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PREFACE

The aim of the two volumes of Key Writers on Art is to provide, both for students and the
general reader, a stimulating and wide-ranging introduction to the many writers and
thinkers—across disciplines—whose ideas play an important role in our understanding of
the visual arts. Over the past few decades, the study of art has become increasingly
complex and many-sided, with the concepts and methodologies of a range of disciplines
being used to explore the relationships between the artist, the work, the viewer, and
society. To the more traditional concerns with technique, style, artists’ lives, cultural and
historical contexts, iconography and so on, has been added a keen interest in the tools of
analysis provided by for example, the psychology of perception, psychoanalytical theory
(orthodox and reformed), sociology political thought (above all Marxism in its many
forms), structuralism, semiotics, feminism, cultural theory and deconstruction.

It is this very diversity of approaches, traditional and modern, that the two volumes of
Key Writers on Art aim to illustrate. So there are entries not only on aestheticians and art
theorists (though they are well represented), but also on art critics and art historians,
religious thinkers, poets, artists, social and political scientists, cultural theorists,
connoisseurs, anthropologists, psychologists, and semioticians.

The entries in the first volume, which covers the period from classical antiquity to the
end of the nineteenth century are arranged chronologically to reflect broad historical
changes. The entries in the second volume, which covers the twentieth century are
arranged alphabetically For ease of reference, there are chronological and alphabetical
listings in both volumes, and both have a general index. Cross-references have been
indicated in bold throughout. Each entry ends with a paragraph of biographical data and,
for those interested in finding out more, a further reading section that lists both primary
and secondary texts.

Key Writers on Art: From Antiquity to the Nineteenth Century brings together the
writers of the classic texts of art history and aesthetics, as well as a number of less
familiar, but historically significant figures. Covering the period that stretches from
classical antiquity to the Middles Ages, and from the Renaissance to the end of the
nineteenth century, it includes entries on (among others) Aristotle, Alberti, Vasari,
Diderot, Winckelmann, Hegel, Ruskin, Tolstoy and Nietzsche. There is no suggestion
that taken together the entries in this volume represent a single, continuous development
in our understanding of art. It is the profound differences between these thinkers and
writers over what they take to be the nature, purpose and values of art that are often more
significant than their similarities.

Key Writers on Art: The Twentieth Century contains entries on twentieth-century
thinkers from many disciplines; some have written specifically about the visual arts,
either as historians or aestheticians; others have developed ideas (in sociology, political
philosophy, psychoanalytical theory and so on) that can be applied to the study of art.
They include: Adorno, Baudrillard, Benjamin, Danto, Derrida, Arnold Hauser, Julia



Kristeva, Panofsky, Wittgenstein and Richard Wollheim.

Given this broad scope, the task of creating a balanced, representative selection of
entries was often a difficult one; beyond a certain point, every important addition meant
the loss of someone whose claims for inclusion were just as strong. As a main concern
was to illustrate a broad range of approaches and styles, four overlapping—and
sometimes conflicting—principles were used in making the selection. Candidates had to
fall into at least one of the following groups:

« those who are widely studied in art history, art theory or visual culture (Plato, Vasari,
Kant, Hegel, Winckelmann, Wolfflin, Benjamin, Gombrich)

« those who represent an important period, concept, focus or methodology (Plotinus,
Bellori, De Piles, Locke, Lévi-Strauss, Pollock)

« those whose relevance to the analysis of art has yet to be fully explored (Kierkegaard,
Lyotard)

« those who are generally neglected by current interests and courses of study (Read,
Stokes, Simmel).

While it cannot claim exhaustive coverage of all figures who have influenced this field,
the result, 1 hope, will provide those interested in the visual arts with an invaluable guide
not only to its essential (and often daunting) texts, but also to a number of important but
far less familiar works. Readers may notice that writers on photography and on
architecture and design are not included, and that only a few artists, those whose ideas are
historically significant, have been selected. These groups will I hope be covered in future
projects.

I’d like to thank all the contributors for their commitment and hard work; having only
2,000 words to introduce a subject about whom there is so much to say is an exacting and
sometimes thankless task. I’d also like to thank Roger Thorp for commissioning the
project, and Elisa Tack, Milon Nagi and Barbara Duke at Routledge for their efficiency,
patience and good humour in seeing the two books through to completion.
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PLATO (427-347 BC)

GREEK PHILOSOPHER

The dialogues of Plato contain the first extant discussions of art by a western philosopher.
Like his treatment of many topics in other areas of philosophy, these discussions have
been of abiding influence. This is despite, or in some cases even because of, long-
standing misunderstandings of Plato’s views on art. It is despite the fact, too, that neither
he nor the Greeks generally possessed a concept equivalent to the one now expressed by
the term “art’. Although music, painting and other artforms were described as technai, so
were mathematics, horse-training, medicine and many other skilled disciplines. (In the
early dialogue lon, Plato in fact questions the status of some poetry as techne, arguing
that it is a divine ‘inspiration’ or ‘madness’, not a skill, that the poet’s works manifest.) If
techne is translated as ‘art’, it is in that broad sense in which we may speak, for example,
of the art of healing or teaching—a sense having no special connection with what artists
do or with things of aesthetic interest.

That the Greeks had no term equivalent to “art’ in its aesthetic sense reflects the fact
that artistic activity was not regarded by them as ‘autonomous’, as something pursued
“for its own sake’. Music and sculpture, for example, typically had religious, ceremonial
or civic functions, while poetry and drama played central roles both in the education of
youth and in the dissemination of information. It is essential to bear in mind such
communal roles of the arts in order to understand certain aspects of Plato’s notorious
hostility towards the arts—Iliterature in particular. For example, one reason why epics,
like those of Homer, are to be ‘banished’ from the society envisaged in Republic is that
‘impersonation’ by Athenian boys of immoral or unsavoury heroes and gods should have
no place in an education whose proper aim is the training of character.

It is important to bear in mind, too, that while Plato’s main discussion of visual art—
also in Republic (Book 10)—is of independent interest; it serves, for him, primarily as a
prelude to some criticisms of literature. There are, he argues, certain truths about artists
and their works that we are apt to forget in the case of literature and of which a
preliminary focus on painting can serve to remind us. It is, for example, obvious that the
painter of battles, say, does not require, and typically lacks, any expert military
knowledge. Analogously, therefore, we should not, as we are wont to do, suppose that the
poet is any kind of expert or authority on what he writes about.

Plato also employs his discussion of painting to illustrate something that, in his view, is
a distinctive feature of what we, if not the Greeks, would call ‘the arts’—mimesis (a
concept that would also be central to Aristotle’s approach to the arts). It has since
become commonplace to refer to Plato’s ‘mimetic theory” of art. Writers who use that
label often attribute the following three views to Plato:

* art is to be defined as mimesis,
* mimesis is a ‘copying’ or ‘imitation’ of things, events and so on, and
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» precisely because art is mere ‘imitation’, it is something that, if not to be entirely
‘banished’, should at any rate not be credited with a serious function in human life.

While these claims are not without a grain of truth, each of them is, however, mistaken or
misleading. To begin with, Plato nowhere defines “art’, not least because, as noted earlier,
he employs no term translatable as ‘art’. The most one can say is that, in his view, it is
true of each artform—but not perhaps only of artforms—that it is mimetic in character.
Second, it is crucial to note that Plato uses the term ‘mimesis’ in two significantly
different ways, so that any characterization of art as mimesis would be equivocal. In
Books 2-3 of Republic, mimesis refers specifically to someone’s ‘impersonating’ or
‘representing’ a character—Achilles, say—when acting the part of Achilles in a tragedy
or reciting Achilles’s lines from an epic. (Notice that, in this sense, one could not
intelligibly regard the artist’s—here Homer’s—account of Achilles as mimetic.) In Book
10, however, mimesis is understood as the artist’s practice of producing representations
or, in a very broad sense, ‘images’ of things, people or whatever.

In neither of these senses is mimesis happily translated as ‘copying’ or ‘imitation’. An
actor playing the part of Achilles is hardly imitating him, not at any rate in the way that an
imposter or some admirer for whom Achilles is a ‘role-model’” might. Nor, despite an
analogy he briefly draws between painting something and holding up a mirror to it, does
Plato suggest that a painting is, or should be, a slavish, ‘photographic’ reproduction of an
object. Indeed, for reasons that will soon emerge, he thinks it impossible for paintings
accurately to represent. The most that can be said is that mimesis, in the second sense,
involves adapting or exploiting certain features of a subject in order to create something
that produces effects similar, in some respects, to those produced by the original subject.
As such, Turner’s impressionistic paintings of Venice are no less ‘mimetic’ than
Canaletto’s ‘realistic’ ones. There is nothing in Plato’s account to support the view of
writers like Alberti—inspired, ironically by Renaissance Neoplatonism—that paintings
of bodies should be just like those bodies’ to the point of virtual indistinguishability.

The element of truth in claim 3 is that Plato did not regard the making of
representations or images as high in the hierarchy of human pursuits. It contributes
nothing to our rational understanding of things, nor, since it affords relatively trivial
pleasures, to the political and moral welfare of the Republic. Indeed, it is a distraction
from both of these. By attending to the ‘appearances’ of things rather than to their real
natures, artworks operate at the level where our beliefs and understanding are most
confused, and by appealing to our emotions, they distract from the cool, rational
examination of events that is essential to proper moral judgement. There is an ‘ancient
quarrel” between poetry—or artforms more generally—and philosophy and Plato is clear
in whose favour it should be resolved.

Claim 3 is mistaken, however, in crediting Plato with the view that art is dangerous or
lacking in seriousness because it merely represents or ‘imitates’. Almost the reverse is
true: artists purport faithfully to represent, but they do not, and cannot, do this. For a start,
they cannot represent what is most truly real—namely the Forms, those ideal, abstract
entities of which objects in the empirical world of ‘appearances’ are, according to Plato’s
metaphysics, pale and confused ‘copies’. Only the rational discourse of philosophy and
mathematics can achieve this. Second, artists cannot even represent an empirical object as
it is, but at best only their own subjective ‘takes’ on it, from a particular visual



Plato (427-347BC) 5

perspective, say This is why, as Plato puts it, what we see when looking at a painting is
‘two generations away from reality’: it represents a subjective ‘take’ on something that
itself is a pale representation of what is fully real. The final reason that the artist does not
faithfully represent the real is that, in order to produce his ‘semblances’, he must resort to
various ‘illusory’ devices or “trickery’—such as linear perspective and shadowing—that
have no correspondence to anything in the world.

Much of the history of the visual arts may be understood in terms of the ways that
artists and theorists of art have responded to Plato’s views about representation indicated
in the previous paragraph. One kind of response has been almost total agreement with
those views, but accompanied by an attempt to turn into a virtue what Plato regarded as a
vice. Some champions of Impressionism, for example, agreed that paintings could not
faithfully represent objects or events: but they argued that, for this very reason, the
artist’s proper aim was to record fleeting, subjective impressions of things. Again, writers
like Ernst Gombrich and Nelson Goodman have agreed that paintings do not reproduce
anything furnished by a supposedly ‘innocent eye’, but go on to locate the genius of
painting in the intriguing ‘conventions’ and ‘devices’ that succeeding generations of
artists adopt for “making’ depictions of the world. A different kind of response has been
agreement with Plato’s conception of what it is to represent reality, but accompanied by a
rejection of the limitations he attributes to art. Thus, for some Renaissance theorists, as
later for Schopenhauer, artworks can represent, or at least intimate, the essential Forms
of things, and in a way perhaps, that linguistic articulation cannot. This was Degas’s
point, possibly, when he remarked that he did not paint women, he painted Woman.

Plato’s submission of the arts to moral demands has had, in modern western societies,
a more uniform and negative reception. Four considerations, however, might serve to
mitigate this hostile verdict. First, like many of the proposals in Republic, the insistence
on Draconian censorship or outright ‘banishment’ of artists was probably intended, not as
a realistic policy, but as a dramatic device for making a certain point—in this case, that
our overarching concern must be with the morally good. (In other dialogues, such as
Laws, Plato’s proposals were markedly less Draconian.) Second, Plato should not be
accused, alongside Tolstoy and some Marxist art critics, of judging artistic value by
moral standards. He was fully aware of and sensitive to, for example, the greatness of
Homer’s epics: indeed, it was to this very greatness that their seductive and dangerous
power owed. Third, in order to avoid anachronism when appraising Plato’s position, we
need to recall the roles, in education and as mass entertainment, that artworks played in
the Athenian polis. His concern about the effects of the epics, for instance, should be
compared to contemporary worries about the influence on young minds, not of
‘highbrow’ art, but of violent or racist TV programmes and pop songs. (One wonders, in
connection with Plato’s strictures against ‘impersonating’ immoral heroes or gods, how
many modern parents would want their children to play the part of, say, Heinrich
Himmler or a heroin addict in the school play) Finally, Plato’s willingness to police
artistic activities attests to his appreciation that, while the arts cannot be ‘serious’ in the
manner of philosophy and other rational disciplines, works of art may possess enormous
beauty and emotional charge. Many of Plato’s critics, especially among artists, share that
appreciation. In that case, they need to ask themselves whether it is realistic to suppose
that this power of art is always something to welcome and whether it is legitimate,
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therefore, to deny that, as Plato put it, art must also have a ‘terrifying capacity for
deforming even good people’.

Biography

Plato , originally named Aristocles but later called Platon (‘broad’) because of his
impressive shoulders and forehead, was born in Athens in 427 BC into an aristocratic
family. He was a friend and pupil of Socrates, whose execution in 399 prompted Plato to
flee Athens and live in various Greek cities around the Mediterranean for 12 years,
visiting Egypt, Sicily Magna Graecia and Cyrene. After his return to Athens in 387 BC,
he founded and directed a religious, philosophical community—the Academy—whose
pupils included Aristotle. After an unsuccessful visit to Syracuse in 367 BC as royal tutor
and political adviser, he spent the remainder of his life teaching and writing in Athens.
He died in 347 in Athens.
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ARISTOTLE (384-322 BC)

GREEK PHILOSOPHER

Aristotle’s Poetics is a treatise, not on the philosophy of art or aesthetics, but rather, on
the art of poetry, or more specifically, at least in the text that has come down to us, on
tragic drama; yet it has come to have a profound effect on the development of our
understanding of art. Actually, though the Poetics was available to western thinkers from
the thirteenth century, it had little immediate impact. For several centuries it was
Aristotle’s works on metaphysics and psychology that influenced medieval thinkers such
as Aquinas and Renaissance writers on art such as Lomazzo, before the Poetics became
an important text in the tradition.

The Poetics begins by situating tragedy, along with other forms of poetry and music, as
instances of mimesis—imitation or representation—although without defining this
apparently comprehensive notion, which played a key role in Plato’s thought and came to
be a central concept in theories of art and beauty Aristotle offers an indication of the
complex meaning it will bear in the Poetics when he first proposes that the art of poetry
has its roots in the nature of human beings as ‘the most mimetic’ of all animals (ch. 4).
Our inclination to mimesis shows up in two rather different forms. On the one hand,
mimesis is the imitation or mimicry of others by which we learn “the first things’, like our
native language or our dispositions of character. On the other hand, mimesis is a work of
representation, which we find a natural enjoyment in contemplating. Even, or especially,
something painful to see in itself—Ilike ‘the most dishonorable beasts’, Aristotle suggests,
or corpses—can produce a strange pleasure when we contemplate a precisely made image
of them; and the source of this pleasure is what we learn when we recognize in the image,
“This is that” (1448b17). While our inclination to mimesis as imitation attests to our
natural attachment to others, that is, our political nature, the pleasure we take in mimesis
as representation is a sign of our natural possession of reason.

It is the claim about the transforming image of a repulsive animal that the Poetics sets
out to translate into its account of tragedy In doing so it raises a number of provocative
questions: of what exactly is the drama a mimesis? What do we recognize through the
mimetic representation that transforms what would otherwise be ugly and painful to see
in itself? Aristotle offers a key in the Parts of Animals (645a6-24), when he appeals,
once again, to the visual image: it is not just the most divine things in the heavens that
should attract the student of nature, but even ‘the more dishonorable animals’; for
however repulsive it might be to look at their insides, it would furnish immense pleasure
to one who is able to ‘recognize the causes’, who is ‘by nature philosophical’. If we
appreciate the image of such a creature, Aristotle reasons, which manifests the skill of the
artist, we should take all the more pleasure in contemplating the organism itself, where
nature displays the fittingness of parts to whole and the absence of chance.

The visual image, in its capacity to disclose an otherwise hidden design, seems to
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provide the model for the mimetic work as such. Drawing, painting, or sculpture, we
might have thought, would be the paradigm case of mimetic art. Yet when the Poetics
opens with a set of arts that make up the class of mimesis, it includes only poetry and
music, with no visual art to be found among them. The generic class is differentiated into
species on the basis of three principles: the means, the object, and the manner of the
mimesis. Different genres of music and poetry employ, in various combinations, the
means of rhythm, harmony, and language—ijust as colours and figures are used, Aristotle
explains, to represent and produce likenesses (ch. ). Drawing and painting seem, then,
after all to be forms of mimesis, yet they are brought up only to clarify the apparently
more obscure case of rhythm, harmony, and language. In dramatic poetry all these means
are employed and one must look to the object of imitation for further differentiation: it is
the kind of character portrayed, either better than us or worse, that accounts for the
distinction between tragedy and comedy—just as one portrait painter, Aristotle goes on,
makes likenesses of those better and another of those worse (ch.2). The term ‘likeness’,
which is applied as before only to the visual image, might be thought to exemplify,
perfectly, the object of mimesis; yet the sketch or painting is offered, once again, only as
an analogy. The task of the Poetics, it seems, is to extend the understanding of mimesis
we have from the visual arts, where it seems as if it could be taken for granted, to poetry,
where it apparently belongs most of all, however difficult it is to fathom its meaning.

In the context of differentiating tragedy from comedy as a species of mimetic art, the
object of mimesis is said to be character. That account is radically altered when tragedy is
defined in its own right and we discover that it is in essence the ‘mimesis of [an] action’,
and only for that reason represents those acting (ch. 6). The action in question is that of
the drama as a whole, and it is precisely because of this object, Aristotle argues, that the
representation can be unitary and complete. The vehicle of mimesis responsible for this
unity and completeness is ‘the arrangement of the incidents’ or plot (muthos). Plot is the
end (telos) of the drama because it is ‘the soul, as it were’ of it, like the life principle of a
living animal (1450a24, 39). Character, therefore, must be as subordinate to plot as
colour is to figure in a visual image, if a drama is to realize its true nature as mimetic.

The way plot constructs its representation makes it clear that mimesis cannot be
understood as a passive ‘mirror of nature’. The limits that must be set by the plot—a
beginning that does not follow from anything else and an end from which nothing else
follows—constitute a frame imposed by art which no sequence of incidents in life would
seem capable of supplying. Plot determines, at the same time, the fitting magnitude of the
work: while events in life are liable to be like the very small animal, of which our view is
confused; or one so gigantic we cannot take in the whole. Plot establishes a size that
makes manifest the relation of parts to the whole. Most importantly, plot binds together
the sequence of incidents it represents by the logic of probability and necessity: while
portraying how certain sorts of persons would act in certain sorts of situations, it must
display an internal order where each part has such a necessary place that none could be
transposed or removed without destroying the whole. It is by these standards that the
contingency of life is transformed into the perfectly designed whole of the mimetic work.
This transformation makes poetry the mimesis of that which could, or would, happen and
in this respect ‘more philosophic’ than history, whose proper object is that which has
happened (ch. 9).
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Plot orders and designs the work as a self-contained whole. The visual image that
provided the basis for this understanding of plot was introduced, however, in order to
explain an effect on us—the peculiar pleasure we experience in contemplating it. The
poetic equivalent to that effect makes a startling appearance when the formal definition of
tragedy, which was culled from the whole preceding analysis, suddenly ends with
something unprepared for and rather mysterious: the aim of tragedy is to accomplish
‘through pity and fear’ the purification (katharsis) of such passions (ch. 6). This is what
gives tragedy its ‘psychagogic’ function—its power to lead souls. No further explication
of katharsis is offered, at least in our extant text. (See the last book of the Politics
(1340b38-41), where Aristotle refers to the cathartic effects of music on the emotions
with the assurance that it is spoken of more clearly in the Poetics.) However, if katharsis
as a function of tragedy is finally to be understood, it must arise, Aristotle argues, from
the arrangement of incidents in itself, which has been designated the telos and “soul, as it
were’ of the drama.

Plot must be a mimesis, then, not just of complete action, but of one that is fearful and
pitiable. That requires a sequence of incidents arranged one as the consequence of
another, but at the same time contrary to expectation. The representation of such a
sequence is the particular strength of a privileged plot structure, which Aristotle calls
‘complex’: its distinctive features are a ‘reversal’—a moment in the drama that leads to
precisely the opposite outcome from what was intended by the character involved—and
‘discovery’—when the logic of events that brought about the unintended result comes to
be recognized by that character (chs 10-11). It is our perspective in contemplating such a
plot that allows us, at the same time, to identify with the tragic character enough to fear,
while standing back to pity what we think of as his undeserved suffering, whereas in real
life pity is a luxury that the state of fear precludes (Rhetoric 11.8).

If the tragic character, in his discovery, comes to recognize his unintended deed as
belonging to some design of the gods or fate, what the spectator recognizes in his
contemplation of the drama is not that, it would seem, or not only that, but the design of
the plot as the product of the mimetic art of the poet. Such recognition was illustrated,
originally, by the case of contemplating the precise image of a ‘dishonorable’ animal and
coming to understand, ‘This is that’: in what might have looked like a repulsive creature,
mind discovers with pleasure a previously undisclosed order. The visual image seems to
furnish such an appropriate analogy for the mimetic role of plot that we are led back to
the question why the work of visual art should not be the paradigm case of mimesis.

One suggestion emerges in the discussion of the third principle Aristotle called upon—
the ‘manner’ of mimesis—to differentiate one mimetic art from another (ch.3): the poet
either ‘imitates the one acting’ (as in tragic or comic drama) or he ‘remains himself’ (in
narrative poetry) or he mixes these (in epic). The author of a drama, this would mean,
assimilates himself to the fictional characters in whose voice he speaks. This principle
has no obvious equivalent in the visual arts. It is the notion Socrates has in mind when, in
the third book of Plato’s Republic (393c—401d), he defines mimesis in the strict sense as a
matter of likening oneself to another in voice or figure. (The two discussions of poetry in
Republic 111 and X seem to split between them the two senses of mimesis articulated in
the Poetics.) Mimesis as imitation, is a process, Socrates argues, by which we establish
habits in body, voice, and thought; and what makes rhythm and harmony such powerful
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means is the way they penetrate to the soul on the most primitive level. Aristotle confirms
this suggestion in the last book of the Politics, when he observes that, while the visual
image uses colour and figure to represent corporeal things and can only provide a sign of
character, rhythm and harmony are in themselves mimetic of character states; and what it
means for them to be mimetic is indicated by the ‘sympathetic’ effects our souls undergo
when listening to music in different modes or rhythms (1340a34-b19).

Mimesis in the form of likening oneself to another is at work, according to the Poetics
opening analysis of the mimetic arts, in the dramatic poet’s relation to the character
through whom he speaks; it is involved, as the analysis of pity and fear suggests, in the
natural response of the audience to the suffering that character undergoes in the drama.
Since the visual image is not the vehicle for this mimetic process of imitation or
assimilation to another, it is perhaps for that reason excluded as the paradigm case of
mimesis. But the whole argument of the Poetics aims, one might say at an analysis of
tragedy that harnesses mimesis as imitation in the service of mimesis as representation, in
the form of plot. And it was the visual image that provided the analogy for our
contemplation of the order and design constructed by plot, which is at once the source of
the pleasure of learning and the ‘psychagogic’ effect, which it is the distinctive function
of tragedy to produce.

Biography

Avristotle was born in 384 BC in Stagira, northern Greece, the son of a physician. From
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PLOTINUS (204/5-70 AD)

LATE GREEK PHILOSOPHER

Plotinus, the founder of Neoplatonism and the author of the Enneads, is a major figure in
the history of western philosophy. His school flourished in late antiquity during the third
and fourth centuries AD and comprised both pagan and Christian thinkers. Although
Neoplatonists, as they have been called since the eighteenth century, saw themselves as
engaged in the study of Plato’s philosophy, most were in fact, original thinkers whose
theories often departed significantly from the master’s. Plotinus’s own metaphysics, like
that of Plato, privileges intelligible realities over phenomena; unlike it, it provides a
comprehensive account of the generation of the world of sense. Plotinus’s concept of
beauty, although close to Plato’s, differs from it in important respects. To be understood,
it must first be placed in its doctrinal context.

Plotinus’s metaphysics is monistic. Assuming that reality like unity, admits of degrees,
he holds that everything in this world, and out of it, has being and intelligibility to the
extent that it participates in unity. All of reality, metaphysical and physical, he maintains,
can be accounted for in terms of three principles of decreasing unity: the One, the
Intellect, and the Soul. The terms of this hierarchy, he claims further, are related by a
timeless and necessary process of emanation: the One emanates Intellect, which emanates
Soul, which, in turn, produces and in-forms matter. Each principle is the ontological
parent and the model for, as well as the destination of, the reality (or hypostasis) that is
emanated from it. Emanation does not alter any of the three principles.

The One (or Good), principle and source of all things, is beyond being, determinacy
and thought. It transcends all else in so far as it cannot be counted as one more entity
added to the intelligible and the sensible beings that derive from it. As the ultimate unity
it is the object of the striving of Intellect and Soul. In so far as it is entirely self-sufficient,
the One is beyond thinking, even self-thinking. In so far as it is without properties, it
cannot be spoken.

The One overflows eternally, and its superabundance makes something other than
itself. Like a ray of light, its source, the product of the One, differs from its source while
reflecting it. Only by turning back towards its source does the product know itself in its
otherness. Knowing itself, it yearns for the perfect simplicity of its source. In this act of
self-knowledge the product of the One constitutes itself as a separate metaphysical
principle or hypostasis, which Plotinus calls Intellect and which he describes as
possessing being, life and beauty. Thinking itself, Intellect thinks the forms. Plotinian
forms, which constitute one nature with Intellect, are organically linked to one another,
each reflecting the whole of Intellect while apprehending it in timeless contemplation.
Although composite, Intellect, therefore, possesses a measure of unity second only to the
unity of the One.

In the second stage of emanation, Intellect gives rise to Soul, the third and last
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principle in the Plotinian intelligible universe. An ‘expressed thought’ or ‘image’ of
Intellect, Soul, too, turns towards its source. In this process, it contemplates the forms and
gains awareness of itself while generating the great multiplicity of the world of sense.
More diverse than its source, this hypostasis enfolds within itself different manifestations,
or kinds, of soul, to which correspond the stages of its descent into body While the
World-Soul, as a discarnate entity, remains in the Intelligible realm, the souls of heavenly
bodies, the soul called nature because it gives and sustains life, as well as the individual
souls of organic beings and things, are stages in the descent of Soul into body They are
the manifestations of its progressive estrangement from its ontological source. At each
level Soul projects onto lower instantiations of itself such reflections of the Forms as it
succeeds in apprehending. As Soul gets more engrossed in body, these simulacra get
more insubstantial. At the ultimate point of its fall, Soul produces matter, indefinite and
lifeless, which Plotinus equates with non-being, evil, and ugliness. As he conceives it, the
world of sense is eternally caused to exist by the interaction of the being of Soul and the
non-being of matter.

Plotinus’s metaphysics has implications for ethics. Human beings, who are one of the
products of Soul’s descent into matter, can choose to surrender to the world of sense and
to minister to the needs of their body. But if they so do, it is at the cost of alienating their
soul, which is the higher part of their being and their true self. The moral life, as Plotinus
conceives it, consists in resisting the lure of phenomena, tending one’s soul and enabling
it to (re)turn to the Intelligible Principle, whence it came. In so transcending themselves
as compounds, human beings become their true self. In a famous passage, Plotinus
describes the return of the soul to its source as an ‘awakening’ and the reality that it
apprehends in the Intelligible Principle as ‘beauty wondrous beyond all other’ (1V.8.1.3).

The concept of beauty plays an important role in Plotinus’s philosophy: it has an
ethical as well as an aesthetic dimension, and serves to characterize both the sensible and
the intelligible worlds. Unsurprisingly, therefore, the whole of the Enneads is permeated
with aesthetic concepts and metaphors. In addition, two tractates (1.6 and V.8) are
devoted to the discussion of issues pertaining directly to beauty in all its aspects.

The most basic judgements of taste originate in the delight that human beings take in
sights and sounds, be it in nature or in art. Plotinus, who rejects the Gnostic view that this
world is the work of an evil force, does not disparage the love of beautiful sights and
sounds. But he would wish it to be understood that it is but a stage towards a more exact
apprehension of a purer beauty Sensible beauty, in his view, is but an enfeebled reflection
of the intelligible beauty of the forms. The sensible particulars of our world, he explains,
are the outcome of the meeting of lower manifestations of Soul with the incapacity of
matter. The further Soul alienates itself from Intellect, the weaker its capacity for
contemplation becomes, and the more closely it engages with matter. As a result, Soul at
this point does not hold steadily within itself the intelligible objects that it would
contemplate, and transmits only blurred reflections of the Forms to indeterminate matter.
The delight that we take in sensible beauty therefore, is a response to the modest measure
of shape or unity that the sensible world owes to the demiurgic action of the lower
manifestations of Soul.

To the phantasm of beauty which rests on the world of sense, Plotinus contrasts the
true beauty of the intelligible realm. The contemplation of such radiance requires of
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individual souls that they engage in an ethical process of purification from the body, and
that they turn inwards and reach out to the Forms in Intellect, by which all other things
are beautiful. Then, and only then, will they realize that the world of sense, in which they
had previously taken delight, has only an inferior beauty in so far and to the extent that it
participates in Intellect. By contrast, Intellect and the Forms are beauty and their beauty
is to be apprehended in a single, all-embracing act of intellectual vision in which
beholder and beheld become identical.

Such a metaphysical concept of beauty carries consequences for aesthetics, and
Plotinus explicitly drew some of them. Against the Stoic view that beauty consists in
good proportions and harmony he claimed that the single and the simple, too, could have
beauty (1.6.1). From his view that discarnate Forms are more beautiful than their
reflections in the world of sense, he inferred that the Form in the artist’s mind is
aesthetically superior to the empirical artwork: being ‘divided by the external mass of
matter’, (1.6.3) the latter cannot achieve the purity and the unity of the former. In locating
the work of art proper in the mind of the artist, who can directly apprehend the Forms,
(V.8.1) Plotinus prefigured the theories of idealist aestheticians such as Croce and
Collingwood, though there is no concrete evidence of Plotinus’s direct influence upon
either philosopher. Lastly, the ontological gap that Plotinus posited between art and
sensibilia led him to reject such crudely mimetic view of art as is offered in book X of
Plato’s Republic: ‘the arts’, Plotinus claimed, ‘do not simply imitate what they see, but
they run back to the forming principles from which nature derives;...they do a great deal
by themselves, and, since they possess beauty, they make up what is defective in
things’ (V.8.1.35-8; Armstrong). Thus the sculptor’s vision need not be restricted by the
imperfections of the sensible world, and Phidias, for instance, ‘did not make his Zeus
from any model perceived by the senses, but understood what Zeus would look like if he
wanted to make himself visible’ (V.8.1.38-40; Armstrong).

His defence of the arts notwithstanding, Plotinus cannot be said to have an aesthetics in
the modern sense of the term. To begin with, he had no concept by which to distinguish
artworks from other manufactured objects: *...hand-made objects (techneta), have bronze
or wood or stone, and they are not brought to completion from these until each craft
makes one a statue, another a bed, and another a house by putting the form which it has in
them’ (V.9.3.11-14; Armstrong, modified). By thus making form the necessary and
sufficient condition of beauty, Plotinus so widened the extension of the concept of beauty
as to render it practically unfit for the exercise of the judgement of taste. Indeed, since
everything in the sublunary world reflects, to a greater or lesser degree, the Forms in
Intellect, Plotinus would have needed to provide an extra criterion in order to demarcate
those objects which do possess aesthetic properties, as traditionally defined, from those
which do not possess such properties. From the evidence of the Enneads, he never
evolved one. The reason is likely to come from the emphasis that he placed on
detachment from the world of sense. This, in turn, led him to distinguish between outer
and inner beauty. While the former, as he saw it, is but the “surface bloom’ of bodies and
other material things, the latter, which characterizes the soul within and the realities
imaged in the sense world, is inseparable from the moral life. Thus, holding moral and
aesthetic values to be inseparable, he was left without the theoretical resources to evolve
an autonomous concept of aesthetic value.
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Paradoxically, this did not prevent Plotinus’ system from exerting an enduring, if
mostly indirect, influence upon the arts. Byzantine paintings and mosaics, Christian
iconography of the High Middle Ages and, especially, Italian painting and sculpture of
the cinquecento and seicento can all plausibly be claimed to have roots in some aspects of
Neoplatonist philosophy

Biography

Plotinus was reticent to divulge what he considered to be irrelevant biographical details.
For whatever knowledge we have of the circumstances of his life, we are mostly indebted
to the short treatise written by his disciple Porphyry to serve as an introduction to his
edition of Plotinus’ writings. He was probably born in 205 AD in Egypt. From 232-43 he
studied philosophy in Alexandria under the Platonist Ammonius Saccas. After an
unsuccessful attempt to gain direct acquaintance with the philosophies professed by the
sages of Persia and India, Plotinus settled in Rome, where he opened a school in 246. The
54 treatises that form the Enneads were written from 254-70. He died in 270.
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AUGUSTINE (354-430)

EARLY CHRISTIAN BISHOP AND THEOLOGIAN

What is beautiful? And what is beauty? What is it that attracts us and
delights us in the things we love? Unless there were grace and beauty
in them they could not draw us to themselves.

(Confessions, 1V, 13, 20)

Among the many works of Augustine, none is devoted specifically to aesthetic theory,
except for his earliest work, on beauty (De pulchro et apto, which was almost
immediately lost: see Confessions, 1V, 13, 20), and another earlier treatise (perhaps about
387) on music. Many of his works, however, from earliest to latest, include passages in
which he considers the significance of beauty in nature and in art, and those works were
powerfully influential in shaping the thought and imagination of western Christendom,
through the medieval centuries and beyond.

In its basic character, Augustine’s aesthetic theory is Platonic (or Neoplatonic), but
with important modifications deriving from his Christian transformations of Platonic
theology. Thus, the notion of beauty as consisting in measure and symmetry—already
clearly defined in the dialogues of Plato, and the common property of the whole Platonic
tradition—forms the basis of Augustine’s doctrine of beauty as harmony; and the Platonic
theory of beauty as that which elicits human aspiration (eros) is at the heart of the theory
of love (amor) in Augustine, according to whom human love finds its fulfilment in the
ultimate beauty which is God. Thus, he exclaims: ‘Late have | loved thee, beauty so
ancient and so new! Late have | loved thee’ (Confessions, X, 27, 38).

For Augustine, as for the Platonic tradition generally, a certain ambiguity attaches to
sensible beauty, whether in nature or in human arts. Nature imitates the ideal,
transcendent forms, while the work of art imitates nature, and is thus, according to Plato
(Republic, IX) ‘at third remove from the throne of truth’. In that perspective, sensible
beauty may be seen as seducing and entrapping the soul, holding it in a realm of darkness
and alienation, deprived of the wings by which it should soar to its true homeland,
submerging it, as Plotinus remarks (Enneads, I, vi, 13, 12-15), in the darkness of Hades.
Augustine sometimes speaks in a similar way about the dangerous lure of earthly
beauties, imprisoning the soul in an alien realm, far from its true patria (homeland).
Thus, for instance, in Confessions, X, 18, 15 (in that passage which would, centuries
later, so profoundly move Petrarch), he expresses his misgivings about those who admire
natural beauties, but ignore their own souls, where a higher beauty is to be sought.

For Augustine, however (as, indeed, for Plato and other Platonists), the suspicion
pertaining to sensible beauties, and the consequent ascetical negation of images,
constitutes only one side of the consideration. As one sees in Plato’s famous allegories of
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the Line and the Cave (Republic, VI and VII), the sensible images of images must also be
the starting point of the soul’s ascent to the Good; they must serve as signs to remind the
soul of the reality of which they are images. Just so, for Augustine, the soul’s ascent must
have its beginning in the external and temporal realm of the sensible. In the vision at
Ostia (Confessions, IX, 10, 24), Augustine and his mother rise to a mystical vision of the
true and eternal Wisdom; but they must do so by passing through a consideration of
material things in their various degrees, and then through a consideration of their own
souls. There is at once negation and affirmation of the images. The temporal image
reflects the eternal archetype; the contemplation of earthly beauty leads to a
contemplation of the uncreated beauty (Epistle 138, 5). Thus, for Augustine, as for the
whole Platonic tradition, art must have essentially an anagogical character: the image is
not for its own sake, but has the function of revealing its archetype, thereby leading the
soul to contemplate the beauty which is eternal, ‘the beauty of all beauties’ (Confessions,
1, 6, 10).

Augustine shares all of these basic conceptions with the Platonic tradition generally,
whether in its pagan or its Christian forms. For the subsequent history of art, it was vastly
important, of course, that he gave such concepts an explicitly Christian reference to a
greater extent than any before him had done, and that he did so in writings, which were
immensely influential through all the centuries of western Christendom. His contribution
was not, however, simply a matter of translating traditional Platonic conceptions into a
Christian context. His work involved a fundamental transformation of Platonic theology
in the light of biblical revelation and the central tenets of Christian doctrines about God,
Creation, Incarnation, Resurrection, and the nature and destiny of the human soul: a
transformation which would imply a changed evaluation of sensible images and material
representations, and, therefore, a changed perspective in regard to art.

From the standpoint of ancient Platonism, there was nothing strange in thinking of the
cosmos as a work of art, and of God as the supreme artist; indeed, the ordered motion of
the heavenly bodies was seen as the visible manifestation of the divine harmony which is
the very essence of beauty. Thus, there would be nothing strange about Augustine’s
frequent assertions that the beauty of created things is their voice, ‘confessing the God
who made them’ (On Psalm 148, 15). Platonic theology finds profound difficulties,
however, in understanding precisely the relation of image to archetype. The image
imitates, or participates in the transcendent form; but what is it that divides between the
form and its image? Is there (as Plato’s creation myth in the Timaeus would seem to
suggest) some irrational aspect or element in things, contrary to divine reason? And how
does the multiplicity of forms relate to the transcendent divine unity? Must the forms, or
ideas, belong to some secondary derivative level of divinity, below the absolute One, as
in Plotinus’s doctrine of subordinate divine hypostases?

