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Fig.1

Enea Vico, after Baccio Bandinelli, The
Academy of Baccio Bandinelli, 1544.
Engraving, sheet: 30.6 x 43.8 cm (124 x
17%2in.). The Metropolitan Museum

of Art, New York, Purchase, Joseph
Pulitzer Bequest, 1917, 17.50.16-135.



The aim of the present exhibition is to make visible —and
palpable —the multifarious process of drawing’s emergence
into modernity. To achieve this aim, we have dispensed with
the traditionally privileged chronological, stylistic, or oeuvre-
oriented formats of display in favor of a model of presentation
basedinaconstellation of interrelated categories. The exhibi-
tionis divided into three main sections (Medium, Discourse,
and Object) and, within them, into several subsections that
address specific aspects of these divisions. Grouped under
these headings are drawings produced at different moments
intime —thatis, the 18th- and 19th-century works on which we
focus are showninterspersed ratherthanarranged chrono-
logically —as well as different types of drawings. The most
preliminary drawings, such as Fragonard’s Astolphe Brings
Back the Head of Orrile (see p. 130), are juxtaposed with more
advanced studies, such as Géricault’s Four Studies of a Severed
Head (p. 131); adrawing the artist made for her own purposes,
such as Morisot’s Wooded Landscape (p. 99), is contrasted with
onethat was meantto be shown, sold, or circulated as a print,
like Bonnard’s Street Scene, Evening (p. 102).!

This heterogeneityis deliberate. It does not stem from
historicalinsouciance or aestheticistindulgence to present
works that would resemble each other on a purely formal level
(pseudomorphism), or that would simply “look good” together.
Instead, itis aprogrammatic mode of presentationbasedina
belief —related to the old avant-garde principle of estrange-
ment (ostranenie) —in the productive effects of defamiliariza-
tion. The goal behind this presentational strategyis notonly to
show what is knownin anovel or refreshing way, but also to
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propose a different, non-linear model of history based in
objects. The traditional notion of historicity has recently
been challenged by new scholarship on the time of art.
We have been prodded to recognize a far more complex
temporality of the art work—including the coexistence of
different times in a single object, and the capacity of the
object to embody time—than the traditional art history
would allow.?2 We have also been alerted to the historical
aspects of the untimeliness of art.® This methodological
shift in approach to temporality does not seek to de-
historicize but rather re-historicize art objects, to reveal
the plurality of their times and thus their more complex
historicity. In espousing a historically discontinuous and
heterogeneous model, our exhibition has a similar aim: to
recover the plural, parallel, and non-coinciding trajecto-
ries of history materialized in drawings.

A similar point can be made with regard to one
aspect that has been uniquely associated with the
medium of drawing since the 18th century: its status as
direct testimony to the physical act of mark-making. It
has often been stated that unlike other mediums, drawing
bears the traces of the body involved in its production;
mapping the hand’s movement across the page, drawing
makes manifest the phenomenology of creation. This
aspect has inspired philosophical attempts to formulate
an ontology of drawing, whether by positing its open-
ended, uniquely formative character, its status as a forma
formans that generates or unfolds, rather than merely
imitating the world (as Jean-Luc Nancy posited), or by
suggesting the idea of “blindness” inherent in every
drawing act (as Derrida did). The latter can be understood
both literally, as the withdrawal of the look from the object
one draws when one draws it, and metaphorically, as the
“scotomization” (from scotoma, or blind spot), that is, loss
that occurs when one enters one’s vision into a shared
language or a representational convention.*

This exhibition engages with the phenomenological
dimension of drawing by posing the question (among
others) of what drawing does, or can do, that other
mediums don’t or cannot. It explores drawing’s particular
mimetic, kinetic, and kinesthetic capacities. Yet while
we seek to recover these material and performative
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aspects of making, we wish to emphasize their historicity,
their specific discursive ramifications. Drawing cannot
be hypostatized as a universal kind of performance,
something all artists do, if slightly differently; it can only
be defined by, or deduced from, particular works. Our
notion of “drawing” is, in other words, inherently plural.
Never purely bodily acts, drawings are, moreover, always
immersed in the field of social and cultural conventions.
It is the difference in the way that these conventions are
enacted and actualized that interests us. By emphasizing
the plurality and diversity of its manifestations, we offer
a certain history—a set of arguments—about drawing’s
modernity.

Drawing began to emerge as a modern medium in the
18th century. The roots of this transformation can be
traced back to the Renaissance, when technological
improvements in the production of paper made it more
widely available and affordable for artists.® Over the
course of the 15th and 16th centuries, as paper sheets
gradually replaced reusable wooden tablets and parch-
ment, drawing began to acquire a new function and
meaning. Less resistant to hand movements than older
types of support, not as costly, and available in larger
formats than parchment, paper allowed for the develop-
ment of the practice of sketching and for a new approach
to drawing in general.® Artists began to use drawing as

a means of thinking through their ideas and as a site of
free experimentation and research, rather than only as

a narrowly conceived, purpose-driven preparation for

a specific work. Drawing became inseparable from the
creative process, at once its instrument and its material
record (one that did not need to be obliterated to make
space for new ideas, as was the case with drawings made
on erasable tablets). Parallel to this new development was
the Renaissance reconceptualization of drawing as an
intellectual activity epitomized by the notion of disegno.
As Giorgio Vasari conceived of it, disegno, rather than a
merely mimetic tool, was the principle of understanding



forms.” Enea Vico's 1544 engraving The Academy of Baccio
Bandinelli (Fig. 1) speaks eloquently to this new conception
of drawing. Although the young draftsmen depicted here
still use tablets rather than paper, their manual activ-

ity is shown to be inseparable from the mental process

of reflection.? (Note the figure seated by the fireplace,
immersed in deep thought.)

