dual self-portraits on the Last Judgement
wall, in both the skin and in the small figure of St. Lawrence, hovering
just beneath Jonah.

13 Enea Vico’s engraving of one of these images drawn by Bandinelli is N.
15955, in the Uffizi’s Gabinetto dei disegni e delle stampe, reproduced
in Weil-Garris 236.

14 A painted self-portrait of Bandinelli in this guise is in the Isabella Stewart
Gardner Museum. For a reproduction, see Hendy 13.

15 See Izabella Galicka and Hanna Sygietynska, “A Newly Discovered Self-
Portrait of Baccio Bandinelli,” Burlington Magazine 134 (1992): 805-
807.

16 Vasari writes of Baccio’s name change with considerable doubt cast on
the sculptor’s claim that he was descended from the Sienese Bandinelli,
Milanesi 6:195.

17 See n. 5.

18 Cellini 15.

19 Colasanti 433.

20 Colasanti 442-443. He writes that the Pietà group, done for this pur-
pose in the Opera del Duomo, should be placed atop the tomb with two
other statues, one of St. John the Baptist, on which he was working in
his house, and a St. Catherine of Siena. For further information on the
identification of these statues and Bandinelli’s other projects for the
Opera, see the forthcoming dissertation by Louis Waldman, and the forth-
coming publication of his lecture, “Bandinelli and the Opera di Santa
Maria del Fiore: Patronage, Privilege, Praxis, Pedagogy,” given at the
conference, Santa Maria del Fiore: The Cathedral and Its Sculpture,
Florence, Villa I Tatti, June 5-6, 1997.
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portraits of himself, the tomb may be understood as an aggres-
sive countermeasure to the “bad press” circulating about the
artist during his lifetime. Bandinelli was regularly character-
ized by his contemporaries as a deceitful, arrogant, and spite-
ful man and an obsessively competitive artist. Cellini bitingly
portrays Bandinelli’s negative personality traits and lack of ar-
tistic capabilities, recounting arguments between Baccio and
himself and rehearsing the jeering criticisms of Bandinelli’s
Hercules and Cacus for his readers. While immensely enter-
taining in its vividly acrimonious tone, Cellini’s narrative is
clouded by personal animosity. Throughout Vasari’s “Life,”
Baccio is described as fiercely competitive with Michelangelo;
his rivalrous attitude is most famously embodied in the percep-
tion that his Hercules and Cacus was intended to outshine
Michelangelo’s David. Vasari even blames the envious artist
for the destruction of Michelangelo’s Battle of Cascina draw-
ing.21

As a permanent memorial to both the artist and his sculpt-
ing abilities, it is not surprising that Bandinelli’s tomb was a
sort of lightning rod for his critics. This is evidenced by two
claims that the tomb was derivative. Cellini accused Baccio of
copying his own tomb plan, part of which was to include the
“bel cristo,” now in the Escorial.22 Vasari manages to present
Baccio’s acknowledged debt to Michelangelo’s inspiration in
the creation of the Pietà as yet another example of Bandinelli’s
envious embezzling of the ideas of others.23 While Cellini’s
narrative is a transparent attempt to discredit the artist, tainted
by his admitted hatred of Bandinelli and therefore intention-
ally inflammatory, Vasari’s narrative is deceptively impartial.

In his book on the family in Vasari’s Lives, Barolsky sig-
nificantly identifies familial piety as an overarching motif in
the three-part cycle of lives, and cites the Bandinelli story as an
example of Vasari’s emphasis on the bond between father and
son.24 In Vasari’s version of events, around 1555, Clemente
departed from Florence without his father’s blessing or finan-
cial support. Vasari writes that the young sculptor left behind
two fine works: an almost-finished portrait of Duke Cosimo
de’Medici and a “well-advanced” Pietà containing the figures
of the dead Christ and Nicodemus, the latter a portrait of his
father from life.25 Within a year of his departure, Clemente died
in Rome “both from overstudy and from wild living,” and, again
according to Vasari, Baccio mourned the loss greatly.26 Then,

when Baccio heard of Michelangelo’s Pietà, he decided to use
Clemente’s Pietà on his own tomb in the Annunziata.27 The
emphatic link between Clemente’s labor and Baccio’s tomb
highlights Vasari’s true intentions.

At first glance, Vasari seems to encourage his audience to
read these events as a very sentimental, even didactic, story.
The hard-working, devoted Clemente flees to Rome to escape
his ruthless father. When Clemente dies, Baccio sees the error
of his ways and completes his son’s sculpture for his own burial
site. Vasari’s outwardly romantic story has been absorbed into
the modern scholarship on the tomb, thereby relegating it to an
arena of sentimentality and penitence. The viewer sees Baccio
himself, mourning over the body of his own son, depicted in
the body of Christ sculpted by Clemente. And thus, Bandinelli’s
last monument has come to be described as the work of a man
haunted by guilt and remorse, who represents himself “as the
grieving father who mourns the death of his young and best-
loved son.”28

But Baccio, “the pathetic father,” is not the subject of
Vasari’s biography. When placed in the context of the entire
“Life,” Baccio’s behavior does not enact repentance, but ex-
poses his self-aggrandizing and impious motives. Vasari’s de-
scription of the father and son implies a deeply injurious rela-
tionship, not the beneficial union between father and son which
Vasari constructs as a parallel to the bond between teacher and
apprentice.29 A condemnatory characterization of Baccio
Bandinelli is embedded in every detail of the story. Clemente
was forced to escape “le stranezze del padre.”30 Within the pages
preceding the discussion of Clemente’s flight, Vasari discusses
Duke Cosimo de’Medici’s reluctance even to speak to Baccio,
much less patronize his work. Then, when Clemente decides to
leave for Rome, Vasari writes that the Duke promised his sup-
port to the young artist.31 Clemente had become an actual com-
petitor with his father. After citing Duke Cosimo’s response to
Clemente, “he said he would not fail him,” Vasari proceeds to
describe Baccio’s reaction to Clemente’s departure: “he would
not give him anything, although the young man had been a great
help to him in Florence, and indeed Baccio’s right hand in ev-
ery matter, nevertheless, he thought nothing of getting rid of
him.”32 By this intentional contrast between the Duke’s response
and that of Baccio, Vasari exposes Baccio’s failing as a father,
a teacher, and an artist and further evidences Baccio’s almost

21 Milanesi 6:137-138.

22 Cellini 382.

23 Milanesi 6:188-189.

24 Paul Barolsky, Giotto’s Father and the Family in Vasari’s Lives (Uni-
versity Park: Pennsylvania State UP, 1992) 95-100.

25 Milanesi 6:185.

26 Milanesi 6:185-186.

27 Milanesi 6:188-189.

28 Weil-Garris 242.

29 Again see Barolsky’s Giotto’s Father for a thorough examination of this
strong underlying theme in the Lives.

30 Milanesi 6:185.

31 Milanesi 6:185.

32 Milanesi 6:185; translation from Giorgio Vasari, Lives of the Most Emi-
nent Painters, Sculptors and Architects, trans. Gaston du C. de Vere
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996) 2:301.
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pathological envy and rivalry. Although Vasari attributes
Clemente’s death to his excessive lifestyle, he provides the rea-
son for the flight which resulted in Clemente’s death. Clemente
had to escape his father. Thus Vasari implies that Baccio was to
blame for his son’s demise. And the subsequent arrogation of
the Pietà becomes an act, not of penitence, but of vainglory.

The theme of filial piety, or lack thereof, is doubly reso-
nant in Vasari’s biography because Bandinelli’s relationship with
his son is an echo, even an inversion, of his equally consuming
ties to his own father, Michelangelo. According to Vasari, the
first thing that Bandinelli did upon purchasing his tomb chapel
in 1559 was to have his father’s bones placed in “uno deposito”
in the Annunziata, so that at a later date they could installed in
the completed tomb.33 Vasari then suggests that it was the shock
of installing his father’s bones in the finished sepulchre that so
disturbed Baccio that he died eight days later.34 It first appears
that Bandinelli’s dramatically devout actions resulted in his
death. Yet Vasari once again subtly guides his reader to view
this devotion with skepticism. Since Vasari certainly knew that
Baccio had neglected to mention either Michelangelo Bandinelli
or Clemente in the tomb’s inscription, Bandinelli’s horror over
his father’s bones, to say nothing of his grief over his son’s
demise, should ring hollow. Then, in the very last lines of the
“Life,” Vasari underscores this false piety by reminding the
reader that Baccio rejected his father’s name.35 As Vasari would
have it, Baccio repays his father’s love with dishonor and mul-
tiplies this sin by the rejection of his son.

The modern interpretation of the tomb based on Vasari’s
account, a vision of a finally-repentant man honoring his dead
sculptor son in a family monument, is not what Vasari really
implies in his narrative. Vasari’s theme of filial piety motivates
the story of the tomb, but here as a moralizing commentary on
the tragic relationship between father and son. Moreover, the
perception that Baccio intended to commemorate his relation-
ship with Clemente in the monument should be dismissed by
Bandinelli’s own account and actions. In his discussion of
Clemente, Baccio portrays himself as the loving father who
supported his son’s endeavors as a sculptor. Yet while full of
praise for his son in a few sentences of the Memoriale, Baccio
neglects to mention Clemente in his later discussion of his tomb
plans. There is no indication in the Memoriale of Clemente’s
internment in Florence, or of any attempt to have his bones
sent back from Rome. Even the tomb itself carries no com-
memorative inscription of the son or any mention of his part in
its execution. The epitaph claims that the work was carved solely
by Baccio’s own hand: “Baccio Bandinelli, Knight of the Or-
der of St. James, rests with his wife, Jacopa Doni, beneath this
image of the saviour, which he made himself in the year of
salvation 1559.” Baccio’s excising of Clemente suggests a pri-

vate rejection of his son’s memory, akin to the very public lack
of an inscription. The motifs on the tomb refer, not to his own
son who sculpted the image, but to Bandinelli himself. His de-
piction of himself as Nicodemus or Joseph of Arimathea, be-
comes, for Bandinelli, a means of self-display. Baccio’s bare-
headed visage conspicuously confronts the viewer, as he alone
effortlessly holds the ponderous body of Christ. He chooses to
portray himself as a Biblical holy man. He elevates his own
status as genius sculptor by portraying himself in the same guise
Michelangelo chose. Although Baccio specifically acknowl-
edges his debt to Michelangelo’s precedent, to Renaissance eyes,
and even to ours, the sense of hubris seems almost impossibly
exaggerated. This self-glorification is confirmed by the mul-
tiple self-references on the tomb: Bandinelli’s name appears
twice, his portrait twice, and the coat of arms establishing his
position as a Knight of St. James three times. The two side
panels emphatically connect him to the Medici family and pro-
claim his pride over their patronage of his work. The foot of
Nicodemus which extends into the chapel space behind the
sculpture and which, like the side and back panels, cannot be
seen in the current installation, proclaims that Bandinelli ini-
tially intended that the viewer be able to walk around the tomb.
A free-standing monument of this size and format, comparable
to a saint’s arca,36 again attests to Bandinelli’s inflated sense of
self-worth. Thus, Baccio intended the tomb to fulfill a very
personal function: Bandinelli’s tomb is a monument to himself,
to his artistic stature, and to the greatness of his name.

It is crucial to recognize that the sentiments which color
the sculpture in the above narratives are so intended by their
authors. Cellini wants us to understand that Baccio was a thief
of ideas and an inept sculptor. On closer reading, it seems Vasari
wants us to see Bandinelli’s role as father, son, and especially
artist, as fraudulent and impotent. And Baccio himself wants
his name to live on as the genius sculptor: one who could, with
the help of his brilliant lineage, beautifully complete the sculp-
ture Michelangelo could not. In each of these accounts this tomb
sculpture is central to the portrayal of the artist. It forms the
crux of both positive and negative evaluations of Bandinelli.
Once these personal biases are recognized, the facts derived,
and the propaganda dispelled, the sculpture may finally be free
to receive its proper attention as a work distinct from the un-
substantiated legends which have surrounded it for centuries.
This should open the door to a new examination of the sculp-
ture, and to interpretations more fully in keeping with its for-
mal innovations and distinctive iconography. Its centrality as
the artist’s public statement of self-memorialization in marble
is unquestionable; its value as an extraordinary work of Re-
naissance sculpture begs a reappraisal.

The University of Georgia

33 Milanesi 6:189.

34 Milanesi 6:190.

35 According to Vasari he was called Michelagnolo di Viviano da Gaiuole,
Milanesi 6:133.

36 For a discussion of the Arca di San Domenico and its influences on
ensuing tomb designs, see Anita Fiderer Moskowitz, Nicola Pisano’s
Arca di San Domenico and Its Legacy (University Park: Pennsylvania
State UP, 1994).
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Figure 1. Baccio Bandinelli, Pietà, marble, SS. Annunziata, Florence. Alinari.





The Witches of Goya
Carmen Fernández-Salvador

Images of witches are a recurrent theme in Francisco de
Goya’s iconography. His fascination for this forbidden world
of superstition and mystery was shared by members of his circle,
both artists and patrons. Around 1797, the Duchess of Osuna
commissioned Goya to execute a series of six paintings on the
subject. The most significant of these works for gender studies
are two which exclusively depict female witches—The Spell
and The Witches’ Sabbath (Figures 1 and 2), Museo Lázaro
Galdiano, Madrid.

These two paintings have been previously interpreted by
Edith Helman as a critique of the Spanish Inquisition,1 while
Nigel Glendinning has seen them as an example of enlightened
aristocracy’s fascination with the irrationality and superstition
of the Dark Spain.2 While informative, these interpretations ap-
pear too limited, especially if we take into consideration the
relation between the artist’s own conception of the topic and
the role played by the patron—in this case the Duchess of
Osuna—in determining the meaning of images.

Stressing the interface between artist’s intention and
patron’s desire in the reading of these paintings, I will show
that, through the depiction of witches, Goya was addressing
the issue of female sexuality and the position of women in late
eighteenth-century Spain. I will begin by discussing the way in
which the artist’s careful “selection” of characters and narra-
tive unveils his intention. While in both of these works Goya
depicts female witches involved in acts that counter traditional
roles accorded to women in male-dominated societies, male

witches are conspicuously absent. Through this act of selec-
tion, Goya purposefully reverts in his representation to the no-
tion of the “witch stereotype.” This stereotype has been ex-
plained by feminist theorists as an attempt to neutralize women’s
power when it appears as a threat to the established order of a
patriarchal society.3 Nevertheless, it is my belief that Goya’s
intention was to celebrate—rather than condemn—the subver-
sive role of the witch. In order to emphasize this point, I will
establish connections between the paintings and the Duchess
of Osuna. I will portray the Duchess as a woman of her time, in
the context of innovative social practices that subverted tradi-
tional social—and sexual—taboos. I will finally try to relate
these paintings to Goya’s own attitude towards women. Using
his works as visual evidence, I will show that the artist cel-
ebrated woman’s sexuality, while condemning her historical sub-
jugation in patriarchal Spain.

Edith Helman has pointed to the connection between these
paintings and the Auto de Fe de la Ciudad de Logroño,4 the
account of a trial of witches celebrated in the seventeenth cen-
tury, reprinted in 1812 by the playwright Leandro Fernández
de Moratín.5 Similarities between this document and the painted
images, in addition to the close friendship between writer and
artist, make possible to suggest that Goya was familiar with
this source before its second publication.6 This document de-
scribes the demonic activities of a group of witches, both male
and female, in the Basque town of Zugarramundi. Their satanic
festivals—which took place at night, in a place called El

1 Edith Helman, Trasmundo de Goya, (Madrid: Revista de Occidente,
1963) 186-199.

2 Nigel Glendinning, “Goya’s Circle,” Goya and the Spirit of Enlighten-
ment, ed. Alfonso E. Pérez-Sánchez and Eleanor A. Sayre (Boston,
Toronto and London: Little, Brown and Company, 1989) xxi. Unfortu-
nately, not one single work has been totally devoted to the analysis of
these two paintings, or of the series as a whole. Folke Nordstrom, Goya,
Saturn and Melancholy, (Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell, 1962) de-
votes one chapter of his book to the series, but he is mainly concerned
with establishing its literary sources. Santiago Sebastián, “Iconografía
de la Brujería, de Ribera a Goya,” Goya Revista de Arte, 238, (1994):
205-210, discusses them briefly, following Nordstrom literary interpre-
tation. An interesting and useful reading is provided by Margarita Moreno
de las Heras’ catalogue entries in Pérez-Sánchez and Sayre 62, who has
rightly pointed to the sexual overtones of these images, while Thomas
Crow, “The Tensions of Enlightenment: Goya,” Nineteenth Century Art:
A Critical History, ed. Stephen F. Eisenman, (London: Thames and
Hudson, 1994) 89, underscores the sexual meaning of the Witches’ Sab-
bath but sees it as an act of condemnation of the sexual license of the
eighteenth century Spanish court.

3 See for example, Christina Larner, Witchcraft and religion: the politics
of popular belief, (Oxford and London: Blackwell, 1984), and Marianne
Hester, “Patriarchal reconstruction and witch hunting,” Witchcraft in
early modern Europe: Studies in culture and belief, ed. Jonathan Barry,
Marianne Hester and Gareth Roberts (Cambridge and New York: Cam-
bridge UP, 1996) 288-306,

4 Helman 188.

5 Leandro Fernández de Moratín, “Auto de fe, celebrado en la ciudad de
Logroño en los días 6 y 7 de noviembre de 1610, con notas,” Obras de
D. Nicolás y D. Leandro Fernández de Moratín (Madrid, 1848) 617-
631.

