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‘NIERA-T-ON LE POUVOIR DES ARTS?’

REVISITING JACQUES-LOUIS DAVID AT THE 

EXHIBITION IN THE BAZAR BONNE-NOUVELLE

Il [David] s’est agenouill‹e devant une na-
ture haineuse, f‹eroce, hideuse, et ›a force de
g‹enie il a su l’ennoblir, sans mentir un in-
stant, l’‹elever ›a toute la hauteur des plus
beaux ouvrages de l’antiquit‹e. Niera-t-on le
pouvoir des arts?�

On 29March 1846, at the AGM of the Association des artistes peintres, sculp-

teurs, architectes, graveurs et dessinateurs, Adrien Dauzats reported on the

success of its activities since the founding of the Association eighteen months

earlier.� The exhibition of paintings mounted in the galleries of the Bazar
Bonne-Nouvelle for nine weeks between 11 January and 15 March that year

had attracted 25,000 visitors and generated 31,000 francs from catalogue sales,

admission charges, and donations.� A lavish society ball, the ‘fête dite de

l’association des artistes’, had taken place on 31 January in the Salle de l’Od‹eon

and here too the receipts after deduction of costs had risen to the occasion.�
The proceeds from both events had been used to purchase additional govern-

ment stock which, by the time Dauzats reported to the AGM, was paying an

annuity of 12,000 francs into the combined Caisse de secours et pensions of

the three associations of artists, musicians, and playwrights.� Due homage was

� Anon., ‘Exhibition de l’association des artistes peintres, sculpteurs, architectes et graveurs:
Louis David’, Journal des artistes, 25 January 1846, pp. 25–27 (p. 26).
� ‘Assembl‹ee g‹en‹erale: Compte-Rendu fait par M. A. Dauzats, l’un des secr‹etaires, au nom

du Comit‹e de l’Association’, Annuaire de l’Association des artistes peintres, sculpteurs, architectes,
graveurs et dessinateurs (Paris: n.p., 1846), pp. 15–36 (further references to this article are identified
as ‘Dauzats’). This address, together with the relevant minutes of the meetings of the Association
during 1845 and 1846, and some of the articles on the exhibition that appeared in newspapers and
periodicals of the time, were reprinted in the exhibition catalogue Le Baron Taylor, l’Association
des artistes et l’exposition du Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle (Paris: Fondation Taylor, 1995). This cata-
logue also contains Bruno Foucart’s introduction to the critical reception of the 1846 exhibition,
‘La critique artistique devant l’exposition du Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle ou les retours de David et
Ingres’ (pp. 21–31). In his otherwise very informative article, Foucart mentions only in passing
the specific critical reception of David’sMarat, with which I shall be concerned here.
� Charles Lenormant confirmed Dauzats’s figure: ‘Aussi le succ›es de l’exhibition a-t-il d‹epass‹e

toutes les esp‹erances: les recettes, depuis six semaines, n’ont gu›ere ‹et‹e au-dessousde 500 francs par
jour’ (‘Exposition au profit des artistesmalheureux’,Le Correspondant,February1846, pp. 664–74
(p. 664, italic original)).

� In theMoniteur des arts, which, together with the Journal des artistes, Dauzats had identified
(pp. 30–31) as the ‘fid›eles auxiliaires’ of the Association’s activities, Auguste Jal engagingly stated:
‘On a song‹e ›a int‹eresser les femmes par un bal, et les hommes par une exposition d’ouvrages
s‹erieux’ (‘Exposition d’ouvrages de l’‹ecole franc«aise’, Moniteur des arts, 51 (18 January 1846),
193). For an account of the founding of the Association and of the organization of the exhibition
and ball, see Paul Ambille’s introduction to Le Baron Taylor, pp. 9–19. For a contemporary ac-
count of the Od‹eon’s sumptuous ballroom and of the ball, managed by fifty ‘dames patronnesses’
drawn from the elite of July Monarchy society, see Anon., ‘Courrier de Paris’, L’Illustration, 31
January1846, p. 338. According to Dauzats, the ball had generated a further 30,000 francs for the
Caisse de secours.

� The three associations, founded and presided over by Baron Taylor, ‘comptent aujourd’hui
400 mille francs et plus de douze mille francs de rente! Ainsi ›a peine n‹ee, l’id‹ee f‹econde de
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paid to the members of the royal family who had honoured the exhibition

with their presence and with further unspecified ‘marques splendides de leur

munificence’ (Dauzats, pp. 31–32).� All who had contributed to its organiza-
tion and management were warmly thanked, and as an example of the many

handsome philanthropic gestures that the event had encouraged, Dauzats read

out a letter, ‘qui honore ‹egalement celui qui l’‹ecrit et ceux qui la rec«oivent’,

and in which the art critic ‹Etienne-Jean Del‹ecluze informed him that he was

donating to the Caisse de secours the 100 francs fee that he had received from

the Journal des d‹ebats for his review of the exhibition.� Little wonder that, as
Dauzats put it (p. 35), ‘la lecture de ce Rapport, ‹ecout‹ee avec le plus vif int‹erêt,

souvent interrompue par des t‹emoignages d’approbation, se termine par des

applaudissements de l’Assembl‹ee’.

Exhibitions of contemporary art in aid of charity were few and far between

during the July Monarchy, and the success of the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition

was unprecedented.� The patronage of the July Monarchy’s social and profes-
sional elites and the willingness of distinguished collectors to lend their works

were important factors in this success, but the key element was the prestige of

the artists whose work was exhibited there. Chronologically the earliest work on

show was Greuze’s 1763 Portrait de Johann Georg Wille, the latest, Ingres’s La
Vicomtesse Othenin d’Haussonville, completed in 1845, but the exhibition even-
tually contained ninety-six works by nineteen artists, six living and thirteen de-

ceased, themajority ofwhomweremore or less closely associated with the ‘‹ecole

de David’.	 On the morning of the opening, an anonymous author, in all likeli-
hood one of the exhibition’s organizing committee (and whose comment on the

power of arts is quoted at the beginning of this article), explained in the Journal
des artistes: ‘L’id‹ee-m›ere de l’exposition ‹etait de captiver l’attention publique
par quelques ¥uvres de nos derniers grands ma§̂tres et celles des artistes qui,

retir‹es dans leurs tentes, n’avaient pas paru au Salon depuis quelques ann‹ees’,

by which he meant ‘des ¥uvres seules de MM. Ingres, L. [sic] Delaroche,
A. Sche·er, L. David, G‹erard et Girodet’.�
 This declared aim of bringing

together for philanthropic reasons six big names in a pleasing symmetry of

three modern and three contemporary, each possessing major crowd-pulling,

fund-raising potential, is, however, nowhere mentioned in the minutes of the

Association’s meetings and has all the signs of having been thought up late in

l’association dispose d‹ej›a d’une somme de 1000 francs par mois en faveur de l’intelligence mal-
heureuse’ (Dauzats, p. 34).

� ‘LL.AA.RR. Madame la Duchesse d’Orl‹eans, le Prince de Salerne, le Prince et la Princesse
de Joinville, le Duc et la Duchessse d’Aumale, le Duc de Montpensier ont tour ›a tour visit‹e notre
exhibition’ (Dauzats, p. 32).

� ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture dans la galerie des Beaux-Arts, boulevard Bonne-
Nouvelle, 22’, Journal des d‹ebats, 28 January 1846, unpaginated.
� For earlier examples of exhibitions in aid of charity see Foucart, ‘La critique artistique’, p. 21.
	 For a detailedaccountof Ingres’sparticipationin the exhibitionsee AndrewShelton’s excellent

study, Ingres and his Critics (Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press, 2005), pp. 146–83.
�
 Anon., ‘Exhibition de l’association des artistes peintres, sculpteurs, architectes et graveurs’,

Journal des artistes, 11 January 1846, pp. 9–10 (p. 9). The three ‘derniers grands ma§̂tres’ had died
within the preceding two decades (David in 1825, Girodet in 1824, and G‹erard in 1832); of the
three contemporary artists ‘retir‹es dans leurs tentes’, Ingres had not submittedwork to the annual
Fine Art Salon since 1834, Delaroche since 1837, and Sche·er since 1839.
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the day to counter suggestions that Delacroix had been deliberately excluded to

appease Ingres or to prevent the exhibition from descending into an unseemly

repetition of the classical vs. Romantic arguments that divided the annual Sa-

lon.�� However the final list of exhibits may have been established, it was not
what had originally been intended, as the minutes of the Association’s meetings

during 1845 make clear. Following the announcement made on 31 May that

year that ‘M. Ingres accepte le titre de membre honoraire du Comit‹e et qu’il

o·re toutes ses ¥uvres pour l’exposition projet‹ee au profit de l’Association’,��
the Committee was evidently operating on the assumption that the proposed

exhibition would consist of a retrospective of the work of Ingres alone. The

decision not to limit it in this way was the result of a suggestion apparently

made by Ingres himself and reported to the Committee on 7 November, only

two months before the exhibition was due to open.��
Within weeks of Ingres’s change of heart, o·ers were being received and

suggestions made in relation to work by other members of the Association.

More important, however, the Committee had by then also accepted an o·er

from David’s daughter, Baroness Jeanin, to make available for the exhibition

some of her late father’s work in her possession.�� It may also have been her
o·er which triggered that made by David’s son, Eug›ene, to lend La Mort de
Marat of 1793.�� Together with the LaMort de Socrate of 1787, made available
by the Marquis de Verac, the Marat displayed David’s pre-eminence in what
Del‹ecluze called ‘la peinture d’histoire proprement dite [Socrate]’ and ‘la pein-
ture d’histoire contemporaine [Marat], dont l’une a ‹et‹e r‹eg‹en‹er‹ee en France
�� Despite the disingenuous assertion in the Journal des artistes that ‘si quelque artiste se croit

frapp‹e [. . .] d’une exclusion pr‹em‹edit‹ee, il a le plus grand tort’ (p. 9), the editorialist in L’Artiste
suggested that Ingres’s supporters on the organizing committee had been afraid that Delacroix’s
colourismwould put their painter in the shade: ‘Les enthousiastesdeM. Ingres ont-ils donc craint
de le faire pâlir devant la couleur de M. Delacroix?’ (L’Artiste, 11 January 1846, p. 176). Admit-
tedly L’Artiste was, as we shall see, persistently hostile to Ingres, but Baudelaire, we remember,
claimed to have on good authority the antagonism to Delacroix on the exhibition’s organizing
committee (inƒuvres compl›etes, ed. by Claude Pichois, 2 vols (Paris: Gallimard, 1976), ii, 414).
Even the Davidian Del‹ecluze commented, albeit neutrally, on the absence of Delacroix (‘Expo-
sition des ouvrages de peinture’, unpaginated). As Foucart points out (‘La critique d’art’, p. 25),
the Committee relented only very late in the day, when the exhibition had only a fortnight left to
run, and admitted a few works by Delacroix and Decamps.

�� For theminuteof themeeting seeLeBaron Taylor, p. 115. Sheltondescribes theCommittee’s
apparent assumption that Ingres wished to have a ‘multi-work, single-artist exhibition’ as ‘rather
extraordinary [. . .] given the rarity of such exhibitions in Paris at the time’ (Ingres and his Critics,
p. 149), but its search for a locale for the exhibition reinforces the impression that this was indeed
what it assumed, for the essential criterion as far as location was concerned was that of being
‘convenable pour l’exhibition des tableaux o·erts par M. Ingres’ (Le Baron Taylor, p. 118). In its
meeting of 17 October 1845, the gallery in questionwas Dauzats’s own home, but evidently it did
not pass the test, for two weeks later ‘MM. DuvalLe Camus et Foyatier sont charg‹es de demander
›a M. Ingres si une exposition de ses tableaux, dans le local ci-dessus [l’ ‹Ecole des Beaux-Arts] lui
conviendrait’ (Le Baron Taylor, p. 120, meeting of 31 October 1845).
�� ‘M Duval Le Camus a visit‹e M. Ingres qui d‹esire ne pas exposer seul et d‹esirerait exposer

concourramment avec d’autres membres de la Soci‹et‹e’ (Le Baron Taylor, p. 121). Shelton argues
persuasively that Ingres may have ‘lost his nerve [. . .] at the idea of carrying the inaugural exhibi-
tion of such an important organisationon his own’ (Ingres and his Critics, p. 151). The report to the
Committee also appears to confirm that the idea of exhibiting work by first-generationDavidians
did not come from Ingres and was not yet on the agenda at the end of October 1845.

�� The text of the Committee’s letter of thanks to the Baroness is inserted between extracts of
minutes of the meetings of 21 and 28 November (Le Baron Taylor, p. 123).
�� On 26 December the Committee thanked him for his o·er (Le Baron Taylor, p. 128).
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et l’autre institu‹ee chez nous par lui’.�� The two paintings had in common the
representation of the death of a Davidian ‘hero’.�� Two decades earlier, on the
occasion of the sale of David’s work after his death, Del‹ecluze had noted in

his diary in relation to the Marat: ‘Il est fâcheux pour David que ce soit un
aussi triste sujet qui l’ait inspir‹e. Le personnage de Marat, si hideux et qui,

de plus, deviendra si obscur, ne permettra gu›ere que ce tableau soit expos‹e.’��
In 1846, however, it may have seemed to David’s heirs that in the context of

an exhibition which clearly enjoyed powerful o¶cial support from the regime

and which, organized in aid of charity by an association whose philanthropic

mission and associative principles may have appeared to o·er the conditions

for a more neutral, less sectarian response to David’s work, this was as good a

time as any to test the waters again in both the artistic and commercial sense.

By the time the exhibition opened, twelve works by David (nine paintings and

three drawings) had been made available to the organizers and a self-portrait

was later incorporated into the Suite des suppl‹ements.

There can be no doubt that, as Shelton states, Ingres’s work ‘constituted the

single greatest attraction of the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition’ and that this attrac-

tion was due to the extent to which ‘the entirety of the artist’s career seems to
have been recapitulated’ on the walls of the exhibition.�	 No other artist’s work,
not even the David exhibits, could compete with that of Ingres in terms of the

chronological and stylistic range that Ingres had quite deliberately set out to

display. Yet for those members of the Association’s organizing committee who

were hostile to Romantic painting, a second focus for their hostility towards it

was provided by the late addition of David’s work. The exhibition’s consecra-

tion of Ingres as France’s greatest living painter was, from their point of view,

reinforced by the rehabilitation of David, the initiator of modern French art’s

return to the tradition of ‘la grande peinture’ which Ingres had inherited. The

reviewer in the Journal des artistes, evidently not one for nuances, declared that
‘une horde de novateurs, la hache en main, s’est ru‹ee avec toute la ferveur des

pygm‹ees ou avortons contre ce colosse [David]’ but that now, thanks to the

generous collectors willing to ‘se dessaisir un moment de si pr‹ecieux tr‹esors, la

gloire de leurs foyers, la douce joie de leur vie’, French art would be witness to

‘une r‹ehabilitation, ›a une r‹eaction qui, nous en doutons aujourd’hui moins que

jamais, aura une grande influence sur l’avenir de l’art et des artistes’.�

Support for David’s rehabilitation was not confined in 1846 to conservative

elements committed to a neo-classical revival. At the opposite end of the artistic

and political spectrum from that occupied by the Journal des artistes, Prosper
Haussard, in the republican daily Le National, took exception to the privileged
position enjoyed by Ingres’s work in the exhibition:

Et d’abord, rendons ›a David ce qui lui est dû; ›a David le premier honneur, la premi›ere

�� ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture’.
�� The anonymous reviewer in the Journal des artistes stated in his second article on the David

work on show that the two paintings had ‘de l’analogie l’une avec l’autre, par leur r‹esultat, c’est-

›a-dire par la mort des h‹eros’ (25 January 1846, p. 26).