It was not until the 18th century, however, that draw-
ing truly became modern, in that its practice, status,
understanding, and uses were extended in scope and
radically redefined. This is when drawing left the narrow
confines of the artist’s workshop or studio to enter into an
expanded field of discourse, culture, politics, and social
life at large. This transformation is most fully evident in
18th-century France. While new attitudes toward drafts-
manship appeared at the time elsewhere, most notably
in Britain, it was in France that drawing was most signifi-
cantly, and most influentially, repositioned and recon-
ceptualized.® This radical reevaluation of the medium
was a result of several factors, principal among them the
embrace of drawing by the French Academy. Adopted at
the Academy’s inception in the late 17th century as the
basis of artistic instruction, drawing became not only a
fundamental technique of academic pedagogy, but a sign
of professional distinction: to be an artist, as opposed
to a mere craftsman, was predicated on its mastery. The
foundational role assigned to drawing in academic train-
ing had to do with the Academy’s effort to distinguish its
mission from that of the guild by defining its practice as
an exercise in liberal rather than mechanical arts.”® This
particular institutional desire differentiated the way in
which drawing was understood in the French context from
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Fig.2

Benoit-Louis Prévost, after
Charles-Nicolas Cochin, Ecole de
Dessein, 1763. Plate |, top vignette, of the
entry “Dessein” in the Encyclopédie ou
dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des
arts et des métiers. Engraving.



its earlier conception and practice in the Italian acade-
mies. Moreover, unlike its Italian predecessors, the French
Academy was a state institution engaged in the promotion
of the ideological and political interests of the crown." The
role of drawing in this institution was thus inseparable
from these ideological and political functions.

Charles-Nicolas Cochin’s vignette for the
Encyclopédie’s entry on “dessein” hints at this new, com-
plex role that drawing acquired in the French academic
context (Fig. 2). Its neatly orchestrated groups of students
of different ages who follow the distinct stages of the
academic curriculum—first copying Old Master prints
and drawings, then moving on to sculptural fragments
and statues, and, at the very end of their studies, drawing
from the live model—make evident the role of drawing
as an instrument of institutional and stately control over
artistic practice. It is precisely the ordered, systematic,
curricular nature of this exercise, as shown by Cochin, that
distinguishes it from Vico’s vision of Bandinelli’'s academy,
where students practice drawing in a far less organized,
individually determined way. Cochin’s vignette is not,
to be sure, an exact record of how the French students
were actually trained—the compression of all stages of
instruction into one room was, for one, imaginary—but it
is a testimony to how, under the auspices of the French
Academy, drawing became an institutional and ideologi-
cal performance.”

Related to drawing’s academic definition as an attri-
bute of the artist rather than the artisan was its emergent
conception as the most revealing manifestation of artistic
individuality. Arguments for this new appreciation of draw-
ing were formulated in theoretical reflections on art, either
originating in the Academy or produced for its purposes,
and in the new discourse and practice of connoisseurship,
wherein drawing came to occupy a place of paramount
importance.® It was because of its perceived immediacy
that drawing was taken to be a prime means of access
to the artist’'s mind. Thus Roger de Piles, the principal
theorist and an associate member of the Academy, saw
drawing as an image of how the painter “thinks things,”
the imprint of his artistic personality, and the seal (/e sceau)
that distinguishes him from others." Unlike painting, which
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was seen as a more elaborate and mediated process, the
act of drawing put the artist directly on the page. De Piles
even suggested that rough sketches were more instruc-
tive than elaborate and finished drawings in assessing
what he called the artist’s “character.”® In his view, draw-
ing was, then, the very means of recognizing an artist’s
particular style, of ascertaining authorship, and thus also
a tool of attribution. De Piles’s views were developed and
widely disseminated by collector, connoisseur, and writer
Antoine-Joseph Dezallier d’Argenville, who consolidated
the privileged position of drawing in connoisseurial
discourse by emphasizing the unmediated qualities of
drawing—its status as an imprint of the artist's mind—as
the basis of connoisseurial expertise.’® Similar claims were
made by the founder of British connoisseurship, Jonathan
Richardson, who described drawing as “the mind itself, a
quintessence of art.””

Connoisseurship understood itself as a science.
Its basic protocols of observation, classification, and
analysis were derived from empiricism.”® Inheriting the
empiricist assumption that the senses are the main source
of knowledge, connoisseurship marked a hermeneutic
shift from philological analysis based in texts to visual
analysis grounded in the sensory experience of objects.
As the focus of connoisseurial study, drawing came to be
appreciated and discussed as a visually and materially
specific entity, an object of experience by sight and touch.
As such, it became an epistemological tool, a favored
instrument of the new empirical science of art.” The new
mode of describing drawings—visual analysis—has been
seen as foundational for the discipline of art history.?® But
this new language had also a more immediate impact,
in that it helped define drawing as a medium unto itself,
a visual and material form governed by its own rules and
conventions. It was precisely within the connoisseurial
discourse that notions associated with drawing in par-
ticular, such as the artist’s hand, were formulated.”

Connoisseurship affected how drawings were
handled and displayed.”? The conception of drawing
as a visual entity led to a concern with its legibility as
an object and with the means to enhance it. Previously
stored in portfolios and armoires, drawings began to be



matted and framed and displayed on the wall, like paint-
ings. Sometimes they were even manipulated in order to
secure their proper visual effect. As Kristel Smentek has
demonstrated, renowned print dealer, drawing collec-
tor, and connoisseur Pierre Jean Mariette cropped, split,
restored, and even “completed” Old Master drawings in
his collection in an effort to present them at their visual
best, and, specifically, to enhance the viewer’s capacity to
perceive them in a coup d’oeil.® This paradoxical attempt
to mediate the appearance of drawing, and even alter it,
in order to enhance its unmediated quality as an image of
the artist’s ideas, exemplifies, in extremis, how the draw-
ing’s entry into the sphere of discourse affected not only
its perception but its material existence.