6 This document was first published in 1611 by Juan de Mongastón. It is
possible that Moratín had a copy of it long before he decided to repub-
lish it in 1812 (right after the Inquisition had come to an end). On de-
tails regarding Moratín and the publication of the Auto de Fe, see for
example, Luis Felipe Vivanco, Moratín y la Ilustración Mágica (Madrid:
Taurus Ediciones, 1972).
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Aquelarre—are portrayed as sexual orgies. Witches of both
sexes practiced sexual intercourse with the devil, who appeared
to them in the form of a he-goat.7 After he was satisfied, the
congregation engaged in collective sexual intercourse, regard-
less of sex or blood relationship. The Auto reveals details of an
untamed female sexuality—the devil appeared to female witches
in their homes, and crawled into their beds. A woman accused
of witchcraft had confessed that the devil was in bed with her
almost every night; he talked to her and touched her as if he
were her husband.8

Witches were also accused of sucking children’s blood
through their brains and genitals. Pins and needles were used
to prick their heads and backs. It was claimed that witches would
sometimes kill the infants after sucking their blood, strangling
their bodies and biting their throats until they asphyxiated them.9

Other unlawful acts thought to be performed by witches
are vividly portrayed by the Auto de Fe. For example, witches
were said to desecrate Christian images, profane tombs, and
feast on corpses. Witches supposedly collected lizards, sala-
manders, toads and snakes, with which they manufactured dif-
ferent poisons, powders, and ointments. These were used to
destroy the crops or the cattle, or to harm or kill other people.

The Auto de Fe and Goya’s two paintings of witches bear
indisputable connections; however, the artist does not limit him-
self to a visual illustration of the verbal account. Rather, it seems
that Goya constructed these paintings through a deliberate ap-
propriation and rejection of images—images recorded in the
Auto de Fe itself, images kept in the popular memory and, to a
lesser degree, images that derive from classical mythology.

In The Spell, Goya has depicted a group of female witches
who try to cast a spell on the frightened figure in the foreground.
One of the witches carries a basket with infants, while another
pricks the body of a newborn with a needle. The imagery clearly
derives from the Auto de Fe’s description of witches sucking
the blood of children, an idea that is reinforced through the
depiction of bats following the group of sorceresses. As stated
in the Auto de Fe, both men and women engaged in such devi-
ant behavior. The old Estebanía de Telechea, for example, had
confessed of having murdered her own granddaughter. Simi-
larly, one of the accused men, Miguel de Goyburu, had con-
fessed of having killed a number of men, women, and children
by sucking their blood through their brains and genitals.10 In
another work from the same series, Flying Witches (Figure 3),
Goya depicts male sorcerers in the act of sucking the blood
from another human being. But the artist chooses to depict ex-
clusively female witches as murderers of infants—an act that
subverts the traditional role of woman as mother.

In The Witches’ Sabbath (Figure 2), the devil as he-goat is
encircled by a group of female witches. On the right, two women

present him with offerings of live infants. To the left, on the
ground, lies the skeleton of a dead child, while the corpses of
three infants dangle from a twig that rests on a witch’s shoul-
der. Edith Helman has noticed the connection between this paint-
ing and a passage of the Auto de Fe, in which two women sac-
rifice their own children as an offering to the devil.11 The idea
of the murdering mother is once again present. However, a closer
analysis of the painting suggests further intentions. Through
the use of symbols that remind us of Dionysiac rituals, Goya
endows the scene with subtle sexual overtones.

The he-goat has traditionally been conceived as a lascivi-
ous animal, a symbol for impurity. In Antiquity, it was associ-
ated with Aphrodite and Dionysus. Likewise, satyrs were de-
picted with goat horns. Furthermore, in moralistic bestiaries,
the he-goat appears as a personification of Lust.12 Margarita
Moreno has rightfully noticed that Goya has stressed the lust-
ful connotation of the he-goat through the crowning of vine
leaves.13 The he-goat thus appears as Dionysus in a Bacchanal;
Goya purposefully establishes a connection between the
witches’ Sabbath and the sexual excess of Dionysiac cults.

According to the Auto de Fe, male witches engaged in
sexual pleasures as well, but Goya avoids depicting this. Thus,
although the themes of the paintings might derive from this
document, Goya has adjusted the meaning of images—perhaps
to accommodate them to the popular discourse on witches.

In these two paintings, Goya depicts witches as women
who either search for sexual gratification outside the bound-
aries of marriage, or as women who reject motherhood: that is,
witches as women who have subverted the established order of
patriarchal society. These two images could be seen as comple-
mentary, since female sexuality was only allowed within mar-
riage and had as its purpose reproduction.

In an essay on witchcraft and patriarchy, Marianne Hester
has rightly pointed out that in male-dominated societies, women
are conceived as

. . .morally weak by comparison with men,
but this could also make them appear ulti-
mately stronger than men. Women’s suppos-
edly insatiable and immoral sexuality was
likely to lead them into allegiance with the
devil who could fulfill their sexual desires
even better, so it was feared, than mere mor-
tal men.”14

The threat implied by woman’s sexuality was brought under
masculine control through the institution of marriage, a space
in which her actions were brought under surveillance. Witch-
hunts, writes Hester, are a projection of the fears of men, since
they are motivated by the idea that women are not complying
with the roles assigned to them by marriage.15

7 Fernández de Moratín 618.

8 Fernández de Moratín 625.

9 Fernández de Moratín 629-630.

10 Fernández de Moratín 629-630.

11 Helman 188.

12 Isabel Mateo Gómez, cited in Moreno de las Heras 62.

13 Moreno de las Heras 62.

14 Hester 295.
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To return to patriarchal order, the witch had to be destroyed.
She was either burnt at the stake or, as was common practice in
Spain, her power was neutralized—she was reformed and re-
integrated into society.16 Hélène Cixous has stated that the role
of the sorceress is ambiguous, both anti-establishment and con-
servative at the same time. She is anti-establishment because
she shakes up the public by performing acts that transgress “ac-
cepted” norms of behavior: “The sorceress heals, against the
Church’s canon; she performs abortions, favors non conjugal
love. . . .” But this role is “conservative because every sorcer-
ess ends up being destroyed, and nothing is registered of her
but mythical traces.”17

One side of the ambiguity that is pertinent to this discus-
sion is the idea of the sorceress as anti-establishment.18 This
notion is expressed in the confessions provided by the witches
of Zugarramundi, and emphasized in Goya’s paintings. In the
Aquelarre, the woman is the queen. Although there is a king,
he is subservient to female authority. The power of the queen is
second only to the devil. But the devil is just an embodiment of
her own desire. The Aquelarre, in this sense, is an imaginary
space in which hierarchies and orders are subverted: a space at
the margins of society in which women are allowed to project
their own sexual fantasies. It is this idea of the Aquelarre, and
of the witch, that Goya chooses to depict. He eschews the
“fallen” witch of trials who, through confession, exorcises her
evil, as well as the witch destroyed at the stake. Rather, Goya
recreates the myth in all its power.

Thomas Crow has argued that these paintings reveal an act
of condemnation of the “sexual license and corruption” of the
Spanish aristocracy. Specifically, he refers to the amorous tri-
angle formed by Charles IV, Queen María Luisa, and Manuel
Godoy—both her lover and Prime Minister of Spain.19 Crow
fails to acknowledge, though, the fact that these paintings were
commissioned by the Duchess of Osuna, whose behavior to-
wards men—as will be seen later—was not too different from
María Luisa’s. Furthermore, these paintings were to be hung in
the Duchess’s boudoir in her country estate in La Alameda20—
that is, in her own private domain—and therefore the images of
witches might have carried a personal meaning for her. In or-

der to underscore this significance, I will now turn to describe
the Duchess of Osuna in the context of contemporary social
practices in Spain.

The Duchess was the paradigm of the emancipated woman
in Spanish enlightened circles. In her times, she was celebrated
for her refined taste and for her knowledge of culture. In Madrid
and in El Capricho, as her country residence was called, she
surrounded herself by intellectuals—notably, Leandro
Fernández de Moratín and José Ramón de la Cruz—with whom
she discussed art, theater, bullfights, and even social reforms.21

She and her husband advocated modern pedagogical ideas and
stressed their role as parents in the education of their children.22

Her intellectual achievements expressed a rupture with Span-
ish norms, which had traditionally denied women the right to
education.

Despite her close affective ties with her husband and chil-
dren, the Duchess enjoyed (just as Queen María Luisa) the com-
pany of other men, and didn’t find any impediment in exhibit-
ing herself with a cortejo, a male escort, in public events.23

This type of behavior, however, was not something out of the
ordinary. In fact, the Duchess was responding to the new social
conventions adopted by Spanish aristocracy.

Until the eighteenth century, the lives of Spanish women
had been constrained by a series of social traditions and norms.
In El Sí de las Niñas, Fernández de Moratín writes:

This is what is called to raise a girl properly:
teach her to lie and to hide her most innocent
passions. . .Everything is allowed to them,
except for sincerity. As long as they don’t
say what they feel, as long as they pretend to
abhor what they want the most . . .they are
considered to be well raised; and an excel-
lent upbringing is considered to inspire in
them fear. . .and the silence of a slave.24

Marriage was the main tool of repression. The only ac-
ceptable role for a woman was that of a wife and a mother.
Single women were just a commodity to be marketed to the
best suitor, their most valuable attribute being modesty. When
a woman got married, she passed from being under the author-

15 Hester 294-295.

16 Gustav Henningsen, The Witches’ Advocate: Basque Witchcraft and
the Spanish Inquisition (1609-1614), (Reno: U of Nevada P, 1980) 22.

17 Hélène Cixous, “The Guilty One,” The Newly Born Woman (Minneapo-
lis: U of Minnesota P, 1986) 5. In this essay, Cixous establishes a con-
nection between the sorceress and the hysterical woman.

18 Lynda Roper, Oedipus and the Devil: witchcraft, sexuality and religion
in early modern Europe, (London and New York: Routledge, 1994) 19-
20, has pointed out that although witch-hunts have usually been inter-
preted as projections of a male-dominated society, witches were not mere
passive recipients of male discourse: “The fantasies. . .[the witch] wove,
though often forced from her through torture, were her own condensa-
tions of shared cultural preoccupations. . .witches themselves carried
out cultural work, creating the narrative of the witch anew, making sense
of emotions and cultural process.”

19 Crow 89.

20 Cf. Moreno de las Heras 59 and Crow 89.

21 Carmen Martín-Gaite, Usos amorosos del dieciocho en España,
(Barcelona: Editorial Anagrama, 1987) 107-108.

22 Moreno de las Heras 40 and Crow 82.

23 Martín-Gaite 147, brings into discussion an anecdote of the life of the
Duchess. She had arrived to a party in the company of her mother-in-
law and their corresponding escorts, neither of them their husbands. At
some point, the Duchess sent to her husband, who was present at the
party, a tray with candy. The Dutch ambassador, who was sitting next to
her, asked if she didn’t want to send him something else—perhaps a
pair of horns. But this allusion to her cuckolding her husband did not
seem to bother her at all.

24 Leandro Fernández de Moratín, “El sí de las niñas,” Obras de D. Nicolás
y D. Leandro Fernández de Moratín, 437. Author’s translation.



26

ATHANOR XVI CARMEN FERNÁNDEZ-SALVADOR

ity of the father to that of the husband.25

But the Spanish élite had developed, by the end of the eigh-
teenth century, a series of customs that contested female subju-
gation. Interestingly, it was married women, like the Duchess
of Osuna herself, who benefited the most from these practices,
since they did not have to worry about restraining their conduct
in order to find a good husband.26 Carmen Martín-Gaite has
noted the way in which women from the nobility, as expressed
in the paradigmatic figure of the Duchess of Alba, rejected the
formalities of their society and adopted the more relaxed atti-
tude of majas—lower class women renowned for their beauty
and the licentiousness of their manners. In the name of majismo,
as the imitation of the lower classes was called, the aristocracy
developed attitudes such as despejo, which meant to have no
obstacles. A woman with despejo was outspoken, looked men
in the eye, talked to them without blushing.27 Another term as-
sociated with despejo was that of marcialidad, which referred
to a woman’s interest in displaying herself to her admirers.28

A second practice common in eighteenth century Spain
was the cortejo. As previously mentioned, the cortejo was a
single man who served as an escort to married women. The
cortejo escorted a lady to parties, accompanied her on walks,
and entertained her with his conversation. At the same time,
the cortejo was expected to present her with gifts and, in some
cases, to contribute to household expenses.29 But this relation-
ship was probably not just innocent friendship. The playwright
Ramón de la Cruz, for example, portrays it as forthright adul-
tery. In one of his sainetes, Oposición al Cortejo, a married
woman tells her cortejo that it is for him that she has to tolerate
a thousand remarks from her husband, as well as a lack of re-
spect from her servants. She can only hope that her husband
does not remember one day that he is a husband, and feel obliged
to lock her in a convent.30

The significance of these practices resides in the fact that
they allowed the Spanish noblewoman of the eighteenth cen-
tury to transgress the norms imposed on her by tradition. On
the one hand, she had been able to acknowledge her own de-
sire, and to express herself as desirable. On the other, as in-
ferred from Ramón de la Cruz’s sainete, she had been able to
challenge the notion of marriage as a space of domination, and
of the husband as a repressive figure.

The transgressive behavior of women in late eighteenth
century Spain is, in this sense, not too different from the his-
torical discourse of witches. As an emancipated woman, the
Duchess of Osuna could have commissioned these paintings as
a way of celebrating the mythical image of the witch as rebel-
lious to the male establishment. A new conception of woman-
hood was being developed in late eighteenth-century Spain.
But what was Goya’s own position regarding this matter? The
artist’s attitude towards women is visually recorded in images
of his own creation. Woman’s subjugation and domination in
Spanish society is questioned in many of his works. In the sec-
ond plate of Los Caprichos (Figure 4), for example, Goya criti-
cizes the imposition of marriage upon women. “They say yes
and give their hand to the first who comes,” reads the inscrip-
tion of the engraving. His critique acquires a harsher tone in
For Marrying as She Wished (Figure 5) Museo del Prado,
Madrid, which depicts a woman racked upon an escalera, a
torture device used by the Inquisition to punish its victims. This
horrific scene conveys—and condemns—the repression of fe-
male desire.31

By contrast, these two images may be juxtaposed to Goya’s
own perception of female sexuality, as evidenced in the Maja
Desnuda (Figure 6), Museo del Prado, Madrid. In this paint-
ing, the artist brings to the surface the intrinsic power of wom-
anhood. The tendency towards abstraction leaves out specific
details but focuses on woman’s sexual attributes—eyes, breasts,
and navel. Moreover, the Maja confronts the viewer.32 Her pow-
erful outward gaze disrupts any attempt to objectify her. She is
not the passive recipient of male desire. Rather, she seems to
consciously display her body in an attempt to provoke a reac-
tion from the observer.

Thus, as expressed in the Maja Desnuda, Goya recognizes
the sexual power of woman and, in my belief, celebrates it
through his paintings. In light of this argument, I would suggest
that Goya’s intention in the depiction of witches remained close
to the Duchess of Osuna’s own perception—the vision of the
witch as a woman who had acknowledged her own desire and,
in doing so, had attempted to subvert the domination of patriar-
chal society.

Tulane University

25 Martín-Gaite 113-115.

26 Martín-Gaite 130.

27 Martín-Gaite 119.

28 Cf. Martín-Gaite 30.

29 Martín-Gaite ch. 1

30 Ramón de la Cruz, “Oposición al Cortejo,” Doce Sainetes, ed. José Fran-
cisco Gatti, (Barcelona: Editorial Labor, 1972) 225. Sainetes are one
act, satirical plays.

31 John Ciofalo, “Unveiling Goya’s Rape of Galatea,” Art History, 18
(1995): 477 ff.

32 Janis Tomlinson, Goya in the Twilight of Enlightenment, (New Haven
and London: Yale UP, 1992) 117 ff., and “Burn It, Hide it, Flaunt It:
Goya’s Majas and the Censorial Mind,” Art Journal, 50.4 (1991) 59-
64, has interpreted the interest in the display of the female body in the
Maja Desnuda, as a response to social practices such as marcialidad.
Nevertheless, she argues that the sexual power of this Maja was neutral-
ized through the creation of the dressed version, in which female sexu-
ality is identified with artificial construction. She then argues that the
artist has further undermined the Maja’s sexual power by dressing her
as a gypsy, thus identifying her with a member of the lower classes. But
for noble women, as we have seen, the imitation of the lower classes
was a way of breaking with repressive conventions of Spanish society,
and thus I would argue that the dressing of the Maja as a gypsy might be
a response to this new attitude developed by the aristocracy.
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Figure 1. Francisco de Goya, The Spell, 1797, Museo Lázaro Galdiano,
Madrid.

Figure 2. Francisco de Goya, The Witches’ Sabbath, 1797, Museo Lázaro
Galdiano, Madrid.
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Figure 3. Francisco de Goya, Flying Witches, 1797, private collection. After
Folke Nordstrom. Goya, Saturn and Melancholy (Stockholm: Almquist &
Wiksell, 1962) 167.