These questions Augustine resolves in his explication of the Christian doctrine of
creation from nothing (especially in Confessions, XI—XIII, City of God, XI, XII, and his
several lengthy commentaries on Genesis). Arguing particularly against the Manichees,
he rejects any dualistic theory which would see matter as a contrary principle: creation is
from nothing, by the word and will of God. The forms, the ideas, are eternally established
in the mind of God, the eternal Word, who is not a secondary level of divinity (as in
Neoplatonic and Arian theology), but absolutely God, equal to the Father and the Spirit.
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Thus, in terms of the doctrines of Trinity and Creation, the theological basis of the theory
of images is transformed, and the foundations are laid for a new theology of art.

Still other Christian doctrines serve to enhance the dignity of created images. Against
all Gnostic and Arian misgivings, Augustine insists upon the reality of the Incarnation;
that is to say, he insists that Christ who is enfleshed in human nature is at the same time
absolutely God. Against Porphyry and other Platonists, he insists upon the doctrine of the
resurrection of the body (City of God, XXII, 25-30), so that ‘the saints will see God with
their bodily senses’, and in heaven there will rise ‘a great hymn of praise to the supreme
Artist who has fashioned us, within and without, in every fiber, and who, by this and
every other element of a magnificent and marvelous order, will ravish our minds with
spiritual beauty’.

In such a view, love of sensible beauty may be seen as the starting point of a
continuous line of ascent to the vision of God. For Augustine, love (amor) is the principle
of spiritual motion: ‘My love is my weight, whithersoever | am drawn, 1 am drawn there
by love’ (Confessions, XIII, 9, 10). The way of ascent is the way of the purification and
unification of loves. Thus, his position would underline the anagogical significance of art,
as not only instructive, but as inspirational. Its role is profoundly sacred.

In the vast body of his writings, Augustine has little to say directly about art and artists.
Yet, he establishes the theological foundations on which the aesthetic traditions of Latin
Christendom will be built. Perhaps it is only in the High Middle Ages that the aesthetic
principles of Augustine become fully manifest in practice. Perhaps the finest image of his
theology of amor is Dante’s Beatrice, where the continuity of earthly and heavenly
beauty is so perfectly affirmed. And also in that gothic age, Augustine is present, not only
as theologian of art, but himself the subject of marvellous representations, such as
Benozzo Gozzoli’s great fresco cycle in the choir of St Augustine’s Church in San
Gimignano, and the magnificent Arca di S.Agostino, which contains the saint’s tomb in
the Church of S.Pietro in Ciel d’Oro, in Pavia, one of the greatest monuments of gothic
sculpture.

Biography

Aurelius Augustinus was born in 354 in Thagaste, Numidia, North Africa, the son of
Patricius and Monnica. He was educated at Madaura and Carthage, and became a teacher
of rhetoric, first in Carthage, then in Rome (c. 383), and finally Milan, where he came
under the influence of Ambrose, the Christian bishop, and was baptized Easter 387. Soon
thereafter, he returned to Africa, to establish a monastic community at Thagaste.
Ordained in 391, he became bishop of Hippo in 395/96. He died in 430 at Hippo.
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ALCUIN (c. 735-804) and THEODULF OF
ORLEANS (died 821)

ANGLO-LATIN POET, EDUCATOR AND CLERIC
SPANISH-BORN POET AND THEOLOGIAN

Iconoclasm, the breaking or destruction of religious images, has on two occasions
influenced the development of European art: first, at the time of the Carolingian
Renaissance (eighth and ninth centuries), and again at the Reformation. The word is
particularly associated, however, with the earlier period, when there occurred what
Church historians refer to as the Iconoclastic movement.

This movement began in Byzantium in the early eighth century, and came to an end in
the middle of the ninth century Iconoclasm was never very strong in the Latin west, but it
did lead to the appearance of an important work known as the Libri Carolini (The
Caroline Books), so-called because it was written at the instigation of the Emperor
Charlemagne. Authorship of the Libri Carolini is disputed. Its contents were almost
certainly the fruit of discussions amongst the intellectuals whom Charlemagne had
gathered to his court in an effort to revive and sustain the tradition of learning in the west.
But the actual text has traditionally been ascribed to Alcuin, who was the leading light
among Charlemagne’s intellectuals and one of his most trusted advisers. More recent
scholarship, however, suggests that it may have been the work of Alcuin’s contemporary,
Theodulf of Orléans. The jury is still out on this question, which may never be settled
satisfactorily

The Byzantine Empire in the eighth century was a Christian superpower. But many
Moslems lived within its territories, just as many Christians lived within the
Mohammedan Caliphate in North Africa and the Near East. Mohammedanism forbade
the production of religious images, and this may have been one factor in the decision by
Emperor Leo 111 to issue an order, in or around 726, for the removal or destruction of the
Christian icons and crucifixes which had been, up to then, objects of veneration
throughout the Empire.

The order caused immediate controversy It was opposed by a number of senior
churchmen and civil servants, and also by the monasteries, not to mention ordinary
worshippers who were devoted to the icons that adorned their churches. John of
Damascene, spokesman for the Patriarch of Jerusalem, wrote no less than three defences
of sacred images, and Popes Gregory Il and 111 protested to the Emperor as well.

The Imperial case against religious images can be summed up in three propositions,
two theological and one pastoral:

* Representations of Christ are false and misleading, because they are images of His
human nature alone. Thus, they artificially separate His divine and human natures, and
impose a physical limit upon someone who, as second person of the Trinity is without
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limit.

» Representations of saints are false and misleading because saints are now in heaven and
so freed from the limitations of the body

» Veneration of religious images is idolatrous.

As the movement spread it produced a serious ideological split in the Empire between
iconophobes, supported by the Imperial side, and iconophiles, supported by churchmen
and the monasteries. In the Latin west the Papacy, though not directly affected by the
issue, took the side of the iconophiles, and Iconoclasm was condemned by Roman synods
in 731 and 769. The controversy turned for a while into a rather unpleasant war against
the monasteries, but towards the end of the century it seemed to run out of steam, and at
the Second Council of Nicaea (AD 787) the veneration of images was declared to be
legitimate provided that it did not become idolatrous. The Council’s language was very
moderate, and was to provide thereafter the standard defence of religious images: ‘The
honour given to an image passes over to its subject, and whoever adores an image adores
the being depicted by it’.

In the following century Iconoclasm revived for a time under a series of iconophobic
Emperors, but it finally ended with a synod held in Constantinople in 843 which declared
once and for all in favour of the Council of Nicaea’s earlier decision.

The Papacy, it has been said already, came out against Iconoclasm from the beginning.
In part, no doubt, this was due to its wish to oppose the Imperial power. But in part, also,
pastoral worries about idolatry never had the same force, or perhaps the same necessity,
in the Latin west as they had in the east.

None the less, the social and religious disruptions caused by lIconoclasm in the
Byzantine Empire were a cause of concern in the west. The great power in the west at that
time was the Frankish Kingdom. Under the political and military genius of Charlemagne
this expanded over a vast territory, to the point where Charlemagne identified it with the
western empire of ancient Rome, and had himself crowned Emperor in 800.

Charlemagne was not in the business of deferring to either Popes or Councils, and he
was not disposed to become an iconophile just because the Pope and the Council of
Nicaea said so. In fact, after receiving from Rome a very faulty translation (from Greek to
Latin) of the relevant Nicene Council documents he became disposed to iconophobia, and
he called upon his circle of theologians and scholars to compose a work setting out
objections to the veneration of images. The result was the Libri Carolini, composed in the
period 790-3.

Overall the work is a point by point refutation of the Council of Nicaea’s views on the
use of images in the Church. Although intellectually astute and well-argued, it is not
always comfortable with the sophistication of Greek argument, and it sometimes displays
a sort of naive ignorance (for instance, it says of the illustrious Gregory of Nyssa that ‘his
life and preachings are unknown to us’). When the Libri Carolini was rediscovered in the
sixteenth century it was often used by the Reformers as a justification for their own
iconoclasm, and it was, as a consequence, put on the Catholic Index of prohibited books
for some centuries.

Its overall conclusion, however, was in fact quite a moderate one which avoided the
excesses of both iconophilia and iconophobia. Its attitude to religious art was that of Pope
Gregory the Great (reigned 590-604), who is referred to in the last paragraph of the work,
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and who had pointed out that pictures are an instrument of learning for people who
cannot read. Pictures, Gregory had said, should not be worshipped, but they could and
should be employed for the purposes of instruction. Implicit in this, and explicit in the
Libri Carolini, is the view that writing is superior to pictures. The superiority however,
hinges on the fact that the fullest knowledge of the truths of the faith must be acquired
from Scripture. To put it in contemporary language: the propositional content of Scripture
cannot be articulated completely in pictorial form. Pictures can represent Biblical people
and events, but not, for instance, the commandments or the beatitudes. They can illustrate
them, but cannot state them; only language can do that.

Pictures, none the less, were recognized to be important elements in human culture and
experience. The Carolingian intellectuals noted that pictures could express either truth or
falsehood. Used rightly, they could record events such as the life of Christ or the lives of
the saints, and so communicate some knowledge of these events to persons who could not
or did not read.

They found it ludicrous, however, that anyone should think of worshipping a picture.
They constructed what is now called a thought experiment, in which they imagined an
iconophile being shown two pictures of women, and told that one is a picture of God’s
mother and the other a picture of the goddess Venus:

He turned to the painter and asked him which was the picture of Mary and
which of Venus—for they were alike in every way The painter gave to one
picture the title Mary, and to the other he gave the title Venus. Mary was
elevated, honoured and kissed, but Venus was maligned, insulted and execrated.
Yet both pictures were alike in shape, colour and material. The only difference
was the title.

The point is well made: venerating a picture rests upon a confusion about how pictures
represent their objects. To adopt Monroe Beardsley’s terminology, a picture may depict a
woman and portray Mary the mother of Jesus; or it may depict a woman (the very same
woman) and portray the goddess Venus. But if we want to verify whether or not the
portrayal is ‘true’—is an actual likeness of the original—we can do so only by comparing
it with the person, and this is not possible either in the case of the divine mother or the
Roman goddess. Without such verification, all we have is a title, which can be bestowed
at the artist’s whim, or indeed at anyone’s whim. And even if per impossibile we could
verify that it was a ‘true’ portrayal of Mary it could very well be identical with a picture
of Venus in both its depictive character and its material properties.

There is a difficult question here about the nature of representation. For there is a
fundamental difference between the truth conditions for depictions and those for
portrayals. One kind of verification is required to show that a picture by Holbein is a
picture of a man, and quite a different kind of verification to show that it is a picture of
Henry VIII. The Libri Carolini did not, of course, pursue this line of inquiry, but it is
quite clear that its author(s) were aware of the problem, and aware of its implications for
religious worship.

The Libri Carolini also considered the aesthetic value of pictures. Some pictures, it
noted, are more beautiful than others, and are therefore valued more highly than others.
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But if people should venerate the more beautiful rather than the less beautiful they are
guilty of mistaking aesthetic for religious fervour. And if they venerate the less beautiful
this is somehow ‘unjust’ (injustum est). This argument is not without difficulty, but the
main point is that pictures should not be ‘adored’. Their value lies partly in their beauty
which is appropriate for the adornment of churches, and partly in their commemorative
and educational role in recording the events of Scripture. Religious images should not,
therefore, be broken or destroyed.
The Carolingian view of religious pictorial art can be summed up as follows:

« Pictures are inferior to language as a method of articulating and communicating the
truths of religion, but they are valuable for the instruction of the unlettered.

« Pictures are also useful as a way of illustrating and commemorating significant events
in Scripture and the lives of the saints.

« Pictures adorn and beautify the House of God.

« Pictures should not be adored, but they are honourable and acceptable because they
help in calling to mind the truths of religion. Therefore they should not be destroyed.

Europe, both east and west, was strongly influenced in many ways over many centuries
by a highly sophisticated Arab culture; and, if Mohammedanism had not forbidden
religious images, it is intriguing to speculate how differently European visual art, inspired
by Moslem examples, might have developed. And if Iconoclasm had taken permanent
hold either in the whole of Europe or even in the east alone, European art would have
developed very differently also. In Byzantium, it should be remembered, only religious
images were forbidden: the Emperor Constantine V encouraged artists to paint secular
images, presumably in the hope that this might induce people to forget about the religious
icons to which they were so devoted. If he had succeeded, the pictorial genius of
Byzantium would certainly have altered course, and so altered in turn the course followed
by pictorial genius in the west.

As it was, the western Church was to remain the principal patron of the visual arts until
the Reformation, and it was therefore an art that was not only deeply religious in theme,
style and iconology, but also an art that developed for the most part independently of
eastern Europe and the Moslem world. We can therefore see in retrospect that the Libri
Carolini helped to define the role and character of art in western Europe for almost eight
centuries.

Biography

Alcuin was born c. 735 in Northumbria, of Saxon stock (his Saxon name was Ealhwine),
and educated in York. He met Charlemagne in Parma, and was invited to join the circle
of scholars, educators and theologians which, Charlemagne hoped, would inspire a
revival of classical order and learning in the west. Thereafter Alcuin became one of its
leading figures, and wrote books on grammar, rhetoric, dialectic and even orthography
He also wrote commentaries on the Bible and helped to reform the Liturgy. He retired to
the Abbey of St Martin at Tours in 796. He died in 804 at Tours.

Theodulf of Orléans was born in Spain (date unknown) and educated there. As his name



Key writersonart 24

suggests he was of Visigothic parentage. He joined Charlemagne’s circle of scholars and
intellectuals and became Archbishop of Orléans in 800. A distinguished poet and
connoisseur of art, and knowledgeable about classical literature, he has also been credited
with writing the text of the Libri Carolini and producing a revised version of the Vulgate
text of the Bible, both of which are attributed by other scholars to Alcuin. He died in 821.
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SUGER (1081-1151) and BERNARD OF
CLAIRVAUX (1090-1153)

FRENCH PRELATE AND STATESMAN
FRENCH CHURCHMAN

Historians of ideas talk of two ‘Renaissances’ during the medieval period: a Carolingian
Renaissance (eighth to ninth centuries) and a twelfth-century Renaissance. The latter was,
in fact, an immensely creative period in western Europe: it witnessed a flourishing of the
Schools that were shortly to develop into universities; a speeding up in the recovery and
translation of classical texts; the beginnings of a division between philosophy and
theology, and a powerful impetus towards the systematization of all knowledge.

However, European culture had not been static during the previous two centuries. In
AD 910 a Benedictine monastery was founded at Cluny, in Burgundy, which had far-
reaching effects upon the development of learning and the arts. Under a series of
remarkable Abbots its ideals spread across western Europe, even as far as Poland and
Scotland, in a loose confederation of monastic houses—over a thousand at its peak—
constituting a so-called ‘Cluniac order’ (ordo cluniacensis).

One important consequence of the Cluniac movement was the large-scale building of
new churches, in the Romanesque style, all over Europe. It also encouraged the practice
of adorning churches with sculptures, stained glass, elaborate chalices, vestments,
crucifixes, woodwork and stonework. Churches—the main public buildings in early
medieval Europe—were also centres for the display of its artistic genius.

The effects of the Cluniac movement were felt throughout the tenth and particularly the
eleventh centuries. But so far as art theory and aesthetics are concerned, it was the twelfth
century that produced the most interesting developments. In the history of aesthetics it is
customary to mention three important twelfth-century schools: the Victorines, the School
of Chartres, and the Cistercians.

Details of the aesthetic theories associated with these three schools do not concern us
here. However, they flourished at the same time as a dramatic new development in the
visual arts: the appearance of what is now called ‘Gothic’ architecture. The Cathedral of
Chartres was one of the earliest of the great Gothic structures, and the Cistercians were
responsible for spreading the Gothic aesthetic across the face of Europe.

One of the most obvious differences between Romanesque and Gothic is the use in
Gothic of external buttresses to support the immense weight of the walls and roof. In
Romanesque churches this weight is supported by heavy internal masonry In Gothic
churches buttressing allowed the internal masonry to become tall and thin, with large
spaces in between which were filled with stained glass. Gothic interiors were therefore
awash with light and colour. Artworks within Gothic churches developed to take
advantage of the light, for instance by working in ivory and gold, and using naturalistic



Key writersonart 26

lines in sculpture and ornament that could now be seen clearly

The twelfth century was therefore a period of great architectural and artistic
innovation. But not everyone was pleased with this, and voices were raised against, in
particular, the rich and elaborate adornment of churches. Peter Cantor (d. 1197), a
professor at the Cathedral School at Paris, was even opposed to large churches. Their
builders, he wrote, ‘resemble those giants who built the tower of Babel, rearing
themselves up against the Lord’. This sentiment was quite at odds with common
sentiment at the time, for whole populations would devote themselves over decades or
even centuries to the building of a church, an enterprise that involved both religious
devotion and civic pride.

However, building a church was one thing and adorning its interior was another. The
original Cistercian aesthetic was based upon an unadorned purity of line, figure, and
volume, with a limited use even of stained glass. The aesthetic did not survive for long
the overwhelming medieval desire for rich and elaborate ornamentation, but it did have a
formidable spokesman in St Bernard of Clairvaux.

Bernard, one of the most able and influential churchmen of the century, was austere
both in his spiritual life and his aesthetic sensitivities. He was passionately opposed to the
Cluniac love of elaborate church decoration, and expounded his views in his celebrated
Apologia ad Guillelmum, a letter to William, Bishop of St Thierry, written about 1125.

The Apologia commences with a criticism of monks who are too fond of food, drink
and luxury. But it soon passes on to church art and architecture, and it is here that he
writes most vividly and forcefully:

I say naught of the vast height of your churches, their immoderate length, their
superfluous breadth, the costly polishings, the curious carvings and paintings
which attract the worshipper’s gaze and hinder his attention.

One of Bernard’s objections to rich and costly ornament was his suspicion that it was
intended to attract donations to the church. ‘At the sight of these costly yet marvellous
vanities’, he writes, ‘men are more kindled to offer gifts than to pray’. Later in the
Apologia he concedes, somewhat grudgingly that people whom he calls ‘simple and
devout’ may benefit from their desire to beautify the House of God. But what need have
monks, he asks, for such vanities within their private cloisters.

What profit is there in those ridiculous monsters, in that marvellous and
deformed comeliness, that comely deformity? To what purpose are those
unclean apes, those fierce lions, those monstrous centaurs, those half-men, those
striped tigers, those fighting knights, those hunters winding their horns? Many
bodies are there seen under one head, or again, many heads to a single body
Here is a four-footed beast with a serpent’s tail; there, a fish with a beast’s head.
Here again the forepart of a horse trails half a goat behind it, or a horned beast
bears the hinder quarters of a horse. In short, so many and so marvellous are the
varieties of divers shapes on every hand, that we are more tempted to read in the
marble than in our books, and to spend the whole day wondering at these things
rather than in meditating the law of God. For God’s sake, if men are not
ashamed of these follies, why at least do they not shrink from the expense?
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If we examine Bernard’s views with some care we can abstract the following points:

» Lavish ornamentation in churches distracts the faithful from prayer.

* It is also inappropriate for monks who should lead austere and simple lives.

» In addition, it is extremely costly, and the money should be spent instead upon the poor:
“The church is resplendent in her walls’, he writes, ‘beggarly in her poor; she clothes
her stones in gold, and leaves her sons naked’.

To these we may add:

*» Bernard’s personal aesthetic sensibility favoured clear and simple artefacts with a
minimum of representation.

Bernard’s aesthetic, and the Cistercian aesthetic in general, stood at one pole of the
twelfth-century aesthetic sensibility. The other pole was spectacularly represented by
another twelfth-century figure: Suger, Abbot of Saint-Denis.

The Abbey of Saint-Denis, on the outskirts of Paris, had at that time a special
relationship with the French monarchy—several Frankish kings were buried there—and
has the distinction of being the first foundation to possess a Gothic church. It was actually
an older church, which was enlarged and remodelled along Gothic lines by Suger, Abbot
from 1122 until his death in 1151.

Suger, himself a very able and influential churchman, embarked upon the rebuilding
programme in 1135. Unusually for a medieval patron of the arts, he also wrote a detailed
account of the rebuilding and of the artworks commissioned for the church interior. In
fact he wrote two accounts, De rebus in administratione sua gestis and Libellus alter de
consecratione ecclesiae sancti dionysii. Together they provide a remarkable insight into
an aspect of twelfth-century aesthetic taste quite different from that of St Bernard. Both
have been brought to a modern readership by Erwin Panofsky, who edited the texts and
translated them into English.

There is a considerable overlap in content between the two works, so if we take them
together we can abstract Suger’s artistic credo as follows.

First, Suger was conscious that art changes and develops, and is subject to cross-
cultural influences. He remarked that a mosaic was positioned in a manner that was
‘contrary to modern custom’, and he said of a panel distinguished by its sumptuousness
that ‘[its] barbarian artists are even more lavish than ours’ (in this case ‘barbarian’ meant
non-French). Second, Suger referred more than once to the necessity of reconciling the
old (Romanesque) structure with the new. The aesthetic value of harmony—a value
inherited from the ancient world and also ratified by Scripture—was deeply embedded in
medieval culture.

Suger was typically medieval in another way For it was important, in his view, that his
remodelled church, and the artworks that embellished it, should incorporate and
communicate the truths of faith. The windows told stories from Scripture. The precious
materials brought to life a passage from Ezekiel: (‘Every precious stone was thy covering,
the sardius, the topaz, and the jasper, the chrysolite, and the onyx, and the beryl, the
sapphire, and the carbuncle, and the emerald.”) The number of columns in the church
represented the twelve apostles. The church and its contents, in short, were intended to be
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a kind of visual and spatial analogue of the spiritual church.

He was concerned in particular to defend the use of rich materials. This was, in any
case, something that appealed to the medieval aesthetic sensibility But Suger also
justified it, partly by reference to passages in Scripture such as Ezekiel, and partly by
asserting that it was appropriate for the worship of God. ‘“To me...one thing has always
seemed pre-eminently fitting’, he wrote, ‘that every costlier or costliest thing should
serve, first and foremost, for the administration of the Holy Eucharist’. He also stressed
that the craftsmanship used in fashioning the rich materials was itself a pointer to the
Divine. The nobility of the work shone out, as it were, in a way that brightened the mind
and so led it to the true Light of Christ. In the same way, the light that poured through the
windows pervaded the interior beauty of the church and reminded us of the Light of the
World.

This association between the experience of art and the experience of the Divine was
characteristic of the twelfth century. It was connected with the philosophical thesis that
reason is both human and divine, and unites man and God in a ‘single, delightful
concordance of one superior, well-tempered harmony’. There was no leap of faith across
an otherwise unbridgeable gulf, but a smooth progression from the material and corporeal
to the immaterial and spiritual.

This is what underlies one of the most famous passages in Suger, in which he describes
how the experience of art conducts him to a state of mystical ecstasy:

Thus when—out of my delight in the beauty of the house of God—the
loveliness of the many-coloured gems has called me away from external cares,
and worthy meditation has induced me to reflect, transferring that which is
material to that which is immaterial, on the diversity of the sacred virtues: then
it seems to me that | see myself dwelling, as it were, in some strange region of
the universe which neither exists entirely in the slime of the earth nor entirely in
the purity of heaven; and that, by the grace of God, | can be transported from
this inferior to that higher world in an anagogical manner.

The contrast between Bernard of Clairvaux’s puritanical aesthetic and the rococo
exuberance of Suger carries with it many cultural echoes: iconophobe and iconophile,
Renaissance and Baroque, classical and romantic. Suger was more representative than
Bernard of the taste of the common man, and his Gothic restructuring of the church at
Saint-Denis pointed to the future. On the level of art theory, however, it was a sort of last
hurrah. For in the following century the great Scholastic philosophers, such as Aquinas
and Bonaventure, concentrated almost entirely on the metaphysics of beauty and
reflection upon art became, for a time, comparatively impoverished.

Biographies

Suger was born in 1081 in Argenteuil, France. As Abbot of Saint-Denis he was a friend
and adviser of Louis VI and Louis VII; Regent of France from 1147-9 while Louis VII
was away on the Second Crusade. He was a notable statesman, administrator, and patron
of the arts, who introduced Gothic art and architecture to western Europe. He died in
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1151 in Saint-Denis.

Bernard of Clairvaux was born in 1090 in Dijon, France. He founded a Cistercian
community at Clairvaux, which, because of Bernard’s eminence, became an important
source of Cistercian influence. Despite the austerity and simplicity of his personal life he
became the most influential churchman of the century: a leading theologian, an adviser to
popes, a preacher for the Second Crusade and an opponent of the philosopher Abelard.
By all accounts he had great personal charm but was strong and forthright in his opinions.
He died in 1153 at Clairvaux.
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THOMAS AQUINAS (1225-74)

ITALIAN THEOLOGIAN AND PHILOSOPHER

Scholastic philosophy flourished in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. It has
undergone revivals since then, notably in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and
again in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. But it originated in the high medieval
period, and is so called because it emerged in the ‘Schools’ that were by then well
established in the major political and administrative centres of the time. By the twelfth
century these Schools had advanced far beyond the provision of basic education to
become the intellectual power-houses of the age. They were, in fact, the first universities,
and many of the great European universities—Paris, Oxford, Bologna—were founded in
medieval times.

Scholastic philosophy attempted, for the first time since the demise of the classical
world, to construct a complete and systematic account of God, man, and nature (not
wholly unlike the theoretical physicist’s quest for a unified theory of everything). In
pursuit of this, and in order to clarify its own foundations, it distinguished clearly
between philosophy (founded on reason) and theology (founded on faith)—thus bringing
about the survival of philosophy as a distinctive intellectual discipline that is taught in
universities to this day

Scholastic philosophy was also influenced by Aristotle. Hitherto, Platonism in its
various forms had provided the intellectual framework for advanced thought in western
Europe. Now, as a result of contacts with the Arab world, Aristotle joined the canon, and
many of his works were translated for the first time into reliable Latin versions by
William of Moerbeke. Thomas Aquinas referred to Aristotle simply as philosophus—*‘the
philosopher’.

Unfortunately, the Scholastic philosophy of art produced little or nothing that was
original. One cannot help wondering how different it might have been if the Scholastics
had read and assimilated Aristotle’s Poetics. It is hard to say why they did not. An
abridged version of the Poetics was available for most of the thirteenth century and
William of Moerbeke produced a complete translation in 1278. Yet the work was
ignored, not only by Scholastic thinkers, but also by people such as Dante and Boccaccio,
and continued to be ignored right through the quattrocento.

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to a distinctive Scholastic theory of art was that its main
interest in aesthetic problems concerned the nature of beauty, not of art. One of the best
known passages in Aquinas—best known not only to scholars, but also because it was
exploited by James Joyce in his Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man—states that three
conditions are necessary for beauty: integrity, proportion, and clarity (Summa
Theologiae, 1, 39, 8c). A full exposition of these terms would require a lengthy
exploration of Aquinas’s metaphysics. But we can say at least that ‘integrity’ refers to the
degree of ontological completeness or perfection of a thing; ‘proportion’ refers to the
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structural relations within a thing which produce and sustain that ontological
completeness; and “clarity’ refers to the knowability of a thing, its resonance with the
structure and capabilities of the human mind, so that its integrity and proportion are
accessible to human perception and understanding.

Ultimately all three conditions enable the beauty of things to be knowable. Beauty for
Aquinas was an objective attribute of the created world, and was experienced by means
of the cognitive powers of the human mind. Beauty was, in particular, the object of
‘apprehension’ (apprehensio), meaning the initial grasp of natures or essences by the
mind when it confronts and assimilates the world around it. If my mind grasps a nature or
essence that is complete (integrity), properly structured (proportion) and clearly evident
(clarity), then | experience pleasure because my mind has achieved cognitive possession
of something whole and well formed and vividly present.

The cognitive character of the aesthetic is also apparent in Aquinas’s remarks about the
arts. He defined art as recta ratio factibilium—that is, a correct understanding of making
things. ‘Art’ for Aquinas, as for all of the medievals, was manifested just as much in
ploughing and sowing a field as in painting a picture. They made no distinctions among
skills, crafts, arts, or manufacturing. They did not have, and indeed had no need or desire
to have, a concept of fine art.

This is why Aquinas was content to repeat the view that art imitates nature in its way
of working (ars imitatur naturam in sua operatione). The ‘imitation’ referred to in this
sentence has nothing to do with representation. It indicates rather that human art is
directed by human intelligence and purposes, just as the workings of nature are directed
by God’s intelligence and purposes. Throughout the whole of the medieval period
(roughly 800 to 1400) the first and best artist was God, creator of the richness and beauty
of the earth and skies. Human artists were engaged in work analogous to that of God, and
used their reason in their work just as God used His. Of course, the works of man were
inferior to the works of God—art was inferior to nature. But human artificers were, none
the less, engaged in work that was consonant with the divine origin and divine character
of the universe in general.

Aquinas was also aware, to some extent, of a special relationship between beauty and
art. He wrote, for instance, ‘An image is called beautiful if it perfectly represents
something, even something ugly’ (Summa Theologiae, I, 39, 8c). In this passage beauty
(integrity, proportion, clarity) is achieved by the representational skill of a painter or
sculptor, and it is interesting that Aquinas should take his illustration from the visual arts,
rather than the natural world. It should be noted, however, that he more often cited the
human body as an example of material beauty; for in the last analysis God’s work was
more perfect, more beautiful than the works of humankind.

A less obvious connection between Aquinas’s philosophy and the art of his own time
arose from his theory of transcendentals. This complex metaphysical doctrine,
Avristotelian in its origin, states that everything that exists shares certain attributes with
everything else — principally the attributes of unity truth, goodness, and beauty These are
attributes of being itself, in all of its manifestations, and thus ‘transcendental’ attributes
of being.

The importance of this theory for our purposes here is that it provided a theoretical
foundation for a significant aspect of the medieval aesthetic sensibility—namely, a belief
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in the universal analogy of all things. This sensibility had existed for centuries before
Aquinas, and it survived for centuries after him, but the theory of transcendentals gave it
a new type of philosophical legitimation for the deep analogies of being rooted in the
transcendentals justified the medieval instinct for taking any object as a symbol, icon or
emblem of anything else.

In such a perspective, there is nothing strange in finding or asserting an analogy
between a plant and a virtue, a bird and a saint, a colour and an emotion. Hence, there
arose throughout the medieval period an extensive repertoire of visual symbols in its
painting, sculpture, manuscript illuminations and stained glass. The dove stood for Noah,
for peace, for the Holy Ghost, and for the Purification. The lamb stood for Christ, and for
St Agnes. The thistle stood for earthly sorrow, the vine for the Church. St Peter was
represented holding keys or a fish; St Paul with a sword or a scroll of his epistles. It was a
very extensive iconography indeed, which gave symbolic meanings to every kind of
creature, to earth and sky (clouds symbolized the unseen God), to artifacts, colours,
letters, numbers, modes of dress, shapes, and just about anything that could be
represented visually

We do not know whether Aquinas himself would have considered his theory of
transcendentals to be closely connected with the visual arts. But with hindsight, we can
see that the visual semantic and the philosophical theory were entirely complementary
with one another, that they were rooted in a common sensibility and culture. It is here,
not in his explicit remarks about art that we find Aquinas to be most closely implicated
with the artistic semiotics of his time.

It is also a useful reminder that this visual iconology—which survived in much of the
Christian art of the Renaissance also—cannot be discounted or ignored. If we try to
experience medieval art without knowing its language, we miss one of its essential
features, and fail to make complete imaginative contact with the culture that produced it.

Biography

Thomas Aquinas was born in 1225 in Roccasecca, Italy. He was educated at Monte
Cassino, Naples, Paris and Cologne. In 1244 he joined the Dominican Order. He lectured
in the University of Paris from 1252-6, and was then appointed to a Chair of Theology,
which he held from 1256-9. Returning to Italy, he taught for almost a decade at various
Dominican houses of study. During this period he wrote his Summa Contra Gentiles and
began the Summa Theologiae. His second Paris professorship was from 1269-72, where
he was involved in controversies concerning Aristotle and Averroes. He returned to
Naples in 1272 and died in 1274 at Fossanuova.
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CENNINO CENNINI (c. 1360—Dbefore 1427)

ITALIAN ARTIST AND WRITER

Cennino Cennini’s father, Andrea, probably a local painter in the small hill town of Colle
di Val d’Elsa, inspired in Cennino a feeling for the materials of his craft. However, the
early formative influence on him was Agnolo Gaddi, in whose Florentine workshop he
enrolled. Agnolo was the leading heir, through his father Taddeo, to the tradition of
Giotto. Cennino remained there for twelve years. In 1388 he took an independent
commission in his native Tuscany, but, by around 1391, he was in Padua, becoming, in
1398, the painter and ‘familiaris’ to the then ruler of Padua, Francesco Novello da
Carrara. Attempts have been made to ascribe works for him, but none, securely
documented, exist. What does, however, is a book, known in Italian as the Libro dell’arte
(Book of the Art)—that is, painting—though life-casting as an aid to drawing is
mentioned. It exists in very few manuscripts, none autograph. The earliest is dated 1437.

This brief résumé of Cennino’s career provides an idea of the experiences which
shaped the Libro. From this background he became aware, on the one hand, of the
physical aspects of painting—the preparation of pigments, the application of paint etc., in
other words the stock-in-trade of the painter’s workshop—and, on the other, of the
theoretical side to the art, for, in Florence, Giotto’s achievement had been compared
favourably with that of men of letters—whose art, rhetoric in particular, was considered
to be based, not on practice alone, but on intellectual principles and rules. This view was
given further encouragement in Padua at the Carrara court. In the Libro he attempts to
bring these two attitudes together so that the apprentice, to whom the book is ostensibly
addressed, might combine, as he says, ‘skill of hand’ with ‘theory’ (scienzia) in
producing his works. Though limited when looked at in the light of later, more
sophisticated, contributions, the Libro dell’arte stands as the first surviving attempt to do
this. It also stands at a seminal period in attitudes to the status of painting, which was
gradually consolidating the higher intellectualstanding it had achieved through Giotto, to
be counted among the Liberal rather than the Mechanical Arts.

The practical advice and instruction should be taken first. This is particularly important
for both the historian and the conservator, for it is the clearest and, from practical
demonstration, the most accurate, account we have of such methods as the preparation of
grounds, the techniques of silverpoint, pen and charcoal drawing, for fresco painting from
the initial drawing (sinopia) on the rough plaster (arriccio) to the drawing on the finished
plaster (intonaco), to the final painting, and for tempera painting on a meticulously
prepared panel. This instruction, reflecting best workshop practice, is developmental,
proceeding from stage to stage, culminating in the painting of panels, which Cennino
says, foreshadowing Leonardo later, is a ‘gentleman’s job, for you may do anything you
want to do with velvets on your back’. These procedures are augmented by practical
guidance on making individual colours from the basic pigments, and by instruction on
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applying and punching gold-leaf- an important embellishment to painting at the time.
Cennino enlivens his instruction with disarming tips, such as, that the making of
ultramarine from lapis lazuli ‘is an occupation for pretty girls rather than for men; for
they are always at home, and reliable, and they have more dainty hands’. He also shows
knowledge of non-Italian practice, particularly when describing the use of oil as a
mordant for colours, on both panels and walls, to which, he says, the ‘tedeschi’ (probably
northerners in general) are much given. This statement, made many years before Jan van
Eyck, suggests that he knew the De diversis artibus (Of divers arts) of the twelfth-century
German monk, Theophilus—a practical manual to which the Libro has affinities in both
conception and form.

Apart from such practical information, Cennino also describes procedural methods
which fluctuate between practice and theory, such as his advice on creating space in
pictures, which, though basically rule-of-thumb, anticipates the more thorough-going
explorations of “pictorial perspective’ pursued by later theorists and practitioners, such as
Alberti and Leonardo da Vinci. Similarly, with proportion, Cennino attached great
importance to consistency, say, in the relationship of buildings to figures so that the
painter should compose his pictures to look as natural as possible. Here two assumptions
combine: first, that painting should be tested against the judgement of the eye, and,
second, that the painter should carefully compose his picture against its effect on the
onlooker. It is difficult to say exactly where Cennino found such ideas. His Giottesque
training may have been sufficient as these were admired aspects of Giotto’s work.
However, it is possible, that he also knew a written tradition. His proportions of the
human figure suggest this for, on the one hand, he seems to be following medieval
Byzantine practice, whereas, on the other, he seems to reflect Vitruvius, particularly
when he says, ‘a man is as long as his arms crosswise’. Certainly Giotto in his crucifixes
provided a practical example, but the fact that Cennino elsewhere advocates the use of a
module to control the relationships within the picture does suggest knowledge, either
direct or indirect, of a particularly Vitruvian precept.

Further to these quasi-theoretical views, Cennino also demonstrates a knowledge, if
somewhat schematic, of more sophisticated ideas of painting’s status vis-a-vis the Liberal
Arts. At the opening of the Libro he says:

justly it [painting] deserves to be enthroned next to theory, and to be crowned
with poetry. The rationale lies in this: that the poet, with his theory...is free to
compose and bind together, or not, as he pleases, according to his will
[volunta]. In the same way the painter is given freedom to compose a figure,
standing, seated, half-man, half-horse as he pleases according to his imagination
[fantasia].

The basic source for this idea, signalled by the phrase ‘half-man, half-horse’, is the Ars
poetica of the Roman writer, Horace (first century BC), whose axiom ut pictura poesis
(“as in painting, so in poetry’) became a touchstone for subsequent discussions of the arts
in Renaissance literature. However, for Horace, such hybrid figments of the imagination
are to be ridiculed rather than approved. Cennino, who, so far as we know, had no literary
training, probably did not read Horace, but the idea that poetry and painting stemmed
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from a common creative impulse, namely, the imagination (fantasia) was long
established by his time. Interestingly, Cennino madifies this view making the poet’s will
(volunta) the significant creative factor as against the fantasia, which he reserves for the
painter. This change may reflect the distinction made by Filippo Villani, writing in
Florence in the early 1380s, when commenting on Giotto, that the masters of the Liberal
Arts, ‘learn by means of study [i.e. reading] and instruction rules of their arts, while
painters derive such rules as they find in their art from a profound natural talent and a
tenacious memory’. Memory was one of the main faculties of the mind in medieval
epistemology. It was fed in particular by the fantasia, where visual images were received
and retained. Thus, fantasia and memory allow the artist to create, from the manifold
images he has learned to record, new ones proper to his visual discipline.