The growing interest in drawing as a form and object
led to a significant expansion of its social life in the
18th century. As its visibility increased due to collecting
practices and public exhibitions, its circulation in society
was simultaneously widened by the development of new
commercial channels of distribution. Both phenomena
contributed to the emergence of drawing as a key instru-
ment in the formation of aesthetic taste understood as
a mechanism of social distinction.?* The connoisseurial
conception of drawing as a conduit of the artist’s mind
led to its growing appreciation as an autonomous form
of artistic expression, thus increasing its attraction as
an object to be collected, exhibited, and admired for
itself. Some of the most significant private collections
of drawings were formed in the 18th century. They com-
prised not only the works of Old Masters, exemplified by
the extraordinary holdings of financier Pierre Crozat, but
also—and this was new—of living artists, among them
Boucher, and later Fragonard, whose works were avidly
collected.” As Colin Bailey has noted, “[Bly the end of
Louis XV’s reign, most collectors of any stature (or of any
pretension) owned a certain number of French drawings
that were kept on more or less permanent display.”? As
collectible items, drawings contributed to the definition of
the collector’s social status and cultural prestige. Some of
these private collections were, moreover, made accessible
to visitors—artists, amateurs, and foreign travelers—thus
generating a wider interest in drawing. An important early
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collector, Jean de Jullienne, whose pastel portrait by La
Tour is in our exhibition (see p. 106), even commissioned
a visitor's guide for his famous cabinet housed in his hétel
on rue des Gobelins in Paris. This extraordinary document
featured not only a comprehensive list of Jullienne’s hold-
ings and floor plans of his galleries, but also watercolor
renditions of elevations complete with thumbnail images
of framed drawings interspersed with paintings on the
gallery walls (Fig. 3).7

Another symptom of the recognition of drawing as an
independent form of expression was the inclusion of the
works on paper in the Salon exhibition, a public display of
art that became a regular event (first occurring annually,
later biennially) from 1737. In Gabriel de Saint-Aubin’s View
of the Salon of 1767 (Fig. 4a), drawings can be seen pinned
to the green drapery covering the tables at center right,
and on the extreme left of the image, where they are being
examined up close by the visitors, among them a man
holding a magnifying glass (Fig. 4b). Critics urged artists
to pull drawings from the “obscurity of their portfolios” to
exhibit them at the Salon.? Later on, public exhibitions
dedicated specifically to drawings also took place. In 1797,
in the wake of the French Revolution, a remarkable exhibi-
tion of drawings from the royal collection was staged to
celebrate the recuperation of the king’s private holdings
as national patrimony. Constantin Bourgeois’s view of the
Louvre’s Galerie d’Apollon (Fig. 5), where the exhibition
took place, makes evident the organizers’ recognition of
the challenge involved in exhibiting drawings and their
effort to enhance the viewer’s experience of them.? (See,
for example, the low hang of the smaller objects, the
reasoned pattern of their arrangement on the wall, and
the presence of mirrors at the end of the gallery to provide
more light.®?) Through such public displays, drawing
entered the social sphere of collective experience, com-
mentary, and debate.

The social visibility of drawing was also enhanced by
the burgeoning art market, where works on paper figured
prominently, especially in the second half of the 18th
century.® Circulating in the commercial context—includ-
ing dealers’ galleries, auctions, and inventory sales—
drawing became a commodity, its status and meaning as
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Fig.3

Page 50 from the Catalogue des
Tableaux de M. de Jullienne, c.1756. Pen
and ink, watercolor, and gouache. The
Morgan Library & Museum, New York,
Purchased as the gift of the Fellows,
1966.8.
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Fig. 4a and 4b (detail)

Gabriel de Saint-Aubin, View of
the Salon of 1767. Drawing. Private
collection, Paris.
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a marketable object defined by the discourse generated
by these venues. Such was the role of sales catalogues
and, in particular, the catalogue raisonné invented by art
dealer Edmé Gersaint.® Combining the legal format of an
inventory with the intellectual ambition of a scientific pub-
lication, the catalogue raisonné adopted and refined the
connoisseurial categories of identification and description
of works of art for commercial purposes. As made clear by
Cochin’s frontispiece to Gersaint’s 1744 catalogue for the
posthumous sale of Louis Quentin de Lorangére’s collec-
tion of art and curiosities, which included a substantial
amount of prints and drawings, this kind of publication
sought to determine not only the value of the objects, but
also their social and cultural meaning (Fig. 6). By featuring
connoisseurs and amateurs gathered around the table

to peruse and discuss works on paper pulled out of their
portfolios, the frontispiece presents drawing as both a
commodity for sale and an object of collective apprecia-
tion, a catalyst of a certain form of elite sociability.

As such, Cochin’s frontispiece addresses the new
social function of drawing as an instrument of taste
understood as a language and practice based in visual and
material expertise in the object. As Charlotte Guichard has
demonstrated, taste emerged in the 18th century as a con-
nective tissue between experts of a particular kind, ama-
teurs, who not only collected drawings but also emulated
artists by cultivating their own modest drawing skills.3
Within this community, both drawing and its cognate,
etching, constituted a shared object of admiration and
knowledge as well as a shared mode of practice. It was
in this two-pronged sense that the taste for drawing and



etching distinguished and helped consolidate the social
position of the amateurs. And it is as such that drawing
served as an attribute of social distinction, its appreciation
and exercise providing a ground of social alliance among
amateurs. This is precisely the social nucleus that Cochin
depicts in his frontispiece to the catalogue of Lorangére’s
sale. The image speaks to both the new culture of look-
ing and the new form of social bonds formed through the
collecting practices and connoisseurship on drawing and
in the commercial fora, such as auctions and sales.