Figure 4. Francisco de Goya, They say ‘yes’ and give their hand to the first
comer, Los Caprichos, plate 2, 1797. After Alonso E. Pérez-Sánchez and
Judith Gallego, Goya: The Complete Etchings and Lithographs (Munich and
New York: Prestel for Fundación Juan March, 1994) 34.
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Figure 5. Francisco de Goya, For Marrying as She Wished,
Album C, 1810, Museo del Prado, Madrid.

Figure 6. Francisco de Goya, Maja Desnuda, 1800 , 1797, Museo del Prado, Madrid.





Degas and the English Connection 1872-1876
Thomas M. Bayer

Nineteenth-century Britain’s rapidly expanding demand for
art effected a strong pull on Continental artists.1 In England a
new breed of professional art merchants had developed pro-
motional and marketing tools to maximize the profitability of
art dealing;2 these included art exhibitions aimed to attract a
mass audience who would pay admittance for the privilege of
viewing. The paintings offered there for sale were often cen-
tered around one “sensation picture,” of which fine steel en-
gravings were sold directly or by subscription to the public.3 A
growing number of art writers and publications such as the Art
Journal or The Athenaeum played an important support role
by promoting these occasions and generally stimulating inter-
est in art.4 Such exhibitions often attracted up to a thousand
visitors a day, and from the mid-century onward rarely a week
passed by in London without several widely-publicized art
events occurring simultaneously.5 The cash flow generated by
this market resulted in substantial earnings for many dealers
and artists and laid the economic basis for England’s “Golden
Age of Living Painters.”6 One of the French artists who was
attracted to this market was Edgar Degas, and this essay fo-

cuses on the socioeconomic circumstances under which his pic-
tures first appeared in London.7 I will briefly touch on Degas’s
early awareness of English art and proceed with an examina-
tion of the roles played by the painters Tissot, Whistler, and
Legros in Degas’s English career. A subsequent discussion of
his London dealers and sales of his works allows for a calcula-
tion of his surprisingly good earnings. Nevertheless, I will ar-
gue that, by comparison, Degas failed commercially in England
and that his failure exemplifies the growing influence of a mar-
ket economy on a maturing art market increasingly controlled
by entrepreneurial middlemen.

Visits to Paris by London dealers were awaited with ex-
citement by the French art community, and already as early as
1860 Durand-Ruel had contact with such important English art
dealers and print publishers as Agnew, Gambart and Henry
Wallis.8 Whether Degas tried, during the 1860s, to attract the
attention of these individuals is not known; however, his early
awareness of, and interest in, English art is well documented.9

Indebtedness to contemporary English art is evident in the
artist’s early racecourse pictures: for example, his Jockeys at

1 An early example of a French artist tapping into the lucrative English
exhibition market is the showing of Gericault’s Raft of Medusa (1818-
19) in London in 1820. See Johnson, “The Raft of Medusa in Great
Britain,” Burlington Magazine XCVI (1954).

2 In 1840, H.M. customs listed a total of 2,732 paintings imported from
France; in 1850, 2,982. In 1855, after the Litchfield House exhibition
and two exhibitions of French paintings organized by the dealer Gambart,
the number of imported works from France had reached a staggering
29,401, a ten-fold increase. See Jeremy Maas, Gambart (London: Barrie
and Jenkins, Ltd., 1975) 125. In my forthcoming dissertation, Under
the Hammer: A Socioeconomic Analysis of Auction Sales in Nineteenth
Century Britain, I will offer additional statistical data concerning the
role of dealers during this period.

3 For further discussions on the English art market during the Victorian
Age see Geoffrey Agnew, Agnew’s 1817-1967 (London: The Bradbury
Press, Ltd., 1967); Thomas M. Bayer, “Marketing of Genius—Ingenious
Marketing: The Role of Engravings in Mid-Nineteenth Century English
Art Dealing,” Athanor XI (1992); Jeremy Maas, Gerald Reitlinger, The
Economics of Taste (New York: Hacker Art Books, 1982).

4 The role of art writers in Victorian England still warrants further inves-
tigation. Critics could play decisive roles in the success or failure of
many artists’ careers by manipulating, consciously or unconsciously,
public taste.

5 See Maas, describing the events surrounding the premier exhibition of
Hunt’s The Finding of the Saviour in the Temple at Gambart’s German

Gallery, April 1860. Maas’s book also provides a list of exhibitions or-
ganized by the dealer Gambart.

6 The term was used by Reitlinger, vol. 1, 175-206, to describe the Victo-
rian period.

7 The subject of Degas and England has most recently been discussed by
Denys Sutton in his “Degas et l’Angleterre,” Degas Inédit, Actes du
Colloque Degas, Musée d’Orsay, Paris, April 18-21, 1988, 277-288.
The essay summarizes previously known material and is more biographi-
cal than economic in focus.

8 Maas 90 and n. 1.

9 Denys Sutton, Edgar Degas: Life and Work (New York: Rizzoli, 1986)
81, 93; Jean Sutherland Boggs, ed. Degas (New York: Metropolitan
Museum of Art, 1988) 43. The Exposition Universelle of 1855 and of
1867 provided ample opportunity for direct exposure, and entries in
Degas’s notebook reveal a more than passing interest in the works of the
Pre-Raphaelites, especially Millais. In fact, Degas’s friend Tissot, in a
letter from the early seventies to the artist, referred to Millais’s Eve of
Saint Agnes (1863) as the model for Degas’s Interieur of 1868-69 (L.
348), and the painting may well have been done with the English mar-
ket in mind. See Theodore Reff, “Tableau De Genre,” Art Bulletin 54
(Summer 1972) 334-337; also James Wentworth, Tissot (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1984) 54-55; Boggs 146. Throughout this text, the
capital letter ‘L’ followed by a number refers to Lemoisne’s Catalogue
Raisonné of Degas’s works.
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Epsom of 1860-62 (L.75—“L.” denotes Lemoisne’s Catalogue
Raisonné and entry number, here and following) depicts the
same English racecourse which served as the backdrop for
William Powell Frith’s immensely popular Derby Day (1858)
which had been sent to Paris to be engraved10 and with which
Degas was possibly familiar through its prints; his studies of
jockeys from the 1860s and ’70s also recall sketches of Ben
Marshall and J.F. Herring, Senior;11 his Gentlemen’s Race be-
fore the Start of 1862 (L. 101) was painted at a time when he
was particularly interested in English painters, scenes, and lit-
erature;12 and his Steeplechase of 1866 (L.140) was, in fact,
characterized by a contemporary viewer as “somewhat in the
English style.”13 A similar description could be made of his
Racehorses before the Stand (1866-68, L. 262), Figure 1: the
“rocking horse” in the background, although reminiscent of De
Dreux, recalls also English sporting prints. Degas’s Sulking of
1869-71 (L.335), Figure 2, even shows the 1847 engraving of
J.F. Herring, Senior, on the wall behind the two figures.14 Influ-
ence of British racing prints is also evident in his At the Races
in the Countryside of 1869 (L.281), which was exhibited in
London in 1872 and ’73.15 An obvious attempt of an English
subject was his The Meet of c. 1873 (L.119): the top hats worn
by the riders were an exclusively English feature and it may be
that the artist executed this work during his trip to England in
1873.16 This influence of British sporting prints on the artist’s
equestrian paintings attests to the prevailing Anglo mania and
general indebtedness to English influence on horse racing in
France.17 However, it should also be understood as a conscious
effort on Degas’s part to create an art which in subject was
traditional and thus, due to its conservatism, would appeal to
the middle class market in France and England.18

Degas’s interest in Great Britain started early, apparently
spurred by the success of his friend Tissot in London. The two

had met, most likely, in 1859 and remained friends for some
thirty years.19 Their correspondence provides insight into
Degas’s thoughts about selling his work in Great Britain be-
cause Tissot’s financial success in England presented to Degas
an example of effective marketing of a French artist’s paintings
there.20 Tissot, however, was quite willing to reorient his work
to suit market demands, and the effectiveness of this strategy is
demonstrated by the fact that in 1863, when Tissot turned from
history paintings to modern life subjects, he was 100,000 francs
in debt but only two years later was earning 70,000 francs an-
nually.21 Even earlier, Tissot seemed to have emulated artists
who enjoyed widespread popularity. Of relevance here is his
interest in the works of the successful Belgian artist Henri Leys.
This painter had enjoyed Queen Victoria’s patronage since 1843
and his work was introduced to the English public at the
Litchfield House exhibition in 1851. In 1862, the London dealer
and print publisher Ernest Gambart purchased a group of paint-
ings for the then-staggering sum of 8,000 pounds and this
dealer’s ensuing patronage was the main driving force behind
Leys’s success in England.22 It is possible that Leys’s example
there may have prompted Tissot to emulate his work. Tissot
himself also had numerous dealings with Gambart: in 1866,
the dealer showed, for the first time, a work by the artist, The
Spring (Salon of 1865, no. 2074),23 and continued to work with
Tissot from then on. The painter sold his paintings in a me-
thodical way, demonstrating an understanding of the English
art market far better than his friend Degas. Success did not
come instantly, however: English opinion of French painting
was not always positive and several of Tissot’s works were re-
ceived poorly by the press.24 Yet this did not discourage the
artist’s efforts to define English taste in order to orient his prod-
ucts to the market. In the spring of 1871 Tissot fled Paris to
settle in London where he made his debut at the Royal Acad-

10 Maas 102.

11 Sutton, “Degas: Master of the Horse,” Apollo CXIX (April 1984) 285.
Sutton, however, cautions that this similarity should not be taken to
mean that these English artists influenced Degas’s career directly. Yet
see below on his direct appropriation of a print by J.F. Herring, Sr.

12 Boggs 101.

13 Anonymous, Salon de 1866 (Paris: 1866), as cited by Boggs 123, n. 2.

14 The print was convincingly identified by Reff in his Degas: The Artist’s
Mind (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, Harper & Row, 1976)
117. The interest in middle class private life, carefully depicted and
sometimes interrupted by the invasion of a third party, was a popular
motif among Victorian painters. See also Boggs 147-8; Sutton, Edgar
Degas: Life and Work, 138; also his “Degas: Master of the Horse,” 286.
A more recent discussion of Sulking is provided in John House’s essay
“Tableaux de Genre” in Dealing with Degas, Richard Kendall and
Griselda Pollock, eds. (New York: Universe, 1992) 80-94.

15 Boggs 158; Sutton, “Degas: Master of the Horse,” 286, dated slightly
later.

16 Boggs 193.

17 J. Richardson, La Vie Parisienne 1857-76 (London: Hamilton, 1971)
110-112.

18 Eunice Lipton, Looking into Degas, Uneasy Images of Women and
Modern Life (Berkeley: U of California P, 1986) 23, 35.

19 Wentworth 16. Wentworth suggests that they may have met in the stu-
dio of their teacher Lamothe sometime after April, 1859. Sutton in his
Edgar Degas: Life and Work, 39, considers the possibility of their first
meeting to have taken place in Italy in the late 1850s, although no proof
exists for Tissot’s presence in that country prior to 1862. Their friend-
ship apparently ended when Tissot sold Degas’s painting Horses in the
Field (L. 289), which the artist had given him as a gift, to Durand-Ruel
in 1890; Tissot also sold a similar present of Degas, his Woman with
Field Glasses of 1875/6 (L. 431) for 1,500 francs. See Boggs 223 ; also
Wentworth 190.

20 Wentworth 92, n. 24. Tissot earned 1.2 million francs while in England.

21 Wentworth 57-8 and n. 47.

22 Wentworth 24-28; Maas 54, 92, 159.

23 Maas 191.

24 Wentworth 39, 40, 43, 85 and Appendices II and III.
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emy one year later. He cultivated friendships with successful
artists like Millais and Alma-Tadema as well as other members
of London’s “smart set.”25 Particularly Whistler, whom Tissot
knew from Paris, helped him find his way in the English art
world, possibly offering him suggestions about his work.26

Tissot’s early London canvases consisted largely of variations
on the themes of English narrative paintings and, much more
than Degas, he attempted to tie “psychological exploration to
an art of pleasure.”27 The resulting stylish and expensive can-
vases, carefully promoted by London’s fashionable dealers, soon
found buyers among the nouveau riche plutocracy. Agnew’s
purchase of Tissot’s Hush (also called The Concert), Figure 3,
at the Royal Academy in 1875 for 1,200 guineas is solid proof
of his success.28 By comparison, Degas’s Classe de Danse
(L.341), Figure 4, was sold in London in 1876 for 166 guineas
of which the artist received 145—around 1/8th of the amount
Tissot was paid.29 It should be stressed that the high prices of
Tissot’s original works depended on income from engravings
published in editions numbering sometimes tens of thousands.
Tissot was well aware of the financial rewards of popular re-
productions: in 1869, he was hired by the editor of Vanity Fair,
Gibson Bowles, to do illustrations for the magazine, and by
1873 Tissot had made a total of 55 sketches for the publica-
tion.30 While different from his paintings, they nevertheless
sharpened his sense for capturing the element of popular ap-
peal.31 Degas must have been aware of his friend’s efforts to
build a career in England, although written documentation ex-
ists only after Tissot had left Paris in 1871. The earliest record
is the artist’s letter to Tissot of September 30, 1871, which made
reference to Tissot’s financial success in London and asked for
advice as to how Degas, too, could profit from England.32 An-
other letter to Tissot from New Orleans dated November 19,
1872, again addressed Tissot’s good fortune and continued with:
“Here I have acquired the taste for money, and once back I
shall know how to earn some, I promise you.” He also expressed
regrets at having missed seeing Millais and sent his regards to
Whistler, Legros, and Charles Deschamps, the manager of
Durand-Ruel’s showroom in London where Degas’s works were

shown.33 In another letter, towards the end of his stay in America,
he described two works specifically painted with the intention
of selling them to the London dealer Agnew, suggesting even a
potential client. Once again reference was made to Tissot’s suc-
cess in England and Degas accused the popular Victorian paint-
ers of exploiting some trick while also complaining about
Deschamps’s failure to sell his pictures in England. The letter
implied as well that Tissot had repeatedly insisted that there
was a place in England for Realist painters such as Degas.34

Upon returning to Paris in 1873, in another note, Degas re-
vealed again his preoccupation with the English market: he in-
quired about his, as yet non-existent, future with Agnew and
asked his friend to entertain him with “some juicy ideas and
some veritable sums of money.”35 A subsequent letter of uncer-
tain date expressed Degas’s wish to visit Tissot in London with
several pictures; he also once more complained about Durand-
Ruel’s lack of sales.36 During 1874, Degas appeared to have
been occupied with the first Impressionist exhibition: in an
undated letter he urged Tissot to participate, asking him to “for-
get the money side for a moment.”37 The latter’s absence from
the exhibition is illuminating: success in England had perhaps
curbed, if not eliminated, Tissot’s interest in supporting his
friend’s endeavors to promote the Impressionist cause in France.
A final note to Tissot towards the end of 1874 addressed Degas’s
still uncertain commercial position in London.38 After 1874 no
further writings between the artists are known. This break-off
of correspondence may have been due to a possible strain on
their friendship resulting from Tissot’s unwillingness to sup-
port the Impressionists as well as Degas’s growing awareness
of Tissot’s preoccupation with financial success contrasted with
what Degas saw as a position of artistic integrity.

Curiously, none of these letters suggests that Tissot ever
actively furthered his friend’s career in England. In an artistic
environment where patronage between artists was quite com-
mon and even flattering to those who extended it, Tissot’s be-
havior was atypical. Far more support in London, for example,
was provided for Degas by the resident painters James McNeil
Whistler and Alphonse Legros.

25 Wentworth 89, 128, n. 7.

26 Wentworth 99. For further discussion on the effects of English taste on
Tissot see also 95-99.

27 Wentworth 6.

28 Wentworth 117, n. 99; also Marilyn Brown, Degas and the Business of
Art: A Cotton Office in New Orleans (Pennsylvania State UP, 1994) 48,
n. 110.

29 Douglas Cooper, The Courtauld Collection (London: University of Lon-
don, Athlone Press, 1954) 60-61. Tissot’s Hush measures 73.5 x 112 cm
and Degas’s Classe de Danse 85 x 76 cm.

30 Wentworth 87. Also on staff, besides Tissot, were Carlo Pellegrini and
de Nittis, both friends of Degas.

31 Brown 48, n. 110, for contemporary comments by Berthe Morisot,

Edmond de Goncourt, and J. S. Sargent on Tissot’s commercial instinct.
Sargent referred to Tissot as a “dealer of genius.”