In the preceding passage Cennino had said that painting ‘calls for imagination
[fantasia] and skill of hand, in order to discover things not seen, hiding themselves under
the shadow of natural objects, and to fix them with the hand, presenting to plain sight
what does not actually exist’. Cennino amplifies this idea of fantasia, as the creative
guiding force behind the painter’s hand later on, when explaining the best method of
learning to draw. The apprentice should select the best master to follow and then copy his
work, day by day, so that,

it will be against nature if you do not get some grasp of his style [maniera] and
his spirit [aria]... Then you will find, if nature has granted you any fantasia at
all, that you will eventually acquire a style individual to yourself, and it cannot
help being good; because your hand and your mind, being always accustomed to
gather flowers, would ill know how to pluck thorns.

The apprentice should not follow different masters, as this would dissipate his fantasia,
which is the innate quality he must possess if his hand and mind (intelletto) are to work
together in a single creative process. Although Cennino identifies both drawing (disegno)
and the application of colours (colorire) as the principle parts of painting, it is drawing
that engages the intellect at the deepest level, for once the apprentice has gained some
feeling for drawing as described, the true test is the natural world which, he says, is the
‘most perfect steersman...and best helm’ in all his endeavours for it guides the power to
see and act through ‘the light of the sun, the light of your eye, and your own hand’. This
symbiotic relationship is revealed by the way light falls on objects, so that the correct
distribution of light and shade (chiaro e scuro), is the true demonstration of mastery and
judgement, for, without it, a drawing or a painting would seem but a simple thing lacking
the dimension (rilievo) of the natural world. The painter who achieves such mastery is no
longer confined to precedent and formulae, but free to imagine new forms of things, to
demonstrate his own vision both as a craftsman and as an intelligent being—his personal
spirit, or aria—so as to present ‘to plain sight what does not actually exist’. How far
Cennino understood by this statement anything more than the illusion of three dimensions
on a two-dimensional surface is open to question. But he would have known that Giotto’s
mastery of this had earned him the reputation as the first of the moderns to appeal to the
intellect rather than to the eye alone and, brought up in this tradition, he probably
accepted this as the painter’s ultimate goal.
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Why did Cennino write his book and where and when did he write it? He is conscious
that painting is an evolving process. Giotto ‘transformed the art of painting from Greek
[Byzantine] into Latin [Italian] and made it modern [moderno]’. Agnolo Gaddi, his own
master, improved on this to paint in a more engaging and fresh manner. Although
deprecating of his own talent, he saw himself as heir to a tradition and yet looking to the
future. The book has an air of mature reflection about it, which would hardly sort well
with his early Florentine years, so it is more likely to have been written in Padua. After
all, Giotto’s works could be seen there, and his tradition had been carried on by Giusto
de’Menabuoi, a Florentine, who had been painter at the Carrarese court prior to
Cennino’s arrival. The indigenous Paduan tradition, though owing something to Giotto,
tended towards elaboration and ornament. Perhaps, Cennino, as an incoming Florentine,
was asked—even challenged—to explain what it was about Giotto’s legacy, as witnessed,
say, by Petrarch, who had strong connections with Padua, that set it apart. Cennino’s
emphasis on the good practice he had learnt might suggest this, so the book might have
been of interest—perhaps of practical use—to local painters. However, a more ambitious
purpose has been argued: that it was written for the Paduan court itself in emulation of
humanist tracts written to secure preferment. The echoes of classical authors, and the
similarity which has been noted between Cennino’s idea of imitating the best master’s
drawing style and classical theories of imitation in rhetoric and poetry, certainly alive in
Paduan at the time, might suggest this. Otherwise, the use of Paduan dialect in the text
and the dedication, in part, to St Anthony of Padua, further argues its Paduan origin, and,
therefore, a date around 1400 when we know Cennino was there.

Cennino Cennini’s writing on art is significant for it comes at the end of the medieval
tradition of books on technique and presages the systematic development of a ‘poetics’
for painting, particularly in Florence, which culminates in the sixteenth century The term
disegno, and the emphasis placed on drawing, finds its definitive statement 150 years
later in Vasari. Other terms, however elusive, give evidence of a developing vocabulary
for art in both workshop and literary culture. Such terms as, maniera, aria, rilievo—
particularly in the form of chiaroscuro—and sfumare—for the smoky blending of
shading. However, the most significant concept is that of artistic fantasia, which, in
Cennino’s usage, embraces more than superficial imagination. It signifies an inner
intellectual commitment which informs and can be discerned in the individual painter’s
work. It is more than the painter’s hand and derives from his whole person, his moral as
well as his artistic demeanour. By the sixteenth century via Leonardo, the idea that every
painter paints himself became a commonplace in artistic theory This idea can be found in
embryonic form in Cennino’s book. However, as so few manuscripts exist, its direct use
by later writers is hard to establish for certain.

Biography

Cennino di Andrea Cennini was born c. 1360 at Colle di VVal d’Elsa, near Siena, the son
of Andrea Cennini, probably a local painter. He entered Agnolo Gaddi’s workshop in
Florence c¢. 1372, where he remained for 12 years. In 1388 he gained an independent
commission in Poggibonsi, between Siena and Florence. He moved to Padua c. 1391. In
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August 1398 he is documented as painter and familiaris in the court of Francesco
Novello da Carrara, Lord of Padua. A signed fresco, now lost, is recorded in 1403 in
Colle di Val d’Elsa, where he died before 1427.
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LORENZO GHIBERT] (1378-1455)

ITALIAN ARTIST AND WRITER

Lorenzo Ghiberti was the leading goldsmith and bronze sculptor in Florence in the first
half of the fifteenth century. He is best known for the two sets of bronze doors he made
for the Florentine Baptistery, the second of which are known, after a remark by
Michelangelo, as the ‘Gates of Paradise’. He was trained as both a goldsmith and a
painter. His workshop was the foremost of his time, training both painters and sculptors
including, for example, Uccello and Donatello. Ghiberti’s early training as a painter is
significant for it underpins his view as to the common basis of both arts in drawing
(disegno), which, as he says repeatedly in his Commentarii (Commentaries), ‘is the head
and front of both painting and sculpture’.

These Commentarii, written in Italian, are his main contribution to the writing on art.
The autograph manuscript is now lost. The only surviving copy known to Vasari in the
mid-sixteenth century who used it for his Lives of the Artists, has inaccuracies of
transcription, and breaks off prematurely Although the original may have been complete,
the third book, which is mainly an amalgam of quotations from various sources,
sometimes repeated, suggests revision was needed. The fact that, at the end of the second
book, Ghiberti describes the completed Paradise Doors, suggests that he wrote this part
after 1447. However, there is some evidence that he had begun working on the whole
project as early as 1430. The Commentarii are conveniently divided into three books by
modern commentators.

The first book is, ostensibly a history of ancient art taken from the Elder Pliny’s
Natural History (first century AD). This text was known throughout the middle ages, but,
nearest to Ghiberti’s time, it was used by the Florentine chronicler, Filippo Villani,
around 1380, to establish the excellence of the ancient Greek artists, particularly in
representing the visible world, an achievement which had then been revived and
emulated, even surpassed, by Giotto. Ghiberti reinforces this view over his first two
books; in the first adopting from Pliny information about ancient artists and their works.
However, his selection of passages suggests that he discerned, behind their achievements,
the presence of some kind of theory. To make sense of this, Ghiberti called on another
ancient writer, the Roman architect Vitruvius (first century BC), who, in his De
architectura (On architecture), had recommended to the architect other arts, such as
philosophy and geometry, to give an intellectual basis for his practice. Ghiberti
paraphrases Vitruvius, to explain that the science (scienza) of painting and sculpture,
demands, of all the Liberal Arts, the greatest inventive skill (invenzione)—his own
addition—for it ‘is made with a certain reflection, which is made up of practice and
theory [materia e ragionamenti]’, in equal measure, for, whilst unlettered artists lack
authority for what they do, those with letters and theory alone possess ‘the shadow but
not the substance’. The practice of sculpture combines the signified, that is, what is
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proposed, with that which it signifies, that is, its meaning, demonstrated though reason
and learning. The practitioner must bring together natural talent (ingegno) and instruction
(disciplina) to achieve this. The two arts specifically needed, beyond those of Vitruvius,
are: theory of drawing (teorica disegno) and perspective (prospettiva). These are the
bases for both painting and sculpture, the former for practice, the latter for theory
‘Perspective’ may correspond to Vitruvius’s ‘optics’ (optica), for, in Ghiberti’s time,
through medieval natural science, this would have been the accepted meaning. Ghiberti
links it directly to the visual arts. This is demonstrated by his reinterpretation of a story
from Pliny, where Apelles and Protogenes, Greek painters, competed in drawing the
finest of lines. This competition, demonstrating refined skill of hand, is challenged by
Ghiberti as a feeble test of expertise, failing, as he says, to show any depth of artistic
theory Ghiberti gives his own version, changing the “finest of lines’ to a ‘problem in
perspective, proper to the art of painting’, for it demanded practice and theory to
demonstrate how perception of the three-dimensional world could be recreated in two.
Vitruvius says that in Greece this had been done in theatrical scenepainting
(scenographia), and, furthermore, commentaries had been written about it. From this
Ghiberti takes his lead in writing his own.

Having established, through Pliny and Vitruvius, that ancient art was predicated on
three things—the individuality of the artist; the development of art towards naturalism,
albeit idealized; and the intellectual basis of art in theory, particularly ‘perspective’—in
the second book Ghiberti applies these criteria to his own era, taking Giotto as his starting
point, who, he says, ‘left the crudeness of the Greeks [i.e. Byzantines]’ to bring in ‘the
new art [I’arte nuova]’ based on a refined and proportionate naturalism. To the received
Florentine canon, Ghiberti adds fourteenth-century Sienese artists. Curiously—perhaps
significantly—of his contemporaries, only the northern European bronze sculptor,
Gusmin, now unknown, is mentioned. This book has proved the most useful for later
historians, such as Vasari, even to the present day, for it provides fairly accurate
attributions of works otherwise undocumented. Ghiberti’s comments on particular artists
and the works he saw, made with the eye of a practising artist, are perceptive and
original, such as his characterization of Taddeo Gaddi, as ‘a man of admirable natural
ingenuity’, who was also ‘most learned [dottissimo]’. Taddeo’s understanding of light
and space, in a word, ‘perspective’, is still admired. As might be expected, Ghiberti’s
persistent accolade is ‘learned’ (dotte), and he prefers artists accordingly. Of the Sienese
artist, Simone Martini, he says: ‘the Sienese masters think him their best, but it seems to
me that Ambrogio Lorenzetti was much better and altogether more learned than all the
others’. Having begged to differ, Ghiberti then feels obliged to justify himself. Therefore,
he describes a painting he has seen to show that he particularly admired Ambrogio’s
ability to make the scene appear real, through controlled composition and expressive
narrative, something, of course, that concerned Ghiberti in his own work. His history of
painters and sculptors culminates in his autobiography—the first of an artist surviving
from any era. Here he explains how combining practice and theory—here clearly that of
visual perception—informed his own work:

I have always sought the first principles, seeking to investigate how nature
works, so that | might approximate to her, how images come to the eye and how
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the faculty of sight functions and how visual [things] come about, and in what
way the theory of the art of statuary [statuaria] and painting might be
established.

This ambition is echoed when he says of the Paradise Doors:

| strove to observe every measurement in them, seeking to imitate nature at far
as | possibly could...[the narratives (istorie)] were all in compartments so
ordered that the eye measures them in such a way that, standing back, they
appear in three dimensions [rilevati]. The relief [itself] is very low and on the
planes the figures can be seen so that those near to appear larger than those
farther off, just as is shown in reality.

Ghiberti’s approach to recreating the natural world, perhaps reflecting the three
dimensions of sculpture, is fluid and guided by a sense of the elusiveness of visual
perception. His terminology—images (species), the visual faculty (virtu visiva)—indicates
his knowledge of medieval optics and its experimental and empirical approach to the
subject. Indeed, the third book consists of a patchwork of quotations taken from the Arab,
Alhazen’s Optics (De aspectibus) of around 1000 AD (a late-fourteenth-century Italian
translation of which was used by Ghiberti), Roger Bacon’s Perspectiva, Witelo’s
Perspectiva, and John Pecham’s Perspectiva Communis, all of the later thirteenth century.
Though somewhat awkwardly assembled and at times repetitive, these quotations were
certainly not chosen at random. Their choice exhibits Ghiberti’s keen response to both the
anomalies of vision and its underlying rationale. He selects passages of particular interest
to the visual arts, like the judgement of distances, such as clouds over a flat landscape, but
also, following Alhazen, he explains the process of vision from the eye’s passive
reception of images, through the imagination (fantasia), where they are retained, to the
memory and the intellect, where certainty is distinguished from approximation. He
worries the problems of bifocal vision at a time when the paradigm for ‘perspective’ in
painting was monocular. He also follows his sources into the labyrinths of catoptrics—the
study of the properties of mirrors—something of particular interest in painting at the time,
especially in northern Europe. His intention is to give painting and sculpture a scientific
basis equal, say, to geometry (and optics) and arithmetic. He is aware of the literary
concept, ‘invention’, as a key requirement in art, but, unlike others at the time, he denies
the classical analogy of painting and poetry In describing the Paradise Doors he focuses
on the story telling and the formal disposition of the various events rather than any deeper
rhetorical meaning. The artistic expertise lies in disposing the sequential narratives in
space so that the eye reads them as though real, rather than in the interpretation of
content. After establishing the scientific axioms of vision, Ghiberti returns to Vitruvius’s
description of the practice of spatial representation developed by the ancient Greeks for it
seemed to correspond to what he had learnt about the actual working of the eye.
Unfortunately, the text we have ends just at the point where he is on the verge of
concluding exactly how practice and theory should come together, both in ‘perspective’
and in the proportions, both categorical and empirical, of figure sculpture. Fortunately, we
do have his works as a visual demonstration of his ideas. His Commentarii are important
as the first extant text where one artist’s theoretical ideas, albeit unresolved, can be
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measured against what he actually produced.

Why did Ghiberti write these Commentarii and for whom? The overall argument
concerns visual perception, both natural and scientific, and naturalism in art. Ghiberti is
the first to use ‘perspective’ to link the two—a usage which became common later,
particularly with Leonardo. Alberti’s Della pittura of 1436 dealt with the same problem
(though he never uses the term ‘perspective’), and, perhaps, in the light of Florentine
artistic practice at the time, Ghiberti was challenging Alberti’s authority. Indeed, a certain
defensiveness of tone suggests he felt the need to justify his own procedures and claim
his rightful position in the van of contemporary art. Perhaps, with his knowledge of Latin
and his association with contemporary humanists, he felt in a singular position to make
the ideas of classical and medieval authors, probably circulating at the time in Florentine
workshops, available to the ordinary practitioner. However, it is hard to say how far the
Commentarii were known outside his immediate circle. Nevertheless, apart from
‘perspective’, he does help to establish terms redolent of workshop ideas which resonate
in later writing on art: disegno, as more than simply ‘drawing’, for example, used earlier
by Cennino Cennini, and defined later by Vasari; ingegno, as ‘natural talent’, which can
be developed through practice; aria, as ‘individual touch’, which could not be taught.
From Pliny’s statua, he developed the term statua virile, intending a living presence in
the bronze or marble figure.

The Commentarii, as we have them, are not polished, nor is Ghiberti an elegant writer.
The sutures between the quotations which make up books one and three are not smoothly
negotiated. Nevertheless, Ghiberti’s additions to his sources, and his remarks on his
immediate artistic predecessors show a unique sensibility to both painting and sculpture
born from long experience of practice and reflection. They also reveal something of the
man and their strength lies precisely in their honesty and lack of literary pretension. In the
long, somewhat breathless, description of the martyrdom of the Franciscans by Ambrogio
Lorenzetti, we share his excitement at reading what is going on and his enthusiasm at
identifying where the extraordinary skill of the artist lay Even looking back over the
years, he can vividly recall the immediacy of the emotion he felt before the works he has
seen. This is best shown in his descriptions of ancient statuary

The third book begins with the simple statement: ‘nothing is seen without light.’
Following Aristotle, he acknowledges the supremacy of the eye in our experience of the
world. He then turns to the medievals to explain the scientific theory However, what
interests him is what he sees and his own experience of the fall of light on objects: the
way a chalcedony carved with figures must be viewed against a strong light to perceive
its full beauty; the way temperate light reveals the subtleties of carved marble. Although,
even then, sometimes, the eye itself is lacking—as he says of an ancient sculpture of a
Hermaphrodite he saw in Rome: ‘There were many subtleties in it, imperceptible to the
eye alone and revealed only to the hand’. Visual perception fails without the hand to
guide it, much as the artist’s hand fails without an understanding of visual perception to
give it guidance and authority.



Lorenzo Ghiberti (1378-1455) 43

Biography

Lorenzo (di Cione) Ghiberti was born in 1378 in Florence, his natural father a notary,
his step-father a goldsmith. He trained as a goldsmith and painter. In 1401 he won the
competition for the second bronze doors of the Florentine Baptistery (1403-24). In 1425
he was commissioned for a second set of doors (known as the Gates of Paradise). These
were finished in 1452. Other commissions included three bronze statues for the church of
Or san Michele in Florence and the bronze tomb of St Zenobius for Florence Cathedral.
He worked in Siena on the Baptistery Font. He also worked as an architect, being
appointed, along with Brunelleschi, to supervise the building of the dome of the
Cathedral, and as a designer of stained glass. He died on 1 December 1455 in Florence.
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LEON BATTISTA ALBERTI (1404-72)

ITALIAN ARCHITECT AND WRITER

Not long after Alberti’s death in 1472, the scholar and philosopher, Cristoforo Landino,
placed him “‘among the natural scientists [physici]’, for ‘he was born solely to investigate
the secrets of nature’, through his mastery of those Liberal Arts—geometry, arithmetic,
astrology and music—which made up the mathematical curriculum. However, Alberti
was also trained, first in Padua and then at university in Bologna, in the other Liberal
Arts—grammar, rhetoric and dialectic—which made up the curriculum of the humanities.
All his writings—from the Ludi matematici (Mathematical games), on surveying, to the
Della famiglia (On the family), on family ethics—display a coherence of analysis and
expression stemming from this background. The De pictura (On painting) and the De
statua (On sculpture), are no exception, for in them either art is given its own scientific
and expressive rationale. Whereas for architecture—on which he wrote the influential
book De re aedificatoria (On building)—he had a classical model in Vitruvius’s De
architectura (On architecture) (1st century BC), for painting and sculpture he had no
extant precedents to follow. Unlike his contemporaries who wrote on art, Cennino
Cennini and Lorenzo Ghiberti, both practising artists, Alberti worked mainly as a papal
secretary Nevertheless, he did engage in both arts, although nothing, except a self-portrait
medal with the emblem of a winged eye, can be fairly attributed to him. In its imagery
Alberti encapsulates his beliefs and aspirations and the sources from whence they came.
Portrayed in stern profile, classically clad, his hair cut after the Roman manner, Alberti
declares himself heir to the great Republican past. The medal revives an antique type,
and, in durable bronze, reflects an antique consciousness of posthumous fame. Landino
added one further “art’ to Alberti’s achievements, namely, ‘perspective’—the term used,
in the Latin Middle Ages, for the natural science of optics, which analysed perception and
visual experience. Alberti’s ‘eye’ surely alludes to this, but it is also winged to signify the
timelessness of speculative thought.

The medal is usually dated around 1434-55, when, newly arrived in Florence with the
papal curia, Alberti wrote De pictura, which he then abridged and translated into Italian
(Della pittura) in 1436, dedicating it to those in the van of Florentine art at that time—
Brunelleschi principally, but also, Donatello, Ghiberti, Masaccio, and Luca della Robbia.
De pictura epitomizes his method, for, on the one hand, it is a geometric text based on
Euclid and the experimental axioms of medieval optics and, on the other, it is a
pedagogical tract based on Quintilian’s 1st century AD Institutio oratoria (Instruction in
oratory) for the education of rhetoricians. The tone is didactic, encouraging an intellectual
approach to painting both in the underlying natural science of its practice and the overt
moral significance of its purpose. As Alberti explains in his dedicatory preface to the
Italian version, the book is in three parts:
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The first, which is entirely mathematical, shows how this noble and beautiful art
arises from roots within nature herself. The second puts the art into the hands of
the artist, distinguishes its parts and explains them all. The third instructs the
artist how he may and should attain complete mastery and understanding of the
art of painting.

This tripartite form echoes classical poetics: first, the grammar; second, the poem itself;
third, the character of the poet. Thus Alberti sets up for painting: the basic rules; their
application; finally, the artist’s standing vis-a-vis his subject matter. But Alberti is also
conscious of the novelty of his approach, as he says himself: ‘we are not writing a history
of painting like Pliny [the Elder], but treating of the art in an entirely new way’. Nor is he
writing a practical manual on making colours etc. like earlier medieval treatises.
However, he continually says he writes as a painter and, although for him practice is
inextricably bound up with theory, in the Italian version for artists (as against the Latin
version for Gianfrancesco Gonzaga at Mantua), he plays down the literary for the more
scientific basis of the art.

This is particularly apparent in Book 1 where, relying on classical and medieval optics,
he establishes the underlying geometrical principles governing vision, so that the painter,
when simulating the three-dimensional world on a two-dimensional surface, will be on
the same visual wavelength as the viewer. After criticizing current workshop practice as
too approximate, he presents a procedure for creating space in painting, reflecting, in its
fictive visual rationale, the demonstrable visual rationale that informs appearances. This is
based on the principle that the surface of any painting is but the intersection of the
pyramid of rays taking the apex at the eye to what is seen, standing at a certain distance
away, delimited by the shape of the projected painting so as to appear as though seen
through a window. Alberti has replaced the abstract geometry of the natural scientist for
the material geometry of the painter to explain what we see. Based on the classical axiom
of ‘man as the measure of all things’, Alberti shows that, by taking the proportions of a
man notionally standing on the picture plane, the painter can create a spatial arena for
both figures and buildings which, in its logical continuity reflects common experience
whatever size his picture. For coherence the procedure demanded a fixed viewpoint
common to both painter and viewer. Centred round a single axis called the ‘centric ray’,
which carried the most accurate information from the object and projected the most
concentrated focus of the eye, this served to bring the eye and mind of both the painter
and the viewer together in a single ‘point of view’, both visually and conceptually
Although Alberti never uses the term “perspective’, its dual modern sense of a pictorial
technique and a way of looking at things is endemic in his system. The pictorial technique
may reflect earlier demonstrations, again based on optical geometry, made by
Brunelleschi in Florence to show buildings in space, but, in these, Brunelleschi was not
concerned with content. Alberti is concerned with creating a focused mise-en-scéne for
the action—reflecting classical descriptions of scene-painting (scenographia)—precisely
in order to concentrate the meaning.

The second book shows how such a “stage’ might be animated with figures in order to
do this. Here, the painter must master the three parts of his art: circumscription
(circumscriptio), composition (compositio), and the reception of light (luminum receptio).
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These divisions follow classical principles of recognition. Thus, ‘circumscription’
registers the outline to establish volumetric form in space. This was particularly admired
among ancient painters, and Alberti says that ‘by itself is often most pleasing’. It is of
paramount importance for the spatial organization of the picture and Alberti describes a
loom-like ‘veil” of thin thread he has invented to facilitate its accuracy ‘Composition’
registers the distribution of the planes and surfaces within a form which reveal its
physical three-dimensional structure. The ‘reception of light” animates such a form with
light and shade to create the illusion of relief and refines its surface so that we recognize
exactly what we are seeing. Together, these three parts of painting make up what
contemporary workshops would call ‘drawing’ (disegno) (a term not used by Alberti)—
the intellectual foundation of painting—on to which, as with Alberti, colours were
applied. But Alberti takes the argument further, for the parts also correspond to those
familiar from classical rhetoric: ‘circumscription’ (the initial idea) to ‘invention’;
‘composition’ (the putting together of the argument) to ‘disposition’; ‘reception of
light” (the way the argument is presented) to ‘elocution’. ‘Composition’ plays the central
role. It refines the initial idea and controls how it is expressed. It is here, Alberti says, that
‘all the skill and merit [ingenium] of the painter lies’, not only in creating individual
figures, but also in governing their disposition and interaction in the overall drama. This
compositional coherence, each part inextricably but economically, linked to another,
recalling Vitruvius on architecture, constitutes the essential requirement for the historia
(Italian istoria), which is, according to Alberti, the ultimate purpose of painting and the
ultimate goal of the painter.

Usually the term istoria meant a ‘story’, traditionally presented and interpreted. Alberti
invests it with a new creative resonance. His historia, like an oration, demands original
synthesis and interpretation. Therefore, the painter, like the orator, should possess,
beyond his craft, learning and personal rectitude to give his point of view depth and
authority. He recommends knowledge of all the Liberal Arts, but also that the painter,
when composing his historia, consult with others perhaps more skilled than he. However,
in the end, the responsibility is his own, and abstract learning should be distilled through
experience and guided by reason. To demonstrate this he cites the Greek painter, Apelles,
who, in representing Calumny, or Slander, disposed its various aspects—deceit, envy
truth etc.—Zin such a way that the idea and the experience—for Apelles was in fact
defending himself—became visible, striking the mind through the eye more forcibly than
in words. Thus, as the painter gives material substance to abstract geometry, so he gives
shape and form to abstractions, and, as a speaker puts letters, syllables and words
together to explain his invention—what he has formulated in his mind—so the painter
puts outline, surface and members together to display his. The eventual historia succeeds
according to the strength of its ‘invention’ (inventione) initiated through the artist’s
ingenium (Italian ingegno)—nhis ‘innate creative talent’—the drive he must possess to
create something from nothing.

Alberti says he prefers the painter’s ingenium because it sets itself a more difficult task,
nevertheless, he grants that sculpture is nurtured by the same underlying impulse. The
Latin De statua deals with this. Unlike for De pictura, Alberti made no Italian translation.
The first dedication we have is in the 1460s, but its tone and content suggest that Alberti
was working out what was new in civic statuary, particularly that of his friend, Donatello,
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in Florence in the 1430s. The De statua seems, at first, merely a technical manual, for, in
it, Alberti describes two complementary mechanisms for creating a standing figure from
a given block of marble. The first consists of two instruments: the exempeda and the
‘movable squares’. The exempeda is a simple ruler, calibrated from the foot to give the
overall height. The height is designated six ‘feet’, which, like the proportions of a man in
De pictura, can be scaled to size. For the ‘colossus’, which, for Alberti, is the sculptor’s
highest aim, this proportional system enables scalingup from working drawings rather
like those the painter would use when inventing his historia. The ‘movable squares’,
similarly calibrated, like modern callipers, measure the width. Used together, these two
instruments establish three-dimensional form. The second mechanism, known as the
finitorium, consists of three instruments: the ‘horizon’; the ‘radius’ and the
‘perpendicular’, each calibrated in line with the basic exempeda. The ‘horizon’ is a
circular disc three ‘feet’ in diameter, attached to the top of the statue. From its centre the
‘radius’, three ‘feet’ in length, rotates to register the maximum extent of both arms, equal,
as in Vitruvius’ axiom, to the height of the figure. The ‘perpendicular’—a plumb-line
hanging from the ‘radius’—moves in and out to pinpoint the extremities, particularly the
arms, when animated in movement. Alberti could see that the ancients had created figures
with arms outstretched, not confined to their sides, as with his contemporaries. His
system would allow for this.

At the end of the book Alberti gives a “‘canon’ for the human figure in emulation of the
Greek sculptor, Polykleitos. These proportions, taken from various models, register only
the height, but, from these, the others can be calculated. This ‘canon’ is a ‘mean’ rather
than an ideal, so that the sculptor, by keeping it in his head, as the painter would for
standard forms of things in painting, might individualize his figure, making it tall, short
etc. and, in detail, characterize its features. Thus his system, reflecting the co-ordination
of elevation and groundplan in projecting a building, was as much conceptual as
practical. It showed how the sculptor might make a living person from inanimate stone.
The exempeda establishes the abiding character, or ethos, evident in the form of a person.
The finitorium establishes, through pose and movement, how that particular person would
act when moved by the emotion, or pathos, of his thought. For the sculptor should aim, as
he says, not merely to represent a man, but ‘the entire appearance or body of one
particular man, say Caesar or Cato, in this attitude and this dress, either seated or
speaking in court, or some other known person’. As with painting, movement engages the
viewer not only with the overt drama, but with the emotion which lies below the surface.
It presents an actual experience which at once catches the attention and affects the mind.
Through it, art has the potential to influence and, indeed, alter accepted opinion. In
antiquity, as Alberti says, the beauty of Phidias’ statue of Jove at Elis, ‘added not a little
to the received religion’.

Alberti was writing when art was principally directed towards religion. Though
couched in secular language, his views share the same background and identify the same
instructive potential in art as that developed by medieval theologians. However, he was
also writing at a time of incipient artistic licence. Usually this claim to licence was
founded on the long-standing view that poetry and painting shared a common impulse in
the imagination (fantasia). Instead, Alberti linked painting and, indeed, sculpture, with
the more robust art of rhetoric, identifying the common impulse as invention—based on
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reason and industry rather than on whim and good fortune—which was to be judged in
the harsh light of day With more licence came more responsibility, so it was imperative
that the painter and sculptor understood the ‘secrets of nature’, both physical and
psychological, to make common ground between himself, his work and the onlooker, in
order to present to sight truths, either philosophical or theological, which lay beyond the
ravages of time.

The influence of the De pictura and the Italian Della pittura on both patronage,
painting and artistic theory in the fifteenth century remained seminal and dynamic. Later,
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in Italy and then France, its adoption by the
Academies perhaps played down its vitality Alberti’s view as to the primacy of painting,
reflected in the so-called paragone, or comparison of the arts, explicated later by
Leonardo da Vinci, may have allowed the De statua to recede. However, its influence
can also be traced. The basic technology—used by Roman sculptors to reproduce Greek
originals—known as ‘pointing’, was used by later marble sculptors, such as Canova.
Albrecht Direr, who knew the techniques of De pictura, based the proportions in his Vier
Bicher von menschlicher Proportion (Four books on human proportion) of 1528 on
Alberti’s exempeda. The concept of an animate figure hidden in the block of marble is
reiterated by Michelangelo and, finally Francesco Bocchi’s idea of costume—character
demonstrated in attitude and expression—in sculpture developed in his Eccellenza della
statua di san Giorgio di Donatello (The excellence of Donatello’s statue of St George) of
1571, owes not a little to Alberti’s brief, but incisive, text.

Biography

Leon Battista Alberti was born on 14 February 1404 in Genoa, the illegitimate son of
Lorenzo di Benedetto Alberti, a member of a Florentine banking family then in exile.
Educated at Padua from 1415-18 in the humanist Gymnasium of Gasparino Barzizza, he
went on to study at Bologna University from 1421-8. In 1432 he was in Rome as
secretary to Bishop Biagio Molin, head of the papal chancery under Pope Eugenius IV
(1431-47). In 1432 he was also given the benefice of San Martino at Lastra a Signa near
Florence and later became rector of Borgo San Lorenzo in Mugello and a canon of
Florence Cathedral. He was in Ferrara for the Council on the re-unification of the Roman
and Orthodox churches in 1438. He presented De re aedificatoria (On Building) to Pope
Nicholas V on or before 1452. From c.1450 onwards he worked as an architect on
buildings in Rimini, Florence and Mantua. He died in April 1472 in Rome.
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LEONARDO DA VINCI (1452-1519)

ITALIAN ARTIST, ENGINEER, SCIENTIST AND WRITER

Leonardo da Vinci was one of the founders of the High Renaissance style in painting. In
addition to his well-known reputation as an artist, he is also regarded as an important
writer on art, natural science, and engineering. In striking contrast to the relatively small
number of completed art works, Leonardo produced thousands of pages of text
accompanied by illustrations. Pointing to this disparity, Giorgio Vasari, the Florentine
artist and art writer, remarks in his biography of the artist in his Lives of the Artists that
Leonardo ‘accomplished far more in words than in deeds’. Leonardo’s status as writer
and thinker was widely recognized by his contemporaries. Benvenuto Cellini, the
Florentine goldsmith and sculptor, recounts in his autobiography that King Francis |
referred to the artist as a “very great philosopher’. The 6,500 or so manuscript pages
residing in important collections and libraries around the world are believed to constitute
merely a small portion of the notes and drawings bequeathed by Leonardo to his student
Francesco Melzi. To read Leonardo’s writings in manuscript form requires formidable
training and talent, since he wrote in reversed handwriting. The lack of punctuation or
accents, and his idiosyncratic orthography compound the difficult task of translation.
Furthermore, the artist often recorded unrelated ideas and drawings on a single page.
Consequently a veritable scholarly industry has evolved to piece together a coherent
picture of his ideas. Important work still remains to be done on the originality,
development, and influence of his ideas.

Although none of Leonardo’s many projected treatises were published in his lifetime,
his ideas were widely disseminated after his death. The Codex Vaticanus Urbinas Latinus
1270, the manuscript that forms the basis for later published compilations of Leonardo’s
ideas pertaining specifically to the art of painting, was compiled by Melzi around the
middle of the sixteenth century from 18 of Leonardo’s notebooks. Since Leonardo never
completed a treatise on art in his own lifetime, we cannot be sure what form such a text
might have assumed. However, Melzi’s anthology helped to put Leonardo’s views on
painting into wide circulation. Already, in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries,
manuscript copies of the Codex Urbinas circulated in abridged form in Italy. One of these
copies provided the basis for the first printed edition of Leonardo’s writings. The so-
called Trattato della pittura or Treatise on Painting was published simultaneously in
Italian and French in Paris in 1651. Even before the first printed edition, the diffusion of
Leonardo’s ideas is evident in the many excerpts and paraphrases of his writings that
appear in several languages, including Italian, Spanish, and English. As early as 1528, the
publication of Castiglione’s Il libro del cortegiano (The Book of the Courtier) introduced
a number of Leonardo’s orginal ideas on art to a European audience. The Codex Urbinas
is now accessible to the modern reader in translation, as are published anthologies of
other manuscript material.
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Leonardo’s significance as a writer on art resides in his demonstration of the
intellectual power of art as a method of inquiry into nature. His writings on art must be
considered within the wider context of his investigations into natural phenomena, since
his artistic ideas are informed by themes that he pursued throughout all his scientific
investigations. Moreover, his faith in the primacy of visual observation in his writings on
nature serves to raise art to the level of a science. By placing the art of painting within his
broader inquiries into natural philosophy, Leonardo contributed to the elevation of
painting to the status of a liberal art.

Through his extensive studies of the natural world as artist-scientist, Leonardo
laboured to extract rules from nature so that he could then remake nature in his own
artistic works as the ultimate confirmation of the laws of nature. Leonardo’s studies of
the workings of nature yielded many manuscript pages on such topics as geometry,
mechanics, military engineering, flying machines, the properties of plants, the motions of
the heavens, geology, proportion, architecture, anatomy, the qualities of light, and the
force of water. Many of these manuscripts were to form the basis for full-scale treatises
that were never completed. Through this research, which had a profound impact on his
artistic development, Leonardo aimed to show the inter-relatedness of nature and its
underlying laws. His intense interest in movement works as a unifying thread through his
many investigations, a fascination that is ultimately manifested in his attention to the
relationship between motion and emotion in his art works. He writes: ‘motion is the cause
of every life’ (H.141r, quoted in Kemp, 1981). He was intrigued by force, and the action
of water upon the land. He pursued these interests in his studies of the Arno and Tuscan
topography. Water loomed large in his thought because it combined both motion and
weight: it was the supremely dynamic element. This vision of a dynamic nature also
informed his studies of anatomy His projected book on anatomy was intended to reveal
the human body in terms of the processes of growth, emotion, action, and perception. He
was also intrigued by the parallel between nature and man, conveyed by the ancient idea
that man was a microcosm of nature. He applied the metaphor of the human body to his
studies of the earth. This metaphoric association is made visible in the so-called Mona
Lisa, in which he suggests a parallel between the landscape and the image of the figure.
By the end of his life Leonardo replaced the idea of microcosm with a sense of nature and
man as having infinitely varied functions within the shared context of universal law.
However, his belief in the essential unity of man and nature imbues much of his writing.

In those areas which touch most directly on Leonardo’s practice as artist, specifically
his investigations into proportion, anatomy, optics, perspective and movement, and in the
anthology of writings known as the Treatise on Painting, his empirical methods of
observation and recording set his work apart from previous texts on painting. The
interdependence of the scientific and the artistic was mutually supportive. What makes
Leonardo different from earlier writers on painting, including Leon Battista Alberti,
Filarete, and Piero della Francesco, is his use of writing to record his own detailed studies
of natural phenomena, combined with a close alliance between word and image to
communicate his ideas. For Leonardo, drawing and writing went hand in hand. His visual
and perceptual skills as an artist informed his scientific interests, and his scientific
interests informed his painting. The exhaustive studies he made of human anatomy were
expressed in minutely detailed drawings that could only come from the hand of a highly
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skilled and perceptive artist. To the discussions of linear perspective in the treatises of his
predecessors Leonardo adds a multitude of empirical observations on aerial and colour
perspective, as well as close studies of the qualities of light, colour, chiaroscuro, and their
role in creating rilievo (relief).