The new visibility and increased social circulation of
drawing in turn caused changes in 18th-century drawing
practice. One symptom of this change was the develop-

ment of a new style of draftsmanship that self-consciously

aimed at enhancing the “wall power effect” of draw-
ings—that is, their visual legibility and appeal as objects
on display. Boucher’s 1763 Reclining Female Nude (Fig. 7)
illustrates the transformation of the artist’s style from the
suave linearity witnessed in his earlier work (see p. 66)
into a visually more emphatic form: the strong bodily
contours, elaborate modeling of flesh, and dense, dark
hatchings in the background that dramatically set off
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Fig.5

Constantin Bourgeois, Exhibition of
Drawings in Year V, Galerie d’Apollon,
Louvre,1797. Black ink with brown wash.
Musée du Louvre, D.A.G., Paris.
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Fig.6

Charles-Nicolas Cochin, Frontispiece
to the Sale Catalogue of the Lorangére
Collection, 1744. Etching.
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the woman’s body turn this nude into a showcase of the
draftsman’s skills.>*

Another notable symptom was the increased popular-
ity of drawing practice: more artists engaged in drawing,
some of them arriving at a staggeringly large output. For
his part, Boucher claimed to have produced more than
ten thousand drawings in his career, a number that, as
Alastair Laing has pointed out, may well be triple that.®
Fashion for drawing among contemporary artists may
have been inspired by Jullienne’s unprecedented initiative
to publish engraved reproductions of the entire corpus
of Watteau’s drawings.3¢ Addressed to amateurs and
artists as a document of Watteau’s creativity and as a
repertory of models, this project, in which Boucher was
prominently involved, was also, indirectly, an invitation
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to draw. Published in two installments (1726-28 and 1734),
Jullienne’s Receuil recast the cultural meaning of drawing
from subsidiary studio tool to a means of asserting artistic
individuality, thus also contributing to the growing interest
in drawing among French artists. Drawing activity became
so popular among artists as to raise some alarm. In a
lecture delivered at the Academy on June 7, 1732, promi-
nent connoisseur Anne-Claude-Philippe de Toubiéres,
comte de Caylus, denounced artists who “let themselves
be carried away by the pleasure of drawing,” engaging in
what he saw as a pernicious licentiousness (libertinage)
that took their minds away from the more serious task of
painting.*” While Caylus seems to have ignored that draw-
ing practice was in itself a site of artistic innovation and
change, his commentary was important in articulating an
influential idea of the unique kind of pleasure inherent in
the activity of drawing.3®

One piece of evidence of the importance artists
attached to their drawings—and the augmented sense
of value associated with them—is the notorious dispute
between Fragonard, one of the most celebrated French
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Fig.7

Frangois Boucher, Reclining Female
Nude, 1763. Black, red, and white chalk
ontan (formerly blue-gray) laid paper,
sheet: 37.8 x 29 cm (14%s x 117/ in.).
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, Gift of
Robert Treat Paine, 2nd, 43.236.

21



Boveret-are '(.n;t.*.lr'.r‘ |

Fig.8

Plate XIV from Abraham Bosse, De la
maniére de graver a I'eau-forte etau
burin, et de la gravure en maniére noire,
c.1770.
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painters and draftsmen of the second half of the 18th
century, and his patron, the amateur and collector Pierre-
Jacques Onézyme Bergeret de Grancourt. Bergeret, who
invited Fragonard to accompany him on a trip to Italy,
assumed that the drawings the artist produced during
their long travels belonged to him. Fragonard disagreed
and brought his patron to court to recuperate his work.3®
Concomitant with these significant changes in the
perception and practice of drawing was the increased
scope of its use and functions and its new cultural
mobility. The key factor that made this amplification and
mobilization possible was the reproduction and dissemi-
nation of drawing through print.*® Particularly important
was the invention of a new reproductive technology, the
crayon manner, for producing facsimiles of drawings.*
By using special tools—a spiked roller (roulette) and a
mace-head, or mattoir—the crayon manner simulated
the texture of crayon on the page, making visible the
very grain of the artist’s trace. (Both of these instruments
and the results they produce are illustrated in the mid to
lower part of Figure 8.) Allowing for replication of not only
the image but also the technique—the distinctive marks
of red chalk on paper—the maniére de crayon turned
the medium of drawing itself into a visual object. More
affordable than the originals, these “populuxe drawings”
disseminated artists’ work in a wider social context.*
Print reproductions also allowed for the proliferation of
illustrated drawing manuals for amateurs. These compen-
dia, exemplified by Charles-Antoine Jombert’s heavily
illustrated Méthode pour apprendre a dessiner (originally
published 1740; revised and expanded edition published
1755) not only helped consolidate the status of drawing as
a technique of elite cultivation, but also contributed to the
wider social dissemination of the drawing skill (Fig. 9).#3
Beyond the realm of art making, be it professional or
amateur, drawing acquired broader cultural import, having
been recognized as the underlying structure of all kinds of
activities, commercial as well as artistic. Either on its own
or through print reproduction, drawing served as the means
of transmitting the image across a visual field encompass-
ing varied commercial domains. Belief in the pedagogical
import of drawing, combined with the recognition of its
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commercial potential as the means of replicating designs,
led to the creation of the first public school of drawing for
training young artisans. Founded in 1766 by Jean-Jacques
Bachelier, the Ecole gratuite de dessin established drawing
as the basis of public education, a skill in which profes-
sionals of all trades had to be trained (Fig. 10).** Drawing
has of course always been important for the métiers, but
Bachelier's establishment marked its institutional recogni-
tion as a meta-medium that links all trades.*