�� Diary entry of 23 March 1826, quoted by Jean-R‹emyMantion, ‘Enveloppes ›a Marat David’,
in LaMort de Marat, ed. by Jean-Claude Bonnet (Paris: Flammarion, 1986), pp. 204–32 (p. 206).
�	 Ingres and his Critics, p. 155.
�
 On 18 January 1846, p. 17, and 25 January, p. 25.
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place parmi les illustres morts comme parmi les vivans plus ou moins illustres de cette
galerie!Aussi bien,MM. du comit‹e de la Soci‹et‹e des artistes lui ont manqu‹e gravement.
Jeter David dans le pêle-mêle et sans ‹egard au voisinage, accrocher plutôt qu’exposer
›a la premi›ere place venue, ›a l’entr‹ee d’un couloir, la Mort de Socrate et le Marat,
deux chefs-d’¥uvre ›a divers titres, deux pages de cette force et de ce caract›ere, c’est
une suprême inconvenance: c’est profaner l’art et l’une des plus grandes m‹emoires de
l’‹ecole franc«aise! Il faut qu’on le sache bien, nul aujourd’hui encore n’a le droit de trôner
au-dessus de David.��

He even went as far as to say that Ingres, had he been consulted, would have

wished to see the two paintings hanging in his separate gallery space in place

of his ownƒdipe et le Sphinx.��
This emphatic support for David and what Haussard called his ‘classical

and national school’ was one end of the spectrum of pro-republican opinion;

at the other was Paul Mantz, who claimed that the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibi-

tion had been mounted solely to ensure that ‘cette ‹ecole [n‹eo-classique] dis-

paraisse pour l’‹eternit‹e dans le gou·re sans fond o›u s’engloutissent les vieilles

erreurs’.�� Between the two extremes represented by Haussard and Mantz, the
best-known republican critic of the period, Th‹eophile Thor‹e, expressed his

admiration for the way in which David had continued what he called the ‘tradi-

tion philosophique de l’‹ecole franc«aise’, inherited from Poussin, but regretted

that he was ‘moins peintre que sculpteur’, and that, like his most famous pupil,

Ingres, he had been prevented by self-imposed technical limitations, what he

called ‘leur pratique volontairement born‹ee’, from achieving his intellectual

ambitions in his work.��
For those such as Haussard and the anonymous reviewer in the Journal des

artistes who were united across the contemporary artistic and political divide
in their support for the rehabilitation of David, it was asking a great deal of his

work on show in the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle to achieve it. It was not just that it

could not compete in terms of impact with the Ingres exhibition, set apart in its

own gallery space which Ingres had himself organized and to which the rest of

the show served as a sort of antichamber.�� It was also that the majority of the
David exhibits themselves could not be described as major works in their own

right. For the best-known of them, LaMort de Socrate, the critics had available

�� ‘Exhibition de tableaux de l’‹ecole moderne franc«aise au profit de la Caisse des secours et
pensions de la Soci‹et‹e d’artistes’,Le National de 1834, 23 March 1846, unpaginated.
�� ‘M. Ingres, qui professe une admiration profonde et un respect filial pour son premierma§̂tre,

n’a pas ‹et‹e consult‹e sansdoute.’Hadhebeen,his supporterson the organizingcommittee ‘auraient,
par exception,admisdans le sanctuairecesdeux¥uvresv‹en‹erables,au lieude sacrifierainsi le grand
ma§̂tre ›a l’‹el›eve, si grand que celui-ci se soit fait ›a son tour’ (‘Exhibitionde tableauxde l’‹ecolemod-
erne franc«aise’, unpaginated). Given what we know of Ingres’s determination to retain control of
the exhibitionof his ownwork, it is hardto believe thatHaussardwasnot justmakingmischiefhere.

�� ‘Une exposition hors du Louvre’, L’Artiste, 18 January 1846, pp. 186–89 (p. 187). ‘Je ne
sais point, dans toute l’histoire de l’art en France, de page aussi triste que celle o ›u la r‹epublique,
l’empire et la restauration ont ‹ecrit les noms de David, de Girodet, de Gu‹erin, et de quelques
autres’ (ibid.). In the Catholic daily L’Esp‹erance, Charles ver Huell rubbishedMantz’s argument
in the third of his four articles on the exhibition (‘Expositiond’ouvragesdepeinturedans la Galerie
des beaux-arts, boulevard Bonne-Nouvelle, nO 22, au profit de la caisse de secours et pensions de
la soci‹et‹e des artistes peintres, sculpteurs, graveurs, architectes et dessinateurs’,L’Esp‹erance, 8 (27
January 1846), 1–3 (p. 1)).

�� ‘Expositionde la Soci‹et‹edes artistes’,LeConstitutionnel,18 January1846,pp. 203–04 (p. 203).
�� See Shelton’s account of these arrangements in Ingres and his Critics, p. 162.
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the well-established philosophical and formal programme associated with the

‘beau id‹eal’ enshrined in the classical canon. Here Del‹ecluze, the keeper of the

Davidian flame among the art critics, led the way and others followed.�� But
quite apart from the increasing scepticism which the idea of the ‘beau id‹eal’

was meeting by themid-century, the work’s familiarity through engravings may

have reduced its impact in 1846.�� It was generally felt that the Bonaparte au
Grand-Saint-Bernard of 1801 was over-theatrical but what else could you ex-
pect, the critics asked, when Bonaparte himself had toldDavid how he wanted it

painted?�� Even the reviewer in the Journal des artistes had to admit ‘la faiblesse
relative’�	 of T‹el‹emaque et Eucharis of 1818. As for the portraits, the largest
single category of his work on show (Louise Trudaine, c. 1791–92; Gaspar
Meyer, 1795; Antoine Mongez and his wife, 1812; Madame Charlotte David,

1813; Mademoiselle Fleury, unlocated), they were competing against Ingres’s

work in a genre in which the latter’s supremacy was widely acknowledged, even

among those unsympathetic to his work in other genres. The three major In-

gres portraits on show in the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle—the Louis Franc«ois Bertin
of 1832, Le Comte Mathieu-Louis Mol‹e of 1834, and the latest arrival, shown
in public for the first time, La Vicomtesse Othenin d’Haussonville—evidently
appeared to overshadow the David portraits exhibited. But the essential issue

in 1846, as far as David’s position in the changing French art field of the late

July Monarchy was concerned, was theMarat.
As we have seen, by that time support for and opposition to David tran-

scended artistic and political divisions in France. The revolution of July 1830

had brought an end to the vendetta pursued by the Bourbon regime against the

painter who, as a member of the Convention Nationale in 1793, had voted for

the death of the king.�
 TheMarat painting, however, was still largely unknown
by the end of 1845, for the reason already indicated by Del‹ecluze twenty years

earlier but also because, unlike the Socrate, no engraving of theMarat existed

�� Del‹ecluze: ‘David a fait preuve dans le Socrate d’une recherche de style, d’une ‹etude de
l’expression et d’un calme dans l’ensemble de la sc›ene qui indiquent le retour vers l’‹etude des
ouvrages de l’antiquit‹e et de ceux de Le Sueur et du Poussin’ (‘Exposition des ouvrages de pein-
ture’); Lenormant: ‘Autant les têtes des jeunes gens debout derri›ere le philosophe rappellent les
types de convention de l’‹ecole de Vien, autant le Socrate annonce un ma§̂tre rentr‹e ›a pleines voiles
dans le sillon oubli‹e de Lesueur et de Poussin. Je crois même qu’il serait di¶cile de trouver une
figure o›u un moderne ait us‹e de l’antique avec plus d’intelligence et de vie’ (‘Exposition au profit
des artistes malheureux’, p. 669).