Leonardo’s empirical approach also informs his theories of movement in the Treatise
on Painting. Leonardo believed, in a tradition established in writings on art by Leon
Battista Alberti in the fifteenth century that the motions of the body reveal the ‘motions
of the mind’. Yet, he was the first writer on art to attempt to demonstrate the empirical
basis for this belief through dissection of the brain and nervous system. In the section of
the treatise on the human body and movement, his scientific investigations into human
anatomy and the laws of mechanics extend and enrich previous work on this subject. His
interest in motion led him to conduct extensive explorations of the ventricles of the brain
responsible for motion. He believed these studies to be essential to painters. Below one of
his diagrams of the network of neural ‘chords’ in the neck and shoulder, he wrote: “This
demonstration is as necessary to good draughtsmen as is the origin of words from Latin
to good grammarians’ (W.19021v; Kemp). His probing accounts of the relationship
between physical movement and emotion, between gesture and expression, and their role
in creating affective narrative made his Treatise on Art a foundational text for the
teachings of the French Academy in the seventeenth century.

Related to Leonardo’s goal of analysing the relationship between motion and emotion
is his interest in the process of invention. Several passages on the role of the sketch in the
Treatise on Art emphasize the creative power of the artistic imagination in a totally new
way Comparing the painter’s act of invention to the poet’s composition of verse,
Leonardo advises artists that motion/emotion is best captured in a spontaneous and
unfinished sketch rather than in a perfected drawing. To stimulate the mind to further
inventions he even encourages painters to look at crumbling walls, glowing embers,
speckled stones, clouds, or mould. These recommendations transform the sketch from its
typical status as preparation for a particular work to a creative process dedicated to
capturing the inner life of a figure.

Leonardo’s emphasis on the power of the eye also renders his writings on painting
distinct. The close integration of theory and practice that sets the Treatise on Painting
apart from its predecessors is grounded in Leonardo’s faith in visual observation allied
with experience. He firmly believed that ‘Wisdom is the daughter of experience’ (Forster
I11 14r; Kemp). By his very method of inquiry, Leonardo promotes the eye to the level of
the highest sense. In statements such as “‘All our knowledge has its foundation in our
sensations’ (Triv.20v; Kemp) or “True sciences are those which experience has caused to
enter through the senses’ (Urb.19r; Kemp), Leonardo elevates the art of painting to the
status of scientific inquiry His faith in knowledge gained by the judgement of sense was
supported by his research into the structure and faculties of the brain, which provided an
empirical basis for the notion of the eye as the window of the soul. He maintained that the
eye was the most receptive of the senses to harmonic ratios and was itself a geometrical
instrument capable of sensing the inherent design of nature. Leonardo’s belief in the
primacy of the eye made the behaviour of light in space central to both his theory and his
practice of art.

Leonardo’s praise of the sense of sight and his conviction that painting is a science are
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ultimately related to his conception of the nobility of the painter. Although previous
writers had argued for the nobility of the art of painting, Leonardo’s achievement lies in
tying such claims to the idea that painting was an investigative tool for the pursuit of
scientific knowledge. In those writings known as the paragone (comparison or contest),
which form the opening section of the Codex Urbinas, Leonardo argues for the
supremacy of painting over the arts of poetry, music, and sculpture. Leonardo’s case for
painting forms the first important contribution to the Renaissance debates on the relative
merits of the arts. Such debates were central to the rise of the status of the visual arts
from mechanical to liberal arts. Leonardo presents a compelling picture of the nobility of
the painter:

The painter sits in front of his work at perfect ease. He is well dressed and
wields a very light brush dipped in delicate colour. He adorns himself with the
clothes he fancies; his home is clean and filled with delightful pictures and he is
often accompanied by music or by the reading of various beautiful works.
(Urb.20r-v; Kemp)

Leonardo’s ideas on art made an important contribution not only to the theory and
practice of art, but also to how art itself as a form of knowledge was understood during
the Renaissance. The unique combination of word and image in his writings, allied with
extensive empirical observations, altered the nature of writing on art. Through his
research and writing, Leonardo transformed the practice of art theory into an
investigative tool of unprecedented power.

Biography

Leonardo da Vinci was born on 15 April 1452 in Anchiano, near Vinci, the illegitimate
son of a notary He began as an apprentice in the studio of the sculptor Andrea Verrocchio
in Florence but moved to Milan in 1482, where he worked for the court of Lodovico
Sforza, Duke of Milan. In December 1499 he left Milan, and after a brief visit to Mantua
returned to Florence in 1500. In 1502 he was appointed Cesare Borgia’s “architect and
general engineer’. He was in Florence from 1503-6 as one of the engineers involved in a
scheme to divert the River Arno; in Milan from 1506-13, working for the governor,
Charles 1l d’Ambroise; and in Rome from 1513-16, involved in military work that
Giuliano de Medici was undertaking for Pope Leo X. He left for France 1516-17 at the
request of French king, Francis I. He died on 2 May 1519 in Ambroise, near Tours.
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MICHELANGELO BUONARROT]I (1475-
1564)

ITALIAN ARTIST

The prime sources for Michelangelo’s ideas about art are his poems; only a handful of his
many letters touch on aesthetics. In addition, we have comments and conversations, and
accounts of his character, conduct and methods, recorded by contemporaries—above all,
in the biographies of Condivi and Vasari. Yet despite this abundant if dispersed source
material, critics are divided on whether a coherent or original theory of art emerges.

Although the poems now feature prominently in anthologies of Italian poetry, some
critics claim that they are generic, rather amateurish exercises in ‘Petrarchanism’, a style
of love poetry at which other artists also tried their hand (for instance Raphael and
Bronzino). If this were true, then the poetry would teach us very little about
Michelangelo’s own opinions. As for the ear- and eye-witness accounts, these too are
often said to be written by unreliable sources who put commonplace opinions into
Michelangelo’s mouth. It is symptomatic that the two modern book-length studies which
have tried to clarify and vindicate Michelangelo’s ideas about art (Clements; Summers)
met with a generally hostile reception. Both authors were accused of making cavalier and
inconsistent use of sources.

We do know that Michelangelo planned to present his views in a more systematic way
in an illustrated anatomical treatise dealing with “‘human action and
movement’ (Condivi), but this never materialized. Yet it is in part the unsystematic and
fragmentary nature of Michelangelo’s comments on art that have made them so
influential and quotable. Much more than the sum of their parts, they cumulatively
contributed to a new idea of the artist—as the solitary and wayward genius who makes
and breaks rules at will. Critics have always pitted him against his contemporary
Raphael, the balanced and sweet-tempered all-rounder. Raphael was regarded as the
model artist by academicians from the late-sixteenth until the nineteenth century, when
Michelangelo and his outsized imagination swept all before him.

Michelangelo’s contemporaries and followers understood him to have broken
decisively with the empirical and mathematical methods of the late fifteenth century
Alberti, Leonardo and Direr drew up precise rules for proportion, and assumed that
nature was based on general rules. Michelangelo is said to have advocated more intuitive
methods. The theorist Lomazzo records a saying of his that ‘all the reasonings of
geometry and arithmetic, and all the proofs of perspective were of no use to a man
without an eye’. According to Vasari, Michelangelo believed ‘it was necessary to have
the compasses in the eyes and not in the hand, because the hands work and the eyes
judge’.

These concepts were associated almost exclusively with Michelangelo in the sixteenth
century and through his words and deeds, he became the focus for arguments about the
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nature of the creative process. A Frenchman records him late in life attacking a huge
marble block with furia, cutting great chunks off it and completely outstripping his much
younger assistants. The account has similarities with a woodcut published in 1527, in
which Michelangelo assails the block clad only in a loin-cloth. This vehement and
headstrong image of the artist appealed to those of a romantic disposition, and seemed to
confirm the need for sublime impetuosity in art. Vasari gives us a rather different image
of the artist in the studio. He describes the ‘divine’ Michelangelo being guided by a
painstaking method of submerging a small-scale wax model in water and then lifting it
out bit by bit, so he could see what forms to leave in place as he cut away the marble
block, working from the front. Yet even this method was highly unorthodox, and many
critics thought it left too much to chance.

Michelangelo’s intense self-consciousness about method is in large part due to his self-
image as a sculptor (he regarded himself as a sculptor rather than a painter). Of all the
visual arts, sculpture was the most heavily dependent on tools and technology, and the
most demanding in terms of labour and materials. For most art theorists, it had a lower
status than the more ‘gentlemanly’ art of painting. Alberti and Leonardo had both
affirmed that painting was the ‘mistress’ of the visual arts: it was more conceptually
sophisticated and universal than sculpture in general, and statuary in particular. Such
prejudices help explain why Donatello, the foremost fifteenth-century sculptor who was
revered by Michelangelo, is the first artist to stress that art should not be made using
mechanical means alone. When someone visited Donatello’s studio, expecting to see his
abacus—the presumed ‘secret’ of his art—the sculptor merely announced that he was his
own abacus. If Michelangelo’s later attempts to downplay measuring devices seemed so
radical to his contemporaries, it was in part because he practiced an art in which they
were still deemed crucial.

Michelangelo put a new stress on the idea of artistic integrity and unity. Quattrocento
discussions of sculpture make much of mechanical devices which would allow both
piecemeal and multiple fabrication of statues by large teams of sculptors. For Leonardo,
this proved sculpture’s inferiority, for whereas a cast ‘shares with the original the
essential merits of the piece’, painting ‘retains its nobility, bringing honours singularly to
its author and remaining precious and unique ...such singularity gives it greater
excellence than those things that are spread abroad’. During this period, the most
frequently mass— produced modern sculptures were small, domestic-scale reliefs and
statuettes, but Michelangelo made few of the former and none of the latter. He rejected
the notion that he was an artist who ran a shop. His devotion to vast, single blocks of
marble from which he would singlehandedly carve colossal statues was the most
compelling Renaissance attempt to assert the artwork’s—and the artist’s—singularity
(some of his statues were none the less copied by others). One of the most striking and
influential aspects of his work is its non-domestic scale and sentiment, and its lack of
ingratiating anecdotal detail. Vasari used the term terribilita to account for the awesome
grandeur and intensity of his work.

At times, Michelangelo seems to have conceived of beauty as something exalted and
metaphysical. Vasari tells us that in his figures, he was only interested in establishing ‘a
certain harmony of grace in the whole, which nature does not present’. Some of his
poems suggest a Neoplatonic conception of beauty that transcends the ‘merely’ sensory.
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In a sonnet which may have been written for the young nobleman, Tommaso
de’Cavalieri, contemplation of the loved-one’s eyes offers the artist a vision of divine
beauty: ‘It was not something mortal my eyes saw when in your beautiful eyes | found
complete peace...the soul rises above to beauty’s universal form’ (Poems, no. 105). He
wrote similar poems to an aristocratic widow, Vittoria Colonna, in which he ‘ascends’ by
means of her eyes to her ‘high [i.e. divine] beauty’ (Poems, no. 166). Michelangelo
revered the Florentine poet Dante, and most of these ideas can be found in the Purgatorio
and Paradiso, but they also pervaded the Neoplatonic circles surrounding Lorenzo de
Medici, and were popularized by books such as Castiglione’s Il libro del cortegiano (The
Book of the Courtier), published in Venice in 1528.

Art historians generally assume that this is the principal way in which Michelangelo
conceived of beauty. Yet it is not always clear how such ideas relate to his art.
Winckelmann, the high-priest of neo-classicism who revered Raphael, praised these
poems for being elegant meditations on ideal beauty, but regretted the lack of ideal
beauty in Michelangelo’s art, which he found utterly devoid of grace. The most basic way
in which these poems differ from his sculptures and paintings is that in the latter he tends
to privilege the body over the face and eyes: his David, for example, looks sharply away
from the viewer, and we are instead invited to feast our eyes on his naked body. In
keeping with this emphasis, Michelangelo repudiated portraiture, the artform where one
is most clearly invited to focus on the face and eyes (only one accredited portrait by him
survives, an idealized drawing of a young man). Portraiture loomed large in the
imaginative universe of platonizing writers such as Petrarch and Castiglione. Some critics
have argued that Leonardo, one of the greatest portrait painters of the Renaissance, was
more in tune with Neoplatonic ideals than Michelangelo (Garin). We would have to be
disappointed with the poems if this were all they had to say about beauty.

Yet Michelangelo also wrote poems that offer a far more physical and impure
conception of beauty, and these suggest closer parallels with his art. Almost 40 poems are
addressed to the so-called ‘beautiful and cruel lady’. The relationship is humiliating and
confrontational rather than elevating and consensual. If in the Neoplatonic poems beauty
is ethereal and all-consuming, here it is material and rebarbative. So un-rarefied are these
poems that one scholar calls them his ‘most frivolous’, and argues that they may well be
juvenilia (Girardi). While it is possible that some were originally early works,
Michelangelo was clearly not ashamed of them. He wanted to include them in a
collection of his poetry that was to have been published in the late 1540s—together with
the poems probably written for Cavalieri and Colonna. Some may even have been written
for, or sent to, Colonna.

Far from being juvenilia, they are crucial for our understanding of Michelangelo’s
theory of art, for they belong to a tradition that begins with Dante’s rime petrose, a series
of long poems in which the beloved is as hard and rough as stone, and in which the poet’s
language is correspondingly harsh. This is an inversion of the Pygmalion myth, for here
flesh has become stone (rather than viceversa), and the lover/sculptor is rebuffed at every
turn. By virtue of being rough, beauty is now inextricably linked to ugliness and
uncouthness.

Michelangelo claimed that his own poetry was ‘rough and clumsy’ (Poems, no. 85).
This predilection for roughness of form and content helps explain the rawness and
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primitivism of so much of his art. After the unveiling of the Last Judgement in 1541, his
work was increasingly criticized for its lack of decorum and grace, and for putting form
above content. But precisely these qualities would later endear him to modernists.
Gauguin’s ceramic sculpture Qviri, for example, is influenced by the Louvre Dying
Slave, and both Picasso and Matisse owned casts of the Slaves.

Michelangelo also reworked the conventions of the rime petrose in order to express the
frustrations of making sculpture. In the celebrated poem which begins ‘The greatest artist
does not have any concept which a single piece of marble does not itself contain within
its excess’ (Poems, no. 151), he compares his inability to extract an image from a single
block to his inability to make his lady merciful, but in the end he expresses contrition,
and blames his own basso ingegno (low intelligence). At the same time, however, he
believed that the extreme technical difficulty of sculpture made it the supreme artform. In
a letter written in 1547 to Benedetto Varchi in response to a questionnaire about the
respective merits of painting and sculpture, Michelangelo asserted that sculpture was
superior because of its greater “difficulty, impediment and labour’. His own variations on
the rime petrose asserted the central place of “difficulty’ in the aesthetic as well as in the
erotic realm.

Michelangelo’s main period of poetic activity was from 1532-47, when he composed
poems for Cavalieri, Colonna, and ‘the beautiful and cruel lady’. Colonna died in 1547,
and few complete poems survive from after this date. The late poetry is increasingly
morbid and death-fixated, and on several occasions he appears to repudiate the visual
arts: “Neither painting nor sculpting can any longer quieten my soul, turned now to that
divine love which on the cross, to embrace us, opened wide its arms’ (Poems, no. 285). In
modern times, these poems have underpinned the image of Michelangelo as the troubled
genius, too tormented to be able to finish his sculptures, but they also attest to his
preoccupation with architecture in his final years. Analogies were often made between
the plan of churches and the cross. Michelangelo had an anthropomorphic conception of
architecture. He may well have thought of St Peter’s as being analogous to the body of
the crucified Christ, its unprecedented size allowing it to ‘embrace’ every worshipper
(Summers). The allembracing nature of St Peter’s was the ultimate manifestation of
Michelangelo’s concern with structures of overwhelming size and scale.

Biography

Michelangelo Buonarotti was born on 6 March 1475 in Caprese, the son of a minor
public servant. In 1488 he was apprenticed to the painters Domenico and Davide
Ghirlandaio. From 1489-94 he was attached to the Medici household, where he studied
sculpture. He moved to Rome in 1496, where he carved the Pieta 1498-9. He returned to
Florence to carve his David 1501—-4. In 1505 in Rome he started the Tomb of Julius Il. He
painted the Sistine Ceiling from 1508-12. Thereafter he resumed the Tomb of Julius II,
but from 1516-27 undertook architecture and sculpture projects for San Lorenzo, the
Medici church in Florence. With the return of the Medici in 1530, he resumed work on
San Lorenzo, but left Florence in 1534 and was appointed supreme architect, sculptor and
painter to the papal palace. He worked on the Last Judgement from 1536-41 and
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undertook architectural projects, above all St Peter’s. He died on 18 February 1564 in
Rome.
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PIETRO ARETINO (1492-1556), PAOLO
PINO (fl. 1534-65) and LODOVICO DOLCE
(1508-68)

ITALIAN WRITER
ITALIAN PAINTER AND WRITER
ITALIAN WRITER AND SCHOLAR

Venice experienced a flurry of art writing around the middle of the sixteenth century.
These works were part of an emerging body of texts that were published in Italian rather
than Latin on various secular subjects, incuding love, beauty, women, music, and
manners. Such books were written as much to entertain as to instruct. The writings on art
represent a wide variety of forms and concerns, from descriptions of aristocratic
collections to discourses on the symbolic meaning of colours. These works played an
invaluable role by disseminating a vocabulary for analysing and appreciating art. They
established an intellectual approach to artistic matters and aesthetic debates that had far-
reaching implications for the development of art writing.

Venetian writing on art is often considered eclectic and impressionistic in contrast to
the more systematic and scientifically oriented approaches characteristic of Florentine art
writing. In fact, Venetian art writing constitutes an alternative tradition that is close both
to the actual reception of art and the workshop experience of artists. Within this tradition,
the perceptions of the non-professional beholder play an important role. Above all,
Venetian art criticism and theory is marked by an appreciation of the expressive values
and visual pleasures of colour and brushstroke. This distinctly Venetian attitude may be
seen in the works of Pietro Aretino, Paolo Pino, and Lodovico Dolce. These writers value
the sensual appeal of colour, the qualities of grace and sprezzatura (effortlessness), and
the inspired touch of the artist. Such a poetics of viewing forms a distinct contrast to
Florentine art theory and criticism, which emphasizes a rational approach to art based on
the process of disegno or drawing, the science of perspective, and the study of anatomy
and proportion.

Pietro Aretino was an ltalian writer, poet, propagandist, critic, art broker, and collector.
Although a Tuscan by birth, he spent the final two decades of his life in Venice, where he
counted Titian and Jacopo Sansovino amongst his friends. He is often hailed as the
founder of art criticism. A gifted critic rather than theoretician, Aretino captured the
values of Venetian painting by recording his emotional response to the expressive means
employed by individual works of art. His descriptions of art works articulate for the first
time in Renaissance art criticism the direct visual appeal of colour and brushstroke.
Aretino’s letters on art exerted a powerful influence on art writing, especially with
respect to Titian’s painting. Direct evidence of the impact of both specific descriptions
and of his mode of criticism in general can be found in writers on art throughout the
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sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, including Giorgio Vasari, Lodovico Dolce, Raffaelo
Borghini, Giambattista Marino, Carlo Ridolfi, Francesco Scannelli, and Marco Boschini.

The apparent spontaneity and directness that characterize the conversational tone of
Avretino’s art criticism are features of the letter form that he used to disseminate his ideas
on art. His famous Lettere, which appeared in Venice in six volumes between 1537 and
1557, contain over 600 letters on art or artists, most of which were written for
publication. Those concerning Michelangelo’s Last Judgement, and the one to Titian in
which Aretino describes a scene on the Grand Canal, are the most well-known. At a time
when Venice was the publishing capital of Europe, Aretino represents a new generation
of professional writers who wrote in Italian not Latin, and used the press for both
instruction and entertainment. The popularity of Aretino’s letters attests to a growing
interest in artistic matters on the part of the public. Through his letters, Aretino
introduced the terminology for art criticism to a new reading Italian public. By focusing
on contemporary art, he educated his readers in the reigning artistic styles, stimulated
interest in art, confirmed and augmented the international reputation of Titian, and
prepared the public for the next generation of painters represented by Tintoretto and
Schiavone.

The central value of Aretino’s art criticism is naturalism. He uses ekphrasis, a
descriptive technigque drawn from ancient rhetoric, to create word-pictures that conjure up
in the minds of his readers the qualities of naturalism, spontaneity and life-likeness which
for him were the supreme values of painting. These characteristics are apparent in his
famous description of a view near the Grand Canal that appears in a letter to Titian. In his
depiction of the scene he evokes the sunset in terms of Titian’s art:

Oh, with what beautiful strokes the brushes of Nature pushed the azure into the
distance... In some places there appeared a green-blue and in others a blue-
green which really seemed as if mixed by the errant fancies of nature... With
lights and shadows she hollowed and swelled whatever she wanted to swell and
hollow; so that I, who know that your brush is the very soul of her soul, burst
out three or four times with: ‘Oh Titian, where are you now?’

(Klein and Zerner, 55)

Such poetic word-pictures are based on a comparison between art and nature, a time-
honoured theme that goes back to the Italian poet Petrarch. Aretino also combines his
descriptions of paintings with a practical criticism that evaluates the particular skills of
the artist in creating the work. His criticism respects the widely held Renaissance values
of invention, decorum, and disegno or drawing, and he also reads meaning into facial
expressions and gestures. The styles of Michelangelo and Raphael function as critical
reference-points. Nevertheless, what sets Aretino’s art criticism apart from central Italian
writers is his response to the affective value of Venetian colorito or the application of
colour with the brush. Aretino’s descriptions of paintings teach his readers how to
respond to colour and brushstroke as qualities central to the expression of emotion.

Paolo Pino was a Venetian painter and art theorist. He was a student of the Brescian
artist Giovanni Girolamo Savoldo, who practised primarily in Venice. Pino’s Dialogo di
pittura (Dialogue on painting), published in Venice 1548, represents the first Venetian
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work of art theory Indeed, Pino claims that the text is the first published treatise on
painting in Italian. Leon Battista Alberti’s influential humanist treatise on painting De
pictura (On painting), although written in the fifteenth century was not published in its
original Latin form until 1540, in Basle. Although the Italian translation was published in
Venice in 1547, a year before Pino’s treatise appeared in print, the close proximity of the
two publications may explain Pino’s contention that his was the first published text on
painting in Italian. In any case, Pino wrote his treatise on painting not only because of the
perceived lack of such works in lItalian, but also because of his dissatisfaction with
Alberti’s text. Pino’s criticism of Alberti reveals the key difference in their approaches to
painting: according to Pino, Alberti looks at painting as a mathematician, whereas his
intention is to write from the perspective of a painter.

The importance of Pino’s Dialogo di pittura thus lies in the close alliance between
theory and practice. Despite the fact that the organization and many of the terms are
drawn from Alberti’s treatise, Pino’s revisions and departures from Alberti’s scheme are
based both on his Venetian sensibilities and the realities of contemporary artistic practice.
Although the work engages with many of the set themes dear to previous writers on art,
such as the nobility of painting, the liberal education of the artist, and the comparison of
painting and sculpture, they are presented in a fresh, Venetian context. Pino’s
organization of the elements of painting to emphasize colour and the process of execution
reveals Venetian preoccupations. The importance of the artist’s touch in the creative
process, the belief that artists are born not made, and Pino’s focus on the convincing
visual effect of the work rather than on the precise mathematical use of perspective and
perspective devices reflects the views of contemporary Venetian artists. Pino’s account of
the history of art from antiquity to his own time, which includes descriptions of
contemporary painters from both Italy and abroad, establishes the author’s own attitudes
towards painting and is therefore especially valuable for its practical criticism delivered
from the viewpoint of a Venetian artist.

Lodovico Dolce worked in Venice, the city of his birth, as a professional ‘man of
letters’. His writings on art are part of his wider production of publications in the
vernacular aimed at a broad audience. His works include texts on marriage, women,
memory, gems, love, emblems, Aristotelian philosophy and writings in such diverse
genres as history, biography, literary criticism, poetry, and drama. He also produced
translations and editions of other authors’ works. In the realm of art, he wrote several
important letters on artistic matters: a dialogue on colour entitled Dialogo nel quale si
ragiona della qualita, diversita e proprieta dei colori (Dialogue in which is discussed the
quality, diversity, and character of colours), published in Venice in 1564, and the work
upon which his reputation as an art critic depends, the Dialogo della pittura intitolato
I’Aretino (Dialogue on painting, called Aretino), published in Venice in 1557. There is
some debate as to the degree to which the dialogue presents the views of Pietro Aretino
after whom it is named, since Dolce knew Aretino, and edited his letters for publication.
As a writer on artistic matters, Dolce represents the ideal depicted in Castiglione’s The
Book of the Courtier (11 libro del cortegiano, Venice 1528) of the enlightened, non-artist
critic, a role reflected in Dolce’s promotion of the right ‘of certain men of fine
intelligence’ to judge art.

The discussion in the dialogue covers three more or less distinct topics: the nobility of
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painting; the elements needed for perfection in painting including ancient and modern
examples; and the art of Titian. Many of Dolce’s ideas are shaped either by rhetorical
theory or central Italian art theory and criticism. His approach to composition and
historiography is informed by Florentine art criticism and theory Dolce recommends to
the reader both Leon Battista Alberti’s Della pittura and Giorgio Vasari’s Vite, two
Florentine works published just a few years before the Aretino. From these authors Dolce
draws his ideas about the istoria or narrative, the value of diligence, and the role of the
works of antiquity and the great masters in the formation of style. However, what makes
Dolce’s writing uniquely Venetian is his focus on the artistic qualities that join together
the genius and touch of the artist (giudizio naturale, facilita, and sprezzatura), with
beauty that goes beyond commensurate proportion (grazia and vaghezza). He presents
these concepts in the context of his polemical promotion of the naturalism of Venetian
colourism exemplified by the art of Titian. For Dolce, the supreme test of an artist is not
in drawing figures but in rendering human flesh and other substances of nature.
According to Dolce, although many painters are proficient in drawing and invention,
Titian alone represents perfect colorito (the act of applying colour). In the paragone or
comparison between the art of Raphael, Michelangelo, and Titian which forms the central
theme of the dialogue, the values of grace, nonchalance, and naturalism of colour lead
Dolce to place the art of Raphael above Michelangelo, and to elevate the art of Titian, as
chief representative of the Venetian school, above central Italian art.

Biographies

Pietro Aretino was born on 19 or 20 April 1492 in Arezzo, the son of a shoemaker. He
lived in Perugia from before 1510-17 and moved to Rome c. 1517 after a brief period in
Siena, joining the household of Agostino Chigi. He was valet to Pope Leo X and part of
the circle of Cardinal Giulio de Medici. In 1522 he travelled to Bologna, Arezzo,
Florence, Mantua, and Reggio, where he entered the service of the condottiere Giovanni
delle Bande Nere. He returned to Rome in 1523 upon election of Cardinal Giulio de
Medici to the Papacy (Clement VII). In 1524 he fled Rome when involved in a scandal
over erotic poems he had written to accompany engravings of modi, or sexual positions,
drawn by Giulio Romano. He sojourned briefly at the court of Duke Federico Gonzaga in
Mantua before moving to Venice 1527. He died in 1556 in Venice.

Paolo Pino was born, lived, and died in Venice, fl. 1534-65. He was a pupil of the
painter Giovanni Girolamo Savoldo.

Lodovico Dolce was born 1508 in Venice into a noble but impoverished Venetian family,
the son of a state secretary who had served as a castaldo delle procuratorie or steward to
the public attorneys for the republic of Venice. He studied in Padua and worked as a
professional writer in Venice, mainly for Giolito press. He died in January 1568 in
Venice.
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GIORGIO VASARI (1511-74)

ITALIAN PAINTER, ARCHITECT, AND ART HISTORIAN

Giorgio Vasari is often referred to as the father of art history. A painter and architect, he
is best known as the author of the Vite, or Lives of the Artists (Le vite de piu eccellenti
architetti, pittori, et scultori italiani, da Cimabue insino a’ tempi nostri—The lives of the
most excellent Italian architects, painters and sculptors, from Cimabue to our own times),
first published in Florence in 1550, then revised and expanded in the 1568 edition (the
only one to have been translated into English).

Vasari claims that he was inspired to write his book in 1546, during a gathering of
humanists in Rome, which included his friend and adviser, the historian Paolo Giovio.
Giovio had written a few brief biographies of artists in Latin, but Vasari pointed out to
him that an artist would be able to offer a more practical understanding of the manner in
which artists worked. Giovio persuaded Vasari to take up the task. Vasari had been
conducting research on his own before this date, and his story of the book’s genesis is at
least in part a fiction; none the less, Giovio was a major influence on Vasari’s writing and
advised him on the first edition of the book.

Vasari’s Lives combines a number of different ways of writing about the visual arts,
based in part on ancient Roman rhetorical and literary genres. The Lives begins with a
dedicatory letter to Duke Cosimo I. This is followed by a preface that, while it is not a
technical manual, gives information for the non-artist about terminology and difficulties
associated with the techniques employed by artists in painting, sculpture, architecture and
their affiliated arts (including, for example, copperplate engraving, stained glass, bronze
casting, and the methods of vaulting).

The technical preface is followed by artists” biographies, divided into three
chronological sections corresponding roughly to the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. Each of these three sections also begins with a preface. It is in these prefaces
that Vasari explains the underlying themes of his book. Among the most important
concepts is the application of a biological model of history He says that the arts, ‘like
human bodies, have their birth, their growth, their growing old, and their death’. The
visual arts, which fell into decline after the perfection of Antiquity, experienced a rebirth
during the time of the late thirteenth-century painter Cimabue. Vasari adds that one of the
purposes behind the Lives is to ensure that, if the arts ever fall into decline again, artists
will recognize how to revive them.

In Vasari’s understanding, artists of the first age, beginning with Cimabue and Giotto,
revived the visual arts through direct observation and imitation of the natural world.
Vasari employs ideas derived from Pliny’s Natural History (first century AD), especially
an emphasis on artists who were the first to invent techniques or to employ stylistic
advances. Thus, Giotto is praised as the first artist to clearly express human emotions. In
the second age, which included figures such as Masaccio, Ghiberti, Donatello and
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Botticelli, artists improved both in inventiveness and the execution of their works,
through careful observation of nature and the application of ‘good rule, order, proportion,
design, and style’. However, artists of this period relied too much upon close study and
correct measurement and thus their works became dry and harsh, lacking in spontaneity
and gracefulness. These qualities were provided by artists of the third age, beginning with
Leonardo da Vinci, who benefited from seeing graceful examples of antique sculpture
such as the Laocodn (discovered in 1506). These later artists, culminating in
Michelangelo, employed a visual judgement that went beyond mere rules.

Of particular interest in Vasari’s prefaces is his explanation of the concept and practice
of disegno, a word that means both design and drawing. An artist achieves disegno by
imitating the most beautiful things in nature and by combining parts of several beautiful
human bodies into one ideal figure. This idealized figure then becomes the model for all
the figures he subsequently creates. It is this ability to idealize that was especially
important for the perfection of art in the third age. In the 1568 edition of the Lives, Vasari
added a passage explaining in more detail the importance of disegno as the foundation, or
father, of painting, sculpture, and architecture. Disegno has its origin in the intellect. It
recognizes proportionality in nature, and allows the artist not only to perceive numerical
relationships between existing things, but also to create mental images of abstract
universal forms—things that do not exist until the skill of the artist’s hand can create
them. In effect, disegno is the underlying principle of art and of nature, and the source of
artistic judgement.

Vasari also explains in his prefaces that he did not want merely to provide lists of
works of art and their locations (though he does supply this information); rather, he had
two major goals. The first was to “‘distinguish the better [artists and styles] from the good
and the best from the better’, and to help his readers understand ‘the causes and the
origins of the various styles and of the improvement and deterioration in the arts that has
occurred at various times and in different individuals’. The second was to write the lives
of artists so as to ensure their fame, and save them from the *second death’ of oblivion. In
his view, ‘the purpose of history is in making men prudent and teaching them how to
live’. As was true of most Renaissance biographical writing, Vasari’s biographies are
constructed in a manner similar to ancient lives of illustrious men (such as Plutarch’s
Lives), whose actions are meant to provide exemplary lessons for the reader. Vasari
works within the tradition of epideictic rhetoric, in which the major focus is the assigning
of praise and blame. Thus, in the first edition of his book, each biography begins with a
moralizing introduction, and ends with a poetic epitaph (often fictional). Due in part to
the influence of his friend and adviser, the historian and philologist Vincenzo Borghini,
Vasari in the second edition of the Lives softened the moral introductions to many of the
biographies, and eliminated the epitaphs, but he did not eradicate the exemplary content.
Raphael, for example, is, in Vasari’s text, the ideal courtier-artist, the incarnation of
magnanimity and gracefulness, always surrounded by adoring disciples; while
Michelangelo, whose mastery of all three arts of disegno assures his position as the pre-
eminent artist, embodies terribilita or aweinspiring grandeur. Other artists provide less
laudatory examples: Piero di Cosimo, who takes little care about his appearance or his
mode of living, is an uncivilized eccentric, and his paintings equally are full of strange
fancies; while Andrea del Castagno is accused (unjustly) of murdering his friend and
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rival Domenico Veneziano out of envy of his skill in using colour.

The biographies also explain facets of each artist’s training, style, and artistic methods,
whether praiseworthy or otherwise. One of Vasari’s aims was to show that proficiency in
art could be acquired through diligence and training. He often provides lists of each
master’s best-known pupils, and also emphasizes how artists may train themselves by
judiciously imitating the work of others. For example, in an addition made to Raphael’s
life in 1568, Vasari explains at length how Raphael acquired his own style through the
successive imitation of the best characteristics of other artists’ works: his master
Perugino’s sweetness; Leonardo’s expressiveness and liveliness; Michelangelo’s
knowledge of anatomy and foreshortening; and the pleasant colouring and tonal qualities
of Fra Bartolommeo. According to Vasari, Raphael had to acknowledge he would never
be able to rival Michelangelo’s mastery of the nude male figure, so he decided to excel in
other skills. Vasari concludes:

every man should be satisfied with doing willingly those things to which he
feels inclined by natural instinct, and should not seek, out of competition, to put
his hand to that which has not been given him by nature, in order not to labour
in vain, and often to his shame and loss.

In the artists’ biographies, Vasari often describes specific works of art, usually with an
emphasis on their narrative qualities. Vasari usually begins his descriptions by seizing on
compelling details that make the story as vivid as possible. Through the sheer
accumulation of such details, the reader is invited to imaginatively reconstruct the picture
in his own mind, including the emotional effect of viewing it. In his description of Giulio
Romano’s decoration of the Room of the Giants at the Palazzo del Té in Mantua, for
example, Vasari begins by describing the strange and unsettling shape of the room itself.
He then provides details of the deities painted in dramatic foreshortening in the vault and
the malformed giants on the walls below near the fireplace, which, when in use, makes
the giants appear to be on fire. He ends by appealing to the reader’s increasing sense of
terror: “Whoever enters that room and sees the windows, doors and so forth all distorted
and apparently hurtling down, and the mountains and buildings falling, cannot but fear
that everything will crash down upon him.” The function of these descriptions is, as
Alberti had said about works of art themselves, ‘to make the absent present’.

The first (1550) edition of the Lives began, in the preface to the first part, with a
description of God creating the world; it ended with the only biography accorded to a
living artist—Michelangelo—and his frescoed depiction of the Last Judgement. Thus
Vasari’s book, in its initial form, also echoed the entire scheme of history within a
Christian context. This unity of conception is somewhat lost in the 1568 edition, but it is
replaced with large amounts of new information and a greater emphasis on historical
accuracy. The technical preface was expanded by about 15 per cent, and more
biographies were added, including those of several living artists. Partly due to the
influence of Borghini, Vasari provided more data about patrons and collectors, and also
expanded his discussion to artistic centres outside Florence and Rome (in 1566 he
travelled throughout Italy collecting information about other cities). He also inserted
independent “‘discourses’, sometimes disguised as biographies, on subjects including the



Giorgio Vasari (1511-74) 69

history of printmaking and the engraving of gems and cameos. Many of these additions,
and the insertion of new theoretical material such as his expanded discussion of disegno,
may be attributed to Vasari’s involvement with the founding in 1563 of the first state-
sponsored school for the training of artists, the Florentine Accademia del Disegno
(Academy of Design). The 1568 edition also included woodcut portraits of the artists.
Vasari’s Lives had an immediate and profound impact, generating many similar
biographical studies of artists, and many polemical responses. The 1550 edition soon
sparked, among other things, a new biography of Michelangelo published by his pupil,
Ascanio Condivi (1553), and the dialogue Aretino by the Venetian Lodovico Dolce
(1557). The latter offered an alternative to Vasari’s emphasis on disegno, by suggesting
that invention and colouring were equally important divisions of painting. Vasari’s
tendency to focus on artists from Tuscany and Rome as most praiseworthy drew criticism
from many later commentators, including the Bolognese Carracci family of painters, who
made outraged marginal notations in their copy of the Lives, and their seventeenth-
century biographer Count Cesare Malvasia (Felsina pittrice, Vite de’ pittori Bolognese,
1678). Within the century following the publication of the Lives, numerous similar
histories of art appeared in Italy, such as Giovanni Pietro Bellori, Le Vite de’ pittori,
scultori ed architetti moderni (1672), and Filippo Baldinucci, Notizie de’ professori del
disegno da Cimabue in qua (1681); and in several other countries, including Karel van
Mander, Schilderboeck (1604), and Joachim von Sandrart, Teutsche Academie (1675).
Vasari’s Lives remains an indispensable primary source for the study of Renaissance art.
Vasari also authored less influential writings, including a description and explanation
of his decoration of the Palazzo Vecchio, the Ragionamenti, which was published by his
nephew and heir, Giorgio Vasari the Younger, in 1588; and a substantial and informative
body of correspondence. He claimed to have written a dialogue on art based on his
discussions with Michelangelo, which he planned to publish, but this has been lost.