Through mechanical reproduction, drawing also
operated in an expanded field of culture and knowledge. It
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Fig.9

Charles-Nicolas Cochin, plate XIV of
Charles-Antoine Jombert, Nouvelle
méthode pour apprendre a dessiner
(Paris: 1755). Etching, in book: 29.8 x

231 x 4.3 cm (11%x 9%e x 14sin.). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York,
Bequest of W. Gedney Beatty, 1941,
41.100.47.

served as the basis for the plates in illustrated compendia
of knowledge, botanical books, and medical treatises.

The distinctive agency of drawing in such projects is
epitomized by one compendium in particular, Déscription
de I'Egypte (1809-28). Produced by a team of draftsmen
enlisted together with soldiers, scholars, scientists, and
engineers by general Bonaparte to accompany him on his
1798 expedition to Egypt, the multivolume publication illus-
trates the primary role of drawing in producing, transfer-
ring, and disseminating images and information about the
foreign land and its culture, thus serving French colonizing
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Fig.10

Ecole gratuite de dessin, drawing class.
Pencil. Print Department, Musée
Carnavalet, Paris.
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ambition.*® While Déscription, in its final form, consisted of
print reproductions of the draftsmen’s original work, it was
the medium of drawing that made possible this massive
exercise in the production of knowledge and power.

Liberated over the course of the 18th century from its
subordinate function in the artist’s atelier, drawing gained
autonomy as a medium, its specificity having become an
object of dedicated study and analysis. Yet at the same
time, drawing was thoroughly embedded in, and reliant
upon, a number of cultural discourses and practices. It
was submitted to a variety of uses—from pedagogy, con-
noisseurship, and epistemology to art commerce and the
manufacture of things—each delineating differently its
function and meaning. This double process of unmooring
drawing from its circumscribed place in the artist’s studio
and submitting it to the various disciplines of a wider
cultural and social space was precisely what redefined
drawing as a modern medium.

This process not only expanded and altered the
aesthetic parameters of drawing, but also posed an
altogether new problem of its ethics. On the one hand,
defined as an autonomous activity, drawing was associ-
ated with freedom, a connection explicitly made by de
Piles.¥ On the other, its entry into the public sphere and
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its wider social use imposed new and diverse kinds of
responsibilities and constraints on it. Caylus’s 1732 lecture
already points in this direction, when its author suggests
the need to enforce a limit on the excessive freedom in the
practice of drawing. The issue of the moral value of draw-
ing was thus hinted at; what constitutes a “good” or “bad”
drawing practice became a valid and important concern.
Within the broader sphere of discussion on the social
uses and merits of drawing as a practice and medium, its
ethical dimension came even more emphatically to the
fore.*® Different protocols came to define, and limit, the
modes and rationale of the practice. Thus drawing was

at once “freed” and newly—and diversely—encumbered
and confined.

In the 19th century, the aesthetic, cultural, social, and
material bases of drawing underwent significant transfor-
mations, further altering the understanding and practice
of the medium. The two most salient developments

were an increased individuation and autonomization of
practice, and the cross-pollination of drawing with new
visual technologies that resulted in a re-materialization
and reinvention of the medium. Both phenomena helped
establish but also challenged the position of drawing
within a larger cultural field of modernity.

As the Academy’s institutional and aesthetic grip on
artistic production loosened steadily throughout the 19th
century, other venues of pedagogy and practice emerged,
allowing for new visions and a broader cultural deploy-
ment of drawing. Especially in the second half of the 19th
century, private academies flourished, offering drawing-
based training that differed from the traditional academic
approach by being less structured and encouraging
students to develop their individual styles. These estab-
lishments also catered to more diverse constituencies,
including women, who had been excluded or marginal-
ized by the royal institution.”® (The Academy’s Ecole des
Beaux-Arts itself underwent a reform in the second half
of the 19th century that addressed, among others, the

Drawing: Medium, Discourse, Object

question of the nature and goals of drawing instruction.*)
At the same time, the social reach and import of drawing
were radically expanded due to what has been called “the
media explosion”; that is, the propagation of technological
changes that helped introduce mass visual culture, such
as the invention of lithography.® The ease and speed of
this reproductive technology led to the proliferation of the
illustrated press and panoramic literature, through which
a drawn image could be reproduced and disseminated on
an unprecedented scale. Lithography, both as a technique
and a form of widely distributed image, also affected the
practice of drawing. This is most evident in the output of
Daumier, who worked both as an illustrator for the press
and as an independent artist-draftsman: his drawings,
such as The Butcher (see p. 219), exemplify the intercon-
nection between the printed imagery of social types that
promoted the idea of society as an embodied entity, and
drawing as a fine art.