�� Of La Mort de Socrate, J.-J. Arnoux wrote: ‘Nous croyons tout ›a fait inutile de d‹ecrire la
sc›ene trait‹ee par lui: le public la conna§̂t assez, et, parmi ceux qui n’ont pas admir‹e l’original [in
theLouvre], il n’est personnequi n’en ait vu cent fois la reproductionpar la gravure ou la lithogra-
phie’ (‘Revue des beaux-arts: exposition de tableaux dans la Galerie Bonne-Nouvelle’, L’ ‹Epoque,
10 February 1846, unpaginated).

�� Thor‹e: ‘Le cheval pie, dress‹e sur ses jarrets, escalade les Alpes, comme le P‹egase de la guerre;
unmanteauorangeflotte commedes ailes autourdu jeunehomme au profil aquilin.Mais comment
critiquer cette pose th‹eâtrale, quand on sait que la composition est en quelque sorte de Bonaparte
lui-même, qui avait dit ›a son peintre: “Faites-moi calme sur un cheval fougueux”. Le mot est
superbe et les lignes le traduisent ›a merveille; mais la couleur est s›eche et discordante.L’excellent
statuaire que Louis David!’ (Le Constitutionnel, 9 February 1846, unpaginated).
�	 ‘Exhibition de l’association des artistes’, 25 January 1846, p. 27.
�
 See NicosHadjinicolaou, ‘Jacques-LouisDavid au premier Salon de la monarchie de Juillet’,

inScritti di storia dell’arte in onore di Federico Zeri, 2 vols (Milan: Electa, 1984), ii, 908–15 (p. 908).
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from which the work could have been made familiar through reproduction.��
What remains to be seen here, therefore, is the response of the art critics and

journalists to the discovery of the painting at the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle.��
The most enthusiastic response was that of Haussard in Le National, who

described the work as ‘cette fi‹evreuse et sanglante peinture pour laquelle il fal-

lait une âme et un pinceau de fer tremp‹es tout expr›es, morceau unique d’art et

de passion, na•§f jusqu’›a la crudit‹e, simple jusqu’›a l’horreur, et qui vous laisse

un long saisissement’.�� As for many other critics, the impact of theMarat on
Haussard was direct and physical. Whether in awe or disgust or, more often,

some complex mixture of the two, it made, he said, the spectator shudder. Re-

covering his poise, he channelled his visceral response through an art-historical

discourse, in which he attributed the work’s power to its modern, realistic

mode of representation. This, he claimed, was unique in David’s output in be-

ing stripped of the classical idiom in which the artist had hitherto worked but

which he had repudiated in his outrage at the crime committed against the ami
du peuple. By means of this unprecedented pared-down style, David had trans-
formed what for a mid-nineteenth century French public was Marat’s physical

�� On 15 November 1793 the Convention decided to finance an engraving of theMarat, which
was never realized. See the exhibition catalogue Jacques-Louis David, 1748–1825 (Paris: RMN,
1989), p. 282.

�� The critical reception of theMarat in the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition is largely absent from
the David literature, except of course with regard to Baudelaire’s article, ‘Le mus‹ee classique du
Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle’. Such was the subsequent prestige of his art criticism that the article has
been widely assumed to be the founding text of this critical reception, with the result that other
contemporary reviews were largely ignored until the exhibition catalogue Le Baron Taylor, and
Foucart’s accompanying article, resurrected them. Mantion, for example, asserted: ‘C’est sous la
plume de Baudelaire que l’on trouve le texte fondateur’ (‘Enveloppes ›aMarat David’, p. 207), and
William Vaughan andHelenWilson, who gave it pride of place at the beginningof their introduc-
tion toDavid’s ‘The Death ofMarat’ (Cambridge:CambridgeUniversity Press, 2000), agreed that
Baudelaire had produced ‘the “classic formulation” of the picture’ (p. 18). Similarly, the catalogue
of themajor 1989David exhibition (see previousnote) refersonly to Baudelaire in its bibliographi-
cal note on the critical reception of the painting in 1846. Baudelaire’s account of David’s fusion of
realism and idealism in theMarat was expressedwith characteristic sharpness—‘Tous ces d‹etails
sont historiques et r‹eels, comme un roman de Balzac [. . .] Ceci est le pain des forts et le triomphe
du spiritualisme; cruel comme la nature, ce tableau a tout le parfum de l’id‹eal’ (ƒuvres compl›etes,
ii, 409–10)—but, as we shall see, it was not in itself unusual in 1846. In the conferenceheld to ac-
company the bicentenaryDavid exhibition, three papers on theMarat shed much new light on its
iconographyand formal features (Matthias Bleyl, ‘Marat: du portrait ›a la peintured’histoire’, J•org
Traeger, ‘LaMort deMarat et la religioncivile’, andKlausHerding, ‘Lanotionde temporalit‹echez
David ›a partir deMarat’, in David contre David: actes du colloque organis‹e au mus‹ee du Louvre par
le service culturel du 6 au 10 d‹ecembre 1989, sous la direction de R‹egisMichel, 2 vols (Paris: LaDocu-
mentation Franc«aise, 1993), i, 381–97, 399–419, and 421–39 respectively) but, like T. J. Clark’s
very important article ‘Painting in the Year Two’ (Representations, 47 (1994), 13–63), not address-
ing reception issues, they did not mention the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition. In an excellent article
in David contre David, Neil McWilliam presents the di·erent nineteenth-century representations
of David the man, painter, and conventionnel and the manner in which they were incorporated into
moregeneral contemporarydebateson reasonandnature,but doesnot refer to theBonne-Nouvelle
exhibition (‘Les David du xixe si›ecle’, ibid., ii, 1117–35). He comments on theMarat in relation
to accounts of David which saw him as ‘un individu emport‹e par les ‹ev‹enements, dont l’id‹eologie
trop abstraite et d‹esincarn‹ee lui interdit toute emprise ferme sur la r‹ealit‹e’ (pp. 1127–28) and
which were clearly important in 1846, but his examples are taken from critics writing during the
Second Empire. The interest of the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition is to see how strategies designed
to dissociate the painter from the conventionnel or to reintegrate his work, whether positively or
negatively,within a continuousnarrative of the French ‘school’ of painting coped, or failed to cope,
when confrontedwith the reality of David’s representation of the demonizedMarat.

�� ‘Exhibition de tableaux de l’‹ecole moderne franc«aise’.
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and moral disfigurement and demagogue villainy into an object of beauty and

horror, one which confronted visitors to the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle with both

their dream of the Revolution and nightmare of the Terror. Though theMort
de Socrate and the Marat were, therefore, poles apart, together they demon-
strated the full range of David’s mastery, which had ‘fait ‹eclore une nouvelle

renaissance de cette antiquit‹e qui ne peut mourir et refleurit toujours comme

la beaut‹e, rajeunit comme la nature, ‹eternellement’.�� No other critic accepted
as unreservedly as the republican Haussard the evidence that the two works

appeared to provide of the enduring relevance of David’s achievement to the

cause of a modern, national art.