Biography

Giorgio Vasari was born in Arezzo, baptized on 30 July 1511. Taught at school in
Arezzo, he began training as an artist with a French glasspainter in 1519. He went to
Florence in 1524 to study with Medici heirs. In 1532 he studied in Rome. He was in the
service of Alessandro de’ Medici from 1532—-7. He painted for Olivetan patrons from
1537-40 and 1544-6. He worked for Pietro Aretino in Venice 1541. He cultivated a
friendship with Michelangelo in Rome 1542-4, and painted for Julius I1l from 1550-3. In
1555 he began the redecoration of Palazzo Vecchio, Florence, for Duke Cosimo | de’
Medici. Beginning in 1560 he was Architect of the Uffizi. In 1563 he was one of the
founders of the Florentine Accademia del Disegno. He began the frescoes of the Last
Judgement in Florence’s Duomo in 1572. He died 27 June 1574 in Florence.
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GIOVAN PAOLO LOMAZZO (1538-1600)
and FEDERICO ZUCCARO (1543-1609)

ITALIAN POET, THEORIST AND ARTIST
ITALIAN ARTIST, ACADEMICIAN AND THEORIST

The influence of rhetoric on Italian writing about the visual arts remained a major source
of aesthetic vocabulary from the fifteenth to the seventeenth century. This made
explanations of artistic content more accessible to the educated readership for whom a
rhetorical training comprised a substantial part of the secondary school curriculum.
Increasingly, the status of the visual arts was regarded by their apologists as on a par to
that of the Liberal Arts, confirming the Classical topos of ut pictura poesis—‘as in
painting, so in poetry’—and the analogy with rhetoric in their visual translation of an
inventive idea, while contradicting their customary categorization as mechanical arts
concerned with actions and material objects as often but not always stated in Classical
sources. Skill had become a quantifiable factor in the assessment of the visual arts during
the fifteenth century and Vasari had presented artistic versions of some Renaissance
stereotypes of outstanding virtu (ability or prowess): Leonardo da Vinci as an artistic
uomo universale (universal man); Raphael as the facile and elegant cortegiano (courtier);
and Michelangelo Buonarotti as the divinely inspired, melancholic genius beset with
terribilita. The foundation of the Accademia del Disegno at Florence in 1563 marked the
first formal standardization of the artists’ education in anatomy, perspective and similar
subjects. Hitherto they had trained as artisanapprentices in workshops. The academies for
the visual arts in Florence, Bologna and Rome by the end of the century were closely
connected with the local academies for the liberal arts, and some artists with poetical
propensities were members of both institutions, but it should be noted that no visual artist
was elected to a literary academy on account of their visual work.

Several literary academicians tried their hand at writing about the visual arts, partly as
an exercise in the old topos of the paragone or comparison between the arts; partly in
order to extend the systemization of the arts and aesthetic experience. These writers and
lecturers borrowed philosophical references, predictably from the main university
authority Aristotle. In the standard university text of moral philosophy, the Nicomachean
Ethics, he had consigned art to the lowest level of intellectual activity, beneath prudence
in the practical reason. According to Aristotelian psychology, sense impressions were
relayed via the synthesizing ‘commons sense’ to the reasoning brain by the fantasia or
imagination. This, together with memory also assisted in the reassembly of sense-based
images for mimetic plastic arts at the behest of artistic reasoning. All these mental
activities were internal senses according to Aristotelian faculty psychology The Italian
translation and series of commentaries on the Poetics of Aristotle from the mid sixteenth
century undoubtedly assisted the philosophical reconsideration of art’s veristic, mimetic
and affective qualities; while Aristotelian natural philosophy and medicine provided a
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model for combining theory and practice in expositions of the visual arts. That said, the
most immediately practical guide addressed to artists after Vasari, the De’ veri precetti of
the painter-priest Giovanni Armenini of 1587, largely eschewed speculation in favour of
delineating the appropriate subjects, colours and styles for public and private spaces.

Against this background we should set the writings of two other painters, both closely
connected with academies, who reflected philosophically at no small length upon their
activity while trying in different bombastic ways to accord visual art a universal
relevance, which was normally attributed to philosophical contemplation in the case of
Lomazzo or to the reasoning mind, voig (nods), in the case of Zuccaro. Both cases would
have some precedent for their reinterpretations of philosophical orthodoxy in literary
criticism, humanist moralizing and guides to various practical topics (letter-writing,
duelling, nobility). Previously, Leonardo had suggested that drawing might be regarded
as a tool of inductive natural science, but he and other art writers remained conscious of
the Aristotelian hierarchy of the intellectual faculties. Philosophical contemplation
involved mental activity that was in its ideal form the human equivalent of divine thought
(and therefore Thomas Aquinas had likened it to theology); it was the apogee of those
arts pursued in otium (leisure). It had true first principles as its object: whereas the
productive arts, such as architecture, were subsidiary to the architectonic art of the active
life, and politics were subject to chance and error. Aristotelian psychology was
interpreted according to the Platonic or peripatetic leanings of the commentators: either
ideas were channelled from above the actively reasoning soul, drew on sense-data below,
or else divinely inspired mental faculties detached from their source engaged with the
sensory material. For the visual arts, the ambivalent meanings of some Aristotelian terms
did not help. For instance aicbnoig (aisthesis) could refer to sensory and mental
perception. The Thomist tendency to use Neoplatonic metaphors about ‘shafts of divine
light” in the mind were sometimes treated literally by Federico Zuccaro to indicate not
merely the likeness of God in us but an active direct link in thought. Subsequent writers
such as Agucchi (published 1646), Ridolfi (1648), Bellori (1664) and Volpato (1685)
gave lofty Neoplatonic accounts of the descent of a design to the artist’s brain from an
abstract Ideal Form which the best artists could transfer to the appearance of the work.
During the sixteenth century, the inherent contradiction of Neoplatonic descriptions of
physical appearance had already been recognized in respect of the much eulogized
‘temple’ of beauty, Giovanna d’Aragona, besides less respectable ladies of note.

Giovan Paolo Lomazzo was a Milanese painter, writer and minor noble, sometime
president of a psuedo-rustic literary academy, ‘Delle Valle di Bregno’, who went blind in
1571. His poetry appeared in print in the 1580s, his Trattato della pittura (Treatise on
painting) was published in 1584, while the Idea del tempio della pittura (Idea of the
temple of painting) appeared in 1590. A collection of imaginary dialogues on artistic
topics remained in manuscript, but appears to date from 1565 and 1571. The Trattato is a
relatively plain guide to picturemaking with a theoretical and historical preface followed
by seven books dealing respectively with proportion; movement, which is connected to
decorum; colour; light; perspective; composition and form. In typical humanist manner,
the Trattato contains a considerable amount of quotation, paraphrase and argument ex
auctoritate, but the shorter Idea employs similar and additional sources for the altogether
grander project of establishing painting as a microcosmic equivalent of cosmic
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perfection, drawing on Ficinian Platonism and Hermeticism, the memory theatre of
Giulio Camillo, sympathetic magic derived from the De occulta philosophia of Heinrich
Cornelius Agrippa, together with a large number of literary texts Classical and modern, to
achieve this. It has been suggested that the Idea was composed out of material originally
intended as prefaces for the Trattato, and that both texts were repeatedly redrafted, with
the bulk of the Idea written by the time that the Trattato was published. However, the
extant Idea is clearly a later work, containing a number of deliberate changes even at the
level of vocabulary: for instance, ‘prudence’ is systematically replaced by ‘discretion’ as
the word for artistic judgement; as well as different borrowings, such as a wider range of
Ficinian texts. It also has a more complex structure.

First, the Idea elaborates the formal definition by division into genus and species
already found in the Trattato, where Lomazzo declares his demonstration will be in
accordance with the order of doctrine where first principles are followed by their
applications in contrast to natural order ascending from particulars towards the universal.
In the Idea he explains that the first five of the component parts of painting are
designated as theoretical and last two as practical subjects, with knowledge of the
subsequent chapters being dependent on those preceding. Second, the components are
arranged according to their metaphysical ranking corresponding to the sub-lunar and
celestial worlds. The first five belong here below, on earth, and last two in heaven. The
linking of epistemology with metaphysics may be compared to the controversies between
the contemporary Paduan university professors, Francesco Piccolomini and Jacopo
Zabarella, and continued through influential publications. Third, the Idea establishes a
series of numerological associations between the best modern artists, the ‘Seven
Governors’: Michelangelo, Gaudenzio Ferrari, Polidoro da Caravaggio, Leonardo da
Vinci, Raphael, Mantegna and Titian; the astrological planets determining their
respective temperaments; the component parts of painting of which they were adept; and
the architectural features of an imaginary temple. Whereas Lomazzo had mentioned the
influence of the planets on emotional states of represented figures in the Trattato, in the
Idea he assigns each of the Governors an animal that personifies the effect of their
planetary sign on the form of their work, arguing that these characteristics also had
equivalent mathematical harmonies of proportion. In an unpublished treatise, the
rhetorician and alchemist, Giulio Camillo had equated model Latin authors with the
astrological planets as talismans of good taste. Camillo’s Idea del Theatro (Idea of the
theatre), first published in 1550, gathered encyclopaedic knowledge into an imaginary
colosseum. Ultimately, both Lomazzo and Camillo depend on the Platonizing text the
Pimander which described the planets as the product of the demiurge combining fire and
air. This third-century Greek text attributed to a fictitious Egyptian, Hermes Trismegistus,
had been translated by Marsilio Ficino in the fifteenth century. The aim of this elaborate
system in Lomazzo’s theory is to overcome the contradiction between ideal beauty and
its physical embodiment. Lomazzo sought to transcend the inherent imperfection of
material form by ensuring a concord of its diverse ideal models and by providing as
comprehensive direction as possible as to how artists could achieve this in their own
work. Thus, besides a pictorial alchemy inspired by Marsilio Ficino’s writings, Lomazzo
lays down detailed prescriptions about the iconographic treatment of individual subjects
as well as the appropriate qualities for the best painting. The main task of the artist was to
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determine how to achieve this ideal eurhythmy in the picture design with appropriate
decorum in the composition and a correct representation of the subject. By definition, a
stylistic synthesis of the seven Governors should perfectly encompass all possible forms.

Federico Zuccaro, together with his brother Taddeo, was widely employed as a
Mannerist painter with a reputation for grand narrative and allegorical pictures. Having
unsuccessfully proposed a curriculum including maths, physics and life drawing at the
Florentine Accademia del Disegno, Federico Zuccaro was appointed president of the
Accademia di San Luca at Rome, under the auspices of Cardinal Federigo Borromeo in
1593. The early historical account of the lectures and public debates held at that academy
illustrate Zuccaro’s emphasis on artistic theory, notwithstanding that by the middle of the
decade the initiative was losing its audience. Zuccaro’s own theoretical views were
presented in three contexts: iconographical schemes depicting the status of the visual arts
among liberal arts and virtues, notably inside his own Roman Palazzo; a long, poetical
‘lament on the condition of painting’; and an encyclopaedic treatise known as the Idea
de’ pittori, scultori ed architetti (The Idea of Sculptors, Painters and Architects) (1607).
Zuccaro was neither as well-read nor as comprehending as Lomazzo, although his
scheme was simpler. Zuccaro elaborates a few basic notions culled from Aristotelian-
based philosophy: first, that there was a hierarchy to thought; second, that disegno
(design) could be equated not only to the inventive rhetorical idea, but also to reason in
its wide diversity of forms. Where Aristotle talked about voic, usually translated in Latin
as ratio (reason), Zuccaro read disegno and accordingly the sort of thinking that artists
engaged in could extend from contemplation to carving sculpture. Zuccaro also
reinterpreted the Aristotelian distinction between internal and external senses in order to
distinguish the process of mental visualization from working out how to execute the
design in matter, whether in painting, sculpture or architecture. A similar distinction had
been used in a discourse addressed to the ‘Christian Painter’ by the reformist Cardinal of
Bologna. In paraphrasing Aristotelian accounts of intellection, Zuccaro distinguishes
between moral, artificial and natural disegno. Like contemporary writers on poetics and
rhetoric, he allows for different degrees of imitation relative to invention and truth.
Except where carried away by the divine light metaphor, Zuccaro endeavoured to
maintain the orthodox view of the primacy of sensory impressions to which the disegno
intellettivo (intellectual design) served as a qualitative scrutineer. The ideas of God or
angels, being unlimited by matter, were necessarily better. Zuccaro was concerned to
make the visual arts appear doctrinally as well as intellectually respectable: the
ecclesiastical patron of the Accademia di San Luca was to publish his own Tridentine
guide to religious art. Zuccaro’s Idea was dedicated to the Duke of Savoy, an amateur
practitioner, who also received the dedications of Lomazzo’s Trattato and Giambattista
Marino’s Dicerie sacre in 1610. The disegno interno (internal design) and esterno
(external) mentioned in Marino’s account of painting almost certainly derive from
Zuccaro.

As often in the Renaissance history of ideas, the individual occurrence of particular
themes should be distinguished from its general currency While both authors were read
subsequently and philosophical comparisons were made, no Italian authors of the
seventeenth century made similar claims. A number of literary critics produced treatises
on a comparable grandiose scale to these texts, most notably the Poetics of Julius
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Scaliger. However, both Lomazzo and Zuccaro had indirect connection with the poet-
philosopher Torquato Tasso and may reflect a more specific distribution of themes. A
mutual poetical friend of Lomazzo and Tasso published a dialogue in 1591 about the
functions and values primarily of visual art which was named after one of the speakers, a
pupil of Lomazzo, Figino. Again, with reference to the writings of Marsilio Ficino among
others, there is discussion about the truthfulness of art. Tasso wrote a dialogue on art and
nature imagined as a conversation between members of the circle of Ficino and named
after him. By this time Tasso shared a curial patron with Federico Zuccaro in Rome. And
like Zuccaro, Tasso’s characters debate whether God’s creativity is the same as that of
human artists. Both Lomazzo and Zuccaro develop a similar answer to Tasso by referring
to God’s providence as the divine complement to human prudential action. The Trattato
of Lomazzo was translated into English by 1598. It was repeatedly mentioned during the
seventeenth century, and broadly the relative degree of idealism among Italian art writers
can be gauged by whether they draw on the Idea as well as the Trattato of Lomazzo. The
French painter, Nicolas Poussin, quotes from the Idea in his definition of a pictorial
beauty comprised of ‘order, mode and space’, which in turn came from Ficino’s
commentary on Plato’s Symposium. But by this time Platonism had fallen out of fashion
in ltalian university teaching of philosophy. Somewhat less prominently, Zuccaro’s
treatise continued to be cited in support of the liberal status of the visual arts and in
comparisons between art and moral virtue. More especially his academy, despite
temporary closure, had established a forum for more vigorous self-justification among
artists, as well as a common language with connoisseurs. While later artistapologists did
not claim that their profession was philosophy, they were more ready to assume that it
had a theoretical base at least related to mathematics, physics and ethical judgement.

Biographies

Giovan Paolo Lomazzo was born in 1538, probably near Saranno. He trained under
Gaudenzio Ferrari and had contact with the famous doctor and autobiographer, Girolamo
Cardano, and also Melzi, owner of Leonardo da Vinci’s notebooks. He became *Prince’
of the Accademia della Valle del Blenio in 1568. In 1571 he went blind. His Trattato
della pittura was published in 1584; his Rime in 1589; his Idea del tempio della pittura in
1590. His other writings remained in manuscript. His pupil Figino was the subject of a
related dialogue by Canon Antonio Comanini in 1592. He died in 1600.

Federico Zuccaro was born in 1543, at Sant’Angelo near Urbino. He trained as a painter
with his brother Taddeo, then executed commissions in Venice, Lombardy and Florence,
where he attempted to reform the nascent Accademia del arte in 1565. In 1567 he took
over the painting of the interior decoration of the Villa of Caprarola, near Viterbo. In
1574 he travelled in France, the Netherlands and England. He was appointed in 1580 to
paint the Cappella Paolina by Gregory XlIl. From 1585-9 he worked for Philip 1l of
Spain. Returning to Rome, he refounded the Accademia di San Luca in 1593 and served
as its President. Developing from his lectures at the academy were the Origine et
progresso dell” Accademia del Dissegno de’ pittori, scultori et architetti di Roma (Origin
and Progress of the Academy of Design of the Painters, Sculptors and Architects of
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Rome) (1604); the following year Lettera a prencipi et signori amatory del dissegno...
(A Letter to Princes and Gentlemen Enthusiasts of Design...). L’Idea de’scultori, pittori e
architetti was published in 1607. He died in 1609.
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KAREL VAN MANDER (1548-1606)

NETHERLANDISH PAINTER AND WRITER

Published in Haarlem in 1604, after ten years of research and writing, Karel van
Mander’s Schilder-Boeck (Book on picturing) offered the first fully formed theory of
Netherlandish painting, drawing, and printmaking. Developing critical categories culled
from Latin and vernacular sources, including humanist texts, workshop usage, and Italian
treatises, van Mander embedded them in a historical scheme, using terms such as inventie
(invention), teyckenconst (the art of delineation), and wel verwen (the art of colouring
well) to chronicle the history of Dutch and Flemish painting of the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. Van Mander established the canon of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century masters
that prevailed throughout the seventeenth century.

In a bold critical manoeuvre, van Mander organized his text to authorize the local
pictorial tradition as equal to, yet different from, the distinguished lineages of Lombard,
Venetian, Florentine, and Roman art. Alert to the competing claims of Tuscan disegno
(design) and Venetian colorito (colour), grounded respectively in the 1568 edition of
Vasari’s Vite and Lodovico Dolce’s Aretino of 1557, van Mander appropriated Italian
critical categories, redefining them to accommodate the distinctive achievements of
northern masters such as Jan van Eyck and Hendrick Goltzius. He also introduced new
categories such as netticheyt (neatness, meticulousness, precision) and reflexy-const (the
art of reflection), exemplifying them in the works of masters whose lives he recounted.

The Schilder-Boeck consists of six parts: it opens with the ‘Grondt’ (Groundwork), a
long poem divided into 14 chapters that establish critical categories based on workshop
practice; there follow the ‘Levens’ (Lives), three biographical sequences that chart the
histories of ancient, Italian, and northern art; the text concludes with the
‘Wtlegghingh’ (Commentary), a mythological manual based on Ovid’s Metamorphoses,
and the “Wtbeeldinge der figueren’ (Depiction of figures), a lexicon of personifications.
Books 2—4 of the ‘Levens’, develop terms introduced in the ‘Grondt’, embedding them in
the local usage of three regional cultures, that of the ancient world, of Italy, and of the
Netherlands. In effect, van Mander juxtaposes three parallel histories of art, tracking
criteria applied differently as they migrate through changes of place and time.

Book 2, the history of ancient art, measured by standards found in Pliny, traces the
stages by which painting becomes lifelike, surpassing nature by perfecting the artifice of
imitation that simulates her. Pliny had shown how ars, the principles and skills that
undergird the human impulse to transform nature, came to be valued above natura, the
materials but also generative powers of nature. Van Mander applies Pliny’s criteria,
showing how Greek and Roman masters competed with nature and each other to produce
the deceiving likeness.

Book 3, the Italian ‘Lives’, adjusts this scheme, revealing how Florentine, Roman,
Venetian, and Lombard masters competed to improve the principles of narrative
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construction and its primary unit, the mobile human body Van Mander took much of his
material from Vasari’s Vite, abbreviating Vasari’s text but retaining much of its essential
structure and critical devices. He diverges from Vasari at the close of Book 3, where he
chronicles the lives of contemporary masters famed for their wel verwen (fine colouring),
who serve Venetian rather than Tuscan ideals. Having developed a paragone
(comparative evaluation) of Venetian and Florentine pictorial manner, he then assumes a
more conciliatory tone, suggesting that the future of Italian art rests with a plurality of
masters—Jacopo Bassano, Federigo Barocci, Girolamo Muziano, and Caravaggio, among
others—who exemplify various regional styles and who reconcile the criteria of
teyckenconst (disegno) and wel verwen. Van Mander does this to contest Vasari’s
paradoxical assumption that Tuscan style sets the universal standard to which all masters
must aspire, although its exemplars, especially Raphael and Michelangelo, are
essentially inimitable. By demonstrating that modern masters have not only assimilated
Tuscan exempla but also observed Venetian criteria, van Mander questions the
preeminence of the Tuscan manner, showing that Raphael and Michelangelo could
indeed be imitated and even surpassed.

By contrast with Books 2 and 3, the northern “‘Lives’, Book 4, is neither competitive
nor progressive. As the opening biography of Jan van Eyck attests, the founding moment
of northern art, Jan’s discovery of oil-based pigments, has resulted in the painting of the
Ghent Altarpiece, a canonical work whose perfection remains undiminished by time. It
embraces all of nature and exhibits universal command of the verscheydenheden
(varieties), the descriptive subjects and skills that encompass even the specializations of
contemporary Dutch and Flemish masters. Because Jan’s achievement is so
comprehensive, he shapes the efforts of his successors, who pursue various options: like
Gillis van Coninxloo, they may concentrate on a single subject, such as landscape,
enriching its descriptive potential and power to engage the eyes; like Hans VVredeman de
Vries, they may attempt to intensify the illusionistic appeal of painting, producing
trompe-I’oeil that plays at the threshold between pictorial imagery and the visible world;
or like Hendrick Goltzius, they may take pictorial manner itself as their object of
imitation, translating the representational means of fellow masters with unparalleled
fidelity. Van Coninxloo’s landscapes are praised for having won the paragone of painting
and sculpture, Vredeman de Vries’s perspectives for their deceptive art that truly beguiles
the eyes, and Goltzius’s prints for their protean adaptability to local and foreign models.

By yoking three sets of ‘Lives’, van Mander devised a powerful intertextual sequence
that differentiates ancient, Italian, and northern instances of pictorial prowess, inviting the
reader to judge these exempla in the context of three regional histories of art. Critical
categories such as teyckenconst and wel verwen allow the reader to evaluate these
examples. Teyckenconst translates disegno, and its preeminent Italian exponent is
Michelangelo, praised by van Mander, who paraphrases Vasari, as the ‘universal light of
teyckenconst’ (fol. 163v). Against Michelangelo, van Mander counterposes Goltzius,
who, he tells us, resembles the Florentine master in many respects, and whose prints
affirm his ‘adept genius for teyckenconst (fol. 284r). Goltzius is the indisputable master
of the northern arts of teyckenconst—painting, drawing, and engraving—and as such,
offers an alternative to the Tuscan arts of disegno, codified by Vasari as painting,
sculpture, and architecture.



Karel van Mander (1548-1606) 79

In Book 3, the Italian ‘Lives’, van Mander largely follows Vasari, tracing
improvements in the practice of teyckenconst from Giotto to Michelangelo. Teyckenconst
denotes the artist’s powers of conception, expressed in and through the human body
Vasari had first united painting, sculpture, and architecture under the rubric arti del
disegno (arts of disegno), defining disegno in Aristotelian terms as a process of cognition
that negotiates between sight and mind, issuing in the delineation of concetti purgati,
forms purged of their incidentals. Relying heavily on Benedetto Varchi’s Due lezzioni
(Two Lectures) of 1550, he asserts the nobility of painting and sculpture by
characterizing both as processes that reconcile the ideal forms visualized by the artist’s
concetti (conceits) with the ideal forms realized in matter by the artist’s hands.

Van Mander departs from Vasari by deleting the technical preface containing the
definition of disegno as a process that leads from sensory perception to universal
judgement. He also omitted Vasari’s lives of sculptors and architects, allowing his
definition of teyckenconst to arise directly from the biographies of Italian painters, chief
among them Michelangelo. Rather than defining teyckenconst as a process of cognition
based in Aristotelian epistemology, van Mander emphasizes that teyckenconst is a
process constitutive of pictorial style.

For Goltzius, one of the paragons of northern art and Michelangelo’s counterpart in
Book 4, teyckenconst involves a strategic act of impersonation, as van Mander explains in
his account of the Circumcision, part of the Life of the Virgin, the print series engraved by
Goltzius in 1593-4. This series consists of six plates distilling the pictorial manner of
various Italian and northern masters. In the Circumcision, for example, Goltzius imitates
the handelinghe (handling, that is, pictorial manner) of Ddrer, producing a new image
rendered as if in the German master’s hand.

Whereas Michelangelo perfects teyckenconst to foreground himself, deploying figures
in novel ways that function as his signature, Goltzius retires into a programme of
imitation that leads van Mander to dub him a ‘rare Proteus or Vertumnus of art, who
refashions himself into all forms of handelinghen’ (fol. 285r). The notion that Goltzius is
a latter-day Proteus, who converts himself into that which he imitates, camouflaging the
traces of his handiwork, is a distinctive version of the conceit that the highest art is the art
that conceals art. Implicit in this notion, formulated most fully by Lodovico Dolce in the
Aretino of 1557 and later adapted by van Mander, is a critique of Michelangelo, the lover
of explicit difficulty

Michelangelo, Dolce argues, was preferred only by sculptors who responded solely to
his disegno and terribilita, the stirring grandeur of his figures, whereas Raphael enjoyed
the esteem of literati and his fellow painters. They responded to Raphael’s facilita, his
“facility’, the basis of his maniera leggiadra e gentile, his ‘elegant and gentle manner’.
Developing a paradox, Dolce avers that “facility is most difficult to attain, that it is an art
to conceal art’, and finally, that the painter must combine disegno with the other
necessary parts of art. Chief among these parts is colorito, whose most accomplished
masters are the Venetians. He disputes the Florentine notion, codified in the 1550 edition
of Vasari’s Vite, that Michelangelo’s maniera combines grazia (grace) with the mastery
of difficolta (explicit difficulty). Dolce reveres Raphael, then, because of his facilita,
which is itself defined as artificio, an artifice, however, that conceals itself in seeming
ease of invention and execution. He further describes colorito, the basis of Raphael’s art
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that conceals art, as the handling of colours with a view to imitating nature, especially the
appearance of flesh, its tints, softness, relief, and variety as well as its response to the
play of lights and shadows.

As he challenges Vasari’s notion of disegno, so van Mander modifies Dolce’s
conception of colorito, appropriating it for the Netherlands. Van Mander devotes the last
four chapters of the ‘Groundwork’ to wel verwen or coloreren (colorito), defining the
handling of colours as the complement of drawing, whose dead strokes are enlivened by
colours as the body is by the soul. Like Dolce, van Mander treats colouring as a function
of the handling of colours within a heightened practice of imitation, but he diverges from
the Aretino in crucial ways, chief among them in his notion of the nature and source of
the delight engendered by beautiful colouring. He subsumes wel verwen into the larger
notion of natuerlijk malen (natural painting, i.e., painting as does nature), divesting the
human body of its exemplary status in order to accommodate the verscheydenheden,
flower-painting and landscape in particular. Van Mander explains what he means by
natural painting in Chapter 11, “‘On Sorting and Gathering Colours’: he invites the painter
to consider how nature distributes blossoms in springtime, suggesting that she be painted
as she paints herself, her handling of saturated colors offering a touchstone of natuerlijk
malen that has the power to seduce the eyes. He refers to the Stephanoplocos of Pausias,
the famous ancient painting showing the maiden Glycera, the artist’s beloved, plaiting
wreaths in imitation of nature’s varied handling of colours. In van Mander’s version,
Pausias becomes enamoured not simply of the beautiful Glycera, but even more of the
‘uncommonly skillful way in which she knew how to gather flowers in the tens of
thousands’ (fol. 45r). The painter’s aim must be to imitate nature, rather than surpassing
her, and the locus of this practice of wel verwen will be the full scope of natural artifice,
rather than the beautiful female body celebrated by Dolce. Van Mander’s account of
colouring extends his claim, made in Book 1, Chapter 7, ‘On Reflection, Reverberation,
and Re-reflection’, that the modern Netherlandish school is legitimate heir to the ancient
Sicyonian: just as Pictura formerly favoured Sicyon, she now favours Batavia’ (fol. 32v).
What distinguishes the Sicyonian school, he avers in the ‘Life of Eupompus’, its founder,
is fidelity to nature.

Biography

Karel van Mander was born in 1548 in Meulebeke, West Flanders, Spanish Netherlands
(now in Belgium), the son of landed gentry He was trained by the poet/painter Lucas de
Heere from 15667 and the painter Pieter Vlerick in 1568. He visited Italy from 1573-6
and was active in the circle of Federico Zuccaro. He returned to Flanders in 1577. In
1583 he migrated to Haarlem and was active in the circle of Hendrick Goltzius and
Cornelis Corneliszoon. He was a converted Mennonite by 1588. In 1604 he moved to
Amsterdam where he completed the Schilder-Boeck. He died on 2 September 1606 in
Amsterdam.
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GIOVANNI PIETRO BELLORI (1615-96)

ITALIAN ART HISTORIAN

The writings of the seventeenth-century critic Giovanni Pietro Bellori had a profound
impact on western conceptions of beauty and quality in art. Bellori developed a new
system for the analysis of artworks, requiring precise and thorough consideration of each
component of the object, including descriptions of each figure, informed interpretations
of allegories and themes, analysis of proportions, colour, and grace. Central to Bellori’s
analysis of these components is a notion drawn from Neoplatonic thought—that beauty
exists in the form of ideas and not in nature, and in order to create beauty in artworks the
artist is required to copy these perfect ideas. Bellori’s belief that the roots of beauty lay in
perfect ideas accessible through reason resonated in art theory through to the nineteenth
century

Bellori spent his life in Rome working as a professional writer, connoisseur and
antiquarian. As a connoisseur, Bellori later focused on empirical analysis of material
evidence surrounding the artworks he considered. As an antiquarian, he sought to judge
the quality of such works and to establish their place within canons. Before becoming a
professional, however, Bellori studied under his uncle, the antiquarian, Francesco
Angeloni (d. 1652). While in his uncle’s household, Bellori interacted with a variety of
important scholars who engaged in Angeloni’s circle, enjoyed access to Angeloni’s
collections of antiquities, and became intimately involved with his uncle’s antiquarian
writings. This education fostered Bellori’s interests and greatly assisted in the
development of his talents. From this environment Bellori first emerged as a poet and
then as a writer of classical and early Christian antiquities. So interested was Bellori in
antiquity and issues surrounding connoisseurship that he eventually served as the
librarian to Queen Christina of Sweden, who resided in Rome. In addition, Bellori
received the title ‘Antiquario di Roma’ (Antiquarian of Rome), an honour which was
bestowed upon him by Pope Clement X.Bellori’s keen and methodical interest in the
observation of details, analysis of style, and the thorough collection of facts relevant to
artworks, echoes through his literature.

Bellori wrote on a variety of topics significant to art theory His most important
publications include Le vite de’ pittori, scultori et architetti moderni (The lives of modern
painters, sculptors and architects) (1672), and his monograph on Raphael entitled
Descrizione delle imagini dipinti da Raffaelle d’Urbino nelle camere del Palazzo
Vaticano (Description of painting by Raphael in the Vatican Palace) (1696). Bellori’s
most important essay, however, L’Idea del Pittore, Dello Schultore e Dell” Architetto,
Scelta Delle Bellezze Naturali Superiori Alla Natura (The Idea of the Painter, Sculptor
and Architect, Superior to Nature by Selection from Natural Beauties) was a lecture first
delivered to the Roman Accademia di San Luca (Academy of St Luke) in 1664 and
published as the Introduction to his Vite in 1672. In this lecture Bellori outlined the key
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concept of his theory, the ‘ldea’. From the Idea, artists could strive to recreate perfect
beauty through their artworks.

The French painter Nicolas Poussin (1594-1665), who lived and worked in Rome,
assisted Bellori in composing his Vite. Despite the book’s dedication to Colbert, the
founder of the French Academy, Bellori followed the model established by the well-
known Tuscan writer Vasari. Like Vasari, Bellori presents biographical information
about each artist, rich descriptions of the artists’ finest artworks, and comments on styles
and influences. In his Lives of the Artists (1550; 1568), Vasari included a wide range of
artists whose work exhibited varying degrees of quality. Bellori, on the other hand,
employed a more exclusive approach. Unlike Vasari, Bellori carefully selected each
painter, sculptor, and architect based on the quality of the artworks that they produced.
Those who met Bellori’s rigorous standards include the painters Annibale Carracci,
Agostino Carracci, Federico Barocci, Michelangelo da Caravaggio, Giovanni Lanfranco,
Nicholas Poussin, Peter Paul Rubens, Anthony van Dyck, and Domenichino; the
sculptors Alessandro Algardi and Francois Duquesnoy; and the architect Domenico
Fontana. Preceding each life, Bellori included a short vignette and engraved portrait of
the artist discussed.

It is no coincidence that the majority of the artists that Bellori perceived to be the most
superior worked in Rome. In Rome the most exquisite sculpture and architecture from
antiquity could be accessed, and more importantly, Rome served as a locus for those
artists whose work continued the antique style. For Bellori, artworks produced by the
ancients exhibited the greatest beauty and perfection because of their blending of
naturalism with idealism. Therefore those artists working in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries who revived classical traditions also revived beauty in the arts.

In May 1664 Bellori delivered a lecture entitled ‘L’Idea del pittore, dello scultore e
del’architetto’ (The idea of the painter, sculptor, and architect) to the Roman guild of
painters, the Academy of St Luke. In addition to serving as the introduction to Bellori’s
Lives, which he later published, this paramount essay offers the most thorough and
concise statement of Bellori’s artistic programme and formulates the foundations for
seventeenth-century classicism.

In the opening lines of Bellori’s ‘Introduction’ he poetically describes the celestial
roots of perfection in a way that resembles both Plato’s philosophy and the work of
Neoplatonic writers like Marsilio Ficino (1433-99). For Bellori, beauty emerges not from
nature, but from the realm of Ideas. According to Bellori, God created the original perfect
Ideas, which continue to exist in the heavenly realm. Earthly forms, because of their
composition of inferior matter, suffer from ugliness. Obvious flaws such as deformities
and disproportions particularly plague humans and diminish their beauty. For this reason
mere study of the live model is not sufficient if the artist wishes to create a beautiful
human figure. Artists who work strictly from the observation therefore will never achieve
perfection or beauty in their artworks. The other extreme, working completely from
fantasy and not considering nature, results in imperfections and disharmony, as
exemplified in the works of Mannerist artists like Giorgio Vasari, whose works clearly
proclaim the artist’s practice of drawing from memory and imagination. For Bellori, the
artist must exercise a rational thought process and apply to nature the characteristics that
the Idea is believed to exhibit. Instead of selecting one human to model an image after,
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the artists must, ‘take from diverse bodies all that which in each single one is most
perfect...since it is difficult to find a single one that is perfect’. Through the selection of
the most beautiful and elegant natural forms, the artist may surpass nature and produce an
ideal beauty.

Bellori finds evidence for the Idea and success in copying the Idea in order to create
supreme beauty in the literature of ancient writers. He tells us that Cicero in De oratore
(55 AD; The Orator) describes the perfection achieved by sculptors and painters when the
artist surpasses nature through the manifestation of an intellectual ideal. Cicero supports
this contention by referring to the Ancient Greek painter Zeuxis, who selected
components of five separate virgins to create the single famous image of Helen. Nature
simply could not produce a model perfect in all parts for Zeuxis to imitate. In Plato’s
Timaeus, Proclus points out that if one compares a man made by nature to a man made by
a sculptor, the natural man will be less excellent. Bellori employs arguments from Seneca
and Apollonius to prove the same point. In addition to ancient sources, Bellori finds
support for his theory of beauty in the writings of Alberti, who also taught that one
should select the most perfect parts from the most beautiful bodies. Leonardo da Vinci,
Raphael, and Guido Reni also receive praise in Bellori’s introduction for their excellence
in surpassing nature. Similar notions of the Idea appear in Leonardo’s notebooks, and
Raphael, in a letter written to Baldassar Castiglione, discusses the choice of the most
beautiful parts of models and an abstract idea that is separate from reality

In addition to painting and sculpture, Bellori evaluates architecture in terms of a
building’s adherence to a more perfect architectural precedent. Instead of imitating
abstract Ideas to create perfect structures, architects should strive to imitate other
buildings of superior quality and utilize the ‘most excellent forms of the orders’. The
resulting buildings must be designed such that they exhibit ‘order, arrangement, measure,
and eurhythmy of whole and parts’. Bellori’s description of the desired characteristics
and the logical manner in which one makes the selection of models, lead to the
conclusion that classic architecture constitutes the most perfect exemplars. Perfect
ancient buildings therefore substitute for the Idea that the painter and sculptor must
imitate. Once the ideal building is chosen from which to imitate, the architect, like God,
draws from the ideal plan and then through manipulation of material, manifests the plan’s
form. Later sixteenth-century architects such as Michelangelo and Palladio employed a
classical vocabulary, but their license in creating new buildings opposed Bellori’s
preference for a more direct interpretation of classic architecture.

The concepts outlined in Bellori’s ‘Introduction’ extend into the rest of the Lives and
subsequent literary endeavours. In his Lives, Bellori follows the introduction with the
application of his theory to the artworks of the 12 previously listed best artists. When
discussing the Bolognese brothers Agostino and Annibale Carracci, for example, Bellori
praises their rejection of unnaturalistic forms and return to classic principles. Annibale
Carracci also receives Bellori’s praise for his dedication of the style of Raphael, the High
Renaissance artist who constitutes the subject of Bellori’s later work. In his monograph
on Raphael, Descrizione delle imagini dipinti da Raffaelle d’Urbino..., Bellori again
extends his theory of beauty and the Idea. With the same thoroughness illustrated in his
Lives, Bellori meticulously describes Raphael’s frescoes in the Vatican along with other
examples of Raphael’s painting. Bellori describes each figure, addresses literary
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meanings, and analyses allegories and symbolism. Bellori praises Raphael for reaching
perfection through the imitation of an ideal, and suggests that Raphael, instead of
Michelangelo, was the true classicist who looked to the writers and artists from antiquity
for inspiration.

Bellori’s location of beauty in the imitation of perfect abstract ideals with the close
observation of nature affected critical response to artworks. Both at the local and
international levels, Bellori furnished viewers with a new approach for evaluating
artworks. Also critical to Bellori’s contribution to art history is his disciplined and
thorough scope for considering the various components of the artwork. Bellori surpassed
usual description and collected and analysed vast amounts of information that bore
potential to inform the work of art. In his theory and method, Bellori articulated the ideals
of future critics, such as Johann Joachim Winckelmann, and future academies through
the nineteenth century.