As aesthetic attention shifted from the past to the
present, drawing was reconceptualized as the very
technique of modernity—not an instrument for emulating
time-honored artistic models, but a uniquely suitable
means for recording modern life. The advantage of
drawing lay in its immediacy, speed of execution, and
portability, aspects enhanced by the availability of new,
commercially produced drawing tools and materials.?
But the decisive factor was the emergence of modernity
as an aesthetic ideal, or, as Baudelaire saw it, an artistic
imperative. It is telling that the critic based his concep-
tion of aesthetic modernity on the work of a draftsman,
Constantin Guys.5® It was Guys’s pen and ink sketches and
watercolor vignettes that Baudelaire took to epitomize his
notion of the “painting of modern life” (see, for example,
his A Grisette, p. 103). “Hurl[ing] himself headlong into
the midst of the throng, in pursuit of an unknown, half-
glimpsed countenance that has, on an instant, bewitched
him,” Guys turned drawing into a nimble instrument of
curiosity, the means of observing and translating the
multitude of life in its most quotidian, transient, and
mobile aspects into visual forms.>

It was this capacity of drawing that was embraced by
the impressionists. We tend to think that impressionism’s
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ethos of painting en plein air dispensed with drawing as
a preparatory tool. Yet, as has been pointed out, impres-
sionists’ commitment to contingency did not entail a total
rejection of the preparatory process or other forms of
mediation, but rather determined their use as the means of
producing the effects of contingency. As Christopher Lloyd
has put it, drawing was the very “agent of spontaneity” in
impressionism, both when used as a preparatory form and
as an autonomous means of expression.s® The vital role of
drawing in impressionist practice is manifest in the very
number of drawings included in impressionist exhibitions:
in all eight of the exhibitions the group held between 1874
and 1886, drawings in different mediums amounted to 40
percent of the works on display.*® In a pamphlet published
in 1876 on the occasion of the second impressionist exhibi-
tion, novelist and critic Edmond Duranty described drawing
as the primary vehicle of modern vision, the means of
creating a new repertory of fleeting gestures and momen-
tary expressions of the human body and the inexhaustibly
diverse appearances of nature. “The pencil,” he declared,
“will be soaked in the sap of life.”s

The most significant aspect of the drawing practice
of artists associated with impressionism —illustrated by
Manet’s Race Course at Longchamp (see p. 186), Morisot’s
Wooded Landscape (p. 99), Pissarro’s The Market Place
(p. 226), and Degas's After the Bath, Woman with a Towel
(p- 73), among others in our exhibition—was, however,
its experimental and inventive character. Artists have of
course always used drawing in varied and imaginative
ways. As Diana Petherbridge reminds us, experimentation
and innovation was not an avant-garde strategy but “a
condition of drawing practice from its inception.”s® Nor
has drawing ever been a monolithic medium; on the con-
trary, artists often mixed all available mediums, materials,
and techniques to get the desired effects.>®

In the 19th century, however, the nature and purpose
of experimentation changed. One reason for this was the
expansion of the material bases of drawing. The mecha-
nization and industrialization of manufacturing methods
made an unprecedented range of tools and materials
available to draftsmen, and altered their character.®®
While the supply of natural chalk, the predominant tool
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of 18th-century artists, dwindled, new kinds of draw-
ing mediums, notably Conté crayon, were fabricated
and marketed in an array of forms, colors, and sizes.®
Synthetic pigments introduced previously unseen colors
for creating novel chromatic effects. Mechanized paper
production provided artists with a greater variety of
surfaces to work on, while art supplies dealers, whose
establishments proliferated in the 19th century, offered
draftsmen an assortment of readymade, time-saving
supplies such as pre-bound sketchbooks in different
sizes. Drawing became easier, democratized by the wider
availability of more affordable instruments and materials.
For professional artists, this expansion and diversification
of the material basis provided unprecedented aesthetic
opportunities, moving inventiveness onto another level.

But the key factor affecting the nature of artistic
experimentation in the 19th century was the emergence of
new visual technologies, in particular photography, and
the attending shift in the cultural status of the image.®
Photography challenged the raison d’étre of the more
traditional mediums of representation, such as drawing,
forcing them to compete for a cultural position in the
modern visual sphere. The uninhibited circulation of a
reproducible image that offered an enhanced, unmatch-
able reality effect exerted pressure on manual mediums,
and this affected the nature, goals, and outcomes of
aesthetic and technical experimentation. There was as
much curiosity and interest in photography as there was
anxiety about it among artists.®

Symptoms of this unease are evident in the character
of their innovative approach to drawing. Thus, Degas’s
intra-medial experiments—illustrated in this catalogue
by Two Dancers Entering the Stage (see p. 187)—and, most
emphatically, his creative use of black monotype, which
straddled drawing and print but also, through its engage-
ment with the trope of black and white, photography,
reveal the complex affect involved in this experimenta-
tion.®* His brutal Reading after the Bath (Fig. 11), an example
of Degas’s “devenustation” of the nude—a deliberately
ungainly, unformed, and deformed rendition of human
anatomy—illustrates the artist’s ambivalently appropria-
tive approach to the reproductive mediums that results
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in a radically different vision of the body from that of his
predecessor Boucher.®® For in Degas’s hands, drawing
strives not only to emulate but also to infiltrate and dispos-
sess the other mediums. It materializes a desire to come to
terms with the imposition of photography on the manual
modes of representation, a desire that manifests itself, via
the nude, as both submission to and de-figuration of the
photographic image.®® Evident in the crude outlines and
monstrous shape of the woman’s “negative” body, gouged
out from, rather than drawn on, the black background, is
an emulative impulse laced with a kind of hostility. The
monotype is thus a dark document of the competitive,
quasi-parasitic coexistence of the mediums, a record

of an ambivalence that has to do not only with Degas’s
complex relation to the woman as a subject, but also with
his relation to photography as a medium. At stake in the
fraught originality of this performance is an aesthetic

and cultural survival of the practice of drawing.