In L’ ‹Epoque of 10 February 1846 J.-J. Arnoux described in a similar vein
what he took to be the typical response to theMarat:

On ‹eprouve devant cette peinture un sentiment ‹etrange, ind‹efinissable, quelque chose
qui tient d’une fascination douloureuse; on en d‹etourne les yeux pour les y ramener
presqu’›a l’instant. Tantôt c’est une impitoyable horreur, un d‹egoût invincible, tantôt
c’est presque de la piti‹e que vous inspire le squalide l‹epreux, le fou sanguinaire. Toute-
puissance magique de l’art! faire ‹eprouver ›a notre g‹en‹eration de la piti‹e pour Marat!��

At the outset of his article Arnoux had announced his sympathies, artistic as

well as political, for July Monarchy juste milieu orthodoxy: ‘Pour nous, nous
ne concevons pas plus qu’on o·re David en sacrifice ›a nos grands coloristes

vivans, que nous ne comprenons l’engouement exclusif de certains critiques

pour David et son ‹ecole.’ In terms of Arnoux’s instinct for compromise, how-

ever, Marat was a cas limite. Half a century on from the Terror, he was still

torn between revulsion at the sight of the fanatic who was one of its principal

perpetrators and the desire to see and experience for himself the mystery of the

attraction of Marat for David, ‘le peintre de la nation’, as Arnoux called him.

He preceded his description of the painting itself with lengthy extracts from

David’s speeches to the Convention and enumeration of his initiatives in favour

of art and its place in national life. When he came to David’s work on show,

he began with the Socrate, in which he tempered conventional praise of its
‘majest‹e auguste’ and ‘unit‹e merveilleuse d’action’ with equally conventional

reservations in relation to contour and lack of chiaroscuro.�� When he came
to the Marat, however, he found that, despite the repugnance he felt for its
subject, the power of David’s performance swept reservations aside:

Jamais David ne s’est montr‹e plus complet que dans le Marat: composition simple,
dessin large, touche hardie, expression dramatique, coloris plus vigoureux que dans
toutes ses autres toiles connues du public, sans exempter le Sacre de l’Empereur, coloris
qui ‹etonne presque dans une ¥uvre de David, qui fait pressentir que les Pestif‹er‹es de
Ja·a [by Gros] sortiront de son ‹ecole, qui enfin rappelle les puissantes teintes grises
que Lesueur a employ‹ees dans la Mort de Saint Bruno. Il y a c« ›a et l›a des demi-teintes
d’une vigueur et d’une transparence merveilleuse. C’est que David avait ›a peindre ici

�� Ibid.
�� ‘Revue des beaux-arts’; all quotations from Arnoux in the discussion that follows are from

this source.

�� ‘Nous ne dirons rien des contours: on sait leur s‹echeresse.Mais le clair-obscur, hors duquel il
n’y a pas de salut pour le peintre, comment est-il entendu? D’une fac«on nulle. Comment l’artiste,
qui plac«ait le Corr›ege si fort au-dessus des plus grands peintres, a-t-il pu distribuer ainsi les
lumi›eres et les ombres?’
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un de ces drames palpitans dans la repr‹esentation desquels le g‹enie se surpasse presque
toujours lui-même.

Faced with the painting, Arnoux went through one constituent element of the

painter’s art after another to account for the way in which David, under the

impact of the exceptional political drama, had surpassed himself in harnessing

all the transformative power of his medium. The great crisis, in which the artist

had, in Arnoux’s terms, temporarily taken leave of his senses and in which ‘la

poursuite de la quasi-d‹eification de Marat a ‹et‹e une r‹eelle, une longue, une

d‹eplorable monomanie’, one reinforced in David’s case by ‘l’amiti‹e, ce sen-

timent souvent aveugle comme l’amour’, had propelled the artist beyond his

self-imposed technical limitations into a miraculous conjunction with the past

and future of French art. In the process David had made the Revolutionary

school that he embodied a conduit between the classical tradition represented

by Lesueur and the colourism and naturalism of the new Romantic school.��
In this account ofMarat, David the conventionnel r‹egicide was transcended by
David the momentarily deranged genius, who, in the grip of lethal passions of

politics and friendship and inspired by the expressive powers of his medium,

had created the decisive link in the historical chain between the founders of the

national school and its most recent representatives.

In the Journal des artistes, theMarat was presented in a related and equally
unselfconscious discourse of transcendence, that of David’s ‘sublime’ transfor-

mation of the physically repugnant and politically odious Marat into a figure of

beauty and even an object of pity:

Rompant tout ›a coup avec ses ant‹ec‹edents artistiques, avec ses ‹etudes ch‹eries de
l’antique, il s’est agenouill‹e devant une nature haineuse, f‹eroce, hideuse, et ›a force
de g‹enie il a su l’ennoblir, sans mentir un instant, l’‹elever ›a toute la hauteur des plus
beaux ouvrages de l’antiquit‹e. Niera-t-on le pouvoir des arts?��

The formal simplicity, realism, and emotional drama of David’s treatment of

the subject had, he said, achieved an extraordinary reversal of values in which

Marat became the hero and Charlotte Corday the criminal.�	 Grief-stricken at
Marat’s murder, the painter had abandoned his classical idiom and produced an

unprecedented demonstration of the power of pictorial form, when handled by

a master, to turn the most base metal of modern history into gold.�
Marat the

�� We remember that Baudelaire had been initially willing to believe that Delacroix might have
been excluded from the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition on account of the organizing committee’s
failure to see ‘la parent‹e myst‹erieuse qui l’unit [Delacroix] ›a l’‹ecole r‹evolutionnaire dont il sort’
(ƒuvres compl›etes, ii, 413).
�� ‘Exhibition de l’association des artistes’, p. 26. Or, as Baudelaire put it, David had trans-

formed Marat into Apollo: ‘Quelle ‹etait donc cette laideur que la sainte Mort a si vite e·ac‹ee du
bout de son aile? Marat peut d‹esormais d‹efier l’Apollon, la Mort vient de le baiser de ses l›evres
amoureuses, et il repose dans le calme de sa m‹etamorphose’ (ƒuvres compl›etes, ii, 410).
�	 As the Catholic critic Charles Lenormant said of Charlotte Corday: ‘Dans les id‹ees de

l’‹epoque, la jeune fille, vengeresse des Girondins, [. . .] fut consid‹er‹ee comme une h‹ero•§ne digne
des temps antiques’ (‘Exposition au profit des artistes malheureux’, p. 668).

�
 For a modern formulation of the ways in which David had been constrained by the political
circumstances of the time and had turned these constraints into a source of expressive power, see
Thomas Crow, Emulation: Making Artists for Revolutionary France (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1995), pp. 163–67.
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deadly rabble-rouser had shared with Socrates the virtuous citizen the sublime

death of the Davidian hero.��
In L’Illustration A. J. du Pays drew a parallel between the painting’s realism

ennobled by David’s classical virtues and the example of Michelangelo:

Cela est saisissant de v‹erit‹e et rendu avec une puissante sobri‹et‹e d’e·et. La simplicit‹e,
l’unit‹e qui r›egnent dans cette peinture, en ‹el›event le style ›a une hauteur singuli›ere. La
repoussante figure de Marat semble se transfigurer au contact de la mort, et sous le
ferme dessin qui le mod›ele, elle emprunte, malgr‹e sa laideur, une sorte de correction
s‹ev›ere, qui commande l’admiration. Cette tête, autour de laquelle s’enroulent des linges
grossiers, me rappelle involontairement Michel-Ange. C’est la même force, la même
simplicit‹e, la même largeur, la même science de dessin.��

This strategy of enhancing the painting’s powerful realistic e·ects with the

distinction associated with the classical idiom as it had been practised by the

great masters not only served to channel an incendiary political subject towards

a higher aesthetic purpose. It also proposed a greater ambition for realism than

that emerging in the annual Salon during the 1840s andwhich, beforeCourbet’s

emergence at the end of the decade, was principally associated with Adolphe

Leleux’s scenes of provincial rural life.��
Though these examples indicate the extent to which critics supportive of