Biography

Giovanni Pietro Bellori was born in 1615 in Rome and spent his early life with his
uncle, the antiquarian Francesco Angeloni (d. 1652). In 1652 he joined the Accademia di
San Luca (Academy of St Luke) in Rome. In May 1664 he delivered the introduction of
Lives to the Academy of St Luke. He was made an honorary member of the French
Academy in 1689 and later became Librarian to Queen Christina of Sweden in Rome. He
served as Antiquarian of Rome from 1670-94. He died on 19 February 1696. Lives,
written with Poussin, first appeared 1672.
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ANDRE FELIBIEN (1619-95)

FRENCH HISTORIAN AND WRITER ON ART

André Félibien’s chief significance lies in the fact that he established a sustained art-
historical discourse in France, notably in his Entretiens sur les vies et les ouvrages des
plus excellents peintres anciens et modern (Conversations on the lives and works of the
most excellent painters ancient and modern), published in ten parts between 1666 and
1688, and in particular his biography of Nicolas Poussin, in the eighth Entretien. His
other important theoretical statement was the Preface to the lectures (‘Conferences’)
given by members of the Académie Royale de Peinture et de Sculpture in Paris in 1667.
In his Principes de I’architecture, de la sculpture, de la peinture et des autres arts qui en
dependent... (The principles of architecture, sculpture, painting and other related arts...)
of 1676 Feélibien codified the essential principles of the art in a summary form.

Félibien also compiled a number of historiographic, and descriptive works, eulogies of
the Chateaux of Vaux or Versailles, or descriptions of festivities at Versailles, in his
capacity as Royal Historiographer. These are primarily official panegyric works,
subservient first to Fouquet and then to Colbert, and of course the king. Another royal
commission was the description of works of art in the royal collection, published from
1663 to 1667, and gathered together as Recueil de descriptions de peintures et autres
ouvrages faits pour le Roy (A collection of descriptions of paintings and other works of
art made for the king). However, in these Félibien also introduced critical concerns, such
as the analysis of the expression of the “‘passions’, so that, for example, his description of
the portrait of the king is in fact more than mere panegyric.

In his Preface to the lectures (‘Conferences’) on works in the royal collection held at
the Académie Royale in 1667 (published in 1668), Félibien explores such concerns more
fully Here he enunciates the official academic views on artistic matters, though now free
of obligation to praise the sovereign. He sets out the academic hierarchy of categories of
painting, with history painting at the top, and other ‘lesser’ categories ranged below; this,
together with his insistence on the importance of drawing or design (le dessein), has led
to the view of him as a rigidly academic critic. It is true that, in the context of the
Académie’s concern to elevate the status of painting, the general bias is theoretical rather
than practical. However, in other passages in the Preface, he shows himself more flexible,
recognizing the importance of couleur (colour) as well as dessein (design), and of
practice as well as theory (Indeed, although critics termed him ‘Le Brun’s ape’,
Félibien’s Preface did not satisfy the academy and he was dismissed from the role of
editor of the lectures.)

It was in the Entretiens, however, that Félibien had greatest scope for the expression of
his interest in art-historical matters, free of subservience to both the king and the
Académie, and in developing an appropriate vocabulary Although publication continued
until 1688, the genesis of the work was much earlier: in Félibien’s visit to Rome in 1647-



Key writersonart 88

9 as secretary to the French Ambassador, Fontenay-Mareuil. Here Félibien met leading
artists, in particular Nicolas Poussin. His journal records his conversations with Poussin,
and the profound effect the artist’s teaching and example had on him—indeed, he learned
from him the importance of joining practice and theory. His growing interest in
theoretical aspects is indicated by the fact that he brought back a copy of Leonardo da
Vinci’s Trattato, with the intention of translating it (a translation was made by Fréart de
Chambray in 1651). He was determined, as he states in the Preface to the Entretiens ‘to
put into writing what | have learned concerning the fine arts, and to arrange in a certain
order the observations | had made’.

Félibien had adumbrated the first part as early as 1660, in his De I’origine de la
peinture (On the origin of the art of painting), eventually incorporated as an introduction
to the first volume. The structure of the book is that of a conversation between the
narrator and a friend, Pymandre; this conversational form was that adopted for the
Entretiens, each of which, up to the eighth, opens in the gardens of one of the royal
Chateaux. This form allowed a certain flexibility whereby the author could move from
historical account to biography then to ekphrasis, and it also established the easy social
tone suitable for Félibien’s intended ‘polite’ audience—the honnétes gens, persons of
taste and discrimination. The form of the ‘conversation’ was popular at the time in France
as a model for instruction and entertainment; it also has art-historical precedents, as in
Dolce’s Aretino (1557). Vasari’s Vite (1550; 1568) had established a new type of
biography of artists, with a historical framework charting the rise, development and
summit of artistic achievement in Italy; his work inevitably provided the model on which
most seventeenth-century biographies of artists were based, though some, such as
Bellori, deliberately broke away from the chronological approach. Van Mander
(Schilder-Boeck, 1604) had transposed Vasari’s model to the international field,
introducing lives of Netherlandish artists; this international scope was also to be found in
Sandrart’s Teutsche Akademie (1675). Félibien too gave his work an international
dimension, although implicitly presenting Poussin’s achievement as the crown of his
series of biographies, and his conversational mode of presentation encouraged a more
discursive tone.

The conversational form also helped to give coherence to the wideranging content of
the ten books of the Entretiens: these ranged from an outline of the history of ancient art
in the first Entretien, through to a discussion of the achievement of the Italian
Renaissance, and the ‘revival’ of art by the Carracci after Mannerism; there is also a
consideration of developments in other European countries—France, Flanders, and
Holland—giving the volumes an international edge absent from WVasari’s work.
According to the original design, the biography of Poussin, as the heir to Raphael and
Annibale Carracci, was to be the culmination of the work (though in the event two more
Entretiens were added, to discuss later developments). Poussin was seen as representing
the balance between French and Italian art, and as having restored French prestige. In the
Preface, Félibien declares that he will:

[speak] in praise of a French Painter who is the honour and fame of our nation,
and who may be said to have lifted the whole science of Painting as from the
arms of Greece or ltaly, to bring it to France, where the highest Learning and
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the finest Arts seem today to have retired.

In the earlier sections, Félibien draws heavily on the writings of Vasari and others, but the
later Entretiens have a more personal ring, with Félibien’s use of memoirs, letters and
indeed his own experience in Rome and Paris. One may see a similar movement from a
public to a more private sphere; in the eighth Entretien, which is set in Poussin’s room
rather than in a royal garden, the artist is praised as being ‘his own master’, a figure of
rational detachment from public patronage.

The Entretien containing the biography of Poussin (although technically not the last) is
generally considered as the most important. Here Félibien combines theoretical reflection
with ekphrasis and personal recollection with historical account, in a fluent, clear and
elegant literary style. In some respects it is based on Bellori’s biography of 1672 (Vite),
but has a different tone and biographical method. The conversational dialogue form
allows for a degree of debate and reflection; like Bellori, Félibien makes use of
documents such as letters or epitaphs, which give a documentary quality to the biography
Whereas Bellori lists Poussin’s observations on painting separately at the end of his
biography, Félibien integrates them into the text, linking them to specific artistic aims. In
his description of certain paintings by Poussin (the Israelites gathering the Manna and
Eliezer and Rebecca), Félibien follows the analytic method found in the ‘Conferences’ of
the Académie, whereby all the elements of the painting are analysed systematically, in
order to extract rules, and to demonstrate how they contribute to the general effect on the
spectator. Other paintings are analysed more briefly, with reference to particular aspects,
or to convey the general impression.

While the Preface to the Conferences, with its stress on theory, and reference to literary
models, was influential for later art-historical approaches, it is the eighth Entretien that is
generally agreed to be the summit of Félibien’s own critical achievement, as well as his
most personal statement of his artistic beliefs. In it, the crucial development is from a
descriptive, narrative mode to an analytic mode, concerned primarily with the formal
means by which the painting makes its effect upon the spectator. This—together with the
light that his biography throws upon his friend and mentor Poussin—is perhaps Félibien’s
most personal and lasting legacy to art-historical discourse.

Biography

André Félibien , Sieur des Avaux et de Javercy was born in May 1619 at Chartres. At
‘around 14’, he went to Paris to complete his education, where he moved in literary and
artistic circles. In 1647 he was appointed Secretary to the Marquis de Fontenay-Mareuil,
French Ambassador to the Papacy in Rome, and spent two formative years in Rome.
Returning to Paris in 1649, he was introduced to Fouquet (finance minister and important
patron). On Fouquet’s disgrace in 1661, Félibien retired to Chartres. He was recalled to
Paris by Colbert, and in 1666 he was appointed Historiographe du Roi, et des Batiments,
Arts & Manufactures de France. He was Conseillerhonoraire of the Académie Royale de
Peinture et de Sculpture, a member of the Académie Royale de I’Architecture from its
inception (1671) and founder-member of Académie des inscriptions (1663). He died on
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11 June 1695 in Paris.
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ROGER DE PILES (1635-1709)

FRENCH CRITIC AND WRITER

Roger de Piles established himself with his early writing, starting with a translation of,
and commentary on, Dufresnoy’s De arte graphica in 1669, as a leader of the rubénistes
in their quarrel with the poussinistes who, under their leader Charles Lebrun, dominated
the French Academy during its first decades. After Lebrun’s demise he joined the
Academy of Painting and Sculpture in 1699 and became its chief theorist, his ideas being
set out in his academic lectures, which were published in 1708 under the title Cours de
peinture par principes (Course on painting).

De Piles was always concerned with more than the relative achievements of Rubens or
Poussin, or the respective merits of drawing or colouring. Central was the question of
how properly to define the art of painting. Like Lessing a hundred years later, de Piles
dismisses the equation ut pictura poesis (as in a painting, so in a poem) as inappropriate
in view of the nature of the two arts; they speak differently to their respective audiences.

In an important way de Piles is more radical than Lessing: while the latter is
determined to define the arts solely according to their means and what these means could
achieve, he also insists on defining the end and aim of both sculpture and painting as the
depiction of bodily beauty. It follows for Lessing that even in painting, drawing—Dbeing
concerned with form—is more important than colouring, which is concerned only with
the appearance of objects.

De Piles defines painting as the imitation of all the visible objects of nature on a flat
surface. The nature and value of the respective object, whether a historical event or a still
life, are extrinsic to this definition. Whether a painting is good or not does not depend on
whether it is poetically moving or historically instructive, but whether or not it has the
power to create a convincing illusion. But de Piles was not advocating crass naturalism:
‘an able painter must never be the slave of nature; he must be her arbiter and discerning
imitator...and as long as a painting makes its effect and impresses itself agreeably on our
eyes, that is all one can expect in this respect.’

De Piles is concerned neither with ideal bodily beauty nor with naturalism, but with the
specific visual nature of pictorial imitation—with the visual effect of paintings. His
demand that a picture ‘makes its effects’ is based on two things. First, painting cannot
derive its importance from its subject matter: for any visible subject—a bowl of flowers
or a battle—can be the subject of a painting. It is not a didactic art and so we cannot
assume that people should feel obliged to look at paintings. It follows that if an artist
wants a work to be noticed, he or she must make sure that it has enough ‘visual effect’ to
draw spectators to it.

Second, the means of painting, from which it derives its definition (i.e. lines and
colours on a flat surface), will not by their own nature allow a convincing ‘naturalistic’
imitation of the world (a point taken up by Diderot). Despite his use of some examples of
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visual deception, for de Piles illusion is not based on the mind mistaking a picture for
objects of nature, but on our ability to abandon ourselves to a pictorial fiction that by its
own force excludes our awareness of the real world (and of the flat surface and material
presence of the picture). The precondition that allows such a fiction to work is unity—a
unified total visual effect. Three closely related aspects of painting are essential for this
unity: I’oeconomie du tout ensemble, le coloris, and le clair-obscur (the economy of the
whole-together, the colouring, and the chiaroscuro). Though in the Cours de peinture de
Piles deals with these aspects in separate chapters, this separation is artificial, for as light
and shade are painted with colours, they are also part of colouring, i.e. the overall colour
composition, and this is virtually identical with the tout ensemble.

The modernity of de Piles’s notion of overall pictorial composition lies in the fact that
he does not try to define its rules according to subject matter (e.g. history painting), but
rather according to the nature of visual perception, our faculty of sight. His is the first
theory of formal pictorial composition. According to the difference between focal and
peripheral vision, the picture must have a clearly defined and forceful centre and become
less defined and less forceful towards the margins. As a centralized composition, it also
has to have space and depth, and, in order to preserve the unity of the whole, de Piles
recommends either convex or concave arrangements. These rules must be applied with
discretion, however; they would defeat their own purpose if they became visually
obvious.

For de Piles, the unified first effect of a painting is a truly aesthetic effect in that our
faculty of vision, presented with an object composed according to the very structure of
this faculty gains a deep and lasting satisfaction in the full exercise of its powers. The
dispersed objects of nature can never offer us the same satisfaction and pleasure. The
formal unity of the tout ensemble can lead to, or can include, another profound visual
effect: “Harmony wherever it is found, comes from arrangement and good order. There is
harmony in morals as in physics; in the conduct of the lives of men, as in the bodies of
men themselves’. The tout harmonieux of painting is primarily that of coloris, and its
overall effect, brought about by the careful orchestration of the sympathies and
antipathies of colours, is the visual equivalent of the moving aural effects of the
harmonies of music.

By insisting on the importance of both visual unity and (as a part of it) visual harmony
of colour composition, de Piles succeeds in undermining the orthodox division of artistic
work into invention (a highly regarded intellectual activity) and execution (a lowly rated
manual craft). The distinction between the ‘liberal’ and the ‘mechanical’ arts no longer
concerns de Piles. There is, he claims, a specific science and intelligence of painting that
embraces both the planning and the execution of the tout harmonieux (harmonious
whole). This science comprises a thorough knowledge of artists’ materials (like colours
and their interaction), a full understanding of the ways in which these materials will
affect the vision of the viewer, and an ability to plan and then execute a picture as a tout
harmonieux and with unite d’effet (unity of effect).

If, in addition to having acquired and developed this science de la peinture (the science
of painting), the artist is endowed with génie (genius) and has cultivated his fureur
pittoresque (a play on Virgil’s furor poeticus), he will instil in his work a force
surpassing even the harmonious unity of the tout ensemble. To describe this ability de
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Piles introduces the term enthousiasme (enthusiasm), borrowed from Nicolas Boileau’s
translation of Longinus’s On the Sublime. However, an artist working in a state of
enthusiasm must not disregard the rules of his science, for it is through the unity and
harmony of the whole that artists transmit their enthusiasm to viewers, elevating them to
a similar lofty state of mind:

Enthusiasm carries us away without our noticing it and transports us...as from
one country to another without our being aware of it except through the pleasure
that it causes us. It is to that surprising, yet just and reasonable, elevation that
the painter as much as the poet should carry his work, if both want to arrive at
that extraordinary vrai-semblable [verisimilitude] that touches the heart and is
the greatest merit of painting and poetry.

Here de Piles enters again into the traditional paragone (contest) with poetry. In its
supreme form of enthusiasm, wholly engaging us in an elevating, absorbing and
enthralling visual fiction, painting is the equal of poetry. Like its sister arts, painting has
the power to lift us out of our ordinary life and to transport us to a higher experience of
an altogether different order.

De Piles’s three key effects—of unity, harmony and enthusiasm—are autonomous
effects of painting. They provide us with an experience sui generis of painting, not
continuous with our sense of the normal world. For the modern viewer, the art of Watteau
or Chardin, of Boucher or Fragonard, provides this experience more easily, but perhaps
also less forcefully, less “enthusiastically’, than that of Rubens, which inspired de Piles in
the first instance. Delacroix’s notion of the dreamlike quality of art insists on a similar
discontinuity between the two worlds; and while modern abstract art has taken the idea of
autonomous visual effects to its logical conclusion, it may in the process have lost that
essential part from which the whole of de Piles’s theory developed, the experience of
visual fiction.

In the context of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century thinking about the arts, de Piles’s
theory appears as an important prephilosophical attempt to separate what came to be
known as aesthetic effects from moral issues and a concern with knowledge. His
development of a theory of painting that impresses itself on its viewers must be seen as
part of an attempt to widen the public for art by positing the judgement of taste as largely
independent from the knowledge of rules. De Piles’s new public is no longer that of
experts, of learned artists and erudite connoisseurs, represented and promulgated by the
academy:

It would be a very strange thing if pictures were made only for painters, and
concerts only for musicians. It is quite certain that un homme d’esprit who has
not learned the rules of art, is well able to judge a picture, even if he cannot
always give the reasons for his feeling...he will judge as homme de bon sens.

The homme d’esprit, de bon sens, deserves the right to judge; the knowledge of the rules
and the history of art required for that purpose is limited and is provided by de Piles
himself in his dialogues and his Abrégé de la vie des peintres. This, by his own
admission, contains little that is new, yet it contains all that is needed: to know more
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would be pedantic, to know less would be scandalous. His playful Balance des peintres,
appended to the Cours de peinture, in which he notoriously awards marks out of 20 for
composition, drawing, colouring, and expression to all major European painters of the
past, is often misunderstood as a pedantic application of rules. It was meant to be the
opposite, an encouragement for a wider public to make up its own mind, and in this
respect its popularity in eighteenth-century France is testimony to de Piles’s success.

Biography

Roger de Piles was born on 7 October 1635 in Clamecy Nivernais. He studied
philosophy at the College du Plessis from 1651-3, then theology at the Sorbonne. From
1662, he was teacher for Michel, son of Charles Amelot, president of the Great Council.
In 1673-4 he accompanied Michel Amelot on a tour of Italy From 1682-5 he was
secretary to Michel Amelot when French ambassador to Venice. In 1685 he undertook a
spying mission to Germany and Austria. He visited Portugal with Amelot in 1686, then
Switzerland in 1688. He undertook a further spying mission to the Netherlands in 1692
where he was imprisoned until 1697. He became a member of the Academy in 1699. De
Piles died on 5 April 1709 in Paris.
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EARL OF SHAFTESBURY (1671-1713)

ENGLISH POLITICIAN AND PHILOSOPHER

The complete title of Shaftesbury’s major work, Characteristics of Men, Manners,
Opinions, Times, 1711, does not bring to mind the fine arts, architecture, or aesthetic
theory, but rather diversified aspects of human behaviour during various historical
periods. Yet Shaftesbury specifically affirmed as the principal aim of his writing ‘to
assert the reality of a beauty and charm in moral as well as natural subjects, and to
demonstrate the reasonableness of a proportionate taste and determinate choice in life and
manners’. Structurally the Characteristics is composed of a collection of previously
published texts, comprising an essay on enthusiasm, another on humour, a treatise on
religious doctrine, a dialogue on Platonic philosophy, and a soliloquy on the same theme.
A separate volume contains miscellaneous reflections on Shaftesbury’s handling of these
apparently disparate topics. Although his views on art and aesthetic theory are developed
most forcefully throughout the Characteristics, they are given practical application in
subsequent works, two of which were added to some editions of the Characteristics and
the others not published at all until the twentieth century. He made it quite clear both in
his personal life and writings that he did not conceive of the artist as a genius responding
primarily to his own inspiration, but rather as a trained technician executing works
conveying philosophic and moral truth.

During the Enlightenment, Shaftesbury’s artistic theories received scant attention
compared to those associated with religion and society. The Characteristics was known
as ‘the deists’ Bible’, and its most widely debated principle was that which maintained
ridicule to be the test of truth. His contemporary Bernard Mandeville accused him of
attempting ‘to establish heathen virtue on the ruins of Christianity’. In Germany,
however, Herder hailed him as the ‘Virtuoso of Virtuosi’, and in the nineteenth century
his Platonic enthusiasms and rhapsodies were associated with Romantic imagination and
sentimentalism.

Combining a deistical vindication of the providence of the universe with the Platonic
notion of absolute good and beauty, Shaftesbury affirmed that divinity is inherent in
beauty and beauty inherent in divinity, and that order and beauty are inseparable in both
nature and human relationships. Making no distinction between morality and plastic
form, he taught that the individual discerns truth, good and beauty by means of a moral
sense, which is approached by means of taste. Although each individual’s taste depends
upon his personal inclinations and efforts, the foundations of beauty are absolute,
consisting of form, not matter, and approached through the mind, not the senses.
Although in this theoretical formulation Shaftesbury indicates that beauty and good are
‘one and the same’, he suggests by various comments interspersed throughout his work
that in ordinary life aesthetic considerations are secondary to ethical. He clearly states
that good taste or judgement is not innate but must be preceded by custom, practice, and
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culture. Even opinions developed by these means must be regulated through internal
reason. Taste, like virtue, consists in practising selfcontrol and in subjecting physical
proclivities to the intellectual faculty

Since the word aesthetics was not coined until the middle of the eighteenth century
Shaftesbury cannot literally be said to represent a link in the historical development of the
intellectual discipline of that name. He derived his concepts of beauty and form directly
from the ancients, preferring the Greeks to the Romans, and disparaging all subsequent
treatments as Gothic, with the exception of French literary criticism. He has,
nevertheless, been declared within recent years to be the father of aesthetics, and more
scholarly attention is now given to this aspect of the Characteristics than to any other.
According to one interpretation, Shaftesbury affirms the possibility of viewing parts of
the material world entirely as objects of the senses without regard to the manner in which
they might affect other interests or attitudes we may have: those deriving, for example,
from morals, manners, habits, and other social and intellectual elements. This perspective
has been labelled “aesthetic disinterest’, which when carried to extremes leads to art for
art’s sake. In a sense it is true that Shaftesbury considered aesthetics as a separate branch
of human experience such as sport, worship or science, but in another sense he
considered aesthetic subject matter as an inherent and inseparable part of each individual
personality. He regarded the appreciation of beauty as something far more complex and
noble than narrow self-interest, drawing on his conviction of the interrelationship of
morality and beauty and their conformity to truth and nature. He consequently believed
that developing an interest in the fine arts would improve the general level of British
morality and politeness, classifying among them not only sculpture and painting, but also
music, dress, gardening and furniture. He assumed that ‘the taste of beauty and the relish
of what is decent, just and amiable perfects the character of the gentleman and the
philosopher’.

The culmination of Shaftesbury’s aesthetics lies in the concept of a scale or hierarchy
of beauty, loosely parallel to the Great Chain of Being celebrated in Alexander Pope’s
Essay on Man (1733-4). One version of the scale, which Shaftesbury derives from Plato,
ascends from the pleasures of the sense to those of the spirit, comprising three
fundamental orders: first, the ‘dead forms’, created by man or nature, which have no
intelligence or forming power of their own; second, the ‘forms which form’, possessing
intelligence and limited forming power of their own; and, third, that which fashions
minds themselves, the divine creator or Supreme Beauty In a variant derived from Stoic
philosophy, Shaftesbury’s three divisions consist of things inanimate, animate, and
mixed.

The first order represents symmetries whether in art or nature; the second, living
beings from animals to men and from single individuals to social groups; and the third,
from the union of body and mind in a single person to the same combination in a social
order such as home, family or country Shaftesbury introduces a further category without
specifically identifying it, that of artistic theory Here his main authorities are Aristotle
and Horace and his main doctrine that of neo-classical unity the portrayal of the general
rather than the particular in art. In literary and artistic compositions, exterior proportion
and symmetry should harmonize with interior or poetical truth. Comparative estimates of
artistic and literary value should in the long run be based on the consensus gentium or the
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opinion of the largest number of informed judges over a long period of time, for the
public always judges right.

Immediately after the publication of the Characteristics, Shaftesbury attempted to put
his aesthetic theories into practice by means of a literary genre known as ‘Advice to A
Painter’, in which the author sets forth his concept of a particular subject for a painter to
follow, taking into account theme, landscape, colours, climate, weather, time of day, and
characters, real and symbolic, including their posture and facial expression. As usual
Shaftesbury drew upon Greek predecessors, taking for his primary model a section of the
Memorabilia of Socrates, related by Xenophon and recorded by Prodicus, in which
Socrates discusses Hercules faced with the dilemma of declaring a preference for either
Virtue or Pleasure as the two appear before him in human form. Shaftesbury wrote under
the title A Notion of the Historical Draught or Tablature of the Judgment of Hercules, his
own conception of the scene for the painter Paolo de Matteis to place on canvas, a tract
which was published in later editions of the Characteristics. The topic and its background
were reasonably familiar to Shaftesbury’s readers since the relative section from Prodicus
had very recently been translated in The Tatler no. 97.

Shaftesbury indicates that his task is to balance an allegorical concept with a
representation on canvas that would be almost entirely realistic. The latter he calls
‘historical truth’, which he affirms must be kept subordinate to the allegorical, that he
calls “poetical’ and is governed not so much by reality as by probability or plausibility
The painter must make clear that the confrontation between Hercules and the two
goddesses takes place at a particular point in time, for if he departs in any manner from
this single instant in time, he would interfere with the unity of design. By this injunction,
Shaftesbury recognized before Lessing that the plastic arts are incapable of portraying
continued action.

As a twin project to the Notion, Shaftesbury wrote A Letter Concerning Design,
somewhat more abstract in subject matter and considerably more confined in length. Here
he associates the fine arts with poetical and military progress, predicting that Britain will
be a future leader in the pictorial arts, as France was in music, during the preceding
century. This process, he assumes, will go beyond the lighter amusements to ‘that higher,
more serious, and noble part of imitation, which relates to history, human nature, and the
chief degree or order of beauty’, that is, the rational part of life. He concludes that
England has so far been backward in establishing institutions for the advancement of the
arts, but since at present it does have an enlightened government (Shaftesbury’s party the
Whigs), future progress in the public domain of the fine arts should be possible.

In the midst of composing these papers on painting, Shaftesbury made plans for
ornamental illustrations to be inserted in the appropriate sections of the second edition of
the Characteristics. He issued detailed instructions to his publisher and printer, and
strictly forbade the inclusion of any ornaments that he did not himself supply The
frontispiece was to be his own portrait painted several years previously by John
Closterman and engraved by Gribelin. The ornaments were not to be simple or ordinary,
but tools comparable to Shaftesbury’s prose for communicating his primary mission in
life: to inculcate the ideals of virtue and honesty and the love of liberty and mankind; to
emphasize the concept of the interdependence of beauty and morality; to separate morals
from organized religion; and to demonstrate the existence of a benevolent deity
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supervising a harmonious and orderly universe.

Biography

Anthony Ashley Cooper, Third Earl of Shaftesbury was born on 26 February 1671 in
London. He was educated privately (1674-83) under the direction of John Locke, and
attended Winchester College (1683-7). On leaving college he undertook a grand tour of
Europe for three years. He was a Member of Parliament for Poole from 1695-98. He
inherited the title Earl of Shaftesbury and entered the House of Lords in 1699. The same
year he published An Inquiry Concerning Virtue. In 1702 he retired from public life and
wrote the remaining works gathered in his Characteristics 1708-11. He died on 15
February 1713 in Naples.
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WILLIAM HOGARTH (1697-1764)

BRITISH ARTIST

William Hogarth set pen to paper to record, and promulgate, his views upon the visual
arts on four occasions: in an open letter sent to the St James Evening Post in 1737; a tract
published in 1754 under the title An Analysis of Beauty; an unpublished *‘apology for
painters’; and a corpus of anecdotes of his life that were published posthumously by John
Nichols. Of these only one, the Analysis, may properly be called a work of art theory The
rest relate more to the politics of the London art world and the artist’s personal struggle to
make a career. Far from being an abstract intellectual exposition, the Analysis shares the
distinct abrasive personal tone of Hogarth’s other writings and should be studied in their
context.

The Analysis reveals Hogarth’s famous, and notorious, tendency toward aggressive
independence of thought. It is at once an overtly personal statement and one with
pretensions toward the revelation of universal truths. The author exhibits a brash self-
confidence when entering perilous conceptual waters that retains the power to shock and
amuse. He has no hesitation in claiming to reveal the secret causes of man’s sense of
beauty that had mystified more scholarly men than he. Accordingly, the publication of
the Analysis was promoted with the aid of a subscription ticket featuring an engraving
that celebrates the power of practical plain sense to circumvent the perplexities of
theoretical reflection. It illustrates a probably apocryphal story from the life of
Christopher Columbus who, requested to find a means of balancing an egg, simply cut off
the end.

True to this commitment to ‘plain sense’, a much revered ideal of contemporary British
Protestantism, Hogarth expressed his views in a refreshingly brusque style. Much as
‘plain sense’ was identified with ‘common sense’, Hogarth was unembarrassed to
celebrate colloquial wisdom. Typical is a passage in which are described the connections
between the beauty of an object, and its “fitness’ to perform its function. Hogarth
concludes a paragraph with the enthusiastic statement that: “When a vessel sails well, the
sailors call her a beauty; the two ideas have such a connection!”

Setting out to provide an antidote to the scholarly ruminations of ‘mere men of letters’,
Hogarth proceeds from a position of critical contempt for learning detached from
empirical grounding. The Analysis, indeed, is a robust, though not particularly
sophisticated, contribution to the British tradition of empirical philosophy It is founded
upon a confidently stated belief in the power of the eye to inform the mind of the true
nature of things, a contention that Hogarth was disinclined to recognize as problematic.
The introduction centres upon the argument that men should ‘learn to see objects truly’,
without prejudice and preconception. Clear observation has, he infers, the capacity to
render perspicacious the underlying ‘principles’ of nature. The development of such
visual powers were also expected to guard against the unmerited veneration of art works



Key writersonart 102

by foreign masters that Hogarth believed to undermine the livelihood of modern British
painters. In making the latter observation, Hogarth signalled his disinclination, even in a
philosophical tract, to abandon completely a polemical hobbyhorse ridden in his other
literary works.

Anti-bookish as Hogarth was, his views, as expressed in the Analysis, were founded
upon, and make reference to, a wide reading. Some of this reading, as he disarmingly
admits in the Preface, was conducted by learned friends with a command of foreign
languages. Hogarth was also dependent upon friends in the writing of the work. Such
were the limits to the painter’s literary powers, that his authorship was justly questioned.
Whilst the sentiments of the Analysis are consistent with the known voice of the declared
author, much of the precise phraseology is probably that of ghost writers, in particular the
literary cleric, Benjamin Hoadly (jr.).

Hogarth’s text aimed to establish the claim of the artist, rather than the man of letters
or connoisseur, to determine a ‘system’ of taste in the visual arts. In this respect, the
Analysis reflects the consistent complaints in his other literary works that artists laboured
to make their living against a plethora of prejudice generated by persons whose pretences
toward ‘judgement’ were not grounded in a practical knowledge of the visual arts. As
Hogarth posits in the Preface: man’s sense of beauty is founded in his appreciation of
‘grace’, an attribute which literary connoisseurs have discerned but not been able to
‘analyse’. The capacity of ‘writers’ had, he claimed, been limited to the perception of
grace which, remaining indefinable, was described as the certain ‘je ne sai crois’ of a
work of art. A few artists, including himself, had, he argued, been able to improve upon
this. Informed by practical experience, they had been able to arrive at a systematic and
reasoned means of introducing this quality into their works. They alone are seen to have
understood the “‘causes and effects’ of grace and beauty

Hogarth claims to have rediscovered these ‘causes and effects’ through researches into
an unconsidered heritage of artist’s empirical observations; a heritage which is traced
back through the maxims of Michelangelo, as recorded by Lomazzo, to the sculptors of
ancient Greece. Michelangelo’s recorded advice to a student that ‘the whole mysterie of
the arte’ resides in the creation of a sense of motion, akin to the flickering of a flame, is
cited as the central inspiration of Hogarth’s own theory. The Renaissance artist’s reported
belief that beautiful figures shared a ‘serpentlike’ quality, underscores Hogarth’s claim
that grace resides in the current of a curvaceous ‘line of beauty’ through natural forms.

Hogarth adopted this ‘line” as an emblem of his artistic identity, first introducing it to
the public as a detail in his self-portrait of 1745. He admitted in his Preface that this line
was received as an attempt to wrap his art in a sense of arcane mystery or ‘hierogliphic’.
However, he claimed in his defence that he was actually revealing the commonplace law
of his craft’ a “principle’ so well known to good artists as to be considered beyond the
need for explication:

painters and sculptors came to me to know the meaning of it, being as much
puzzled as other people, till it came to have some explanation: but not till then,
some found it out to be an acquaintance of theirs, tho’ the account they could
give of its properties was very near as satisfactory as that which a daylabourer
who constantly uses the leaver, could give of that machine as a mechanical
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power.

The organization of text in the Analysis expressed the author’s determination to be
systematic and clear in his modes of thought. The first part of the book is divided into
short and pithy chapters each devoted to the elucidation of a principle: ‘Fitness’,
‘Variety’, ‘Uniformity’, ‘Simplicity’, “Intricacy’, and ‘Quantity’. These ‘principles’ were
considered to ‘co-operate in the production of beauty, mutually correcting and restraining
each other occasionally’. The remains of the book are devoted not to principles but to
subjects of traditional concern to artists: “‘colour’, ‘lines’, ‘proportion’, ‘composition’,
‘attitude’, and “action’. Whilst these chapters tend to be longer than those concerning
‘principles’, they essentially constitute embellishments and digressions upon a thesis.
Much of the intellectual energy of the Analysis is concentrated in its first six chapters.

Regarded most broadly, the Analysis appears a thoroughly Lockean statement. The
theoretical basis of many of Hogarth’s reflections upon the ‘principles’ of grace can be
traced to the Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690). It is to Locke, perhaps via
the popularizing medium of Addison’s Spectator essays, that Hogarth owed his
preoccupation with the concepts of ‘variety’” and ‘intricacy’. It was probably from these
sources that Hogarth borrowed his assertion that the curiosity implanted in animal and
human natures was founded upon the primitive spirit of the hunt:

This love of pursuit, merely as pursuit, is implanted in our natures, and design’d,
no doubt, for necessary, and useful purposes. Animals have it evidently by
instinct. The hound dislikes the games he so eagerly pursues, and even cats will
risk the losing of their prey to chase it over again. It is a pleasing labour of the
mind to solve the most difficult problems; allegories and riddles, trifling as they
are, afford the mind amusement...

The eye has this sort of enjoyment in winding walks and serpentine rivers,
and all sorts of objects, whose forms, as we shall see hereafter, are composed
principally of what, | call, waving and serpentine lines.

Intricacy in form, therefore, | shall define to be that peculiarity in the lines,
which compose it, that leads the eye on a wanton kind of chase, and from the
pleasure it gives the mind, entitles it to the name beautiful: and it may be justly
said, that the cause of the idea of grace more immediately resides in this
principle, than in the other five, except variety; which indeed includes this, and
all the others.

The reader is here encouraged to regard the discourse on ‘intricacy’ as the core to
Hogarth’s ‘analysis’. The ultimate cause of man’s appetite to experience the phenomena
described as ‘grace’ and ‘beauty’ is traced to the requirement of his mind for a variety of
sensual experience. All of Hogarth’s “principles’ were subjugated to this Lockean precept.
For instance, the human tendency to admire ‘symmetry’ is entertained but with the caveat
that it is only when it is combined with ‘variety’ that this quality has the capability to
please. To illustrate this point Hogarth refers, as was his wont, to the most commonplace
of examples:

For when the head of a fine woman is turn’d a little to one side, which takes off
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from the exact similarity of the two sides of the face, and somewhat reclining, so
varying still more from the straight and parallel lines of the formal front of the
face: it is always looked upon as more pleasing. This is accordingly said to be a
graceful air of the head.

Beyond the ‘principles’ overtly discussed in his text, Hogarth’s was also fundamentally
conditioned by one that remained un-stated—moderation. Only by existing in moderating
combination are any of Hogarth’s “principles’ deemed capable of conveying beauty Even
‘variety” was considered to require to submit in some degree to the order of symmetry and
not to descend into gaudy novelty Hogarth associates an excessive appetite for ‘variety’
with immaturity, observing that experimenting with sartorial novelties is a characteristic
of silly intemperate youth. In his respect for moderation, and his tendency to regard this
as a key to ‘elegance’, Hogarth is true to the conventional ideals of mid eighteenth-
century politeness. His insistence upon the largely unqualified conflation of ‘beauty’ with
‘grace’, and simple assumption that the function of beauty is to please, directly reflects
the value placed upon agreeable sensations within “polite’ culture.

The Analysis of Beauty does not withstand much close inspection as a theory of
aesthetics. It was, however, a much read, criticized and enjoyed work of literature.
Quantifying the influence of the Analysis upon the future theory and practice of the visual
arts is problematic. Some attempt at this task has been made by Ronald Paulson in his
introduction to the most recent published edition (Yale University Press, 1997). It is
tempting to regard the Analysis as a statement of the theoretical agenda behind a style of
art, the English ‘rococo’. By the time that Hogarth came to theorize upon ‘the line of
beauty’, a host of London’s painters, gardeners, sculptors and engravers had been
exploring the grace of curvilinear form for decades. That an approach to design which had
it roots in Parisian elegance should have found a rational defence in the words of a bluff
apologist for British ‘plain sense’, a national type forged in opposition to French
“frippery’, is a fine irony It indicates that the lines upon which cultures develop tend to be
more twisted and circuitous than Hogarth’s famous ‘line of beauty’.

Biography

William Hogarth was born on 10 November 1697 in London. Apprenticed to a silver
engraver for a seven-year term in 1713, it was in the early 1720s that he began to produce
prints, and about 1726 that he started to train as an oil painter. His first success as a
painter, The Beggar’s Opera, was produced in 1729. In 1732 he produced his first print
series, A Harlot’s Progress, and in 1743-5 came the Marriage-a-la Mode series. The
Four Stages of Cruelty was published in 1751, The Analysis of Beauty in 1753 and in
1755 he completed a series devoted to the events of An Election. In 1762 he was to attack
Pitt and Wilkes in a print entitled The Times. He died on 26 October 1764 in London.
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DENIS DIDEROT (1713-84)

FRENCH WRITER, CRITIC AND PHILOSOPHER

Denis Diderot was, with Rousseau and Voltaire, one of the trinity of French
Enlightenment Philosophes: thinkers and men of letters, notable for the multiplicity and
variety of their talents. Diderot wrote plays, novels and philosophical tracts as well as
taking chief responsibility for one of the most important publishing enterprises of the
eighteenth century, the Encyclopédie. His art criticism, and his philosophy of art, must
always be seen as developing alongside, and inseparably from, his wider intellectual
interests in moral and political philosophy, and in the context of his considerable
contribution as a creative and imaginative writer.

Diderot had shown interest in the visual arts from a fairly early stage in his
philosophical career. The article ‘Composition en peinture’, written for the seventh
volume of the Encyclopédie, demonstrates his knowledge not only of the tradition of
French aesthetic thought (Roger de Piles, the Abbé du Bos, et al.), but also of
contemporary British thought (Shaftesbury, Hogarth, et al.). In some ways this article
demonstrates the conservative tendencies in Diderot’s early aesthetic thought—when he
discusses painting he is really talking about the composition of history painting, and
judging it strictly in accordance with the rules of drama, and especially the classical
unities (of action, time and place). But even in this article, Diderot demonstrates a lively
pictorial imagination, and maps philosophy onto art via an original and imaginative
tableau illustrating the pictorial potential of Plato’s Symposium.