A similar argument can be made about Seurat’s
innovative drawing operations—illustrated in our show
by his Café-Concert (see p. 91)—through which the artist
self-consciously sought to position his work in relation to
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Fig. 11

Hilaire-Germain-Edgar Degas, Reading
after the Bath, c. 1879-83. Monotype

in black on laid paper, 27.7 x 37.9 cm
(10"/% x 14"/56in.). The Van Gogh
Museum, Amsterdam, Purchased with
support of the BankGiro Loterij, the
Mondriaan Fund, and the Rembrandt
Association, p2759S2014.
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other mediums. Using Conté crayon and Michallet paper,
Seurat generated quasi-photographic effects, taking up, if
obliquely, the challenge posed by this new medium. The
effect of his competitive engagement with photography

is different from Degas’s, however, manifesting itself

in an obfuscation, muting, and blinding of his subject
rather than bodily deformation and disfiguration.” What
both artists thus visualize is the complexity of drawing’s
position in 19th-century visual culture: enriched and
enabled but also challenged and displaced by the new
technological developments. Their aesthetic and techni-
cal experiments communicate some tension underwriting
the relation between, on the one hand, the autonomiza-
tion and individualization of the medium, and, on the
other, the self-conscious engagement with and resistance
to the new material and technological conditions of the
19th century. These works raised the questions: what can
drawing be, and how can it matter in modern culture?

The unorthodox structure of our exhibition seeks to
emphasize the irreducibly complex, non-linear, and
discontinuous character of the historical process of the
modernization of drawing that | have sketched out here.
Emphasizing the multiple senses of drawing understood
as a theoretical concept, an aesthetic and cultural prac-
tice, and a material object, the format brings forth the
complex interrelations—ties as well as tensions—among
the medium’s different facets and functions. Through

the choice of objects and the mode of their display, the
viewer’s gaze is focused on the conventions, means, and
techniques particular to drawing, such as line, touch,
surface, and other aspects that may be said to constitute
its specificity. But the exhibition also makes visible the key
historical concepts, concerns, and debates that defined
how drawings were made and seen, revealing their
diverse cultural functions and uses over the course of the
18th and 19th centuries. In doing so, it seeks to demon-
strate the role of the object not as an illustration of history
but as the means of reimagining it.
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This catalogue is organized in the same way as the
exhibition’s display: the three major sections herein and the
grouping of individual object entries under subcategorical
headings reflect the structure of the installation. There are,
however, additional works discussed in the catalogue that
provide nuance or expand on some of the arguments pre-
sented in the gallery. What follows here is a brief explana-
tion of the exhibition’s main categories, the rationale behind
their choice, and an overview of the subcategories, which
the authors further explore in their essays.

Medium

Neither a study of pure materiality nor a transhistori-

cal essence, this category refers to the conjunction of
materials and techniques with the historically specific
conventions that govern their use in drawing.% Surface,
line, touch, stain, and color are considered here as period-
specific modes of operation, rather than givens. Evidently,
the line drawn by Apelles in the often-quoted story
recounted by Pliny the Elder is different from the line used
by Daumier in the early 19th century.®® While Apelles’s line
was seen as an unmistakable (because unmediated) trace
of the painter’s presence, Daumier’s mode of drawing (see,
for example, Two Women and a Child, p. 82) was inflected
by the new printing technology: it shows how the line
looked like after the invention of lithography. If, then, we
are interested in the specificity of drawing as a medium, it
is in the sense of it being changeable, historically contin-
gent, plural rather than singular. In and of itself, concern
with the material specificity of drawing has a history.
Attempts to define its difference from other mediums were
first made, as we have seen, in the 18th century. This is
when the systematic typology of drawings was also estab-
lished.” It is in the spirit of historicizing the medium that
we wish to present objects as the material entities that the
18th-century art theorists, connoisseurs, and collectors
first began to appreciate and describe.

Moreover, the exhibition treats the basic procedures
of drawings not merely as the means but also the agents
of representation. We activate surface, line, touch, stain,
and color to account for the artist’s interaction with, rather
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than simply the use of, the material bases of drawings. In
this way, the exhibition addresses the notion of drawing as
an “act” not limited to the artist’s performance.” Instead,
our project seeks to recover the role played by materials
and techniques in the process of making, an approach
based in the assumption that these physical properties
have a capacity to engage the draftsman in a kind of
dialogue, to prod, guide, but also productively mislead or
divert the draftsman’s hand and mind.

Thus, examining surface helps us consider the mate-
rial support of drawing not as a passive receptor of the
artist’s marks, but as a generative base, a matrix of form.
We treat surface both as ground and function, exploring
the ways a given support—parchment, paper, card-
board—may itself “draw,” as it were, its color or texture,
participating in the accretion of form on its surface (see
especially Degas’s After the Bath, p. 73). Line, the most
basic element of drawing syntax, is considered here too in
its formative rather than only mimetic effects.”

We explore stain as a version of the historical term
associated with drawing since the Renaissance: Vasari
used the term una macchia (a blot) for a drawing produced
with a visible facility.” “Blotting” was also a technique and
an aesthetic strategy developed by 18th-century British
watercolorist Alexander Cozens.” The purpose of this
subcategory is to draw attention specifically to the transi-
tive quality of ink or watercolor marks that act as indices
of the artist’s body on the page, but may also make the
page itself appear as a bodily surface. Pooling, pulsating,
bruising: the stain in some works is itself like a living thing
on the page (see Rodin’s Study for “The Gates of Hell”:
Shades Speaking to Dante, p. 101).

We examine touch and its particular resonance in the
18th century, owing to the sense’s paramount importance
in the emerging empiricist philosophy, but also to its
role as one of the key aesthetic means of artistic self-
individuation (see Young Man with Downcast Eyes, attrib-
uted to Parrocel, p. 86).”> Touch speaks of the drawing’s
connection to the artist’s body, but it may also be seen
as a corporeal link between the artist and the viewer.