32 M. Guerin, ed. Degas Letters (Oxford: Cassirer, 1947) 11-12.

33 Guerin 18-19.

34 Guerin 29-31. The paintings are A Cotton Office in New Orleans (L.
320) and its smaller version.

35 Guerin 33.

36 Guerin 34; the date suggested is 1873.

37 Guerin 38-39.

38 Guerin 41-42. Boggs, 222, suggests the date of 1874 due to Degas’s
mention of Faure in this letter.



34

ATHANOR XVI THOMAS M. BAYER

One of Degas’s letters indicates that he must have met
Whistler prior to September 1871, and their mutual admiration
and lifelong friendship are well known. 39 By then Whistler had
become the center of a group of young English art students in
London he had met earlier in Paris and who kept abreast of the
latest developments in French art.40 To this circle he introduced
Fantin-Latour and Alphonse Legros, and it appears that he also
extended patronage to Degas. As Douglas Cooper points out,
“behind most of the early purchases in England of Degas—
Ionides, Sickert, Mrs. Unwin, Sir William Eden, or William
Burrell—one can trace the connection with Whistler.”41 These
acquisitions, however, occurred in the 1880s. If and how dur-
ing the early 1870s Whistler extended his hand to Degas is not
documented, yet the American’s character favors the notion
that Degas enjoyed Whistler’s support. One patronal link did
exist through the dealer Gambart, who knew Whistler since
1864, 42 subsequently established a successful business rela-
tionship with Tissot and was, I believe, the same ‘Gambar’
Degas met during one of his trips to London.43 Perhaps it was
the American who orchestrated the meeting between Degas and
this influential dealer.

Degas also mentioned in the above letter his friend Legros
who had left France in 1863 and, with Whistler’s help, settled
in London.44 Legros stayed in touch with his artist friends in
Paris and often extended his support: during the Franco-Prus-
sian War and the events of the Commune in 1871, for example,
Monet and Pissarro stayed with him, and after 1872 he acted as
a member of the Committee of Honor of the Society of French
Artists recently created by Durand-Ruel to promote his exhibi-
tions of contemporary French paintings in London.45 Degas was
first introduced to the English public through these exhibitions
and subsequently participated in a total of eight 46 until 1876,
when Durand-Ruel closed his London branch and Legros be-
came first Slade Professor at University College, London. Sug-
gesting a possible link between Degas’s participation in these

exhibitions and Legros’s role in the Committee of Honors is, of
course, speculative, but the coincidence is worth noting, par-
ticularly since Legros’s appointment to the faculty of Univer-
sity College in 1876 coincided with the last exhibition of the
Society of French Artists in London. He may have been one of
the driving forces behind the organization and his new faculty
responsibilities could have hindered further active involvement
in the organization.47 Moreover, unlike Tissot, Legros did par-
ticipate in the first Impressionist show in 1874,48 and his influ-
ence in the London art world contributed to the gradual accep-
tance of Impressionism in Britain. It should be mentioned also
that the artist was responsible for Ionides’s purchase of Degas’s
second version of Le Ballet de “Robert Le Diable” (L.391)
from Durand-Ruel in 1881.49 Although sparse, the available
information on Whistler’s and Legros’s support of Degas sug-
gests, I believe, the possibility of far more extensive patronage
than is presently known.

Degas’s interest in the English market was paramount be-
tween 1872 and 1876 when Durand-Ruel and Charles
Deschamps were showing his paintings in London. Durand-
Ruel, after fleeing Paris in 1870 during the Franco-Prussian
war, had arrived in England with a substantial inventory of paint-
ings of which custom clearance he entrusted to Henry Wallis,
owner of the French Gallery and close associate of Gambart.50

Wallis initially stored the pictures at McLean’s gallery to which,
in early November 1870, the public was invited to view, for the
first time, works by Monet, Pissarro, Manet, and others of the
Realist/Impressionist tendency.51 Towards the end of the year
the exhibition, now titled “The Society of French Artists” was
moved to Gambart’s German gallery at 168 New Bond Street.52

The event was generally well received by local critics and now
also included works by Rosa Bonheur, Burne-Jones, and Alma-
Tadema, all well established artists of Gambart’s stable. The
association between Durand-Ruel and Gambart was tightened
further when the latter’s nephew, Charles Deschamps, in 1872,

39 Guerin 12, citing a letter by Degas to Tissot of September, 1871, in
which he extends his regards to Whistler. For their friendship see also
19 and 32.

40 Cooper 14.

41 Cooper 18. With the exception of Sickert, Cooper provides no docu-
mentation for this statement, although it is often repeated and accepted
in Degas literature.

42 Maas 116.

43 Theodore Reff, “Some unpublished letters of Degas,” Art Bulletin LI
(March 1968) 88. The dating of this letter is somewhat problematic and
will be discussed in a later section as will be the role of Gambart whom
Reff incorrectly describes as a bookseller and publisher who had joined
a firm of print sellers and publishers in 1871. However, in a letter of 18
January 1998 to the author, Dr. Reff indicates that this statement will be
corrected in his forthcoming edition of the letters of Degas.

44 Maas 166 and n. 1.

45 Lettres à Lucien, 58, letter of Camille Pissarro of July 25, 1883, as cited
by Cooper 29, n. 1, also 21.

46 Kate Flint, Impressionism in England: The Critical Reception (Boston:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984) 356-360.

47 Cooper 17; Flint 360. The next collective showing of Impressionists in
London did not occur until 1882. To argue for a cause and effect link
would be going too far: economics were the main reason for Durand-
Ruel’s departure. However, the successful promotion and sale of new
art requires a delicate interplay of forces and Legros’s shift of focus
towards his new position could have contributed to Durand-Ruel’s de-
cision to leave. Of course, the argument could be inverted: Durand-Ruel’s
departure may have prompted Legros to pursue other career opportuni-
ties. If and what connections existed between the two events, so far,
remains speculation.

48 Guerin 39. For a contemporary discussion of Legros see Edmund Duranty,
“The New Painting: Concerning the Group of Artists exhibiting at the
Durand-Ruel Galleries,” reprinted in Charles Moffet, The New Paint-
ing, Impressionism 1874-1886, exhibition catalogue, Richard Burton,
Geneva.

49 Cooper 29; R. Pickvance, “Henry Hill, an Untypical Victorian Collec-
tor,” Apollo LXXVI: 10 (December 1962) 791; Boggs 270.

50 Maas 223.
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became the secretary of Durand-Ruel’s “Society of French Art-
ists.” Deschamps had been involved in his uncle’s business since
the latter’s establishment of “The Secretariat of French Paint-
ers in England and The USA” in Paris in 1859.53 When Gambart
offered the post of manager of the French Gallery to Henry
Wallis in 1861, Deschamps was one of the new manager’s liai-
sons in Paris.54 After fleeing Paris in 1871, the young man went
to London to apprentice with his uncle and soon befriended
artists in the circle of the Pre-Raphaelites and others represented
by Gambart. After accepting the post of secretary of “The So-
ciety of French Artists” in 1872, Deschamps still maintained
close personal and business ties to his uncle.55 After the ninth
exhibition in November 1874, Durand-Ruel left the London
gallery in charge of Deschamps who organized three subse-
quent exhibitions of the “Society” until 1876 when the gallery
was closed.56 It is noteworthy that the largest number of Degas’s
works sold during the last year of the gallery’s operation when
all four exhibited pieces were purchased by the Brighton col-
lector Henry Hill. Degas must have been disappointed when
Deschamps closed just as sales seemed to indicate that the
artist’s career in England was about to flourish. Most likely the
undated letter in which he asked Deschamps about another
English dealer with premises at 55 Great Russell Street was an
attempt to find a new outlet for his pictures.57 Evidently, these
efforts were unsuccessful, or he may have simply lost interest,
since his works did not reappear on the London market until
1882, again with Durand-Ruel.58

Degas’s London debut consisted of two paintings shown
during the fourth exhibition of the Society of French Artists in
the summer of 1872: A False Start (L.258), Figure 5, and The

Ballet from “Robert Le Diable”(L.294). Both were priced at a
reasonable 100 guineas each but neither sold during the show.
However, the ballet scene, which Degas specifically did not
want to have displayed in London, was purchased in 1874 by
the opera singer Jean-Baptiste Faure and returned to Degas in
exchange for other works.59 The artist subsequently painted
another version which appears to be the earlier mentioned can-
vas acquired by Ionides in 1881 on Legros’s advice.60

The Society’s fifth exhibition during the winter of 1872/
73 featured three of Degas’s works: At the Races in the Coun-
tryside (L.281), also shown at the sixth exhibition (no. 79), was
likewise acquired by Faure for 50 guineas and later exhibited
at the first Impressionist show in 1874 (no. 77).61 The artist’s
Classe de Danse (L.297) was sold to Brandon and also loaned
to the aforementioned show (no. 55). It reappeared on the En-
glish market in 1876 when it was purchased by Hill during the
last exhibition before Deschamps closed.62 The third work, Le
Foyer de la Danseà l’Opera de la Rue Peletier (L.298), Figure
6, went to Louis Huth for 140 guineas of which Degas received
a total of 95.63

Evidently to increase his popularity and perhaps prompted
by Tissot, by whom he had seen an engraving in an illustrated
paper in New Orleans, Degas sent that year a design to the
Illustrated London News (L.400).64 The London market was of
particular interest to Degas at this time since he had just com-
pleted his Cotton Office (L.320), Figure 7, while in New Or-
leans with the intent to sell it in England. Both endeavors failed:
the design for the News was refused, a predictable reaction con-
sidering that, contemporaneously, illustrations by Gerome and
Bouguereau were being accepted.65 Degas reworked the pen-

51 Athenaeum, Nov. 5, 1870, as cited by Maas 223; Lionello Venturi, ed.
“Memoirs de Paul-Durand Ruel,” in Les Archives de l’Impressionisme
(Paris, New York: 1939) 175-81; Cooper 22.

52 Flint 2.

53 Maas 110. The organization was initially represented by Surville who
was later assisted by Deschamps.

54 Maas. The other was Surville.

55 Maas 223, 238.

56 Ronald Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers, 1872-1876,” Burlington Maga-
zine 105 (June 1963), 258, n. 20; Flint 4, giving the date for Durand-
Ruel’s closing of the London premises as the end of 1875. The dealer’s
next attempt on the English market did not occur until the summer of
1882 with a small exhibition at a gallery he rented at 13 King Street, St.
James. In the spring of 1883 he renewed his efforts with a much larger
exhibition consisting of 65 works of which 7 were by Degas at the
Dowdeswell’s Gallery. See also Cooper 23.

57 Sutton, Edgar Degas: Life and Work, 116, n. 30; Reff, “Some Unpub-
lished Letters,” 91-2.

58 Flint 360. There is some evidence suggesting that the artist’s first busi-
ness dealings with Durand-Ruel go back to 1871, one year prior to the
first showing of his works in London. See Boggs 161. Gallery records,
however, indicate that the first purchases of Degas’s paintings were made
in January, 1872. See Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 256-7; Boggs 42,

59. The term ‘purchase’ has to be used with caution. The difference
between the price paid to the artist and the retail price was often too
small to indicate an outright purchase but more likely a consignment
arrangement. Durand-Ruel worked normally with a 100% mark-up, or
doubling the price paid to the artist. See Boggs 370. For the next year
and a half frequent transactions occurred between the two until, in late
1874, Deschamps took over. See Boggs 161, 212; also Guerin 34. The
artist’s relationship with Durand-Ruel appeared to have been occasion-
ally strained but nevertheless long lasting.

59 Guerin 34-35, in a letter to Tissot; also Boggs 59, 171; Flint 57; Cooper
22.

60 Cooper 29, 60.

61 Boggs 157.

62 Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 257-8.

63 Boggs 175. By February 18, 1873, Degas was unaware of the sale of
these paintings as indicated by the content of a letter to Tissot. See Guerin
32.

64 Guerin 33; Boggs 225; Wentworth 92. Continental artists often submit-
ted their works to this magazine; in fact, as Pickvance points out in
“Degas’s Dancers,” 260, the December 21, 1872, issue included an il-
lustration by Degas’s friend, the Danish artist Lorenz Frohlich.

65 Gérôme on December 14, 1872; Bouguereau on January 4, 1873.
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and-ink drawing and it was later purchased by Hill in 1876 at
the last exhibition at Deschamps’s gallery as Repetition d’un
Ballet sur la Scene (L.400). Degas’s naivete in commercial
matters becomes even more apparent in his failed campaign to
sell the Cotton Office to the dealer Agnew. In his entrepreneur-
ial enthusiasm he had even suggested to Tissot a potential cli-
ent, the Manchester cotton spinner Cottrill, whose name he
might have known from a series of illustrated articles in the Art
Journal in 1870/71.66 As a Victorian merchant firm, Agnew’s
would have considered the painting, if they ever saw it, without
commercial potential: painted by an unknown foreign artist,
depicting the comfortable, leisurely business environment of
wealthy cotton brokers, the canvas was without the required
mass appeal. It was too specifically aimed at one narrow inter-
est group which, even apart from the commercial crisis of the
cotton industry, would have considered the “colonial” location
of the scene as inappropriate as the apparent glorification of
the ease of capitalist business life.67 Popular subject and mass
appeal were, from a Victorian art merchant’s viewpoint, vital
factors in a painting’s purchase decision. Degas’s Cotton Of-
fice failed on all counts. There is no evidence that Agnew’s
ever saw the painting and, in my opinion, Tissot never men-
tioned it to them. Three years later the canvas was in London
with Deschamps. Since it arrived after June 1, 1876,68 it was
too late for the final exhibition suggesting that Degas was un-
aware of the imminent closing of the gallery. The dealer may
have continued his activities privately, since the painting re-
mained with him until spring of 1877. The Cotton Office was
finally bought by the museum in Pau, France, for 2,000 francs,
or about 65 guineas—even for Degas a very low price.69 The
commercial history of this painting can serve as a textbook
example of the risks of the artist/entrepreneur combination.

In spite of these failed efforts, the year 1873 showed some
successes: all three of Degas’s paintings shown at the sixth ex-

hibition of the “Society,” Getting Ready For The Start (L.317),
A Racecourse in the Normandy (L.281), and Horses at Grass
(L.289), were purchased by the singer Faure.70

At the seventh exhibition, during the winter of 1873, De-
gas showed for the first time a laundress subject in England
(L.356), but he again asked Faure to purchase it from Durand-
Ruel in his behalf.71 After reworking it, Degas exhibited the
canvas at the second Impressionist show in Paris in 1876.72 Simi-
larly, in March 1874, he recalled his Orchestra Musicians of
1870 (L.295), which he had sent to London in May 1873.73

The catalogue of the eighth exhibition in the spring of 1874
listed no works by Degas; almost everything he had thus far
sent had found new owners.74 For the ninth exhibition that win-
ter the artist replaced one of the two sold ballet scenes (L.297
and L.298) with his Scene de Ballet (L.425) 75 which went to
Henry Hill who was to buy all but one of the subsequent works
Degas sent to London over the next two years.76 The only un-
sold painting was his Dancer Posing for a Photograph (L.447;
Figure 8) shown at the tenth exhibition in the spring of 1875.77

Although well reviewed, it attracted no buyers.78

On 22 August 1875, Degas notified Deschamps of the ar-
rival in London of another painting, La Repetition au Foyer de
la Danse (L.362) which was shown at the eleventh exhibition
of the Society, November 1875. The press received this sketch-
like work favorably and Captain Hill added it to his collec-
tion.79

The twelfth and last exhibition, organized by Deschamps
in the spring of 1876, now renamed “Pictures of Modern French
Artists,” featured four ballet scenes which were again purchased
by Hill. There was Degas’s earlier mentioned Dance Class of
1871 (L.297) which had been bought by Brandon four years
prior.80 Also shown was the reworked design rejected earlier
by the Illustrated London News, now titled Rehearsal of the
Ballet on the Stage (L.400).81 The third painting going to the

66 Degas revealed his entrepreneurial enthusiasm in a letter to Tissot from
New Orleans of November 19, 1872: “here I have acquired the taste for
money, and once back I shall know how to earn some, I promise you.”
See Guerin 17. For Cottrill see also Guerin 30 and Brown 44 and n. 96.

67 For a detailed discussion of this painting within this context see Brown
43-46, 48-51.

68 Archives Durand-Ruel, Paris, excerpted and translated in Sutton, Edgar
Degas, 115, advising Deschamps of the forthcoming arrival of Cotton,
letter of June 1, 1876; also see Boggs 216, describing a letter by Degas
to Mme. Nittis complaining about Deschamps from whom he had re-
quested the return of the painting.

69 Brown 105, and n. 83.

70 Cooper 22, as catalogue numbers 33, 79, 100, respectively; also Flint
358, and Boggs 221.

71 Flint 358, catalogue number 80; also Boggs 223, stating that the paint-
ing was bought from Degas for 2,000 francs and sold to Faure for the
same amount; also Cooper 22.

72 Boggs 223-4.

73 Boggs 164 and 221 for a complete list of the paintings purchased by
Faure from Durand-Ruel in Degas’s behalf.

74 Cooper 22.

75 Flint 359, as catalogue number 9; also Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,”
261. There is a letter by Degas of November 8, 1874, to Deschamps
about the shipment of one painting to London in the next two days. The
thus far unidentified painting was, most likely, this ballet scene for which
the artist suggested a price of 1,000 francs.

76 Pickvance, “Henry Hill.”

77 Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 258, n. 20; Boggs 244, as catalogue num-
ber 72, Ballet Dancer Practicing.

78 Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 258, n. 20, and Boggs 244. It seems that
the picture had been varnished before the oils were dry, and thus prema-
turely yellowed.

79 Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 265; Reff, “Some Unpublished Letters,”
395-96; Cooper 22 as catalogue number 99.