This particular combination of aesthetic conservatism and innovation, and the
conjunction of analytical and creative, imaginative writing is also a feature of his
dramatic treatises, written in 1757-8. In these, the Entretiens sur le fils naturel
(Conversations on the natural son) of 1757 and the De la poésie dramatique (On dramatic
poetry) of 1758, he argues for a fluid and mutually inspiring relationship between
painting and dramatic poetry, and again creates an imaginary scene, based on Plato, this
time a conception of the death of Socrates—an idea which, a generation later, would be
taken up with enthusiasm by visual artists like Jacques-Louis David and Jean-Francois-
Pierre Peyron.

Diderot’s major contribution to art criticism, however, is undoubtedly his critical
writings on the Salons, the free biennial public art exhibitions organized by the Académie
Royale de Peinture et de Sculpture and held on a regular basis from the 1740s. The
French Academy held a near-monopoly of prestige, and of talent, and so its exhibitions
(of painting, sculpture and engravings) represented remarkable occasions to take the
pulse of French visual culture. Diderot wrote his Salon reviews for a small group of
subscribers to a manuscript journal, the Correspondance Littéraire, edited in its early
years by Diderot’s great friend and colleague, Friedrich Melchior Grimm. Its readership
was a select band of (mostly foreign) nobles and aristocrats and the magazine was not
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allowed to circulate in Paris. There was, thus, little chance for his readers to actually
attend the Salon with his work in their hands, and in some ways Diderot’s long
descriptions served as recreative ekphrasis, conjuring pictures Diderot’s readers would
probably never see. This explains on the one hand Diderot’s often lengthy and scrupulous
descriptions of the physical appearance of certain works, and on the other the freedom
that Diderot enjoyed to mould imaginative dialogues and poetic excurses on the raw
material in front of him.

Diderot wrote Salon criticism from 1759 to 1781, but the twin summits of his
achievement as an art critic are the Salons of 1765 and 1767, whose length and
complexity, both formal and philosophical, are quite breathtaking and which were
absolutely unprecedented in the (brief) history of art criticism up to this point.
Philosophical inquisitiveness, imaginative analysis, and a highly personal, sometimes
idiosyncratic authorial voice are the distinguishing marks of Diderot’s art criticism and
this combination places him at the beginning of what might be called the “poetic line’ in
French art criticism, which was so strong a current in the nineteenth century and reached
its apogee in the work of Baudelaire.

Such a varied and rich corpus of work as Diderot’s art criticism defies neat
pigeonholing, but it is still possible to isolate some key preoccupations and directions of
thought. From his first Salon criticisms, of 1759 and 1761, it was already clear that
Diderot was aiming at both a ‘scientific’ analysis (i.e. an exploration of the theme and
construction of a given picture, analysing its central aspects, and then its subsidiary ones,
structured according to logic and based on observation) and a wider moral and
philosophical contemplation of works of art. At his best, he was also inspired to a highly
imaginative and poetic engagement with the visual arts.

His analysis of the compositional features of paintings is inspired not only by his
reading of the staple texts of academic art theory but by his own knowledge and interest
in art, gained by access to some of the important private and princely collections of the
time and by his conversations with practising artists. In judging art, Diderot often follows
the kinds of precepts set out in Composition en peinture (Composition in painting)—he
looks for an overall pictorial unity as a mark of a painting’s success (as is the case in his
praise for Doyen’s Le Miracle des Ardents, for example) but his criteria for judgement
are, importantly, often based on philosophical and moral rather than purely plastic
considerations. The moral aspects of his criticism are perhaps discomforting for modern
readers but are central to an understanding of his attempt to argue for painting as a fully
fledged liberal art which must have a moral, improving dimension and a place in the
public sphere. His adulation of the painter Jean-Baptiste Greuze (in the Salons of 1761,
1763 and 1765) and his frequent sallies against Boucher and Baudouin (Salons of 1759
and 1761) were motivated not primarily by concerns of painterly technique but of
morality and the edification of their subject matter, a point made frequently in the Salons
and stated explicitly in the Essais sur la peinture (Notes on painting; first published in
1795, but written in the 1760s). Of course, these heated invocations to virtue when
describing Salon paintings such as Greuze’s Filial Piety are part of a highly politicized
discourse of spectacular virtue which contains within it a critique of the existing order.

This moral tone is, however, juxtaposed with a different voice, another register of
language altogether, in the Salons, one which often exploits argot, colourful sexual pun,
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damning and cruel witticisms at the expense of artists, and a vivid, familiar and ludic
language far removed from the rhetoric of virtue—which makes the Salons such
entertaining reading. Could anyone but Diderot get away with analysing the difference
between an oil painting and a sketch by recounting an anecdote about a well-endowed
dwarf, as he does in the Salon of 1767?

Nor can Diderot resist commenting on the representation of female flesh in often
explicitly sensual ways. In 1765, for example, in his analysis of Greuze’s Young Girl
Blowing a Kiss from a Window, his ludic description of the female figure is deliberately
eroticized and selfmocking: ‘What a mouth, what lips, what teeth, what a chest...she is
drunk...she doesn’t know what she is doing, and | don’t know what | am writing.” This
mischievous but complex voice, which acknowledges the erotics of spectatorship, must
alert us to the fact that for Diderot, virtue is an ideal, a construct; and everywhere in his
Salons one senses the sometimes delicious tensions involved in a project of art criticism
which at once claims to be an insider’s view of artistic creation and a programme for the
public understanding of art.

Another creative tension in Diderot’s art criticism is his conception of the organization
and hierarchy of painting. In general, he remains in the thrall of those currents of
academic and philosophical thought—stretching from Renaissance Humanism to such
writers on art as André Félibien, Roger de Piles, and Jean-Baptiste du Bos—which
espoused the doctrine of the hierarchy of genre, in which historical painting was of
intrinsically greater worth than other genres, ranked downwards from genre painting to
still life. However, Diderot’s tendency is to create two broad categories (peinture
d’histoire and the non-historical), and to try to argue that Greuze, for example, is best
seen as a historical painter. In doing so, of course, he is trying to squeeze the innovations
of modernity into the frameworks of classical thought. Unlike Baudelaire, he did not find
an adequate way to theorise the ‘painting of modern life’. Diderot’s categorizations are
still bound by subject matter, and thus, for example, his enthusiasm for Chardin is always
hedged around by the sense in which, brilliant as he was, Chardin would remain an
ouvrier (a mere artisan) and not an artist of ideas (as history painters were). In the context
of later developments in art criticism, this might be seen as an anti-modern tendency

Diderot could be withering and dismissive of art that he did not like. His most famous
stinging critiques are often short and often barbed comments dismissing painters who
irritated him: ‘Hallez-vous en‘was his punning retort to Noel Hallé. The paintings which
really appeal to Diderot often receive a more poetic treatment. Perhaps the most famous
example of Diderot using a painting or series of paintings as the basis for an extended
creative ruminescence is his engagement with Fragonard’s Corésus and Calirhoe in his
Salon of 1765. Instead of a direct description, Diderot weaves an elaborate philosophical
fiction of a dialogue with Grimm, during which he imparts a vision in which he is trapped
in conditions analogous to those of Plato’s cave (from chapter VII of the Republic). The
‘vision’ which Diderot describes is of course, precisely the painting by Fragonard. In the
Salon of 1767, he enters the landscapes of Vernet’s paintings as a series of sites, as if
imparting a picturesque travel narrative, which provides the basis for an incredibly wide-
ranging series of observations over matters not only aesthetic but also moral and political.
In both these two instances, Diderot uses art as a starting point for speculation on truth,
nature or morality, and takes his reader far from mere description and judgement.
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There is a clear tension between ideal and real in Diderot’s art criticism. He often
enthuses about the ability of a painter to capture a reality, to make spectators feel they are
witness to a recreation of a real world. But for a philosopher like Diderot, reality is a
slippery and problematic construct, and his art criticism tackles this issue when he
examines portraits and the idea of likeness. But it is in the non-historical genres
(landscape, still life, and so on) in which he is most insistent on a criteria of truth to
reality: in historical painting, he is more concerned with the need for an ‘ideal beauty’,
one which is not simply recreative of the physical world, but which engages with history,
myth, or legend in imaginative and creative ways to convey the emational truth of a
moment.

One strategy Diderot frequently adopts is creative misdefinition: he often gives
paintings new titles (he decided that Greuze’s Filial Piety would be better entitled The
Reward for the Gift of a Good Education) or invents narratives which he feels best
explained what was going on in a painting, but which do not always match the viewing
experience of those in front of the image. In this sense, Diderot’s own imaginative and
moral priorities sometimes cloud his pretensions to ‘scientific’ analysis. There is also a
tendency in the Salons for Diderot to strain himself to prove what a ‘painterly’
imagination he has and how well he understands painterly practice—sometimes these
appear to be protesting too much. Diderot’s imagination remains profoundly theatrical
and centred on the spectator rather than the artist. He is concerned with effects, emotions
and the associative and signifying power of art more than with its materiality and
plasticity.

Diderot’s importance to later art criticism should not be underestimated. The
combination of seriousness of purpose with ironic, ludic and profoundly poetic tone in his
most important work resonated with the Romantic generation, and impacted not only on
Goethe and Schiller, but also on Stendhal and on Baudelaire. His blueprint of moral and
political engagement with art in the public sphere, his abilities to recreate and create
anew, and the intensity of his visions, all set blueprints which enabled art criticism to
expand beyond the contingent and the merely judgemental. Freed from the parasitic
confines of a description of the given, it could gain a literary and philosophic status of its
own. Thus, Diderot opened up the field of criticism as a space of experiment and radical
enquiry—and some of the more stimulating critics in more recent times, including
Greenberg and Barthes, learned something from his method, even if they shared none of
his ideals or principles. In the famous Vernet commentary in 1767, Diderot, following
Burke, had claimed that: ‘The imagination creates nothing’. His Salons stand as proof of
the contrary

Biography

Denis Diderot was born on 5 October 1713 in Langres, HauteMarne. Educated by the
Jesuits, he later, in 1733-44, made a living in Paris as hack, translator and publisher’s
assistant. From 1745-1772 he was one of the principal editors of, and contributors to, the
Encyclopédie, the seminal work of the French Enlightenment. Diderot wrote novels (such
as Le neveu de Rameau, 1761), studies on a wide range of scientific and philosophical
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subjects, and plays (including Le Fils naturel, 1757, and Le pére de famille, 1758), their
accompanying tracts signalling new directions in French theatre. He wrote his Salon
criticism 1759-81. He died on 31 July 1784 in Paris.
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JOHANN JOACHIM WINCKELMANN
(1717-68)

GERMAN ART HISTORIAN AND THEORIST

From the moment of its initial publication in German in 1764, Winckelmann’s most
important book, the Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (History of the Art of Antiquity),
had a far-reaching impact on the artistic and literary culture of the time. Its apologia for a
purified and simplified Greek ideal in art played a formative role in that intensified
engagement with the sculpture of Greek and Roman antiquity we now designate as neo-
classicism. It also revolutionized and gave a new impetus to art historical and
archaeological studies. Winckelmann became an internationally acclaimed writer on art
and the foremost antiquarian scholar of his day, one who radically redefined this
specialist field of enquiry to make it central to late Enlightenment speculation about the
history of ancient and modern culture. His work was seen as foundational text at a time
when art history and classical archaeology were being established as modern academic
disciplines, and several of the paradigms that this book put in circulation continued to be
replicated and contested well into the twentieth century

In the longer term, his writing on ancient art played a formative role in the radical
rethinking of artistic and cultural norms initiated by German historicizing thinkers such
as Herder, Goethe and Hegel. All were great admirers of Winckelmann, and deeply
indebted to his historical reconstruction of ancient Greek art for their pioneering
speculation about the differences between ancient and modern culture. The richly
evocative, and at the same time historically dense, image of classical Greek sculpture he
fashioned functioned for them as a cultural ideal which they saw as foundational and yet
as increasingly at odds with a modern outlook.

The History of the Art of Antiquity enjoyed such a high reputation among
Winckelmann’s contemporaries partly because of its sheer intellectual scope and
ambition, offering as it did a new, and compelling, synthesis of what was known about
the arts of the ancient world. While it discussed Egyptian and Near Eastern art, its central
concern was the historical evolution and aesthetic and ethical ideals of the ancient Greek
tradition, including its later vicissitudes among the ancient Romans. Winckelmann was
also a very fine writer who provided easily the most eloquent analysis available of the
distinctive beauty of the classic masterpieces of ancient sculpture. His richly invested
apologia for the Greek ideal, coming at a moment of intensified engagement with
classical antiquity, both among intellectuals and the wealthy and fashionable, guaranteed
his book a wide audience that is only very occasionally the lot of specialist scholarly
studies. Its longer-term reverberations, however, depend on something more intangible, a
sense of mission and purpose, a promise of larger insight to be gained from a close
engagement with the finest visual artefacts surviving from the ancient Greek and Roman
world.
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Two aspects of Winckelmann’s history of ancient art in particular distinguish it from
earlier writing in the area. First, there is its ambition and conceptual complexity It
combines a self-consciously conceptual analysis with a historical or chronological
presentation of empirical detail, a little like Rousseau’s treatise Discourse on the Origins
and Foundations of Inequality among Men (1755). This is foregrounded in the underlying
structure of the History of the Art of Antiquity, which divides into two parts. Part one, as
Winckelmann put it, deals with history taken “in the wider sense that it had in the Greek
language’ and elaborated into a ‘system’. Part two, by contrast, is concerned with ‘the
history of art in the narrower sense, that is in relation to its external circumstances’, and
was conceived in a more conventional way as a ‘narrative of its chronology and
alterations’. Winckelmann’s account of the rise and decline of ancient art echoes a
preoccupation with broader patterns of historical development in Enlightenment thought
fed by a widespread concern with symptoms of progress or decline in contemporary
culture. Among other important instances of such a way of imagining the history of the
ancient world, one could cite Edward Gibbon’s History of the Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire (1776-88) and Montesquieu’s Thoughts on the Causes of the Greatness
of the Romans and their Decadence (1734).

While the impetus behind Winckelmann’s new history of art had a lot to do with such
general tendencies in Enlightenment thinking, it also related to developments within
antiquarian studies and the art world. Most obviously, there was the new wave of
excavating and collecting antiquities in Italy, of which the discovery of the Roman ruins
at Herculaneum and Pompeii was the most striking instance. Wealthy connoisseurs and
collectors were coming to Italy in increasing numbers, not only to see the masterpieces of
antique art on display in the major Roman private collections, or the newly arranged
public museums such as the Capitoline Museum, but also to acquire works for their own
collections. For the less wealthy, Italy and Rome, in particular, gained new importance as
the place of pilgrimage for an aesthetic education, a ritual which Winckelmann’s writings
on ancient art and his activities as a cicerone clearly fed.

Conditions of artistic taste were also important, above all the intensifying belief
emerging in the mid-eighteenth century that a close engagement with the finest examples
of antique art would lead to a renewal and purification of modern art practice.
Winckelmann conceived his History of the Art of Antiquity, not only as making a
contribution to antiquarian studies, but also as encouraging a revival of modern art
through fostering a truer understanding of classical Greek models. Appearing in 1755, his
first publication, Gedanken Uber die Nachahmung der Griechischen Werke in der
Malerei and Bildhauerkunst (Thoughts on the Imitation of the Works of the Greeks in
Painting and Sculpture), a short polemical treatise arguing for a return to the true
principles of art embodied by the Greek ideal, contained his famous slogan about the
‘noble simplicity and calm [or still] grandeur’ distinguishing antique from modern art. It
was an unexpected international success, with translations soon appearing in French and
English. Aside from the famous descriptions of key masterpieces of antique sculptures,
such as the Laocoon, the Apollo Belvedere and the Belvedere Torso extracted from the
History of the Art of Antiquity, this was probably his most widely read piece of writing.

A second novel aspect of Winckelmann’s History of the Art of Antiquity crucial for its
subsequent reputation was the emphasis it placed on visual and stylistic analysis. In the
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Preface, he described his aim as being, not only to define the rise, flourishing and decline
of art, but also to account for ‘the various styles of different peoples, periods and artists,
and demonstrate this, as far as possible, with reference to the remaining works of
antiquity’. The finer classical Greek and Roman remains were to be seen not only as
offering the modern art lover a series of exemplary ideal works, and the antiquarian a
fund of motifs yielding information about the symbols, cults and everyday practices of
the ancients, as had been the norm in the text-based and iconographically orientated work
of classical scholars prior to the mid-eighteenth century These artefacts were to be
analysed for what they revealed about the distinctive style of art among different peoples
at different periods, while artistic style was taken to be symptomatic of people’s material
circumstances and characteristic mentality Such an all-inclusive gesture proved very
significant for the ambitions of later art history in its attempts to understand the aesthetic
qualities of works of art in terms of the social and cultural circumstances that shaped their
making.

As a result of Winckelmann’s new historical synthesis, the classical artistic tradition no
longer simply presented itself as a timeless ideal, but took on the character of a historical
phenomenon, caught up in a cycle of development manifest in changes of style from the
crudely archaic through successive refinements to a phase of classical perfection in the
fifth and fourth centuries BC, and on from there to imitation and eventual decline. It is
with Winckelmann that the modern distinction between an earlier, purer Greek tradition,
and a later, imitative, and inherently inferior Greco-Roman one, first began to take hold.
Such a historical perspective on the art of the ancient Greek and Roman world prepared
the way for the flurry of archaeological activity in Greece and the Near East that got
going at the turn of the century Despite Winckelmann’s claim to have introduced a new
rigour in distinguishing true Greek work from later Roman or modern imitations and
copies, it was still the case that almost all of the antiquities he thought might be
associated with the ancient Greeks are now seen as Greco-Roman copies or adaptations.
Statues such as the Apollo Belvedere which he represented as the finest surviving
exemplars of the Greek ideal are now mostly valued for what they reveal about artistic
taste in Imperial Rome and are considered to be very different from the archaic and
classical Greek work excavated in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries on which
modern conceptions of ancient Greek sculpture are based.

This new historical dimension Winckelmann brought to understandings of the classic
art of antiquity touched on people’s deeply rooted assumptions that the finest existing
ancient Greek and Roman sculptures existed as fixed, universal ideals of excellence, even
if Winckelmann himself was no historicist. Starting with the tribute to him elaborated by
Herder in 1778, and continuing with the later ones by Goethe and Hegel, Winckelmann
came to be seen as having delineated the antique ideal with a vividness and specificity
that made apparent how radically different it was from any classicism that might be
practised in modern times. His historical schema provided later thinkers with a basis for
viewing classical Greek art and culture from a perspective that problematized its status as
a model for modern artists in ways that Winckelmann would have found unimaginable.

Later retrospective celebrations of Winckelmann, including those by Goethe and
Hegel, still viewed his writing on ancient Greek art as a direct inspiration, at the same
time that his mind-set came to be considered quite unmodern. He was seen as being able
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to embody the true spirit of the ancient world in ways that they were finding increasingly
impossible. This ambivalent sense of Winckelmann as a figure whose writing provided a
point of departure for a distinctively modern historicizing perspective, while he himself
remained anchored in a pre-modern world, recurs in the most important tribute to
Winckelmann from an English-speaking writer, Walter Pater’s essay dating from 1867,
which was incorporated in the first edition of Studies in the History of the Renaissance
(1873). Here, as with Goethe, Winckelmann was seen to be unselfconsciously living out
the values of Greek antiquity This image held a further charge for Pater because
Winckelmann had written so eloquently and openly about Greek homoeroticism and had
made an ancient Greek cult of male friendship and male beauty central to his whole
outlook and way of life.

According to Pater, however, the qualities of Greek sculpture that Winckelmann had
evoked with such passionate conviction and apparent immediacy, the ‘unclassified purity
of life’ and the ‘exquisite but abstract and colourless form’, were slightly alien to a
modern sensibility as well as being intensely captivating. He was acutely aware that the
modern compulsions and anxieties that drew him to this ideal also distanced him from it.
Though less self-conscious than Pater about the preoccupations shaping his outlook on
ancient Greek art, Winckelmann too had been aware of a historical gulf separating him
from the ideal that fascinated him. In the conclusion to his History of the Art of Antiquity,
speculating on why he had lingered so long on the demise and destruction of the Greek
tradition, he explained how ‘we have remaining to us, so to speak, only the shadowy
outline of our desires: but this makes the desire for the objects we have lost ever more
ardent’.

Biography

Johann Joachim Winckelmann was born on 9 December 1717 in Stendal, Prussia, the
son of a cobbler. He studied theology at the University of Halle in 1738 and medicine at
the University of Jena, from 1741-2. His first job was as a school teacher at Seehausen in
Prussia. It was as librarian to Count von Biinau at Nothnitz near Dresden 1747-54 that he
came into contact with ancient art for the first time. In 1754 he converted to Roman
Catholicism, and in 1755 moved to Rome. In 1758 he was to enter the service of Cardinal
Alessandro Albani. He was appointed Commissioner of Antiquities in Rome 1763, and
published Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (History of the Art of Antiquity) in 1764.
The victim of a murder, he died on 8 June 1768 in Trieste.
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JOSHUA REYNOLDS (1723-92)

BRITISH ARTIST AND WRITER

The writings of Sir Joshua Reynolds stand as one of the last and most important
summations of a theoretical tradition which had dominated learned thinking about the
visual arts from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries. Reynolds not only attempted to
synthesize the ideas of such representatives of this tradition as the Italian Giorgio Vasari
and the Frenchman Roger de Piles, but also sought, with mixed success, to update it in
the light of the intellectual climate of eighteenth-century Britain.

Having made his mark as a portraitist in 1750s London, Reynolds first ventured into
print in 1759 in three essays in Samuel Johnson’s series The Idler. In 1768 he gained a
more important platform when he became the first President of the new Royal Academy,
in which position he delivered 15 annual, later biennial, lectures or ‘Discourses’ which
together comprise a body of thinking about the visual arts of a significance without
precedent in Britain.

The principal aim of Reynolds’s Discourses, as with the Academy itself, was to foster
a national school of painting in accordance with the criteria laid down by the theoretical
tradition mentioned above; a school which would, in other words, treat high
‘historical’ (i.e. religious, historical, allegorical and mythological) themes in an elevated
manner. To this end, the Discourses addressed both the Academy’s students, at whose
annual prize-givings most of them were delivered, and a wider audience of leading
cultural figures who either attended the lectures in person or would have been able to
read them in print.

Reynolds’s principal message to students was that diligent practice and the intensive
study of the great art of the past were more important than natural talent. While in part
attributable to a desire to encourage students in a teaching institution, this idea was also
founded on Reynolds’s own personal discovery that hard work and intelligent application
might turn a painter of limited talents into a successful artist. The idea is also indicative
of the way in which Reynolds, like so many thinkers of his day, was imbued with a
painful sense of the inadequacy of modern achievements and a consequent belief that
inspiration must be sought in the art of the past.

Addressing his wider audience, Reynolds used the Discourses to mount a public
defence of the intellectual and social respectability of his art, seeking to refute the notion
that painting was a mere mechanical craft or trade (because it was performed with the
hands and for money) and not a liberal art (an intellectual discipline worthy of being
conducted by the free, i.e. those not dependent on labour for their livelihood). This
negative conception of painting had particular currency in Britain, where few painters
other than portraitists, who were widely considered to be no more than mindless copiers
of what was before them, were able to make a living. In the Discourses and the Idler
letters, Reynolds drew upon earlier theory to show how painting might, if conducted
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properly, be a liberal art. Painters should, for example, eschew lower subjects like
portraiture, still-life and landscape in favour of elevated historical themes. What painters
should paint was, however, less important for Reynolds than how they should paint it.
Central to his thought was the belief that painters should not simply copy the imperfect
nature we see around us in every minute detail, but seek rather to depict nature in its ideal
or perfect state.

The idea that painters should go beyond “particular’ nature and strive for some higher
form of beauty or truth had been commonplace in art theory since the fifteenth century
Theorists varied in the recipes they offered for attaining this ideal, whether through the
inductive procedure of combining the best features from several particular models into a
new and more perfect whole (as applied by the Ancient Greek painter Zeuxis when asked
to paint Helen of Troy) or through the deductive process of imagining forms more
beautiful than any found in particular nature (as Raphael claimed to have done in painting
his Galatea). Reynolds’s recipe was different again. He argued that in producing a given
species nature is always striving towards a certain perfect form, and that it is this form in
which true beauty lies. Although in practice every individual is an imperfect realization
of that perfect form, the perfect form itself is knowable because all individual
imperfections are deviations from its constant standard. If painters view many individual
specimens and abstract from them the average, they will thus arrive at the perfect ‘central
form’ in which truth and beauty lie. Since the abstraction of this ‘general nature’ is an
intellectual process, unlike the purely mechanical process of copying particular nature,
the painter, in practising it, affirms the intellectual nature of his art.

Although this is not what we mean by ‘imitate nature’ today, it would be a mistake to
think that Reynolds wished painters to turn away from nature. He saw the close, even
‘anatomical’ study of particular nature as a necessary prerequisite to the abstraction of the
general (although a shortcut might be sought through reference to the works of earlier
artists who had performed similar feats of abstraction). Even the process of abstraction
was not a turning from nature, but an arriving at a higher and purer form of nature
divested of the deformities of individual specimens. In his insistence on starting with the
particular and working towards the general Reynolds was, indeed, seeking to update the
traditional art-theoretical preference for the ideal over the particular in the light of the
empiricism which underlay British eighteenth-century epistemology, and most
specifically the theory of general ideas advanced by the philosopher John Locke. It was a
compromise for which he may have been indebted to his friend Samuel Johnson, who
was concurrently proposing something similar for poets.

The theory of general nature is typical of the way in which Reynolds, for all his
conservatism, was prepared to amend or qualify received opinion. This trait is more
evident in his later thought, in which dogma increasingly gives way to nuanced critical
judgements. In his earlier writings, for example, Reynolds had repeated the well-worn
contrast between central Italian art of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (lauded for
painting the ideal), and Venetian, Flemish and Dutch art (derided for copying the
particular). He also attacked Venetian and Flemish art for being ‘ornamental’, seducing
the eye with splendid colour while neglecting the more substantive quality of design. In
the later Discourses, however, Reynolds proved more generous to Venetian and
Netherlandish painting, a tendency still more apparent in his published annotations to the
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French painter Charles Du Fresnoy’s Art of Painting (1783), and in his “Journey to
Flanders and Holland’, an account of pictures seen in the Netherlands in 1781 that first
appeared in his posthumous Works in 1797. The hero of the ‘Journey’ is Rubens, an artist
of whom Reynolds had earlier been critical but whose colour and handling astonished
him when he confronted them at first hand. Reynolds even came to admit that
Michelangelo and Raphael might have benefited from Rubens’s mastery of colour, an
eclecticism at odds with his denial in the Idler letters that the great Italians had anything
to learn from Netherlandish art.

Discussions of colour and chiaroscuro are increasingly prominent in Reynolds’s later
writings, for all his conventional statements about the superiority of design in the earlier
Discourses. He showed a capacity, unusual at the time, to attend to the colour and
chiaroscuro of a painting regardless of its subject, even developing a means of sketching
pictures entirely in terms of their patterns of light and shade. In his later writings
Reynolds not only recommended this practice but also frequently referred to the ‘shapes’
formed by areas of light or colour, thus precociously foreshadowing the twentieth-century
formalist tendency to conceive of composition as an organization of shapes and colours
on a two-dimensional plane.

While Reynolds became more wide-ranging and less dogmatic in his later writings, it
should not be thought that this constituted a fundamental shift in his outlook. He wished
his corpus of writings to be considered as a whole, indicating, for example, that his
remarks on Rubens did not contradict his earlier statements about the superiority of
Italian art, but were rather offered as an amendment to them. Lest there should be any
doubt that he remained loyal to the principles enunciated in his early writings, Reynolds
devoted his final Discourse (1790) to Michelangelo, the artist he had extolled 30 years
earlier in the Idler letters, for his capacity to paint nature in its most heightened form.

After Reynolds’s death, his writings came to be seen as the cornerstone of the rising
British school of painting which he had done so much to inspire. In many ways, however,
they formed a most unsatisfactory blueprint for that school. In the first place, their
attempt to update art theory for the modern intellectual climate fell rapidly into
obsolescence. Most seriously his compromise between the idealism of traditional art
theory and modern empiricism came under attack from those who doubted both the
philosophical validity of general ideas and the artistic desirability of their representation.
According to William Hazlitt, Reynolds’s theory of general nature had inspired paintings
that were ‘slovenly and unfinished’, devoid of any meaningful detail. Hazlitt also
questioned Reynolds’s lack of interest in originality and obsession with the art of the
past, thus taking a stance that prefigured the more optimistic attitude to artistic progress
taken by many nineteenth-century thinkers.

Reynolds’s ideas were still more damagingly out of tune with the practical
circumstances facing painters. They might inspire British artists to paint historical
subjects and general nature, but British patrons continued to show little interest in the
results. Reynolds himself had responded to the lack of demand for British history
painting by historicizing his portraits—generalizing his sitter’s features or dress,
portraying them as allegorical figures, or drawing upon his rich visual memory and
compendious art collection to offer witty or subtle references to past art (a practice which
he justified as ‘borrowing’ and which prompted a fellow portraitist to accuse him of
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plagiarism). Young painters less willing to compromise in answering the call for a great
British history painter were, however, faced with disaster. James Barry died destitute;
Benjamin Haydon committed suicide. The rising middle-class public for art flocked
instead around paintings of landscape or everyday life, often painted in the particular
detail which Reynolds so despised. That many of the leading proponents of these latter
genres had themselves been nurtured in the Academy would have been scant consolation
for a man who had hoped to call forth a native school of history painting. Increasingly out
of step with nineteenth-century thought, Reynolds’s ideas fell slowly from favour. It is
only recently that they have once again begun to receive a level of attention
commensurate with their historical importance, a development which may owe much to
their almost postmodern emphasis on a knowing play of reference to past art and ideas.

Biography

Joshua Reynolds was born on 16 July 1723 in Plympton, the son of a grammar school
master. He was apprenticed to Thomas Hudson in London, 1740. From 1749-52 he
travelled in Italy, returning via Paris. In 1753 he recommenced his career as portraitist in
London. In 1764 he founded a literary society, the Club, whose members would include
Dr Johnson, Edmund Burke, Goldsmith, and Sheridan. In 1768 he was elected first
President of the Royal Academy, and in 1769 he was knighted and delivered his first
Discourse to the Academy In 1773 he was awarded a Doctorate of Civil Law at the
University of Oxford. In 1781 he toured the Low Countries and Germany (another tour of
the Low Countries followed in 1785). In 1784 he was appointed Painter in Ordinary to
King George Ill. In 1790 he delivered his fifteenth and last Discourse to the Academy.
He died on 23 February 1792 in London.
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IMMANUEL KANT (1724-1804)

GERMAN PHILOSOPHER

Kant’s Kritik der Urteilskraft (Critique of Judgement)—more specifically, its first half,
‘Critique of Aesthetic Judgement’—enjoys the same seminal status in modern aesthetics
as that of his two earlier Critiques, of ‘pure’ and ‘practical’ reason, in metaphysics and
ethics respectively. It is at once the culmination of the intense eighteenth-century debate
on beauty and taste and the fount and target of most later tendencies in aesthetics. The
work has had hardly less impact upon art criticism and, indeed, upon the arts themselves,
despite its relatively few sections explicitly devoted to art. (Unlike Hegel, who equated
aesthetics with the philosophy of art, Kant uses the term “aesthetic’ to refer to a kind of
‘subjective judgement’ applied as much to natural objects as to artworks.) It testifies to
both the richness and density of those sections that artists and art theorists of starkly
opposed inclinations have appealed to Kant’s authority—both ‘formalists’ and
‘naturalists’, for example, or champions both of ‘art for art’s sake’ and of a moral
purpose in art. Such appeals typically reflect one-sided emphases on elements in a
discussion that Kant himself took to constitute a systematic whole.

That discussion begins with the problem, familiar from eighteenthcentury philosophers
like David Hume, of resolving a tension between two plausible views about aesthetic
judgements. First, they are ‘subjective’ in the sense that they record feelings, like
pleasure, rather than describe features of the objective world. Second, however, one is
often entitled to ‘contest’ another person’s judgement and insist on agreement with one’s
own. There is, as Kant puts it, an ‘antinomy’ between the ‘thesis’ that judgements of taste
are not determined by concepts and the ‘antithesis’ that they must be (‘otherwise we
could not claim...the assent of others’) (8 56). Kant’s solution to this antinomy
radicalizes a proposal of Hume’s, according to which judgements that command assent
are those of “‘competent judges’ who, inter alia, are without prejudice or bias. For Kant, a
‘pure’ aesthetic judgement must be disinterested, but this requires much more than
absence of prejudice. A ‘pure’ judgement must not only be uncontaminated by any desire
for, and practical or moral interest in, the object judged: the judge must also be
‘indifferent’ both to the nature of the object and, indeed, to its actual existence (§ 2). If,
thinking | am looking at a rose, | judge: ‘That is beautiful’, my judgement is not purely
aesthetic if it is then affected by the discovery that the object is really a tulip, say, or that
it is not an actual object at all (but, say, a laser projection). In other words, genuinely
aesthetic judgements concern only ‘appearances’ or ‘representations’—Ilooks, sounds and
so on—and not the actual objects, if any, with those appearances.

Kant argues that if my judgement is purely aesthetic in this sense, then it must
command the assent of anyone else whose judgement is similarly disinterested. This is
because everything personal and idiosyncratic—all desires, interests and the like—has
been excluded, so that nothing remains that could cause two disinterested judges to
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disagree. A pure judgement of taste is subjective then, yet it has “universal validity’, for
there is nothing personal, individual or culturally specific about the subjective feelings
registered.

The idea that, in aesthetic judgement, we, so to speak, abstract ourselves from the
actual world, including our own individual dispositions, has been immensely influential.
It is, for example, at the core of Arthur Schopenhauer’s aesthetics. Kant, however, is not
content to rest the solution to his antinomy on this idea alone, for he sees both our
capacity for and pleasure in making disinterested judgements as deeply puzzling.
Animals, after all, do not, as far as we can tell, enjoy such a capacity or pleasure.
Disinterested pleasure cannot be a ‘brute fact’: it must have a ‘determining ground’,
despite the fact that there is no ‘determinate concept’ under which an object falls—it has
no objective feature—that could compel a particular aesthetic judgement. Kant’s
ingenious proposal is that, strictly it is not objects or their appearances in which aesthetic
pleasure is taken, but something—though something highly ‘indeterminate’—about
ourselves. Specifically the pleasure is an awareness of our higher ‘cognitive powers’—
our imagination and understanding—at work together in what Kant calls a ‘free play’ (88
9-12). The objects we regard as beautiful are those apt to inspire exercises of the
imagination that, without being tightly constrained by conceptual understanding, are not
mere flights of fancy either. (In a particularly difficult passage, Kant refers to such
objects as exhibiting ‘purposiveness [or finality] without purpose’ (§ 10). The idea seems
to be that, in appreciating them, we cannot but regard them as if they had been designed
by an intelligent will and in a manner suited to the operation of our faculties.)

Although Kant sometimes gives the impression that consciousness of ‘free play’ is
enjoyable for itself, he in fact proposes a deep explanation of this pleasure. It is, he
writes, a pleasure ‘consequent’ upon the ‘universal communicability’ of my aesthetic
experience (8§ 9). Not only is universal agreement with my aesthetic judgement something
I demand, the possibility of such agreement is the very source of the pleasure | take in
making it. The point is not simply, or mainly, that we find pleasure in ‘sociability’, in not
being eccentric ‘outsiders’. Rather, the sense of my experience’s being universally shared
intimates the humanity that binds me and my fellows together. More exactly, because it is
a free play of my faculties of which | am conscious in aesthetic experience, the latter
evokes ‘the supersensible substratum of humanity’—namely, the freedom of us rational,
moral beings from nature. As Paul Guyer puts it, Kant shows how ‘the very autonomy of
aesthetic experience...allows it to serve as a palpable expression of the freedom that is
the essence of morality’ (in Kelly (ed.), 1998). Or, as Kant himself puts it, ‘beauty is the
symbol of morality’, and from that very fact is ‘derived’ the pleasure that beauty affords
us (88 59-60). This does not mean that moral concerns should influence aesthetic
judgement: indeed, if they did, the judgement would not be aesthetic. It is precisely
because the judgement is disinterested that it manifests freedom—albeit a freedom whose
importance, ultimately, is as a guarantee of the possibility of morality. The disinterested
attitude that may, in the early sections, have sounded like the accomplishment of
dilettantes or ‘aesthetes’ turns out, then, to be the precondition for experiencing—as
against merely postulating—the moral freedom that defines us as human.

None of Kant’s discussion, as so far expounded, has any specific reference to art.
Indeed, most of his examples of objects of aesthetic judgement have been taken from the
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world of nature, not culture. Moreover, when he refers to ‘the superiority of natural to
artificial beauty’ and remarks that ‘art can only be called beautiful...while it looks like
nature’ (8§ 45), it seems that Kant relegates art to the level of a poor and vicarious
substitute for nature. But this is not the case. The reference to nature’s ‘superiority’ is
making the strictly limited point that appreciation of nature is more apt than art
appreciation to promote a certain kind of “intellectual interest’, a pleasure in the world’s
being a certain way and not simply in how things look, sound, smell, etc. As for the claim
that art should look like nature, this is not advocating that painters should produce highly
‘realistic’ copies of mountains, oceans or whatever for the benefit of those who are
denied experience of the originals. The point, rather, is that a pure, disinterested
appreciation of the formal features of an artwork requires prescinding from any concern
for the intended content and purpose of the work. One must, as it were, be indifferent to
its being an artefact rather than a product of nature.