David’s cause were prepared to take the idealist route in 1846 in response to a

painting whose subject they found di¶cult, others, unwilling or unable to do

the same, were lost for words. Del‹ecluze, for example, was evidently still strug-

gling in 1846 to overcome his distaste of twenty years earlier. When, after his

authoritative account of theMort de Socrate, he turned to theMarat, he became
evasive, describing it merely as one of a ‘suite de tentatives’ undertaken to apply

‘la peinture de haut style’ to contemporary subjects, of which he provided the

list up to the Couronnement de Napol‹eon, ‘l’un des chefs-d’¥uvre de ce grand
ma§̂tre’, but without saying anything further of theMarat.�� Similarly Auguste
Jal wrote of theMort de Socrate: ‘Je ne connais pas de plus savante composition
dans son ¥uvre, si remarquable ›a ce point de vue; je ne connais rien de mieux

�� For Lenormant, the analogy—more far-fetched—was with another work by David, not on
show in Bonne-Nouvelle, the portrait of Pope Pius VII, which, he said, shared with Marat the
artist’s celebration of the sublime Catholic virtue of poverty: ‘Et, chose ‹etrange!Marat et le Pape
l’avait touch‹e par un côt‹e commun. De quelle mani›ere David cherche-t-il ›a exalter Marat aux
yeux du peuple? Par l’aspect de la pauvret‹e. L’indigence du Pontife lui causait aussi une vive

‹emotion. Ce bon Pape! disait-il un jour dans son atelier en revenant d’une s‹eance que Pie VII lui
avait donn‹ee, il est si pauvre! (‘Exposition au profit des artistes malheureux’, p. 667). This analogy
indicates the lengths to which some critics were prepared to go to salvage an idealistic political
message from a repellentmodern subject.

�� ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture dans la galerie des Beaux-Arts, boulevard Bonne-
Nouvelle, 22’, L’Illustration, 14 February 1846, pp. 376–79 (p. 378).
�� In 1846, for example, Gautier stated that Leleux’s realist painting was ‘saine, forte, solide,

dou‹ee de toutes les simples et rudes qualit‹es du paysan’, and that in his ‘repr‹esentation des types
rustiques’ the painter hadmadehimself ‘le L‹eopoldRobert de la Bretagne et des Pyr‹en‹ees’ (‘Salon
de 1846’, La Presse, 3 April 1846, unpaginated). During the Restoration Robert had specialized
in sentimental portrayals of Italian brigands and peasants.

�� ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture’. Mantion (‘Enveloppes ›a Marat David’, pp. 208–09)
shows very e·ectively Del‹ecluze’s contribution to the dominant theme in the literature ofMarat
of the fusion between the real and the ideal, but it is significant that the text which he uses for this
purpose is fromDel‹ecluze’s 1855 history,LouisDavid, son ‹ecole et son temps, not his article of 1846.
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entendue que cette sc›ene grave, philosophique et p‹en‹etrante’,�� and yet despite
the juxtaposition between the Socrates and Marat paintings which the exhibi-

tionpositively encouraged, he did notmention theMarat at all. For the reviewer
in the D‹emocratie pacifique, the work’s political narrative annihilated David’s
technical performance, albeit exceptional, to the extent that he chose not to dis-

cuss it: ‘Jamais peut-être David ne porta plus haut les qualit‹es de peintre que

dans cet ouvrage extraordinaire. Cependant, ›a son aspect, le peintre dispara§̂t

et l’homme de parti reste seul devant le tribun assassin‹e’.�� In L’Esp‹erance,
Charles ver Huell praised the Mort de Socrate, ‘cette belle composition’, but
went on to say: ‘Ce que vous voyez l›a, en face de Socrate, c’estMarat expirant;
mais je ne pr‹etends pas retenir vos regards sur ce hideux spectacle’,�� andmoved
on immediately to Les Sabines of 1799, which was not in the exhibition.��
Turning to pro-republican critics, we find examples of the same eloquent

silence. Thor‹e referred to the realism of theMarat’s subject, ‘trait‹e d’apr›es na-
ture’ by an artist ‘convaincu jusqu’au fanatisme’,�	 but the fact of pointing out
this combination of realism and political commitment appears to have su¶ced

in itself, for the remainder of the commentary is purely descriptive. He stated

unambiguously thatMarat, ‘c’est la meilleure peinture de Louis David’,�
 but
when, in a subsequent article on Ingres’s exhibits, he used David’s art as a stick

withwhich to beat Ingres for his alleged art-for-art’s sake detachment fromcon-

temporary political and philosophical issues, there was no mention ofMarat.��
InL’Artiste, Paul Mantz, presumably one of the ‘horde de novateurs’ whom the
reviewer of the Journal des artisteshad had inmind but also almost certainly one
of the ‘jeunes vieillards’ who represented in art ‘les adeptes de la fausse ‹ecole

�� ‘Exposition d’ouvrages de l’‹ecole franc«aise’,Moniteur des arts, 18 January 1846, p. 194. This
case of self-censorship occurred despite the fact that on the previous page Jal had criticized the
unidentifiedexhibition organizerwho had almost decidednot to includeGreuze’sTête d’enfant for
what this o¶cial considered to be a serious ‘faute de dessin’. It prompted Jal to explain the advan-
tages of showing a master’s inferior works, such as the five David portraits on show in the Bonne-
Nouvelle exhibition, which he then discussed at length, again without reference to theMarat.
�� ‘Exposition de tableaux au profit de la caisse de secours et pensions de la soci‹et‹e des artistes,

boulevart [sic] Bonne-Nouvelle, 22’, D‹emocratie pacifique, 15 January 1846, unpaginated.
�� ‘Exposition d’ouvrages de peinture dans la Galerie des beaux-arts’.
�� In the same vein butwith less enthusiasmforDavid, we findFabienPillet, writing in the jour-

nal o¶ciel of the government: ‘Parmi les peintures de David, qui figurent au mus‹ee temporaire de
Bonne-Nouvelle, on remarque, sinon avec int‹erêt, dumoins avec curiosit‹e, laMort deMarat, dont
le sujet nous reporte aux plus e·royables journ‹ees de la r‹evolution. La composition en est simple,
et il est facile de sentir, au fini de l’ex‹ecution,que le peintre avait le malheur de travailler con amore
au portrait dumonstre dont les bustes ne tard›erentpas ›a être jet‹es dans les ‹egouts. Je conc«ois qu’on
attache du prix ›a ce monument de l’histoire moderne; j’en attacherais beaucoupmoi-même ›a une
e¶gie d’Erostrate ou de Caligula’ (‘Ouvrages de peinture expos‹es dans la galerie des beaux-arts,
boulevard Bonne-Nouvelle, no 22’, Le Moniteur universel, 16 January 1846, pp. 97–98).
�	 ‘Exposition de la Soci‹et‹e des artistes’.
�
 Ibid.
�� ‘Pour faire une image, il faut donc avoir un sentiment quelconque qui saisira ensuite le spec-

tateur. Voici la Mort de Socrate, de David; c’est une apoth‹eose: en contemplant ce tableau, il
est impossible de ne pas prendre parti pour le philosophe et pour la v‹erit‹e. La Mort de Socrate,
peinte par un sceptique, ne signifierait rien du tout. Voici le L‹eonidas; courons vite ›a la fronti›ere
d‹efendre la patrie contre l’‹etranger! Voici le Massacre de Scio, d’Eug›ene Delacroix; n’êtes-vous
pas r‹evolt‹e contre les oppresseurs!’ (‘ ‹Etudes sur la peinture franc«aise depuis la fin du 18›eme si›ecle ›a
propos de l’exposition de la soci‹et‹e des artistes.—M. Ingres’,Le Constitutionnel, 10 March 1846,
unpaginated).
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romantique en po‹esie’ referred to by Baudelaire,�� could scarcely find any re-
deeming feature inDavid’s work at all. He dismissed the entire Davidian school

for what he called its representation of a pseudo-antique art and society and was

willing to make an exception in the case of theMarat only because and in so far
as the events of history itself, ‘ce jour-l›a si terrible et si simple’,�� contained such
passion and drama that they infused with character and e·ect even theMarat,
despite what he called its ‘anatomical absurdities’.�� In this respect, he was
merely applying to David reheated criticisms of an alleged incompetence in the

science of anatomy that the Davidians had themselves levelled against Ingres.