80 Boggs 174.
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Brighton collector was The Dance Class (L.398) and he also
added another work of the same title (L.341) to his collection 82

which now included a total of six ballet scenes. This last paint-
ing was purchased together with Degas’s Absinthe Drinker of
1875/76 (L.393) and Hill loaned both to the “Third Annual
Winter Exhibition of Modern Pictures” in Brighton in Septem-
ber 1876.83 The Absinthe Drinker was not listed in the cata-
logue of the twelfth exhibition but must have been shipped by
Degas later to Deschamps who then sold to the collector. To
present to potential buyers to increase sales, the artist had also
sent his dealer some photographs of available works, not in-
cluded in the show.84

The relative success of having sold five works in a span of
a few months encouraged Degas and he informed Deschamps
on 15 May 1876 of another ballet painting he was sending to
London. He asked also if the dealer was still interested in his
Cottoniers and urgently requested 7,000 francs owed to him.85

No records have yet been found which would indicate that the
ballet painting was ever received by the dealer. Degas’s request
for money, however, provides some useful information: it tells
us that the artist’s business was on a consignment basis and it
gives us the minimum amount Degas had earned in London
during the previous year assuming, of course, that no financial
obligations had been left to Deschamps by Durand-Ruel. The
actual earnings of this period must have been considerably
higher than the sum owed by Deschamps: Degas had received
3,000 francs for one of the dance pictures bought by Hill for
4,200 francs (166 guineas); the same collector had also acquired
the Absinthe Drinker for around 4,000 francs.86 Assuming that
the artist’s portion was around 3,000 francs, corresponding with
the previous transaction, these two sales alone amount to 6,000
francs. Since one of Hill’s purchases (L.297) no longer had
belonged to the artist, only two remaining ballet scenes have to
be taken into account for an income projection. Since there is

no reason for these works to have been priced substantially
less than the other ballet picture, Degas’s income in London
during 1876 alone could have been as high as 12,000 francs.
Considering the fact that the average wage of a Parisian shop
clerk was about 1/6th of this amount,87 the year 1876 should be
considered a financial success for Degas. Unfortunately, by this
time his family’s debt had become such a burden that earnings
from England presented little relief from his financial woes.88

The loss of his dealer in London kept Degas from continuing
the momentum there. Provincial exhibitions, such as the one in
Brighton in 1876, could only have commercial repercussions if
a supply of works was available for sale in England. Degas
now focused on the Impressionist exhibitions in Paris and his
works did not reappear on the English market until 1882. With-
out a dealer, Degas lacked the representation essential to com-
mercial success in London. It seems almost ironic that just at
the point of a potential breakthrough the artist lost both his
dealer and his financial independence.89

A discussion of Degas’s early career in England would be
incomplete without a closer examination of the possible meet-
ing between the artist and the dealer Ernest Gambart based on
the assumption that the individual ‘Gambar’ mentioned in
Degas’s letter was in fact this influential art merchant. Although
the exact date of the letter and its addressee are still not firmly
established, the circumstances of the encounter strongly sup-
port this notion.90 This meeting would have represented the only
known direct contact between Degas and any leading English
dealer and the issue raises certain questions. The dealer’s im-
portance as well as general propriety make a meeting without a
third party introduction highly unlikely. Who provided it and
its exact purpose are still unresolved; most certainly the latter
went beyond riding around London in a cab to locate Legros,
as Degas described in the letter. Unknown is also the possible
content of the conversation, but it is curious that Degas did not

81 Boggs 227-8; Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 259. Hill paid 180 pounds
(150 guineas) or 4,000 francs.

82 Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 259: Boggs 232.

83 Boggs 234, 286; Pickvance, “Degas’s Dancers,” 259. Hill paid 180
pounds (150 guineas) or 4,000 francs.

84 Boggs 214; Ronald Pickvance, “L’Absinthe in England,” Apollo LXXVII:
15 (May 1963) 395-96.

85 Reff, “Some Unpublished Letters,” 90.

86 Cooper 60 (L. 341); Boggs 286.

87 Brown 136 for this statistic and other information on Degas’s earnings.

88 Boggs 215.

89 Boggs 215. On August 23, 1876, Achille Degas informed Michel Musson
in New Orleans that the family bank had finally closed and that Rene’s
failure to repay a loan had forced him, Edgar, and Marguerite to live on
a bare subsistence in order to honor the bank’s debt.

90 Boggs 215, n. 49. Degas was helped by ‘Gambar’ to locate the artist
Legros. It seems highly unlikely that there would be another ‘Gambar’—
other than the dealer with the phonetically identical name in London—
to whom Degas would turn for help in locating an artist friend. Dr. Reff,
in the above mentioned letter to the author concurs and will suggest this
in his forthcoming edition of Degas’s letters. There are two opinions
regarding the identity of this artist friend. Reff, in “Some Unpublished
Letters,” 88, n. 1, opines that it is Alphonse Legros and the date Octo-
ber, 1871, citing as reasons an address written in the letter. Yet Degas’s
hotel, Hotel Conte, was not listed in the London Post Office Directory
in the years around 1871. (Reff, “Some Unpublished Letters,” 84, n.
22). Dr. Reff, in the above mentioned letter to the author, however, points
out that the Directory lists, among other private, family and lodging
hotels at Golden Square, one at no. 2 owned by Victor Ronveau, who
was presumably French and suggests that it might have been such an
establishment in which Degas stayed. Browse 21, n. 4, and Wentworth
84, n. 1, identify the addressee as Tissot and the date as August, 1868,
citing an unpublished response by Tissot from Paris as their source.
(The letter is in the possession of M. Jean Nepveu-Degas, Paris.) Unfor-
tunately, no proof is provided for their assumption that the address, 1
Victoria Grove Villas, Baywater, was Tissot’s. Sutton’s suggestions in
Edgar Degas: Life and Work, 93-4, that this meeting occurred during
Degas’s trip to London in the fall of 1872 cannot be correct since Gambart
was not in London at that time. See Maas 238.
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mention Gambart, but Agnew, in the letter about his Cotton
Office to Tissot in February 1873.91 His attempts to engage
Tissot as middleman indicate that he had no direct contact with
the firm. Perhaps Degas tried to initiate a business relationship
with Gambart but was rejected. To a dealer of this type, Degas’s
work was entirely unsuitable. Wallsize, publishable “sensation
pictures” or , at least, acceptable Royal Academy or Salon paint-
ings were the basis of his and most prosperous Victorian deal-
ers’ financial successes. In view of a possible rejection by
Gambart, Degas’s comment accusing English artists of exploit-
ing some trick, takes on a different light. Perhaps this meeting
had provided him with a brief insight into the workings of the
Victorian art market. His lack of understanding of, or unwill-
ingness to emulate, this “trick” is demonstrated by the initial
commercial failure of his Cotton Office. The risk of dealing in
untested art was usually avoided by Victorian art merchants or
left in the hands of foreign dealers. Durand-Ruel and his artists
were clearly no threat to Gambart. His close associate Wallis
and his nephew Deschamps were key figures in the establish-
ment of Durand-Ruel in London and thus in the first introduc-
tion of Impressionism in England. It would not be uncharacter-
istic of Gambart to keep an eye on, and possibly financial inter-
est in, these new intransigent painters, recognizing their talent
but preferring an at-arms-length involvement.92

The preceding examination of the commercial history of
Degas’s works in England reveals both failure and success.
Partly responsible for his interest in London was Tissot’s ca-
reer. Compared to him, Degas’s attempts failed. The artist evi-
dently did not understand that Tissot’s high prices93 were based
largely on projected earnings of the combination of a painting’s
three separately marketable entities: reproduction rights, exhi-
bition rights, and original work. Tissot’s prices required a
dealer’s willingness to pay him such amounts because antici-
pated profits from a picture’s other income properties, i.e. re-
production and exhibition rights, were factored in. Thus, profit
potential determined, to a large part, the degree of support deal-
ers extended to any young artists, and the effects of economics
on the arts in this dealer-controlled art market should not be

underestimated. Profit considerations of the middlemen deter-
mined the price of artistic labor. The most important, in fact,
necessary, ingredient for achieving the success of a Leighton,
Frith, Hunt, Bonheur, or Tissot was mass-appeal. Whether De-
gas was aware of this is not known; perhaps his mention of
“some trick” employed by English artists referred to this. The
one work intentionally painted for the English market, his Cot-
ton Office, shows that his understanding of the contemporary
art market in England was at best fragmentary.

However, the London experience can also be seen as a
success. Most of Degas’s exhibited works sold and his income
in the last year alone was quite substantial. His lamentations
about the lack of money give the impression that he was unsuc-
cessful; yet the facts tell a different story. Unfortunately, a com-
bination of unlucky circumstances prevailed: there was Degas’s
commitment to Faure to replace for free the six canvases the
singer had bought in the artist’s behalf from Durand-Ruel with
four new ones.94 This extra burden without remuneration came
at a time when he began to suffer under the effects of his family’s
financial misfortune. Also his ability to send to Deschamps a
steady supply of works was constrained by his obligation to
Faure. Even more problematic was the loss of his dealer in
London. Deschamps was the only dealer who had begun to
develop a clientele for Degas and finding a new agent on short
notice would have been very difficult. Degas may well have
tried when he asked Deschamps about the gallery in Russell
Street. Such efforts, however, were doomed to fail: no typical
Victorian dealer would have been inclined to take him on, busi-
ness economics simply did not justify it. The last, and in some
respects, most important factor, in Degas’s financial woes was
his inability or unwillingness—with the exception of the Cot-
ton Office—to yield to market demands.95 In spite of sporadic
preoccupation with earning money, the artist, time and time
again, returned to his consuming passion: the making of pic-
tures in his own style and, ultimately, I think, therein lies the
source of his greatness.

Tulane University

91 Guerin 29.

92 Maas 236 ff. Around this time Gambart was also slowly withdrawing
from active business life in London.

93 Guerin 18, 30.

94 Boggs 221.

95 A letter by Achille Degas, dated February 16, 1869, to his uncle Michel
Musson in New Orleans (Tulane University Archives, N. 27, box II,
folder 29) mentions Edgar’s brief interest in a business deal with Alfred
Stevens’s brother, Arthur, a dealer in Belgium; evidently, nothing came
of it. See Brown, “The Degas-Musson Papers at Tulane University,” Art
Bulletin (March 1990) 121.



39

DEGAS AND THE ENGLISH CONNECTION 1872-1876

Figure 1. Edgar Degas, Racehorses before the Stand,
1866-68, oil on canvas, 46 x 61 cm., signed lower
left, Louvre, Paris. (L. 262)*

Figure 2. Edgar Degas, Sulking, 1869-71, oil on
canvas, 32 x 46 cm., signed lower right, Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York. (L. 335)

*Note: An L. followed by an Arabic numeral refers to
the Lemoisne catalogue raisonné number of Degas’s
work.

Figure 3. James Jacques Tissot, Hush, c. 1875, oil on
canvas, 73. 6 x 112 cm., signed lower right, City of
Manchester Gallery.
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Figure 4. Edgar Degas, Classe de Danse, 1874, oil on canvas, 85 x 75 cm., signed lower
left, Louvre, Paris. (L. 341)

Figure 6. Edgar Degas, Le Foyer de la Danse à l’Opera de la Rue
Peletier, 1872, oil on canvas, 32 x46 cm., signed lower left,
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. (L. 298)

Figure 5. Edgar Degas, A False Start, c. 1872, oil on canvas, 32 x
40 cm., signed lower right, Boston Museum of Fine Arts. (L. 258)
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Figure 7. Edgar Degas, A Cotton Office in New Orleans, 1873, oil on canvas, 74 x 92 cm., signed lower right, dated New Orleans, 1873, Musée Municipal de
Pau, France. (L. 320)

Figure 8. Edgar Degas, Dancer Posing for a Photograph, 1875, oil on canvas, 65 x 50
cm., signed lower right, Pushkin Museum, Moscow. (L. 447)





Rodin and Michelangelo: Nature and Tradition
Claire Christian Black

In the summer of 1875 Florence celebrated the 400th an-
niversary of Michelangelo’s birth, and, in February 1876,
Auguste Rodin visited Italy and encountered Michelangelo’s
sculpture in situ for the first time. In the eyes of Rodin’s con-
temporary critics and biographers, Michelangelo reached out
to Rodin at that moment, illuminating a new path for him, and
for modern sculpture. Most recently, Rodin and Michelangelo:
A Study in Artistic Inspiration, at the Philadelphia Museum of
Art, rekindled interest in Michelangelo’s impact on Rodin and,
by extension, his successors.1 This convention of associating
the two artists started at the beginning of Rodin’s public suc-
cess and is of such long-standing that it possesses the qualities
of historical fact. The relationship can be documented in the
literature and its effect verified through the study of Rodin’s
own work.

This paper will argue that when Rodin encountered
Michelangelo’s work, he experienced a blend of the Classical
style with the body in natural, expressive motion. This combi-
nation of tradition and vibrant forms coincided with current
interpretations of Michelangelo’s sculpture and personal im-
age. In addition Michelangelo’s style seemed to mirror Rodin’s
own training and ambitions at the time. In Rodin’s eyes they
shared a preference for fugitive motion, fixed in time by the
sculptor. For Rodin, this approach related directly to the tech-
nique of the Greeks and represented a move away from Aca-
demic idealism. To support this contention, first, several French
texts published prior to 1876 will be employed to delineate
how critics used Michelangelo to alternately support and sub-
vert the Academic style at the time of Rodin’s trip. Second,
Rodin’s early training and statements concerning his 1876 trip
will be examined to define the affinity between the two artists.

In Rodin’s age, criticism of Michelangelo proceeded on
two fronts: first, despite his terribilità, he was employed by
some critics as a model of sculptural propriety; second, in the
eyes of more progressive critics, he was a heroic rebel who
provided an example of the expressive possibilities of sculp-
ture. In his Salon of 1765, even the progressive Diderot pre-

sented the conventional limitations of sculpture that seemed
imposed naturally by its materials. He wrote that, “one can paint
whatever one wants; sculpture—severe, grave, chaste—must
choose.”2 Diderot also accepted the requirement that sculpture
present a high degree of organization and surface finish to the
viewer that complemented the gravity of its subject matter. Ironi-
cally, he used Michelangelo’s unfinished works to bolster his
argument, when he wrote:

. . .a slight imperfection in drawing that’s
scarcely noticeable in a painting is unforgiv-
able in a statue. Michelangelo knew this well;
when he despaired of achieving flawless per-
fection he preferred to leave the marble
rough-hewn.3

A carver was bound to his rigid material, which, in Diderot’s
estimation, limited the possibilities for creative expression by
virtue of its hardness. Artistic imagination, even on the scale of
Michelangelo’s genius, could not exceed the requirements of
limited conception and perfect finish imposed by the marble.

Those sculptors who adhered to these conventions in their
pursuit of success led to Baudelaire’s lamenting essay, “Why is
Sculpture Boring?” in his Salon of 1846. Although Baudelaire
challenged painters to push the limits of expression, a willing-
ness to adhere to the more conservative critics’ expectations
marked Baudelaire’s critical approach to sculpture. While he
applauded more dynamic works, Baudelaire still believed that
the materials of sculpture imposed natural limitations on ex-
pression. He described this phenomenon in his Salon of 1859,4

writing:
With what a prodigious power have Egypt,
Greece, Michelangelo, Coustou and a few
others invested these motionless phantoms!
Upon everything which is human it bestows
something eternity [sic], which partakes of
the hardness of the substance used. . .the flick-
ering and faceted dream of painting is trans-
formed into a solid and stubborn meditation.5

1 See Flavio Fergonzi, Maria Mimita Lamberti, Pina Ragionieri and Chris-
topher Riopelle, Rodin and Michelangelo: A Study in Artistic Inspira-
tion exhibition catalogue (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art,
1997).

2 Denis Diderot, Diderot on Art, ed. and trans. John Goodman, vol. 1
(New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1995) 159.

3 Diderot 159.

4 By 1859, Baudelaire had reversed his position on the quality of Salon
sculpture entirely; since it had become, in his opinion, a more dynamic
art.

5 Charles Baudelaire, Art in Paris, 1845-1862: Salons and other Exhibi-
tions. ed. and trans. Jonathan Mayne (Oxford: Phaidon, 1965) 205.



44

ATHANOR XVI CLAIRE CHRISTIAN BLACK

Even Baudelaire expected sculpture to maintain the still, medi-
tative character of the medium.

Surely Rodin did not visit Florence to imbibe this spirit of
calmness and solidity. Instead he responded to an image of
Michelangelo, developed by the writer Stendhal and others,
that emphasized powerful emotion and drama over tranquillity
and stillness.6 In part, this changing perception of sculpture grew
out of the division of labor between the sculptor and the
practicien. This development ruptured the necessary alliance
between the artist and his material in the nineteenth century,7

and the belief in the material ruling the conception and finish
of sculpture had to be abandoned. As a result, the sculptor was
free to leave the confines of cold, still marble and to attain a
new level of expression. The sculptor became the progenitor of
the conception, the creative genius. In the writing of Stendhal
and Hippolyte Taine, Michelangelo began to represent the free
expression of intense emotion through sculpture rather than icy
perfection.