Kant’s emphasis on the formal features of works that inspire the free play of our
faculties and invite aesthetic appreciation has inclined some art critics, like Clive Bell and
Clement Greenberg, to suppose that he would have welcomed formalist and even
abstractionist tendencies in modern art. But this is to ignore Kant’s insistence that taste
and purely aesthetic pleasure constitute only one aspect of art appreciation. While
artworks are expected to be beautiful in form, an unrelenting diet of ones that are no more
than that—wallpaper designs, for example—would soon be “‘dulling’. Artworks should
also be “full of spirit [or soul, Geist]’, so as to ‘put [our] mental powers into swing’ (88
49-50). Works that manifest this ‘spirit’ are those which present what Kant, somewhat
infelicitously, calls ‘aesthetic Ideas’, and they are the product of ‘genius’. It is in these
two notions that Kant’s main contribution to art theory, as distinct from aesthetics at
large, resides.

Genius, in Kant’s sense of the term, is peculiar to art: it is the ‘innate disposition
through which nature gives the Rule to art’ (§ 46). The accomplishments of a scientific
giant, like Newton, are, one might say his own. The ‘rules’—the method of enquiry used,
the steps of inference taken, and so on—are his own responsibility and ones that he can
formulate and teach to others. The artist of genius, however, is a medium through which
nature works: he or she is unable to formulate how a work comes about and the ‘rule’
followed cannot be taught or learned, even though the work becomes ‘exemplary’ for
later artists. What such an artist produces or ‘presents’ are ‘aesthetic Ideas’. These are
not, despite the connotations of the word ‘idea’, mental items, but imaginative visual (or
other observable) representations, such as paintings, that inspire rich processes of thought
and imagination on the part of their audience. These ‘Ideas’ serve to ‘body forth’ or
‘realize’ in a sensory form matters that are ‘invisible’ and profound—eternity, love,
creation, and so on. Crucially, these are matters of which we have only a meagre
conceptual understanding, and to which ordinary literal language is inadequate. By
presenting aesthetic Ideas of such matters, the artist-genius furnishes ‘much ineffable
thought” and feeling, thereby expressing, enriching and communicating modes of
understanding and experience in a way that ordinary discourse never could (§ 49).

Kant’s picture of the artist-genius who expresses the ineffable is thoroughly consonant
with the conception of art advocated by artists and philosophers of art, like Schelling,
identified with the Romantic movement already underway at the end of the eighteenth
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century It would be wrong, however, to describe Kant as an ‘expressivist’ if that term
suggests, as it does for some later writers opposed to formalism, that artworks should be
uninhibited outpourings of artists’ emotions. For a start, it is not emotions but what Kant,
somewhat confusingly, calls ‘rational ideas’—eternity and the like—that the artist-genius
‘realizes’ in sensory form. Second, such an artist must communicate, ideally to all other
human beings. To do this, he or she must pay due attention to the formal aspects of a
work. Slapping paint onto a canvas any old how might ‘release’ an artist’s feelings, but
what is expressed may be detectable by no one other than the artist and his or her
immediate coterie.

Despite, or rather because of, the autonomy of the aesthetic, it is clear that, for Kant,
sensitivity both to beauty in general and to great art is integral to an authentically human
life. Disinterested pleasure in the contemplation of nature intimates our freedom from the
very thing contemplated, while the human products of ‘spirit” or genius communicate and
render palpable those profound thoughts that, together with moral freedom, distinguish
humankind.
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EDMUND BURKE (1729-97)

IRISH-BORN BRITISH STATESMAN AND WRITER

Burke’s contribution to aesthetic theory, A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our
Ideas of the Sublime and the Beautiful (1757), was an empirical investigation into the
psychological and physiological basis of man’s aesthetic experience, penned under the
influence of other empiricist philosophers of the British Isles, such as Shaftesbury,
Addison and Locke. In the ‘Introduction on Taste’, prefaced to the revised edition of the
Philosophical Enquiry of 1759, and in Burke’s analysis of beauty as a source of pleasure,
he contributed to the development of two central aesthetic ideas of the eighteenth century
However, the historical significance of his text derives primarily from his interpretation
of the sublime as an aesthetic category. This was to provide a philosophical basis for
understanding man’s aesthetic experience of aspects of nature and art which did not
conform to eighteenth-century notions of beauty

In eighteenth-century aesthetics taste was generally conceived as a rational attribute of
men of sensibility who were self-aware of every nuance of their feelings. However,
Burke followed Shaftesbury in conceiving direct sensory experience, unmediated by the
faculty of reason, as the object of the faculty of taste, for which he postulated a
physiological basis common to all mankind. Accordingly, he stated that ‘the pleasure of
all the senses, of the sight, and even of the Taste, that most ambiguous of the senses, is
the same in all, high and low, learned and unlearned’, as illustrated by the fact that “all
[men] concur in calling sweetness pleasant, and sourness and bitterness unpleasant’ and
that all find ‘light...more pleasing than darkness’ and ‘summer... more agreeable than
winter’. Thus in his conception of the faculty of taste, Burke established a universally
valid, empirical benchmark against which to evaluate our aesthetic experience, not
merely of visual phenomena, but of all sensory impressions.

Just as Burke identified a physiological basis for the faculty of taste, so he defined
beauty as that which gives pleasure and ‘causes love, yet excites nothing at all of desire’
through its direct appeal to the senses. This represented a departure from the conception
of beauty widely held by eighteenth-century thinkers for whom the art and culture of
classical antiquity represented an ideal. It was in accordance with Plato’s view of the
representation of nature in an idealized form as morally edifying that the classical
doctrine of mimesis (imitation) was appropriated as the cornerstone of eighteenth-century
aesthetic theory, and the symmetry balance, and perfect proportions of a painting,
sculpture or landscape deemed beautiful. In contradistinction to this view, Burke, who
rejected the notion of beauty as a means of inspiring moral virtue, described as beautiful
those physical characteristics of nature and art which give pleasure. He stated that “since
[beauty] is no creature of our reason, since it strikes us without any reference to use,...we
must conclude that beauty is, for the greater part, some quality in bodies’, and identified
‘smallness’, ‘smoothness’, ‘gradual variation’, and ‘delicacy’ as beautiful ‘sensible
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qualities’. In so doing he moved away from the notion of beauty as a purely visual
phenomenon to account for the range of pleasant sensations to which sights, sounds,
tastes, and smells give rise.

Underpinning the distinction Burke drew between the beautiful and the sublime was
his recognition ‘that pain and pleasure in their most simple and natural manner of
affecting, are each of a positive nature, and by no means necessarily dependent on each
other for their existence’. Accordingly, he differentiated between the “positive pleasure’
to which the beautiful gives rise, and the ‘relative pleasure’ or ‘delight’ which
‘accompanies the removal of pain or danger’. He described how ‘on being released from
the severity of some cruel pain’ we find ourselves in ‘a state of much sobriety impressed
with a sense of awe, in a sort of tranquility shadowed with horror’, and it was this feeling
of “delight” which Burke conceived as the essence of the sublime. He stated that:

When danger or pain press too nearly, they are incapable of giving any delight,
and are simply terrible; but at certain distances, and with certain modifications,
they...are delightful, as we everyday experience.

It was Burke’s belief that ‘the passions...which are conversant about the preservation of
the individual’ and which ‘turn chiefly on pain and danger,...are the most powerful of all
the passions’ which gave the sublime the aesthetic credibility previously reserved for the
beautiful.

Burke’s formulation of the sublime as an aesthetic category represented a significant
departure from its origins in classical antiquity as a category of rhetoric. The sublime was
first codified in a firstcentury Greek treatise entitled On the Sublime attributed to
Longinus, who conceived it as a stimulus of powerful emotion which found expression
through the noble diction and imagery of an oration. It was this rhetorical notion of the
sublime which ‘acquired something of a cult status among the literary’ in the early
eighteenth century (Phillips, 1996). However, Burke was not concerned with the
techniques by which an orator could inspire his listeners with astonishment and awe, but
rather with explaining our experience of aspects of nature and art which, because they
‘excite the ideas of pain and danger’, are ‘a source of the sublime’.

He identified characteristics of natural phenomena as sublime, such as ‘vastness’ and
‘littleness’, since ‘as the great extreme of dimension is sublime, so the last extreme of
littleness is in some measure sublime likewise’; ‘magnificence’, such as that of ‘the starry
heaven’; ‘infinity and eternity’, since ‘there is nothing of which we really understand so
little’; and “obscurity’, as exemplified by ‘how greatly night adds to our dread, in all
cases of danger, and how much the notions of ghosts and goblins, of which none can
form clear ideas, affect minds’. For Burke, it was the capacity of art to assume these
characteristics of nature which rendered it sublime, the complexity, uniformity, and
magnificence of an art work being as awe-inspiring as the grandest aspects of nature. His
recognition of ‘excessive loudness’ or the ‘sudden cessation of sound’, and of bitter tastes
and ‘intolerable stenches’ as sublime enabled him to explain the sublimity of all our
sense-impressions.

The historical significance of Burke’s reformulation of the sublime as an aesthetic
category was far-reaching. By acknowledging the aesthetic merit of art as an expressive
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medium, the value of which is derived not purely from the imitation or idealization of
nature, but also from the emotions which the subject-matter of the work evokes, Burke
lent credibility to a range of art previously excluded from the neoclassical canon of
beautiful masterpieces, such as the grotesque etchings of Jacques Callot and the paintings
of Rembrandt. The high value Burke, like Rousseau, placed on man’s feelings and
immediate sensory experience provided the impetus for the Sturm und Drang movement
of the 1770s, in which thinkers such as Herder, Hamann, and Goethe explored further the
psychology of aesthetic perception. In the wake of this Geniezeit (time of genius), Kant
reformulated the beautiful and the sublime to account for the interrelationship between
man’s rational and emotional faculties which he conceived as fundamental to human
experience, and in so doing provided a philosophical basis for the aesthetics of
Romanticism.

The importance the sublime assumed in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century
aesthetic thought, and the enthusiasm for a wider range of art works which it ushered in,
was reflected in the history of art of the period. The revival of Gothic architecture, the
landscapes and seascapes of Caspar David Friedrich and J.M.W.Turner, and the
grotesque engravings of Francisco Goya can all be understood as practical realizations of
the sublime. Taste for the sublime was also reflected in developments in landscape
gardening in the late eighteenth century, during which the popularity of the formal,
neoclassical gardens associated with Capability Brown was superseded by enthusiasm for
wild, open parkland in which nature was given free rein.

Burke devoted the last part of the Philosophical Enquiry to an investigation of the
relationship between poetry and visual art, and suggested that whilst our aesthetic
experience of the former derives from our ‘sympathy’ with the ideas and feelings evoked
in a text, our appreciation of the latter is based primarily on its representational quality.
He suggested that just as ‘natural objects affect us, by the laws of that connexion, which
Providence has established between certain motions and configurations of bodies, and
certain consequent feelings in our minds’, so ‘painting affects in the same manner, but
with the superadded pleasure of imitation’. By contrast he argued that ‘poetry and
rhetoric...affect rather by sympathy than imitation’, their purpose being ‘to display rather
the effect of things on the mind of the speaker, or of others, than to present a clear idea of
the things themselves’. For Burke it was the ideas and emotions conveyed by words that
lent them the capacity to evoke the sublime, as illustrated in novels such as Horace
Walpole’s The Castle of Otranto (1765) and Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein (1818).

Thus, whilst Burke’s philosophical investigation into the sensory basis of our aesthetic
experience was a product of eighteenth-century empiricism, his recognition of the value
of art in all its diversity, and in particular his codification of the sublime as an aesthetic
category, was of seminal importance in the emergence of Romantic aesthetics. His ideas
influenced the thinking of Diderot, Lessing, Schiller, Kant, and Coleridge amongst
others, and as a mediator between the cult of sensibility (Empfindsamkeit), which found
expression in the paintings of Jean-Honoré Fragonard and Antoine Watteau, and the
Romanticism expressed in the paintings of William Blake and Eugéene Delacroix, he was
a pivotal figure in the development of the history of art of the eighteenth century
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Biography
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GOTTHOLD LESSING (1729-81)

GERMAN WRITER AND CRITIC

For much of the eighteenth century, the lack of any sense of national cultural identity
between the disparate German states was compounded by the hegemony of French taste
and Frenchified neoclassicism. It is against this background that Lessing’s contribution to
aesthetic theory, Laokoon oder {iber die Grenzen der Malerei und Poesie (Laocoon, or on
the limits of painting and poetry) (1766), like that of his compatriot Winckelmann, has
to be understood. As a study of the aesthetic principles underpinning the creation of the
visual arts and literature of classical antiquity and governing our experience of them,
Lessing’s treatise was a product of the antiquarian studies he pursued during his stay in
Breslau (1760-5). However, it was conceived not merely as a piece of antiquarian
scholarship but as an aesthetic foundation for contemporary practice derived directly
from the art and literature of the ancient Greeks, rather than from the works of their
French epigones.

For Lessing and Winckelmann alike, fostering the appreciation and emulation of the art
of classical antiquity represented a powerful means of nurturing a sense of German
national identity because they conceived the culture of antiquity as a reflection of the
moral virtue of the ancient Greeks. This is reflected in Winckelmann’s famous
pronouncement that ‘the universal and predominant characteristic of the Greek
masterpieces is a noble simplicity and tranquil grandeur, both in posture and expression’,
insofar as he interpreted the nobility of the Greek heroes represented as evidence of their
stoicism, and their tranquility as evidence of their spirituality. His appreciation of the
‘simplicity” and ‘grandeur’ of such works was premised on a platonic conception of the
representation of nature in an idealized form as beautiful and morally edifying. Similarly
Lessing’s view that when ‘the wise Greek...confined [art] solely to the imitation of
beautiful bodies’ he realized ‘the ultimate purpose of art’, was inextricably linked to his
belief that:

When beautiful men fashioned beautiful statues, these in their turn affected
them, and the State had beautiful statues in part to thank for beautiful citizens.

As Nisbet (1985) suggests, the utopian vision of ancient Greece on which the aesthetics
of Winckelmann and Lessing was founded ‘provided an antidote to French culture’,
which was charged with alienating modern man from his natural feelings and instincts.
Yet whilst both Winckelmann and Lessing espoused platonizing neo-classicism from a
distinctively Germanic perspective, it was by taking issue with remarks made by
Winckelmann on the marble sculpture of Laocoon and his sons, created by Hagesandros,
Athenodoros, and Polydoros around 25 BC, that Lessing began his Laocoon essay,
written in his characteristically polemical style. The statue depicts a mythological scene,
described in Virgil’s Aeneid, in which the Trojan priest Laocoon and his two sons are
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strangled by serpents sent by the gods to punish Laocoon for attempting to prevent the
Greeks from seizing Troy Lessing challenged Winckelmann’s explanation for the fact
that, in the sculpture, Laocoon does not cry out with pain, since ‘his mouth is not wide
enough open to allow it’, but rather ‘emits an anxious and oppressed sigh’. Winckelmann
attributed this to the stoical fortitude with which Laocoon endured his pain, and
suggested that ‘the expressions of the Greek figures, however strong their passions,
reveal a great and dignified soul’. Lessing argued ‘that outcries on the feeling of bodily
pain, especially according to the ancient Greek way of thinking, can quite well consist
with a great soul’, as illustrated within the writings of Homer, and that therefore ‘the
expression of such a soul cannot be the reason why, nevertheless, the artist in his marble
refuses to imitate this crying’. Rather Lessing suggested that this would have detracted
from the beauty of the work and that the artist had ‘to tone down cries to sighing; not
because cries betrayed an ignoble soul, but because they disfigure the face in an
unpleasing manner’.

Underpinning Lessing’s critique of Winckelmann’s comments on the Laocoon group
was his formulation of an aesthetic theory of the visual arts which was distinct from his
formulation of the laws of poetry. He conceived the true purpose of the ‘plastic arts’ to be
‘the imitation of beautiful bodies’ through the juxtaposition in space of ‘figures and
colours’, and suggested that ‘the proper subjects of poetry’ are ‘actions’ represented
through a succession of ‘articulate sounds in time’. By the time Lessing penned his
Laocoon essay, this distinction was commonplace: Gombrich (1957) traces it back to
Plato’s Cratylus and, within the confines of the eighteenth century, it had been discussed
by Du Bos, Diderot, and Edmund Burke among others. However, Lessing’s formulation
of the distinction specifically in relation to the art and literature of antiquity resulted in a
more secure philosophical foundation for neo-classicism which, as Nisbet suggests,
combined ‘the deductive methods of Baumgarten, Moses Mendelssohn, and other
thinkers of the Leibniz-Wolffian school’ with ‘the empirical methods favoured by the art-
historian Winckelmann’.

The distinction Lessing drew between the spatial quality of the visual arts and the
temporal nature of literature was complemented by a semiotic theory articulated earlier
by his close friend Moses Mendelssohn. This theory distinguished between two kinds of
representational signs: natural signs, which resemble the physical phenomena they
signify, and arbitrary signs, which have no direct relationship to the concepts or objects
signified, to which they are linked merely through their consistent usage within a culture.
Whilst Lessing took pains to emphasize ‘that both [painting and poetry] can be either
natural or arbitrary’, he condemned the use of arbitrary signs in painting as a departure
“from its true perfection’, and suggested that ‘conversely poetry draws all the closer to its
true perfection, the closer it makes its arbitrary signs approach the natural’.

Accordingly, he condemned allegorical and historical painting, in which, through the
incorporation of arbitrary signs into a picture, the artist attempts to endow his work with a
conceptual meaning which, according to Lessing, it is the prerogative of literature to
convey He described ‘the rage for allegorizing’—illustrated by the inclusion in a work of
‘purely allegorical’ symbols, such as ‘the bridle in the hand of Temperance’ or ‘the pillar
on which Steadfastness leans’—as an attempt to turn painting ‘into a silent poem’ with
disregard for its true purpose as a means of representing physical beauty which is to be



Key writersonart 132

appreciated for its own sake. Whilst Lessing acknowledged that such beauty could inspire
moral virtue, he did not endorse the view, implicit in Winckelmann’s explanation for
Laocoon’s ‘oppressed sigh’, that the natural signs with which beauty is represented can
convey moral truths. His contrasting view of literature as a vehicle for the expression of
such truths was premised on the conceptual content he attributed to linguistic
representational signs which, in drama ‘cease to be arbitrary signs, and become the
natural signs of arbitrary things’.

Just as Lessing condemned ‘the rage for description’ in poetry as a futile attempt to
evoke the appearance of physical phenomena with representational signs which lack a
spatial dimension, so he was highly critical of artists who attempted to endow their
paintings with a narrative content, as William Hogarth did in a series of pictures entitled
The Rake’s Progress (1735), which charts the moral decline of the rake from youthful
waywardness to confinement in Bedlam. Lessing argued that ‘the material limits of Art
confine her imitative effort to one single moment’ and that ‘the painter in particular can
use this single moment only from one point of vision’. By insisting that this moment
must be ‘the most pregnant, from which what precedes and follows will be most easily
apprehended’, Lessing situated the visual arts within a temporal framework which exists
purely in the imagination of the artist and recipient of the work. It was by viewing the
Laocoon group from within such a framework that Lessing defended the depiction of
Laocoon’s sigh as an anticipation of his shriek, which therefore ‘gives free play to the
imagination’. He proscribed the representation of a shriek on the grounds that the
permanent embodiment of such a transient phenomenon is implausible and unsuited to
sustained contemplation.

Lessing’s aesthetic theory was informed by the belief he shared with many other
eighteenth-century thinkers that the artist should seek to represent nature as realistically
as possible. This view was voiced by Diderot (Salon 1763) who admired the depiction of
‘nature itself” in paintings of Chardin which ‘represent fruit and the accompaniments of a
meal’, and praised the way in which ‘the objects come out of the canvas with a truth that
deceives the eye’. However, as a neo-classicist, Lessing sought to confine naturalism in
art within the constraints imposed by the doctrine of decorum or bienséance (propriety),
which legitimized only the depiction of la belle nature (beautiful nature). Thus he
expressed disdain for the work of Pyreicus, a genre painter of the Hellenistic period, ‘who
painted, with all the diligence of a Dutch artist, nothing but barbers’ shops, filthy
factories, donkeys and cabbages’. Furthermore, in accordance with his belief that the true
purpose of art, as a representation of physical beauty is to ‘awaken agreeable sensations’,
Lessing renounced the depiction of the ugly as that which ‘awakens aversion without
respect to the actual existence of the subject in which we perceive it’. Yet by endorsing
Mendelssohn’s view that ‘the representations of fear, of sadness, of terror, of pity... can
be resolved into pleasant sensations by the recollection that it is but an artistic deceit’,
and that such ‘unpleasant emotions...gratify the mind, inasmuch as they never excite
unmixed aversion, but... mingle their bitterness with pleasure’, Lessing acknowledged
the power of art to evoke the sublime as conceived by Burke.

Whilst therefore in the Laocoon essay Lessing provided a philosophical framework in
which to understand the art of antiquity, his aesthetic theory was highly problematic in its
normative pretensions: like much neo-classical criticism ‘it assumed a stable psychology
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of human nature; a fundamental set of norms in the works themselves; a uniform working
of human sensibility; and intelligence allowing us to reach conclusions which would be
valid for all art and all literature’ (Wellek, 1981). Moreover, the limitations of the
doctrine of mimesis (imitation)—as the cornerstone of eighteenth-century aesthetic theory
which failed to account for the aesthetic experience of non-representational art—were
rendered even more acute by Lessing’s view of ‘the imitation of beautiful bodies’ as the
raison d’étre of art. This view undermined the credibility of a whole range of art, such as
the Gothic art of the medieval period, the genre-painting of seventeenth-century Dutch
artists, and the still-life and landscape paintings of the eighteenth century Similarly,
Lessing’s insistence that art must ‘awaken agreeable sensations’ effectively discredited
the fantastic and grotesque pictures of artists such as Albrecht Durer, Jacques Callot, and
Francisco Goya.

However, despite the limitations of Lessing’s aesthetic theory, the subsequent
development of aspects of his thought bears witness to its historical significance. On the
one hand, as a champion of the art, literature, and culture of ancient Greece, his writings
provided a source of inspiration for the so-called Weimar classicism of Schiller and
Goethe. On the other hand, whilst his ‘inevitable compulsion to oppose the tide of
fashion...made him impatient of the movement of Storm and Stress’, he nevertheless
articulated ideas that were of seminal importance in the emergence of Romanticism
(Gombrich, 1957). His view of art as a mimetic medium did not exclude an appreciation
of its expressive capacity nor did his fidelity to classical rules of taste prevent him from
realizing the value of artistic genius. Moreover, the prominence accorded to naturalism in
his aesthetic thought was reinvented as the foundation for artistic practice in the mid-
nineteenth century, when Millet and Courbet sought to depict scenes from everyday life
as realistically as possible.

Biography
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a Protestant minister. He studied theology (and latterly medicine and philology) at
Leipzig University from 1746-8. He worked as a freelance writer in Berlin from 1748-56
(gaining his Masters in Theology at Wittenberg Univerity in 1752), in Leipzig from
1756-8 and back in Berlin from 1758-60. In 1759 he was editor of the journal Briefe, die
Neueste Litteratur bretreffend (Letters concerning Recent Literature). He was Regimental
Secretary to Prussian General, Bogislaw Friedrich von Tauentzien, in Breslau from
1760-5 and wrote Laokoon in 1766. He returned to freelance writing in Berlin 1765-7
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Brunswick on 15 February 1781.
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FRIEDRICH SCHILLER (1759-1805)

GERMAN DRAMATIST AND CRITIC

Schiller’s rather abstract aesthetic ideas were developed in the early 1790s, in the wake of
the publication of Kant’s Kritik der Urteilskraft (Critique of Judgement) (1790), through
the lectures on aesthetics he presented at Jena University and through the essays,
treatises, and letters he produced during this period. Foremost amongst these were the
series of letters on aesthetic education sent by Schiller to his benefactor, Prince Friedrich
Christian of Schleswig-Holstein-Augus-tenburg, in 1793. Schiller subsequently rewrote
these for publication in instalments in a new journal which he was editing, Die Horen,
under the title Uber die asthetische Erziehung des Menschen (On the Aesthetic Education
of Man) (1795).

Schiller’s letters on aesthetic education were premised on his view of modern
civilization as a corruption of nature—a view inaugurated in eighteenth-century thought
by Rousseau’s declaration that ‘man was born free, and he is everywhere in chains’.
Schiller, like Rousseau, attributed this corruption to the rationality of modern man, whose
reason has ‘wrested from him those very means of animality which are the condition of
his humanity” and an essential prerequisite for artistic creativity. He described how in
modern times art has been ‘deprived of all encouragement” and ‘flees from the noisy mart
of our century’, as an age in which: ‘Necessity...bends a degraded humanity beneath its
tyrannous yoke” and in which “Utility is the great idol’. However, Schiller did not join the
‘back-to-nature’ cult of Rousseau’s disciples by presenting the condition of primitive
man who lives solely by his senses as an ideal. Rather, like Kant, he sought to reconcile
the rationality of modern man with his senses and instincts to ensure his moral freedom,
and conceived aesthetic experience as the basis for achieving this goal.

The kinship between the philosophical outlook of Kant and Schiller was clearly
reflected in their aesthetic thought. Kant conceived the “play’ of the imagination which
the experience of beauty facilitates as a form of pre-conceptual engagement with one’s
‘objective sensations’ which inspires a sense of moral virtue. Similarly, Schiller viewed
beauty as ‘living shape’ which, through the interpenetration of its form and content, is the
object of the ‘play impulse’ and therefore the source of man’s moral freedom. He
conceived this ‘play impulse’ as the interplay between two opposing drives: the Stofftrieb
(sense-drive), as ‘the urge to assimilate the world of senses’, and the Formtrieb
(formdrive), as ‘the urge to subdue the world to the moral law’. Accordingly, he stated
that:

The first insists upon absolute reality: [man] is to turn everything that is mere
form into world, and realize all his potentialities; the second insists upon
absolute formality: he is to eradicate everything in himself that is merely world,
and produce harmony in all its mutations.
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Schiller viewed the ‘aesthetic state’, realized through the interplay of the Stofftrieb and
the Formtrieb, as the basis for the reconciliation of man’s sense and reason, and thereby
for the formation of a liberal and organic society.

That Schiller, along with his close friend Goethe, found a model for this idealized
society in the culture of ancient Greece is illustrative of the continuum in the history of
ideas between the neo-classicism of Winckelmann and Lessing, and the so-called
Weimar classicism of Schiller and Goethe. Like his compatriots, Schiller argued that the
beauty of the art of classical antiquity was an expression of the moral virtue of the ancient
Greeks. Thus he suggested that ‘the Greek nature ...united all the attractions of art and all
the dignity of wisdom’, and that:

Combining fullness of form with fullness of content, at once philosophic and
creative, at the same time tender and energetic, we see them uniting the
youthfulness of fantasy with the manliness of reason in a splendid humanity

It was Schiller’s high regard for the organic unity of the culture of ancient Greece which
inspired the conviction he first expressed in the Kallias Letters written to Kdérner in 1793,
that aesthetic education was the principal means of cultivating moral virtue: that ‘it is
through Beauty that we arrive at Freedom’ and that ‘the moral condition can be
developed only from the aesthetic, not from the physical condition’.

Schiller’s Platonizing neo-classicism, and, in particular, his eulogy of the culture of
classical antiquity as an ideal to be emulated, coexisted uneasily with his recognition that
‘both Science and Art pay homage to the spirit of the age’ and that “the artist is the child
of his time’. Yet through this blend of neo-classicism and historicism, Schiller anticipated
the Romantic view of history most clearly expounded by Hegel, who perceived a
correlation between the history of art and the evolution of human spirituality, a
correlation manifest in the diverse artistic forms through which the “spirit’ is expressed.
This view of art history facilitated the re-evaluation of works of art and literature
previously excluded from the neo-classical canon for failing to conform to eighteenth-
century notions of beauty, and entailed attributing to such works an ahistorical,
metaphysical meaning which rendered them of timeless aesthetic value.

Schiller’s vision of the creation, through the aesthetic education of man, of a modern
‘aesthetic state’ that would revive the spirit of classical antiquity was complemented in
Uber naive und sentimentalische Dichtung (On Naive and Sentimental Poetry) (1795-6)
by his conception of a form of modern, reflective, ‘sentimental’ poetry no less valid than
ancient, spontaneous, ‘naive’ poetry It was the dichotomy Schiller created between the
‘naive’ and ‘sentimental” which inspired the distinction Friedrich Schlegel drew between
the ‘classical’ and ‘romantic’ to express the equal aesthetic status of ancient and modern
literature—a distinction applied to the other arts to the same effect by Friihromantiker
such as W.H.Wackenroder.

Thus, whilst, as Nisbet (1985) notes, Schiller viewed the Romantic movement of the
1790s ‘with suspicion and disapproval’, he nevertheless anticipated aspects of early-
Romantic aesthetic theory. His conception of aesthetic experience as a reconciliation of
two opposing drives was shared by Frihromantiker such as E.T.A.Hoffmann, who
conceived Besonnenheit (rational awareness) and Begeisterung (enthusiasm) as the
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constituent qualities of an artistic genius; and by Karl Philipp Moritz, who distinguished
between Bildungskraft (power of creativity) and Empfindungsvermdgen (capacity of
feeling).

Moreover, like the Frihromantiker, Schiller acknowledged that through the
reconciliation of such polar opposites, art and literature could evoke the sublime. Whilst
he did not devote any space to this aesthetic category in Uber die dsthetische Erziehung
des Menschen or in Uber naive und sentimentalische Dichtung, it was discussed in his
essays Vom Erhabenen (Of the Sublime) (1793) and Uber das Erhabene (On the
Sublime) (1801), and in his treatise Uber Anmut und Wurde (On Grace and Dignity)
(1793). Schiller’s presentation, in Uber Anmut und Wurde, of grace as the physiological
manifestation of beauty, and dignity as that of the sublime was an expression of his
endorsement of Kant’s view of the sublime as a means to inspire moral virtue, and
therefore as the counterpart of beauty in aesthetic education. However, whilst Kant, in his
Critique of Judgement, focused on ‘the sublime in natural objects (since the sublime in
art is always confined to the conditions that [art] must meet to be in harmony with
nature)’, Schiller followed Edmund Burke in acknowledging that art could be evocative
of the sublime. Indeed, in On the Sublime, Schiller suggests that:

It is true that nature herself supplies objects in abundance on which the
perceptive faculty for the beautiful and sublime can be exercised; but man is
here, as in other cases, better served at one remove than directly, and prefers to
receive a subject matter prepared and selected by art rather than to drink scantily
and with difficulty from the impure well of nature.

By placing the sublime on an equal footing with the beautiful, Schiller, along with many
other late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century aestheticians, provided an aesthetic
basis for understanding paintings such as Caspar David Friedrich’s painting Der
Wanderer Uber dem Nebelmeer (The Wanderer above the Mist) (1818) and
J.M.W.Turner’s Steamer in a Snowstorm (1842) which, through their evocation of the
grandeur of nature, arouse in us ‘the feeling that we have within us a supersensible
power” and an awareness ‘of our vocation as being sublimely above nature’ (Kant, [1790]
1987).

The blend of neo-classical and Romantic aesthetic ideas which characterized Schiller’s
aesthetic thought was reflected in his view of the relationship between the different arts.
As Wellek (1981) comments, ‘Schiller, while holding firmly to the neo-classical
prescription of purity in the genres and in the different arts, still envisages some final
union of the arts’. Schiller stated that:

The different arts are becoming more and more similar in their effect on the
mind, without any change in their objective boundaries. Music in its highest
perfection must become form and affect us with the quiet power of antiquity;
plastic art in its highest perfection must become music and move us by its
immediate sensuous presence; poetry in its most perfect development must grip
us powerfully like music but at the same time surround us like sculpture with
quiet clarity. The perfect style of each art is manifested when it knows how to
remove its specific limitations and to assume a more general character by a wise
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use of its peculiarity, without, however, giving up its specific advantages.
(Schiller in Wellek, 1981)

In making this statement Schiller articulated a central tenet of Romantic aesthetics, voiced
by Robert Schumann amongst others: that there is one aesthetic underpinning all artistic
media. This view was premised on the Romantic conception of art as an expressive and
spiritual medium which facilitates ‘longing’ (Sehnsucht) for the infinite—a view
anticipated by Schiller’s vision of aesthetic education as a means of cultivating man’s
moral instinct.

Thus, whilst Schiller did not comment specifically on the visual arts, he did make a
significant contribution to the pool of aesthetic ideas which informed their creation and
reception. On the one hand he followed his compatriots Winckelmann and Lessing in
seeking to regenerate modern art (and society) through the emulation of the art of
antiquity. On the other hand, against the backdrop of the political turmoil of the French
Revolution, he grappled with the dilemma, bequeathed to the Romantics by Kant, of how
to reconcile the rationality of modern man with his natural instincts and direct sensory
experience of the world to ensure his moral freedom. In conceiving aesthetic education as
the primary means of achieving this end, Schiller contributed to the specifically Germanic
tradition of selfcultivation (Bildung), which was to blossom in the early nineteenth
century in the writings of Solger, Schleiermacher and Humboldt, and he anticipated Karl
Marx’s view of art as a means of overcoming the alienation of modern man.

Biography

Johann Christoph Friedrich von Schiller was born on 10 November 1759 in Marbach,
Warttemberg. He studied medicine at the Karlsschule from 1776-82, becoming a surgeon
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from publishing by the Duke of Wirttemberg, he moved to Mannheim 1783, where he
became the resident dramatist of the Mannheim Theatre. In 1789 he was appointed
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G.W.F.HEGEL (1770-1831)

GERMAN PHILOSOPHER

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel continues to be one of the crucial touchstones in the
history of art and visual studies. It would not be much of an exaggeration to say that art
history, as it developed in German-speaking countries in the nineteenth century (and was
exported to the further reaches of the academic world) is a combination of Hegel’s
speculative philosophy of art, and his grand narrative of its history, with the scrupulous
methods of German philology which had been exercised first on classical texts. More
recent theories of the visual, such as Sartre’s and Lacan’s (varying) conceptions of the
‘gaze’ are formulated in terms of Hegel’s dialectical categories of subject and object;
Derrida’s project of deconstruction, including his writings on visual art, involves an
unremitting critique of Hegel, but allows the latter to set much of the agenda. Marxist
aesthetics is inconceivable without Hegel’s dialectical history as both model and foil.

Hegel’s aesthetics coincides both temporally and in spirit with the age of the museum;
Karl Friedrich Schinkel’s Altes Museum, for example, erected in Berlin at the time of
Hegel’s lectures on the fine arts was just a short walk from the philosopher’s residence.
The great European museums took the art of Greece as exemplary and offered the visitor
a historically articulated tour of the art of the past, itself a virtual tour of the history of
culture. In Hegel’s system, truth develops historically, so that the history of art, religion,
and philosophy are significant narratives that now, at the end of the day display a
meaningful pattern. Hegel’s knowledge of art was no doubt the most prodigious and wide
ranging of any philosopher until his own time, however parochial we now find some of
his judgements (our greater perspicuity indebted in no small degree to the discipline he
helped to found). Yet this knowledge came at the price, as Hegel acknowledged, of
accepting art as a subject of what he called science (or Wissenschaft), rather than as the
highest expression of the spirit or culture of an age. As he says in the Aesthetik (Hegel’s
Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art, 1979), ‘the form of art has ceased to be the supreme
need of the spirit. No matter how excellent we find the statues of the Greek gods, no
matter how we see God the Father, Christ, and Mary so estimably and perfectly
portrayed: it is no help; we bow the knee no longer’. This notorious pronouncement
touches on what has been inaccurately called Hegel’s ‘death of art’ thesis. While he never
suggests that there has been or will be a cessation of artistic production and enjoyment,
Hegel does speak, as here, of a change in the place of art within culture: it is ultimately
replaced by philosophy and science, including the science of art. Hegel also speaks of a
‘dissolution” (Auflésung) of art, that is, a fragmentation or unfolding such that art
dissolves into its separate strands and is liberated for a vast variety of styles and modes,
including especially the idiosyncrasies of irony and reflective humour; we might think
here of Picasso’s restless experimentation with styles, or Marcel Duchamp’s casting
himself as a master of irony.
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Hegel writes not of the ‘visual arts” but of the ‘formative arts’ (bildende Kunste, or
image-making arts), emphasizing not so much the static image (Bild) or structure, but the
process of thought which gives meaning to artworks. Art is not an imitation of reality (as
the Greeks supposed) or the source of a universal aesthetic experience (as Kant argued),
but one of the ways, along with religion and philosophy, in which mind comes to know
itself and to make itself known. In that sense, all art involves an original manifestation of
thought. Consequently natural beauty so important to Kant and the eighteenth century is
at most a vague indication of the genuine beauty of art; Hegel contributed heavily to the
elimination of interest in natural beauty and even in such arts as landscape architecture
that characterizes European aesthetics earlier. If art is eventually superseded by
philosophy, it is still the case that its way of ‘making visible’, its very act of
manifestation, is that which has served longest and most effectively as the educator of
humankind. Hegel defines beauty as ‘the sensuous shining [Schein, less happily
translated as ‘appearance’] of the Idea’. To unfold that sentence fully would require an
immersion in Hegel’s logic and philosophy of Spirit, but we can note two things:

« the Idea is not something unworldly and transcendent (as we might think of the Platonic
idea), but is complex and comes about through a development, typically a historical
one;

« art shines out or radiates, it gives itself.

If this last formulation begins to make art sound like divine grace, the resemblance is not
accidental. For Hegel also understands art as the manifestation of God. In his
philosophical version of trinitarian Christianity, God is not mysterious or
incomprehensible, but makes himself (so Hegel genders the divine) manifest: as Father
he is an enigmatic origin; as son he becomes incarnate and visible; in the Holy Spirit he
manifests himself in the mind of the community (as in the productions of art, religion,
and philosophy). In an important gesture Hegel rejects what he takes to be the Jewish and
Islamic prohibition of the image and of art, which he sees as the result of their having an
abstract theological view of the divine as simply One, without qualification. Hegel’s
aesthetics is perhaps the only philosophical attempt in modern times to address explicitly
the iconoclastic controversy that occupied the attentions of medieval Christian orthodoxy
and the Protestant Reformation. He insists that God does indeed become visible in art, but
he knows that the time for any fetishism of the image is long past, as art migrates from
temple and church to the institution of the museum and the practice of disciplined 