One critic who might have been expected to review the Bonne-Nouvelle ex-

hibition but who does not appear to have done so was Charles Blanc, art critic of

La R‹eforme and a key figure in the opposition to the July Monarchy’s manage-
ment of the fine arts.�� In hisHistoire des peintres franc«ais au dix-neuvi›eme si›ecle,
published in 1845, he had described the split within the first Romantic genera-

tion in the wake of the revolution of 1830 as that between the representatives

of what became known as art for art’s sake and those who, in Blanc’s words,

had sought in painting ‘des intentions g‹en‹ereuses, des pens‹ees, de la passion,

tout ce qui avait, jusqu’›a David, constitu‹e l’originalit‹e de l’‹ecole franc«aise’

and who had not forgotten that ‘l’auteur de L‹eonidas [David’s L‹eonidas aux
Thermopyles of 1814], pour avoir eu l’enthousiasme de l’id‹ee, ‹etait devenu le
premier peintre de l’Europe’.�� Referring to David’s Les Derniers Moments de
Lepelletier, Blanc added that the painter had been ‘plus vrai, plus expressif en-
core dans son tableau deMarat expirant, qui est assur‹ement son chef-d’¥uvre
sous le rapport de l’ex‹ecution’�� but that David had achieved in both paintings
that ‘beaut‹e absolue qui est de tous les pays et de tous les temps’ when, faced

with Lepelletier’s corpse and Marat’s bathtub, ‘il oubliait les proc‹ed‹es devenus

syst‹ematiques pour s’attaquer franchement ›a la nature elle-même’.�� David’s
legacy would be, Blanc claimed, that of the two forms of history painting to

which Del‹ecluze would refer the following year as ‘la peinture d’histoire pro-

prement dite’ and ‘la peinture d’histoire contemporaine’,�	 that is, ‘une image
passionn‹ee comme le Serment du Jeu de paume, ou bien calme, imposante et
sublime comme la Mort de Socrate’.�
 The Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition
put to the test Blanc’s version of David’s posterity, when the first of his twin

�� ƒuvres compl›etes, ii, 409.
�� ‘Une exposition hors du Louvre’, p. 186.
�� Of the Davidians: ‘Ils s’inspiraient, dit-on, de l’antique; mais qui oserait assurer qu’ils aient

compris le premiermot de cet art merveilleux?’Of theMarat: ‘Quand je dirais que le dessin est des
plus incorrects, que le bras pendanthors du bain est d’une longueurd’autant plusmanifeste que la
poitrine est pauvre jusqu’›a l’invraisemblance, je n’apprendrais rien ›a personne’ (‘Une exposition
hors du Louvre’, pp. 186–87).

�� On 1 April 1848 Ledru-Rollin, Minister of the Interior in the Provisional Government of
the Second Republic, appointed him Directeur des beaux-arts, making him in e·ect the head
of the fine arts administration in France. Blanc referred to the Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition only
in the introduction to an article on La Stratonice, one of the Ingres works on show there (‘La
Stratonice—M. Ingres’, La R‹eforme, 17 March 1846, unpaginated).
�� Histoire des peintres franc«ais au dix-neuvi›eme si›ecle (Paris: Cauville fr›eres, 1845), pp. 36–37.
�� Ibid., p. 181.
�� Ibid., pp. 202–03.
�	 ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture’.
�
 Histoire des peintres franc«ais, p. 203.
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Davidian summits, the passionate image of the Revolution, was represented

not by the Serment du Jeu de paume but by theMarat.
In January 1846 David’s work, albeit only a limited sample, went on public

show for the first time for the post-1815 generation and at a time when the

history of the French Revolution was the object of major revision.�� In this
context, theMarat was a revelation, but a problematic one, irrespective of the
artistic and political allegiances of those charged with reviewing it. Among

republican opponents of the July Monarchy, in particular, the ‘painful fascina-

tion’ which Arnoux had described persisted. One year on, in August 1847, the

editor of L’Artiste,Ars›ene Houssaye, in a gesture presumably designed to reaf-
firm his review’s unaligned traditions, admitted that ‘tout en reconnaissant le

talent du peintre de la r‹evolution et de l’empire [David], [L’Artiste] a protest‹e
souvent et quelquefois avec trop de s‹ev‹erit‹e contre les mauvaises tendances

de ce grand home, voulant frappper l’‹ecole dans le ma§̂tre’ and that for that

reason he had opened its columns to Fleury Richard, ‘un des plus intelligens

d‹efenseurs de David’.�� This committed Davidian went over again David’s
reform of the French school and the debt owed to him, ‘sans s’en douter peut-

être’, by ‘des Delaroche et même des Delacroix’, but took particular issue with

the comments on the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle exhibition made in L’Artiste by an
‘ing‹enieux critique’ (Mantz). Referring toDavid’s Roman subjects, he went on:

C’‹etait sans doute au bagne de Toulon qu’il fallait que David eût choisi ses mod›eles,
puisque de toutes ses ¥uvres c’est Marat assassin‹e qu’il [Mantz] consent ›a admirer
comme une ¥uvre simple et grandiose? Mais a-t-il bien senti quel talent et quel g‹enie
il a fallu pour id‹ealiser cette ignoble figure qui, si elle ‹etait peinte au daguerr‹eotype, ne
pourrait pas se regarder tant elle serait atroce et hideuse!��

Fleury Richard’s account of David’s idealizing powers which had transformed

the atrocious reality ofMarat did not, however, prevent L’Artiste from reverting
to its anti-Davidian stance a few months later, only weeks before the revolu-

tion of 1848. Cl‹ement de Ris, reviewing in January 1848 the third exhibition

of the Association des artistes in the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle, maintained the

line which Mantz had taken two years earlier, saying that though the public’s

appreciation of art was making progress, its tastes were still too governed by

‘des pr‹ejug‹es erron‹es mis ›a la mode par ce triste David et ses plus tristes suc-

cesseurs’.�� Thor‹e, in an article calling for the closure of the French Academy
in Rome, restated his view that David’s art, like that of Poussin, was that of a

philosopher or politician, not that of an artist or poet.��

�� Four major histories of the Revolutionary period were published in 1847: Louis Blanc’s
Histoire de la R‹evolution franc«aise (Paris: Langlois et Leclercq, 1847), Esquiros’sHistoire desMon-
tagnards (Paris: Lecou, 1847), Lamartine’s Histoire des Girondins (Paris: Furne, 1847), and the
first volume of Michelet’sHistoire de la R‹evolution franc«aise, 5 vols (Paris: Chamerot, 1847–50).
�� Fleury Richard, ‘David et la critique d’art’, L’Artiste, 15 August 1847, pp. 94–95 (p. 95).
�� Ibid., p. 96.
�� Louis Cl‹ement de Ris, ‘Beaux-Arts: troisi›eme exposition de l’Association des artistes’,L’Ar-