In his book History of Painting in Italy (1817), reprinted
in 1854, the novelist Stendhal devoted much of his study to
Michelangelo. Neither still nor timeless, Michelangelo’s sculp-
ture directly expressed the artist’s reaction to the world that
shaped him. In his book, Stendhal turned his thoughts to his
own era and exhorted contemporary artists to accept the chal-
lenge of Michelangelo and express their response to the new
century. He wrote:

For two centuries a certain politeness has
banished strong passions. In the process of
restraining them, it has annihilated them. . . .
But the nineteenth century is going to take
back what is rightfully its own. If a
Michelangelo were born to us today, to what
point should he succeed? What torrent of new
sensations and pleasures would he lavish
upon this public so well prepared by theatre
and novels?8

In this passage, Stendhal invoked Michelangelo as a guide to
modern artists who should dare to confront the physical and
emotional realities of modern life. Strong passions and torrents
of sensation supplant the sobriety and stillness of sculpture.
Significantly the critic Gustave Geoffroy would use this para-

graph to open his essay on Rodin for the Monet / Rodin exhibi-
tion of 1889, making the association of the two sculptors per-
fectly explicit.

Hippolyte Taine, Stendhal’s protégé, published an account
of Italian art, Philosophy of Art in Italy, in 1865. In Taine’s
eyes, reason ruled the contemporary age, but sensation and
experience governed the Renaissance and, hopefully, the fu-
ture to which he aspired.9 Rather than focus on Michelangelo,
Taine studied Benvenuto Cellini, whom writers conventionally
associated directly with Michelangelo in the nineteenth-cen-
tury. He contrasted the dispassionate idealism of the Academic
style with Cellini’s method, stating succinctly, “We reason and
he sees.”10 Taine explained that, “always in [Cellini’s] work,
the gesture and the cut followed the thought immediately, as an
explosion follows the spark.”11 He envisioned a seamless flow
from observation, through response, to the creation of expres-
sive form. There was no need force a sculpture into a set of
conventional poses and stock expressions associated with Aca-
demic art. Instead Cellini indicated his direct reaction to the
model and his own emotion as he worked.

In the year before his trip to Italy, two major Parisian jour-
nals published monograph issues devoted to Michelangelo and
the anniversary celebration in Florence. The mainstream Ga-
zette des Beaux-Arts reviewed the festivities and offered read-
ers a biographical sketch and lengthy summations of
Michelangelo’s work as a painter, sculptor, poet, and architect.12

A brand new progressive publication, L’Art, took Michelangelo
as its guiding spirit and included an engraving of Moses on its
cover.13 Both publications presented an image of Michelangelo
and his work that coincided with the conceptions of Stendahl
and Hippolyte Taine.

Rodin traveled to Italy during a period of difficulty. His
professional partnership modeling architectural sculpture in
Brussels was dissolving, while his private work was at an im-
passe and went unnoticed by the public. He hoped that his en-
counter with ancient works and Michelangelo would provide
him with some direction. He wrote to Rose Beuret that he had
been studying Michelangelo and hoped that the “great magi-
cian” would “leave me a few of his secrets.”14 He encountered
Michelangelo as constructed by the nineteenth-century authors.
The Renaissance sculptor stood for an idea of modernity and

6 The term “image” in this context encompasses both the persona of
Michelangelo and his sculptures that critics saw as an extension of his
identity. Consequently, this image is a mental conception of the artist
and his work held in common by members of particular artistic circles
and emblematic of their basic orientation toward sculpture.

7 For a thorough discussion of these issues, see Anne Wagner Carpeaux.
(New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1986) 29-63.

8 Gustave Geoffroy, introduction, Claude Monet, A. Rodin reprinted in
Rodin In Perspective ed. Ruth Butler, trans. John Anzalone. (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1980) 47. See also Stendhal, La Peinture en Italie,
vol. 2, Stendhal Oeuvres Complètes (1816; Paris: Librairie Ancienne
Honoré Champion, 1969) 190.

9 In his belief that one could distill the spirit of an age, Taine followed the

lead of Jacob Burckhardt, whose Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy
(1860) characterized Michelangelo’s time as the era of the individual.

10 Hippolyte Taine, Philosophie de L’Art en Italie, (1865; Paris: Éditions
d’Aujourd’hui, 1984) 122. Author’s translation.

11 Taine 127-8.

12 See Gazette des Beaux-Arts, 2nd period, vol. 13 (1876).

13 See L’Art, vol. 1, part 3 (1875) and L’Art, vol. 2, part 3 (1875).

14 Auguste Rodin, Correspondance de Rodin: I, ed. Alain Beausire and
Hélène Pinet (Paris: Éditions du Musée Rodin, 1985) 13. Author’s trans-
lation.
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progress. He again assumed the role that Vasari had cast him in
centuries before as the savior of art. In 1889, Rodin recalled
his initial response when he told Truman Bartlett that when he
saw the Medici Chapel he was “more profoundly impressed
than with anything I have ever seen.”15 However, Rodin also
responded to Michelangelo on a more technical level making
sketches from memory to uncover the principles that governed
Michelangelo’s compositions.16

Instead of finding a new path, Rodin recognized a valida-
tion of his own approach and consequently an artistic heritage
in Michelangelo. Initially Michelangelo’s work, particularly the
Medici Chapel, puzzled Rodin. He described his consternation
in his interview with Paul Gsell, published under the title Art,
in 1900. He said:

When I went to Italy myself, I was discon-
certed before the works of Michelangelo
since I had my mind full of Greek models I
had studied passionately at the Louvre. At
every turn, Michelangelo’s figures contra-
dicted the truth I thought I had finally ac-
quired. “Well!” I said to myself, “why this
incurvation of the torso? Why this raised hip?
. . .” I was quite confused.17

However, in an 1889 interview with Truman Bartlett, published
in The American Architect and Building News, Rodin told the
writer that he had found an answer to his questions. The prin-
ciple that Rodin discovered, the “great magician’s secret,” was
nature.

The strange contortions and weird curves had their basis
in natural motion, the source from which Rodin also preferred
to work. Rodin explained that the Michelangelo’s principles of
composition:

. . .are found in nature, or she verifies them,
if you look carefully enough. They are so
simple that they can be taught in six months
to any student of average intelligence, so that
he can exemplify them, as facts, almost as
well as I can myself. Nature in a word tells
the whole story [sic].18

His statements concerning Michelangelo and nature date from
1889 and 1900, years when Rodin’s prestige and position were
unquestioned, so perhaps he constructed this relationship to
enhance his own prestige. However, Rodin’s argument concern-
ing the basis of Michelangelo’s art never wavered. That consis-

tency suggests that Rodin’s perceptions were long-standing and
reflect his early training and initial experience in Italy.

Rodin acquired his appreciation of natural stances and
unexpected contortions of the human body in motion, the fugi-
tive motion of the body from his drawing master Horace Lecoq
de Boisbaudran at the Petite École.19 Under Lecoq’s tutelage,
Rodin learned to visually break down form into component parts
and to reconstitute it from memory, but he also learned to work
from the human body in motion. To move his students beyond
mere recording of images, Lecoq took them to draw out-of-
doors in natural surroundings with nude or draped models mov-
ing about freely. “Often,” Lecoq wrote, “we would stop one of
them with a shout and beg him to stay a moment in some chance
attitude that had struck us all.”20

The identical freedom and naturalness of Rodin’s models
struck Paul Gsell with their stark contrast to the orderly, frozen
poses of most atelier models. He observed that they wandered
about Rodin’s atelier and the sculptor seemed to wait until one
struck an interesting pose before beginning to work. He com-
mented, “the models seem to give orders to you rather than you
giving orders to them.” Rodin, who was wrapping his figurines
with wet cloths, answered softly: “I do not take orders from
them but rather from Nature.”21 In his training and practice,
Rodin turned to nature and he recognized in Michelangelo’s
work the same power of the unexpected, natural stance. This
experience validated the forms and technique that Rodin had
learned to appreciate and employ when he was a student at the
Petite École.

This experience bore fruit almost immediately in the form
of The Age of Bronze (Figure 1), 1876-1877. In Rodin’s earli-
est life-sized sculpture, dubbed “Michelangelesque,” the sculp-
tor courageously completed and exhibited a statue that obeyed
no accepted rules of propriety. The somnolent figure stands
quietly in a completely ambiguous pose that bears no associa-
tion with sculptural rhetoric or tradition. Rodin began the diffi-
cult sculpture in 1875, but could complete only after his return
from Italy.

In Rodin’s eyes, following nature set Michelangelo apart
from the Academic tradition, and this coincided with Stendahl’s
association of Michelangelo with artistic progress. Rodin drew
the contrast between the Academic style and true respect for
nature in his interview with Gsell. He told Gsell that the Aca-
demic artists “correct, castrate Nature, reducing it to dry cold
contours, whose very regularity has little to do with reality.”22

15 Truman H. Bartlett, “Auguste Rodin, Sculptor,” The American Archi-
tect and Building News, vol. 25 (January 19-June 15, 1889) 64.

16 Bartlett 64.

17 Paul Gsell, Art: Conversations with Paul Gsell trans. Jacques de Caso
and Patricia B. Sanders (1911; Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: U of
California P, 1984) 92.

18 Bartlett 65.

19 Lecoq was well-known in Paris as an innovative drawing master who

espoused the benefits of training the visual memory in his instructional
pamphlet, L’Education de la mémoire pittoresque published in 1847.
For an account of his method in practice see Petra ten-Doesschate Chu,
“Lecoq de Boisbaudran and Memory Drawing,” The European Realist
Tradition, ed. Gabriel P. Weisberg (Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1982).

20 Horace Lecoq de Boisbaudran, The Training of the Memory in Art and
the Education of the Artist, trans. L.D. Luard (London: Macmillan, 1911)
30.

21 Gsell 11.
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If one followed nature’s principles and abandoned the dry Aca-
demic style, then the sculptor would truly emulate the art of the
Greeks and Michelangelo. To summarize his view Rodin stated:
“Whereas life animates and warms the palpitating muscles of
Greek statues, the inconsistent dolls of academic art seem fro-
zen by death.”23

However, Rodin also discovered that Michelangelo could
offer his own work a link with the past that his lack of success
at the Grande École had denied him. Rodin explained to Truman
Bartlett that Michelangelo’s association with natural motion did
not derive from direct observation but from a long tradition of
sculpture. He offered an explanation of Michelangelo’s method:

I was struck with the idea that these principles
were not original with him but the result of
discoveries made by those who had preceded
him. . . . He seems to have worked little from
nature. . .and that he took entire figures from
Donatello. . . .24

Through nature, the qualities of Michelangelo’s sculpture could
be associated with the Greeks, but Michelangelo’s method, as
understood by Rodin, required a second involvement with his-
tory through Donatello. Rodin and Michelangelo were linked
by a respect for natural motion and vibrant figures, but Rodin
would strengthen the bond by borrowing from Michelangelo,
as Michelangelo had borrowed from Donatello. Rodin seemed
almost obsessed with heritage as he continually took figures
from Michelangelo and repeated them in his own work. One
only need consider works such as the Titans,1877 (Figure 2),
created for Sèvres while Rodin worked under Carrier-Belleuse,
and its derivation from the Sistine ignudi or the console shape
of The Thinker,1880 (Figure 3), and its association with Lorenzo
de’Medici from the Medici Chapel, to recognize the extent of
Rodin’s debt to the past.

In conclusion Rodin’s response to Michelangelo’s sculp-
ture involved much more than seeing the work in situ for the
first time. Rodin did not respond to the sobriety and stillness of
the work in the manner of Diderot or Baudelaire. Instead Rodin
confronted sculptures that evoked the modern, highly expres-
sive image of Michelangelo proposed by Stendhal and his suc-
cessors. In addition Rodin found an historic lineage for his in-
novation. Michelangelo’s work offered a precedent for the pro-
gressive quality of Rodin’s training, studio method, and sculp-
ture. Instead of being alone, excluded from the Grande École
and the Salon, he found a way to participate in the mainstream
and to be part of the orthodox tradition of European sculpture.

Virginia Commonwealth University

22 Gsell 23.

23 Gsell 24.

24 Bartlett 64.

Figure 1. Auguste Rodin, The Age of Bronze, bronze, height 67”. Founder:
Rudier, 1875-76. The Rodin Museum, Philadelphia: Gift of Jules E.
Mastbaum.
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Figure 2. Auguste Rodin, French, 1840-1917. Titans, 1877, glazed
earthenware, 36.8 x 33.5 x 35.6 cm. © The Cleveland Museum of
Art, 1998, Leonard C. Hanna, Jr., Fund, 1995.71

Figure 3. Auguste Rodin, The Thinker, bronze, height 79”. Founder: Rudier,
1880. The Rodin Museum, Philadelphia: Gift of Jules E. Mastbaum.





Romaine Brooks’ Self-Portrait Photographs and the Performance
of Lesbian Identity

Joe Lucchesi

Between 1910 and 1915, American artist Romaine Brooks
produced an extensive group of self-portrait photographs. For
those familiar only with this wealthy expatriate’s 1923 self-
portrait in oils, these little-known photographs are a startling
departure. An astonishing variety of poses, costumes, and moods
replaces the monumental and implacable presence of the later
painting. The 1923 work, with its powerfully androgynous ar-
ticulation and confrontational engagement, is almost univer-
sally interpreted as Brooks’ attempt to visualize a lesbian iden-
tity within the profoundly homophobic and patriarchal post-
World War I European culture.1 While they are radically dif-
ferent both in conception and medium, these pre-war photo-
graphs also address the difficulties of being a lesbian in Eu-
rope. In these photographs, Brooks negotiates a visual lesbian
self-identity within a culture based on normative heterosexual-
ity that refused to see homosexuality except as disease and psy-
chological inversion, and that proscribed erotic love between
women. Although she was financially insulated from the utter
social catastrophe other women faced, Brooks nevertheless
confronted the nearly insoluble problem of visualizing a les-
bian identity in a culture systematically attempting to erase that
possibility.

This article will concern a single set of about 20 self-por-
traits that include several in which Brooks carefully builds the
composition around her own painted portraits of her lover, Ballet
Russes dancer Ida Rubinstein. (Figures 1-2) In these as in other
photographs, Brooks repeats her image of herself, affecting
small changes in posture, directional glance and costume. She
also provides a surplus of visual mechanisms that proliferate
and multiply inside the images, including eyes, mirrors, and
cameras. This abundance of image-making mechanisms under-
scores the fact that, through the photographic process, Brooks
submits her image to the powerful regime of the visible and its
organizational strategies. By emphasizing the means by which
bodies are made to appear, are presented and re-presented to
be seen, Brooks’ pictures explore what it is possible and im-
possible to see within this ideological frame. With their prom-
ises of visual plenitude, Brooks’ self-portraits challenge the
truth-value seemingly guaranteed by photography’s reputation

as a faithfully documentary medium, while her insistent repeti-
tions of images, objects and bodies implicitly question the sta-
bility and uniqueness of such identity formations. The dizzying
spectacle of excess patterns, reflections, and surfaces suggests
complete visibility but also calls attention to the status of pho-
tographs themselves as surfaces, as reflections that obscure an
equally dizzying absence, the void of an already unrecoverable
subject lost to time and distance. Thus Brooks’ photographs
structure identity as a negotiation of the visible and the invis-
ible and articulate self-identity as the experience of loss. More
precisely, Brooks stages the continual and active disappear-
ance of the supposedly “essential” self within the purely visual
economy of the photographic medium. I focus on Brooks’
gendered play with the status of woman’s body and on the nearly
invisible lesbian sexuality that haunts the background of these
images to argue that Brooks’ photographic self-portraits pur-
sue the possibilities and limits of a visible lesbian identity.

Throughout this project I engage a theory of identity un-
derstood as performance, a theory informed by recent theoreti-
cal work by Peggy Phelan and Judith Butler. Phelan’s recent
book Unmarked: the Politics of Performance investigates the
“traps of visibility” as they have impact upon contemporary
efforts to fashion identity. Her text is also a cautionary investi-
gation into the effective limits of an identity formulated solely
to gain increased cultural visibility for a previously under-rep-
resented community; in other words, a visibility politics that
equates identity with a more inclusive representational land-
scape, the end goal of which is to participate fully inside the
visible.2

A critique like Phelan’s recognizes that dominant paradigms
of power / knowledge and their organizing structures have the
ability to absorb and incorporate a certain amount of “visible
difference.” In the particular case that interests me, for Brooks
and her contemporaries, part of the problem was precisely the
increased scrutiny, the enforced visibility, under which cultural
authorities placed them in an effort to “see” their sexual orien-
tation. To submit themselves to the visible was to risk surveil-
lance by medical and psychoanalytic discourses that perceived
these women as perverse others, transforming them and their

1 See for example Susan Gubar, “Blessings in Disguise: Cross-Dressing
as Re-Dressing for Female Modernists,” Massachusetts Review 22
(1981): 477-508; Shari Benstock, Women of the Left Bank (Austin: U of
Texas P, 1986) 304-307; Bridget Elliott and Jo-Ann Wallace, Women
Artists and Writers: Modernist (Im)Positionings (London and New York:
Routledge, 1994) 31-56.

2 Peggy Phelan, Unmarked: The Politics of Performance (London and
New York: Routledge, 1993) esp. 1-33.
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relationships into objects of study and therefore subject to di-
agnosis and “correction.” Brooks’ most productive artistic pe-
riod, from about 1910 to 1930, coincided with a growing inter-
est in specifically female homosexuality. The opening paragraph
of Sigmund Freud’s “Psychogenesis of a Case of Homosexual-
ity in a Woman,” published across Europe in 1920, demon-
strates the ominous import of these traps of visibility.