tiste, 23 January 1848, pp. 177–80 (pp. 178, 180).
�� ‘A la fin du [dix-huiti›eme] si›ecle on ‹emigre encore au-del›a des Alpes, et David le convention-

nel est proclam‹e roi avant d’avoir vot‹e la mort de Louis XVI. Mais il en est de David comme de
Poussin: inspiration franc«aise, forme ‹etrang›ere, esprit convaincu, images de second degr‹e, si l’on
peut dire ainsi; philosopheou politique plutôt qu’artiste et po•ete’ (‘Beaux-arts: de l’‹ecole franc«aise
›a Rome’, L’Artiste, 6 February 1848, pp. 214–17 (p. 217)).
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Within weeks, the newly installed Second Republic initiated, in the form of

a competition for a figure of the Republic, the search for new symbols of the

republican idea through which to foster an image, both inspiring and reassur-

ing, of a modern, strong, self-confident, and peaceful regime.�� In this context,
David’s Marat was a point of reference to be avoided. Gautier, for example,
was certainly in tune with government thinking when, calling in his first article

on the Salon of 1848 for new symbols for a new republic, he stated that ‘les

formules qu’employait la R‹epublique de l’ancien r‹egime ne peuvent en aucune

mani›ere convenir ›a la nouvelle, et s’en servir serait m‹econna§̂tre ou fausser les

tendances modernes’.�� Reviewing the contributions to the first round of the
republican competition, he summarized the di¶culties that the artists had en-

countered with the iconographical legacy bequeathed by the republic of 1793,

noting that ‘pourtant la R‹epublique de 93 n’est pas la R‹epublique de 1848’,

but adding pointedly: ‘il faut l’esp‹erer du moins’.�� For the new regime in

1848, Delacroix’s La Libert‹e guidant le peuple was still su¶ciently problematic
for the republic to be no more comfortable about it being on public display

in the Mus‹ee du Luxembourg than the July Monarchy had been. It was only

in 1855, when the threat of radical politics appeared to have been definitively

removed, that the work could be included in Delacroix’s contribution to the

Exposition Universelle that year, and even then it had required Napol‹eon III

to overrule the objections of his cultural managers.�	 Had it been possible for
David’sMarat to have been in a public collection in 1848, it is a safe bet that it
would have shared the fate of La Libert‹e and been removed to the vaults.
On the other hand, it is true that there was that year what T. J. Clark called ‘a

new respect forDavid theRepublican’.�
WithCharles Blanc asDirector of Fine
Arts, this new respect was guaranteed at the highest levels of the republican ad-

ministration. InOctober 1848, inhis report to theMinister of the Interior on the

future of the fine arts in France, Blanc praised the republics of ancient Greece,

whose patronage of the arts had resulted in ‘des monuments merveilleux dont

la beaut‹e imp‹erissable fut remise en honneur dans toute l’Europe par un peintre

r‹epublicain, le grand David’.�� In doing so, he associated David with a positive
republican model far removed in time and place from the sad farce of the repub-

lican competition and the brutal reality of the June Days. The competition can

only have served e contrario to reinforce respect forDavid’s artistic achievement
in theMaratwhile the assumed demise of radical insurgency in June 1848 may

�� See Marie-Claude Chaudonneret, La Figure de la R‹epublique: le concours de 1848 (Paris:
RMN, 1987).

�� ‘Salon de 1848, 1er article’, La Presse, 22 April 1848, unpaginated. See my book, Th‹eophile
Gautier, Orator to the Artists: FrenchArt Journalism during the SecondRepublic (Oxford: Legenda,
2007).

�� ‘Concours pour la figure de la R‹epublique’,La Presse, 21 May 1848.
�	 On the history of La Libert‹e see Lee Johnson, The Paintings of Eug›ene Delacroix, 6 vols

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981–89), i, 151; H‹el›ene Toussaint, ‘La Libert‹e guidant le peuple’ de
Delacroix (Paris:RMN, 1982);ArletteS‹erullazet VincentPomar›ede,Eug›eneDelacroix: ‘LaLibert‹e
guidant le peuple’ (Paris: RMN, 2004).
�
 T. J. Clark, The Absolute Bourgeois: Art and Politics in France 1848–1851 (London: Thames

and Hudson, 1973), p. 70.

�� ‘Rapport au citoyen ministre de l’Int‹erieur, touchant les beaux-arts et l’avenir qui les attend
dans la R‹epublique’,LeMoniteur universel, 10 October 1848, p. 2763.
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well have helped to neutralize the anxieties and distaste that his representation

of the ami du peuple had aroused in the Bazar Bonne-Nouvelle two years earlier.
When in 1855 Del‹ecluze published the first authoritative history of David and

his school, he finally appeared reconciled with theMarat, and with the revision
of theDavidian legacy along the lines that Charles Blanc had proposed a decade

earlier in his Histoire des peintres franc«ais au dix-neuvi›eme si›ecle:

Jusqu’›a la composition du Jeu de Paume et du tableau deMarat, les ouvrages de David
peuvent être consid‹er‹es comme de nobles jeux de son esprit et de son imagination;
mais d›es que, pouss‹e par l’ouragan r‹evolutionnaire, il mit sur la toile Bailly, Mirabeau,
Barnave, Robespierre et enfin Marat, au lieu de consulter les ‹echos vagues et lointains
de l’histoire d’Ath›enes et de Rome, il se sentit tout ›a coup aux prises avec la r‹ealit‹e, avec
la vie qu’il voulait exprimer. Aussi leMarat, s’il n’est pas pr‹ecis‹ement le chef-d’¥uvre
du ma§̂tre, doit-il être regard‹e comme le premier ouvrage de sa main o ›u percent toute
la puissance et l’originalit‹e de son talent. Il avait vu, il avait senti ce qu’il avait peint,
et ce fut un trait de lumi›ere qui lui fit envisager son art sous un point de vue tout
nouveau. De cet essai, fruit d’un enthousiasme r‹eel, sont r‹esult‹es d’abord les Sabines,
puis le Couronnement, les deux chefs-d’¥uvre de David; car malgr‹e la diversit‹e de ces
sujets et le peu de rapport qu’ils ont heureusement avec celui duMarat, la composition
et l’ex‹ecution de ces trois tableaux d‹erivent du même principe: le renoncement ›a toute
pratique, ›a toute mani›ere usit‹ee jusque-l›a par les grandsma§̂tres et parDavid lui-même,
pour obtenir une imitation vraie, simple et noble de la nature.��

In the new post-republican phase of French history Del‹ecluze integrated

David’sMarat into a history of French painting compatible with the apolitical
cultural consensus to which the Bonapartist administration aspired. Under this

revision, David’s achievement was no longer confined to having, in the pre-

Revolutionary work such as theMort de Socrate, rescued French painting from
early eighteenth-century fête galante frivolities. WithMarat, David had broken
through to a modern, natural idiom by means of which he had scaled the twin

summits of what Del‹ecluze had called in 1846 ‘la peinture d’histoire propre-

ment dite’, now represented by the Sabines of 1799, and ‘la peinture d’histoire
contemporaine’,�� now theSacre deNapol‹eon, completed in 1807, two paintings
whose composition and execution transcended di·erences in subject-matter in

a manner appropriate to the aspiration to ‘une imitation vraie, simple et noble

de la nature’ in the age of realism. Nearly ten years earlier in the Bazar Bonne-

Nouvelle, the painful fascination with which the Marat was received showed
both the strength of this aspiration and the obstacles that the painting still

appeared at that time to place in the way of its realization.

U   J K

�� Louis David, son ‹ecole et son temps (Paris: Didier, 1855), pp. 405–06.
�� ‘Exposition des ouvrages de peinture’.