Homosexuality in a woman, which is cer-
tainly not less common than in men, although
much less glaring, has not only been ignored
by the law, but has also been neglected by
psychoanalytic research. The narration of a
single case, not too pronounced in type, in
which it is possible to trace its origin and de-
velopment in the mind with complete cer-
tainty and almost without a gap may there-
fore have a certain claim to attention.3

One doesn’t have to look very closely to see the implied threat
that this statement contains, as Freud invokes both the author-
ity of juridical law and normative science. Freud’s ideas, and
the sexological texts to which they are indebted, had an in-
creasing cultural influence and also had immediate material
consequences for women trying to navigate this cultural ter-
rain. Offering themselves to cultural visibility, therefore, was
at best a risky proposition for Brooks and others, one that had
no guarantees of being seen, and consequently understood, any
differently. This risk creates a certain rhetorical charge in all of
Brooks’ efforts to address lesbian sexuality and specifically
informs her visual approach in these self-portrait photographs.

As Phelan and others have noted, an identity politics in-
vested completely in increased visibility also ignores the con-
stitutive power of what cannot be seen, “marked,” or identi-
fied. Dominant (heterosexual) European culture in the early
20th century worked to render visible so-called sexual devi-
ance and thus bring it under a normative control. Anxieties about
homosexuality in general, and about lesbianism more specifi-
cally, lay precisely in the fact that it continued to elude the or-
ganizing gaze of science and psychology. The necessary reli-
ance these disciplines had on visible signs of this perceived
deviance suggests the underlying fear that deviance could not
be seen at all. Freud’s own words belie this anxiety, as he con-
cedes that female homosexuality is perhaps “much less glar-
ing” and that his own case is not too pronounced in type (there-
fore, perhaps not totally reliable). The threatening invisibility
of homosexuality exerted a powerful grip on the cultural imagi-
nation, a point doubly important to assert in the case of female
homosexuality, since generally women were less visible in domi-
nant culture anyway, and thus lesbians could be a doubly invis-
ible specter at the margins of heterosexual desire.

Phelan’s work on performance helps to investigate ques-
tions of identity and cultural recognition. In a related concern,
Judith Butler examines the relations between performance and
regulatory power as it impacts the individual performing body.
In Bodies That Matter she defines performativity not as a sin-
gular act but as a “citational practice,”4 a process of repetition
that slowly gains cultural authority. She argues that through
cultural threats such as banishment, psychosis, and death, indi-
viduals are compelled to reiterate certain norms at the expense
of others, which she calls “inarticulate.” So performance is
implicated in the very process that sets limits of what has value
within a given cultural framework. To take up a rejected posi-
tion, to move completely outside the norm, a subject risks utter
cultural unintelligibility. However, Butler argues that since ev-
ery citation is both “an interpretation of the norm and an occa-
sion to expose the norm itself as a privileged interpretation,”5

then every citation, reiteration and repetition has the potential
to shift the terrain of intelligibility, to open up or fracture the
smooth masquerade of universality that typifies cultural domi-
nation. Because Butler believes that “the regulatory norms of
‘sex’ work. . .to normalize sexual difference in the service. . .of
the heterosexual imperative,”6 citational performance offers
specific strategies for “queering” (as she puts it) identities—of
opening up new possibilities in the compulsory and forcible
production of embodied subjects. I find this concept of perfor-
mance useful as a general theoretical frame and have extended
it to help articulate the particular vector of Brooks’ project. In
these self-portrait photographs, Brooks cites many visual
norms—among them the conventions of fashion, the female
nude, and the erotics of the artist and model—in her attempt to
visualize a lesbian self-identity.

The photographs under discussion belong to the series of
nearly 20 pictures taken in Brooks’ Paris studio on the fashion-
able Avenue du Trocadero. In most of them, she appears seated
on a sofa before a heavy, floral-patterned curtain, wearing a
small black hat and a dress of rich silken material with a high
standing collar (Figure 1). Brooks playfully and attentively var-
ies her poses, her costume, and the position and framing of the
camera. While some of the repetitive character of the series
can be attributed to the photographic method itself with its
multiple exposures, Brooks seems to be especially interested
in precisely that repetitive process, which she exploits to ex-
plore the seemingly endless permutations that the performing
body can assume. With their careful arrangements and strict
attention to details of gesture and pose, these photographs are
steeped in general conventions of feminine social grace and
propriety as informed by the further conventions of fashion pho-
tography.7 Thus Brooks positions the camera as a substitute for
the watchful public eye. As both photographer and photographic

3 Sigmund Freud, “The Psychogenesis of a Case of Homosexuality in a
Woman,” Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of
Sigmund Freud, vol. 18, ed. James Strachey (London: The Hogarth Press)
147.

4 Judith Butler, Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex (Lon-
don and New York: Routledge, 1994) 2.

5 Butler 108.

6 Butler 2.

7 At the time she took these pictures, Brooks had for several years been
friends with influential fashion photographer Baron de Meyer and his
wife Olga. It is likely that her association with the de Meyers sparked
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subject, however, her relation to that camera is more complex,
and the insistently repetitive nature of the series underscores a
relation between image and identity that Roland Barthes ar-
gued is unique to photography. As he so succinctly stated it in
Camera Lucida, “the referent adheres.” In other words, “a spe-
cific photograph is never distinguished. . .from what it repre-
sents.”8 With these self-portraits, Brooks attempts to undermine
this tautology of image and subject, to demonstrate that the
photographed body is never completely identical to its cap-
tured image. By emphasizing the artifice of portrait photogra-
phy, Brooks instead implies that a gap always obtains between
the two. Whatever the photograph represents, it is already lost
to time and place and is therefore literally unrecoverable out-
side the photograph’s visual frame. As the subject of her own
pictures, Brooks also accents the inevitable alienation and self-
division that occurs in any attempt at self-portraiture, defeating
the “fiction of simultaneity” so crucial to photography’s opera-
tion.9 Instead she produces multiple versions of her image, each
one an interchangeably viable image of her “self.” In these pic-
tures Brooks uses the photographic process itself to reconfigure
the relation between self-identity and visible image.

When she moves to the center of her studio and photo-
graphs herself in a mirror, Brooks affirms this intention and
adds a new level of visual and conceptual complexity (Figure
2). She also considers the position of sexual desire within the
visible confines of the photograph. Her camera enters the vi-
sual field not simply as a consequence of the technical require-
ments necessary to achieve this shot. Brooks carefully centers
the camera within the mirror to vividly underscore the perceived
similarities between the camera and the mirror as objectifying
image makers. The often-used term “mirror of nature” suggests
that, because of the unique relation of image to referent, pho-
tography had been granted a kind of truth-value as a purely
imitative and documentary medium.10 As early as the mid-19th
century, psychiatrists and pathologists routinely used photog-
raphy to capture and record mental or physical disturbances,
supposedly objectively. But Brooks undermines the assumed
objectivity of the photograph as well as the camera’s ability to
render its object of study completely visible. For in these pic-
tures, the camera does not image Brooks directly, it only cap-
tures her reflection in the mirror. Her corporeal body lies some-
where outside the frame. As a purely mechanical device, the
camera’s dispassionate relation to its object supposedly reveals
an essential body and therefore a knowable physical presence.
But Brooks makes clear that what the viewer sees is an image

framed by the photographer’s lens, and also that what the cam-
era actually captures is an apparitional reflection of the body
developed in the emulsion. She suggests that the camera’s and
the mirror’s relation to the body is marked by a gap that can
never be filled and in which the subject has room to move. In
an endless regression, the camera reflects itself reflected in an
image that it (re)duplicates and inverts. Despite the camera’s
visual hold on the subject, hyperbolically dramatized here, the
embodied subject, Brooks, has nonetheless effectively disap-
peared into her illusionistic projection.

In briefly describing the central photograph of the sequence
in Figure 2, two French authors note what they call its two
“points of flight.”11 A reference to the picture’s compositional
structure, the term highlights the complicated spatial play around
Brooks’ centered figure. The space extends behind the mirror
and to the far wall of the studio in one direction, while in the
other, reflects in the mirror and continues over her (and the
viewer’s) shoulder. For these authors, the concept of “points of
flight” simply acknowledges Brooks’ formal complexity and
technical accomplishment. But I like the phrase because it sug-
gests again an active disappearance, an attempted escape—a
subject in flight from its own image. Brooks looks at and for
herself in the mirror, and her search sets up the picture’s orga-
nizing lines of sight. But when she looks, as her gaze flies from
her eyes, she does not see her own face looking back. At the
terminus of Brooks’ points of flight in either direction is not
her own reflected image, but the body of her lover Ida
Rubinstein.

The two paintings that divide Brooks’ attention and cap-
ture her fleeing gaze are both large scale nudes. On the left in
the background is the allegorical Woman with Flowers, and on
the right reflected in the mirror is Le Trajet, or in English The
Crossing, in its unfinished state. (Figure 3). There is no repro-
duction available for Woman with Flowers. They are only two
of several images of Rubinstein’s body that Brooks produced
during their relationship, which lasted until the outbreak of
World War I.

Ida Rubinstein’s body had, for several years, been an im-
portant French cultural commodity. Debuting in Paris in the
1909 Ballet Russes production of Cléopâtre, Rubinstein stunned
audiences in the title role. However, their astonishment had
nothing to do with her dancing skills, but rather her dramatic
entrance. Rubinstein’s Cleopatra, wrapped like a mummy, was
carried onstage inside a sarcophagus on a funerary bier. What
followed was an elaborate, ritualized dance in which her atten-

her interest in photography, and it is interesting to speculate on the de-
gree of their professional involvement in light of the extreme visual so-
phistication of these images.

8 Roland Barthes, Camera Lucida, trans. Richard Howard (New York:
Hill and Wang, 1981) 5-6.

9 Frederick Garber uses this term in his discussion of self-portrait photog-
raphy, in Repositionings: Readings of Contemporary Poetry, Photog-
raphy, and Performance Art (University Park: Pennsylvania State UP,
1995) 166.

 10 Henry Fox Talbot titled his pre-eminent 1840s text on photography “The
Pencil of Nature.” See Henry Fox Talbot, ed. Mike Weaver (Boston:
G.K. Hall and Co., 1992) for documents and discussions related to this
issue. Craig Owen’s essay “Photography en abyme” helpfully elucidates
the relation of photographs to reality, with specific reference to self-
portraits and mirrors. In Beyond Recognition: Representation, Power,
and Culture (Berkeley: U of California P, 1992).

11 Blandine Chavanne and Bruno Gaudichon, “Romaine Brooks
Photographe,” Romaine Brooks, ex. cat. (Poitiers: Musée Sainte-Croix,
1987) 71.
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dants slowly unwound her binding swaths one by one. Cleopatra
gradually emerged from this swirling vortex of fabrics until the
skeins finally fluttered away to reveal Rubinstein’s inert, to-
tally motionless, and “divine body, omnipotent in its beauty.”12

The astounded young Jean Cocteau gushed that her “unforget-
table entrance. . .must be recorded for all time.”13

Rubinstein soon left the Ballet Russes and quickly gained
a reputation, not as a ballerina, but as a mime. Performing alone
or with a company, her expressive gestures so mesmerized
French audiences that in 1912 an entire book appeared dedi-
cated to elegiac descriptions of her lyrical movements, accom-
panied by elegantly abstracted line drawings of her body.14

Rubinstein’s fame reached its apogee in 1911 when she ap-
peared at the Théâtre Nationale de l’Opéra in the gender-bend-
ing Martyrdom of Saint Sebastian, in the lead role of the Ro-
man centurion killed for his pious Christian devotion. The work
scandalized and titillated Parisian audiences on many levels,
not the least of which was the nearly impenetrable tangle of
erotic possibilities—as a woman played a heterosexual male
saint adored by a homosexual Roman emperor, in a part writ-
ten specially for her by male Italian poet Gabriele d’Annunzio,
who was widely believed to be her lover. Even before its debut,
the play and performer were the talk of the city, because the
work’s subject matter had prompted the Archbishop of Paris to
forbid Catholics to attend the show under threat of excommu-
nication.15

Reviews of the production clarify the terms of French au-
diences’ adulation for Rubinstein. She was highly praised for
her poetic, graceful movements and the pathos of her expres-
sive tableaux. One critic rhapsodized:

If you didn’t see her in the first act, immo-
bile and ecstatic, with suffering in her entire
body, then climbing to Calvary, and later tied
to the trunk of a tree where she will receive
the final thrill of her expiring life, you will
never know just what beauty the formal play
of a human body can achieve.16

In addition, most male reviewers seemed inordinately preoc-
cupied with her legs, however, Rubinstein was almost equally
universally criticized for her dialogue. Critics denounced her
strong Russian accent, claiming “she roll[ed] her ‘r’s’ over
gravel,”17 and lampooned her intonations as coarse, loud, and
guttural. Apparently, Rubinstein’s appearances were only truly
successful when her body remained speechless, untainted by
language. When the body spoke, it destroyed an otherwise seam-

less theatrical illusion and a successful masculine erotic fan-
tasy.

According to Brooks, the two women met after the first
performance of Saint Sebastian. Although whispers of
Rubinstein’s lesbianism existed, public acknowledgment was
impossible, particularly at that moment, when Rubinstein had
both a shadowy marriage of convenience and several high-pro-
file “protectors,” including d’Annunzio. Even thirty years later,
in her unpublished autobiography, Brooks would only say guard-
edly that Rubinstein “did not or rather could not return
d’Annunzio’s affection.”18 Thus it was through her own imag-
ing of Rubinstein that Brooks traversed this dense matrix of
bodily desire and representation to make her claim to
Rubinstein’s public body. And her photographs that contain
those paintings explore the dynamics of visibility and identity
that informed their clandestine relationship.

The central photograph invokes a long tradition of artist
and model imagery to suggest an underlying erotic relation
between the two women. A brief comparison to Henri Matisse’s
1903 Carmelina demonstrates both Brooks’ dependence on
convention and her revisions of that norm to reflect the circum-
spect nature of their relationship. Both works organized the
studio space around artists reflected in mirrors and nude fe-
male models. Matisse’s strictly frontal presentation of Carmelina
stresses her passive acceptance of the painter’s gaze, and the
mirror cleverly reunites the pair in an intimate and private space.
Brooks reverses the positions of the two figures, substituting
her own cloaked and reflected image for Carmelina’s frank
sexual availability. In addition, although the two women are
also reunited within the mirror, Brooks appears not with the
actual model but with her own self-produced images of her lover.
Rubinstein’s nude form floats in the background, remote and
increasingly inaccessible. The change in medium, the divided
and reflected nature of the picture, and Rubinstein’s presence
only in painted representation attenuate but still never com-
pletely obscure the erotic connection that structures these im-
ages of model and artist.

The portraits contained in the photograph, in particular The
Crossing, reaffirm that as Brooks cites and re-cites Rubinstein’s
body, she trades on the same cultural accessibility to the muted
body of the performer. Her nude portraits are deeply embed-
ded in the prevailing paradigm that surveyed that body. In her
autobiography, Brooks herself refers to Rubinstein as a “femme
fatale,”19 and her paintings rely heavily on contemporary aes-
thetic conventions that associated female sexuality with danger

12 Alexandre Benois, quoted in Michael de Cossart, Ida Rubinstein: A
Theatrical Life (Liverpool: Liverpool UP, 1987) 16.

13 Jean Cocteau, “Notes on the Ballet,” The Decorative Art of Léon Bakst,
ed. Arsène Alexandre (London: Fine Art Society, 1913) 27.

14 Georges Tribout, Dessins sur les Gestes de Mlle. Ida Rubinstein (Paris:
La Belle Edition, 1913).

15 The Archbishop’s edict characterized the performance as “offensive to
Christian consciences” and accused the play of “disfiguring the history

of one of our most glorious martyrs.” Comoedia, May 18, 1911.

16 Comoedia, June 11, 1922.

17 Journal des Debats, May 29, 1911.

18 Romaine Brooks, No Pleasant Memories, unpublished manuscript, Na-
tional Archives of American Art, Washington, DC, 257.

19 Brooks 257.
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and death. Rubinstein’s stage appearances as Cleopatra, as the
sultan’s treacherous wife in Schéhérazade, and also as Salomé
only reinforced such an identification specific to her sexual-
ized body.20 In one sense, The Crossing and the other nude por-
traits can be seen as asserting an even more privileged claim on
Rubinstein’s public body, since they cast off the armor that hid
the androgynous body of Saint Sebastian and unravel the final
skeins that covered Cleopatra. Brooks also included these works
in her first one woman show in 1910-1911 at the prestigious
Galeries Durand-Ruel in Paris and the Goupil Gallery in Lon-
don. Through their exhibition, she both extended the circula-
tion and availability of Rubinstein’s form while simultaneously
confirming her own privileged relation to it. However, in claim-
ing a position within this predominant representational frame-
work, Brooks irrevocably altered its borders and made pos-
sible a new kind of looking—the specter of a female visual
homoerotics. Critics’ reactions to these works reveals an un-
easy, if barely acknowledged, recognition of Brooks’ subver-
sion. The London Times reviewer, for example, after praising
other portraits as “direct, simple, and attractive,” wondered
disparagingly

why. . .Mrs. Brooks seem[s] to prefer the dis-
agreeable and the decadent, the long thin
nudities of three of the pictures [two depict-
ing Rubinstein] and the ugly mystery of one
of them, the Masked Archer [Brooks’ wryly
ironic revision of Rubinstein’s Saint
Sebastian]?21

According to this critic, Brooks’ “exercises in morbidity”
function improperly within the usual visual rhetoric of the fe-
male nude generally, and Rubinstein’s form in particular. And
while these images participate in the continued accessibility to
and interpretation of Ida Rubinstein’s body in representation,
Brooks never presents that body as fully captured by sight. For
instance, in this painting, the ambiguous title The Crossing
evokes the multiple gazes and sexual politics that play back
and forth across the surface of Rubinstein’s preternaturally white
skin. But Brooks also exhibited the painting under the title The
Dead Woman (Femme Morte). Transformed into a corpse, “the
crossing” alludes to the point at which identity gives fully over
to the invisible, in the passage from life to death. This tension
suggests that even as the physical body of Rubinstein becomes
completely available to vision, the interior identity it contains

will never be recovered or revealed. So whether Rubinstein’s
body is lost to death as here, or hidden under its veil of alle-
gorical trappings as in Woman with Flowers or the Masked
Archer, Brooks’ representations of that body simultaneously
assert its visible presence within representation and reaffirm its
absolute otherness.

Incorporating these paintings into her self-portrait photo-
graphs, Brooks’ search for self-identity plays itself out on the
body of the other. Yet she presents that body as triply inacces-
sible—caught by the photograph, caught in the mirror, and
caught within the paintings. Therefore, despite the multiplying
imagery, Brooks’ organizing look still fails to overcome the
gap and master that other. Significantly, the corporeal body of
Brooks’ lover is totally absent from this image. Although she is
continually cited, Ida Rubinstein remains outside of and con-
tinues to exceed the frame of this visual construction of the
self.

Peggy Phelan argued in Unmarked that
identity is discernible only through a rela-
tion to an other. . .declaring the boundary
where the self diverges from and merges with
the other. In that declaration of identity, there
is always loss, the loss of not being the other
and still needing that other for self-comple-
tion.22

It is precisely this loss that structures Brooks’ photographs here,
her points of flight—a subject already lost to itself, a subject
already lost to and in an other, and both already lost to repre-
sentation. Moreover, this loss is also identity lost in a powerful
system of visibility that does not allow or overtly acknowledge
erotic desire between women. So desire emerges only ob-
liquely—in a certain pictorial structure and in an insistent rep-
etition, fragmentation, and allegorization of women’s bodies.
This loss is not an occasion for mourning, however. While ex-
cluded by dominant paradigms of visual knowledge, the nearly
invisible specter of lesbian identity and subjectivity neverthe-
less retains the power to haunt the limits of vision. As Brooks
disappears into her own self-image, this loss forces us to rec-
ognize that identity emerges in representation’s failure to accu-
rately and completely communicate meaning.

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

20 Rubinstein appeared in the Ballet Russes’ Schéhérazade at the Théâtre
Nationale in 1910 and had previously caused considerable controversy
in her 1908 St. Petersburg production of Salomé.

21 London Times, June 17, 1911.

22 Phelan 13.
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Figure 1. Romaine Brooks, Self-Portrait, c.1911. Courtesy of the Musée Saint-Croix, Poitiers, France.

Figure 2. Romaine Brooks, Self-Portrait, c. 1911. Courtesy of the Musée Saint-Croix, Poitiers, France.
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Figure 3. Romaine Brooks, Le Trajet (The Crossing), National Museum of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.





Magic-Making in the Work of Alice Aycock
Kelly A. Wacker

Since the early 1970s, Alice Aycock has produced large
kinetic and static sculptures that invite intellectual and physi-
cal participation. On one hand, they have been described as
embodying the collective fears and anxieties of contemporary
society; on the other hand, her work has also been character-
ized as having so-called “primitive” tribal associations. Al-
though these two views of Aycock’s work are seemingly con-
tradictory, they reflect the eclectic sources that inspire her.
Aycock has explained that her sculptures are influenced by her
studies of many disciplines and by a wide variety of personal
experiences. It is for this reason that one critic was led to com-
ment that her work reveals “mismatched ideas from philosophi-
cal, scientific, and cultural sources.”1 In her sculptures Aycock
explores childhood fears, the unconscious, magic, and mad-
ness. Within that context, her reading of Géza Róheim’s psy-
choanalytic study, Magic and Schizophrenia, has particularly
influenced her work.

Maurice Poirier has documented Aycock’s fascination with
schizophrenic hallucinations, especially as presented in
Róheim’s book, Magic and Schizophrenia;2 however, he refers
only to the second section of the book, which is largely de-
voted to a case history of a young schizophrenic. Aycock’s work
has not been discussed in relation to the first section of the
book, which defines human creative activity as a magic-mak-
ing process. Understanding Aycock’s interpretation and utili-
zation of Róheim’s theory is crucial to appreciating her sculp-
tures and the way in which she creates them. Thus, in order to
more fully comprehend Róheim’s influence on her work, it is
necessary to briefly survey some of her major works and then
discuss Róheim’s theories regarding the magic-making process.

Aycock’s sculptures mentally, and in several cases, physi-
cally challenge the viewer. Many of her sculptures are experi-
ential and they put the viewer (who is also a participant) into
situations of danger that are both real and implied.

One of her earliest works, Low Building with Dirt Roof
(for Mary), 1973 (Figure 1), evokes fears of the dark, the un-
known, and claustrophobia. Scaled for a child and constructed
out of masonry and earth, this sculpture has the appearance of
both domestic and funerary architecture, which is appropriate

considering that the work was intended to be a memorial for a
young girl who had died. In essence, the sculpture is both a
playhouse and a tomb.

In Maze, 1972 (Figure 2), which was based on a plan for
an Egyptian prison,3 a sense of frustration pervades the laby-
rinth of concentric circles—the disoriented participant seeks
the center of the maze, but finds that it is not accessible. This
type of frustration and disorientation is intensified and com-
bined with fear in Wooden Posts Surrounded by Firepits, 1976
(Figure 3), in which fire and smoke are combined with a circu-
lar arrangement of posts that grow closer together near the cen-
ter and inhibit the participant’s movement and sense of direc-
tion.

In two works, Circular Building with Narrow Ledges for
Walking, 1976 (Figure 4), and The Thousand and One Nights
in the Mansion of Bliss, 1983 (Figure 5), the viewer-partici-
pant is confronted with situations that threaten physical safety.
The hazards present are both real and implied. For example,
walking along the descending ledge inside Circular Building is
somewhat dangerous given that the ledge is narrow and that
there are no railings or handholds. The experience forces the
participant to focus on his or her fear of heights, as well as the
fear of the void into which he or she might fall, thus greatly
compounding the sense of danger.

In The Thousand and One Nights in the Mansion of Bliss
Aycock created an installation of several sculptures that incor-
porated immense whirling sheets of metal patterned after
Cuisinart blades. Seeing the food processor as a metaphor for
destruction, creation, and the dance of Shiva, Aycock used the
blades to simultaneously provoke feelings of fear and to act as
symbols for the power of natural forces.4 The blades were fixed
to rotate horizontally at eye-level, which must certainly have
created anxiety for the viewers.

Aycock’s interest in alternate personalities has also pro-
vided her with a creative way of developing ideas. For example,
in order to conceptualize a malevolent feeling that she wanted
to embody in the tower-like sculpture, The House of Stoics, she
stated, “I imagined that I was an Eastern European countess
who murdered people.”5 She has also commented that, as a child,

1 Patricia C. Phillips, “Complex Visions,” Art Forum 29 (1990): 174.

2 Maurice Poirier, “The Ghost in the Machine,” Art News 85 (1986): 78-
95.

3 Howard Smagula, Currents: Contemporary Directions in the Visual Arts

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1989), 293.

4 Poirier 84.

5 Poirier 83.



58

ATHANOR XVI KELLY A. WACKER

she escaped the pressures of reality by reading and losing her-
self within the character of a novel.6 If we take this background
into account, she found Róheim’s book to be of particular in-
terest.

Magic and Schizophrenia, which was first published
postumously in 1955, is based largely on interviews with a young
man, referred to in the text by the initials, N.N., who suffered
from severe schizophrenia. Aycock has commented that she is
deeply interested in N.N.’s abilities “to defy logic and project
himself into all kinds of characters and situations,”7 and has
stated, “Sometimes, I really wish I could hallucinate the way
he does.”8 Aycock is interested in visionary states of madness
and, through fantasy, which simulates qualities of madness, she
attempts to tap into the creative unconscious.

After examining Róheim’s study in total, it seems likely
that Aycock is influenced not only by descriptions of N.N.’s
hallucinations in the second part of the study, as Poirier has
documented, but also by Róheim’s definitions of the magic-
making process as a creative process discussed in the first part.
Within the first section of the book, Róheim explains his con-
cept of magic within various non-Western cultures and describes
the general magic-making process. Róheim believes that people
in modern Western societies continue to make magic but that it
is not perceived as such. He feels that “everyone practices
magic” but that “the belief in our own magic has become re-
pressed.”9 Consequently, Róheim presents information collected
from non-Western cultures that, at the time of his fieldwork in
the 1920s and 1930s, were active in magic-making.

Róheim defines magic-making as a binary process that con-
nects mind with body, in which thought must be followed by
activity. As he states, “we make yam magic, and then we culti-
vate a garden.”10 His wide definition of the magic-making pro-
cess encompasses the experiences of people who live in tribal
societies as well as those who live in urban environments.
Among cultures that do not repress magic, individuals first “per-
form the incantation and then they proceed to realistic behav-
ior.”11 However, in his view, “Everyone who believes he does
his work well. . .practices magic,”12 and he emphasizes that
individuals cannot do things successfully without “believing in
their ability to do them.”13

In seeking to explain N.N.’s experiences and actions,
Róheim defines the schizophrenic person as a failed magician.
He views the schizophrenic as an individual who, knowing that
he or she is unable to function within society, hallucinates in an
attempt to create balance and control. Because the schizophrenic
is focused predominantly on mental activity, what Róheim calls
“imagination magic,” the individual, in an “attempt to cope with
the original danger that caused [him] to sever his ties with real-
ity,” is doomed to fail at the attempt to regain normalcy, be-
cause the magic making process is not completed.14 As Róheim
concludes, “only the first step is made. . .and action does not
follow.”15

In reviewing Róheim’s study it becomes clear that Aycock
may very well have incorporated his definition of the magic-
making process into her method of producing sculptures. She
has stated on several occasions that the evolution of her work
is divided into a four-step process: (1) she fantasizes; (2) she
executes detailed conceptual drawings; (3) she constructs the
project and makes allowances for aesthetic and practical rea-
sons;16 and, (4) she writes about the project.

Aycock has stated that her projects are developed initially
by “thinking and fantasizing, rather than sketching.”17 Róheim
sees this preliminary thought-based stage as akin to the first
step in the magic-making process because magic “is the basic
element in thought” as well as “the initial phase of any activ-
ity.”18 Similarly, Aycock explains, “I have to see a piece in my
head first—it has to emerge, this image—and I don’t even do
little sketches.”19 She describes her fantasizing in a manner that
is strikingly similar to the schizophrenic disjointedness of N.N.’s
stories. The following passage is a typical example of one of
N.N.’s descriptions as transcribed by Róheim:

There is too much speed or gravity in me. I
feel as if the chair were falling over and
throwing me out. It is like one of my dreams
or fairy stories. It is like the time when I was
crossing the field near my house, when I had
the lion, and the speed took me away. I dis-
appeared between the sun and the night, and
I was not seen again for seven or eight years.20

Compare the above passage with the following passage in which

6 Stuart Morgan, “Alice Aycock: A Certain Image of Something I Like
Very Much,” Arts Magazine 52 (1978): 118-119.

7 Poirier 82.

8 Poirier 83.

9 Géza Róheim, Magic and Schizophrenia, ed. Warner Muensterberger
(New York: International UP, 1955) 84.

10 Róheim 83.

11 Róheim 11.

12 Róheim 84.

13 Róheim 11.

14 Róheim 82.

15 Róheim 83.

16 Morgan 118.

17 Aimée Price, “A Conversation with Alice Aycock,” Architectural Di-
gest 40 (1983): 54.

18 Róheim 83.

19 Hugh M Davies, Ronald J. Ornato, Sitings: Alice Aycock / Richard
Fleischner / Mary Miss / George Trakas (La Jolla: La Jolla Museum of
Contemporary Art, 1986) 106.

20 Róheim 157.
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Aycock described her drawing process:
The last drawing I did, which didn’t work
out so well, though I’m going to keep it, was
from looking at my palm and starting to read
it. I started seeing the Pythagorean theorem
and a World War I trench, and some sort of
diagram of how the doges got elected in
Venice, and some sort of magic sign and the
I Ching all in my palm.21

Using this fantasy process she sometimes attempts to un-
derstand what it might be like to be another person, or in one
case, an elemental force. Her fantasy of being a homicidal aris-
tocrat, to achieve a malevolent feeling in The House of Stoics,
has already been mentioned. She has also fantasized about el-
emental forces in order to create different tonalities. Before
constructing The Savage Sparkler, 1981 (Figure 6), a kinetic
and aural piece that was meant to conceptualize mounting en-
ergy, Aycock recalls, “I tried to imagine myself just as an inani-
mate force that was tumbling and moving, just feeling these
gusts of force or energy.”22

Because she is not truly schizophrenic, Aycock is able to
complete the magic-making process by finishing the project. In
writing about the completed sculpture she again utilizes fan-
tasy to further define the project. Aycock has complained that
she feels as if she loses control of the piece after its comple-
tion. Thus, writing about the finished sculpture helps her to
release the work psychologically because the effort of fantasiz-
ing and writing often develops ideas for new sculptures.23 These
final acts of fantasy and writing help her to separate herself
psychologically from the finished sculpture and to find a place
from which to begin anew.

One reviewer of an exhibition of Aycock’s work stated that
“her moral and aesthetic presuppositions are closely tied to her
own sense of our age as one of imbalance, anxiety and uncer-
tainty.”24 As Aycock examines contemporary society, she ques-
tions herself about her own fears and anxieties and she concep-
tualizes them into three-dimensional form. The viewer who

21 Davies 107.

22 Poirier 83.

23 Morgan 118.

24 Margaret Sheffield, “Alice Aycock: Mystery Under Construction,”
Artforum 16 (1977): 63.

elects to participate in her work is placed in a risk-taking situ-
ation because the sculptures consistently achieve her intent to
visualize fear, anxiety, and imbalance. Experiencing the work
is intended to give the participant control over fear by concep-
tualizing it. Aycock recalls, “something I had learned from sto-
ries my grandmother told me was that if you could make those
awful things into a story, then you could control them.”25 In this
manner, Aycock’s sculptures are like outlines of stories in which
the participant becomes the main character. Aycock has referred
to structure as “a model / metaphor for the world while at the
same time remaining a thing in the world.”26 Her sculptures
seem to replicate what she has described as “the continuum
from phobia to philia. . .as a movement from disorientation to
orientation and back to disorientation.”27 Keenly aware that
American society relies heavily on empirical knowledge, rea-
son, and science in an attempt to eliminate our fear of uncer-
tainty and the unknown, she exploits emotional responses, rather
than rational ones, to mitigate fear.28 Her sculptures are thera-
peutic not only for herself, but for the viewer who makes the
decision to become a participant in the piece.

In conclusion, while it has been documented that she is
influenced by Géza Róheim’s transcripts of a schizophrenic’s
delusions, it also needs to be pointed out that she practices magic
according to Róheim’s definition in order to bring her projects
to fruition. It is important to understand that Aycock’s sculp-
tures are more than fantastic gymnasiums and funhouse amuse-
ments, as some viewers have perceived them, because upon
closer inspection, they reveal her attempt to soothe socially
propagated angst. Her interest in schizophrenia and the magic-
making process facilitates her attempts to plunge into the un-
conscious mind where anxiety and fear can be conceptualized,
studied, and mitigated. Alice Aycock is a sculptor who cannot
be neatly labelled and whose work merits more in-depth analy-
sis both in terms of formal and philosophical content.
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25 Poirier 80.

26 Alice Aycock, Project Entitled “The Beginnings of a Complex. . .” (1976-
77): Notes, Drawings, Photographs (New York: LAPP Princes Press,
1977) n.p.

27 Aycock n.p.

28 Sheffield 65.
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Figure 1. Alice Aycock, Low Building with Dirt Roof (for Mary), 1973, Gibney Farm, near New Kingston, Pennsylvania. Images appear courtesy of the John
Weber Gallery.

Figure 2. Alice Aycock, Maze, 1972, Gibney Farm, near New Kingston, Pennsylvania. Images appear courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.
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Figure 3. Alice Aycock, Wooden Posts Surrounded by Fire Pits, 1976. Images appear courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.
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Figure 4. Alice Aycock, Circular Building with Narrow Ledges for Walking, reinforced concrete and wood, height 17’, 1976, Silver Springs, Pennsylvania.
Images appear courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.

Figure 4b. [detail] Alice Aycock, Circular Building with Narrow Ledges for
Walking, reinforced concrete and wood, height 17’, 1976, Silver Springs,
Pennsylvania. Images appear courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.
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Figure 5. Alice Aycock, The Thousand and One Nights in the Mansion of
Bliss, 1983. Images appear courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.

Figure 6. [below] Alice Aycock, The Savage Sparkler, 1981. Images appear
courtesy of the John Weber Gallery.