Color has been traditionally opposed to drawing inso-
far as the latter was understood as an exercise of line.”
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Yet one can certainly draw with color, and in a sense, color
itself may be seen to draw. The technique of pastel, which
became extremely fashionable in the 18th century, offers
one example: as pigments hardened and bound into
sticks, pastels are colors that draw (see La Tour’s portrait
of Jullienne, p. 106). Another example is the 19th-century
experiment with monochromatic pigments that activate
color to mimic the effect of new visual mediums, such as
photography (see Legros’s portrait of Victor Hugo, p. 110).

Discourse

In this section, we explore some of the ideas generated
by, or associated with, drawing, but also the ways in which
drawings themselves may be seen to “think.” We consider
the notions that have been linked to drawing in particular,
such as idea, hand, memory, or blindness, and examine
others—such as process, time, body, eros, violence,

and labor—that, while not specific to the medium, have
nonetheless acquired a significant or intriguing articula-
tion through this form of practice, or have played an
important role in commentaries on it. Drawing is, then,
considered as a discursive form insofar as it serves as a
means of conceptualization, but also because it is in and
of itself a form of visual discourse.” Delacroix asserted
that to draw was to have “one’s thoughts at the tip of
[one’s] pencil, as the writer does at the tip of his pen.””®
What we wish to emphasize, though, is not mental activity
per se, with which drawing has been associated since

the Renaissance, but the thinking inherent in drawing’s
materiality and process. Such an approach seemed to us
appropriate for both historical and theoretical reasons: it
was at the very outset of the period we are dealing with
that empiricist philosophy posited the idea of “thinking
matter.”” If we engage with this proposition, it is not liter-
ally; we do not ascribe, say, mental capacities to paper.
Rather, we explore the ways materials have always already
been inscribed by the historical conventions and uses

to which they had been put. While a sheet of paper that
the artist confronts may seem blank, it is in fact densely,

if invisibly, populated with the previous uses, preexisting
traditions, and meaning associated with the page. Like
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Freud’s “mystic writing pad,” it is imprinted with a latent
content that the artist always engages—activates—in
some way.? To account for the material bases of draw-
ing is thus to explore how they contributed to its making
and meaning.

Under the subheading “idea,” we consider the vicis-
situdes of the longstanding association of drawing with
concept in the modern period. In the Renaissance, the
notion of disegno was understood as artistic intention,
not in a psychological sense but in an intellectual one,
of an idea developed in the process of drawing.® How
did the process of autonomization of drawing that began
in the 18th century affect its conception as a medium of
intellect? In what way did the artists’ self-consciousness
about the means of representation influence their way
of developing ideas—whether the revolutionary idea of
representation, or an aesthetic idea of fantasy—by and
through drawing? (See pp. 116, 123.)

Drawing became an instrument of artistic process at
a specific moment in time, in the 16th century, when the
availability of affordable paper enabled artists to begin
sketching at will. In our exhibition, “process” is considered
not only as a stage of preparation, but as a conceptual
development and, as such, it is linked to notions of
creativity. This understanding of drawing was formulated
in the 18th century: de Piles postulated the importance
of studying artists’ drawings not only to develop attribu-
tion skills, but also to understand the mode of thinking
particular to each artist.®2 Considering drawings at various
stages of artistic elaboration, we explore the particular,
non-linear, fragmentary, open-ended mode of conceptu-
alization that drawing as process allows.

Our approach to artists’ albums and sketchbooks
illustrates this point. While these are physical objects of
specific, often directly preparatory use (and thus could also
fall under our third main category, “Object”), albums and
sketchbooks are also sites and images of creative process
and, as such, they are dialogical forms. In them, artists
collect, develop, and store their observations and ideas,
but also conduct a creative conversation with themselves—
or with their patrons.®* (See pages of sketchbooks by
Fragonard and David, pp. 137-39 and 140-42, respectively.)
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The notion of “hand” has a special historical and
conceptual relevance to drawing. It was introduced as a
basic connoisseurial term for attribution, a process called
Héndescheidung (“separation of hands”) in German.®
However, the artist’'s hand was not only an empirical
category but also a conceptual one that posited a privi-
leged relation between drawing and the artist’s body and,
by extension, his or her mind and self. In this sense, it was
related to the notion of authorship, which gained cultural
importance and was first legally defined in the 18th
century.® Throughout the modern period, the term has
been used ambivalently—even by the same mouthpiece.
Drawing expert Dezallier defined the hand as the slave of
the mind, which is the true agent of execution. Yet, prais-
ing the merits of drawing practice for the development
of aesthetic expertise, he also asserted: “One would not
believe to what extent the operations of the hand form the
taste and develop intelligence.”® The tradition of chal-
lenging the idea of the hand as a merely passive instru-
ment of the mind can be traced back to Giordano Bruno,
who saw the hand as the “organ of organs,” its operations
distinguishing human beings from the animals.®”’ This is
also how art historian Henri Focillon saw it in his eulogy
of the hand as the most important tool of art and making
in general.?® Conversely, art history has also questioned
the anthropomorphizing assumption behind the concept
of the hand as a ghost of a unified self of the artist. Thus,
Mieke Bal sought to divorce this notion from the artist’s
self and mind and denaturalize the connection between
manual activity and the identity of the person involved
in it.®

Blindness has also been historically associated with
drawing. It was again de Piles who established a link
between blindness and drawing in an effort to define
the specificity of painting as a medium. Whereas paint-
ing was, in de Piles’s view, defined by color, a visual
component par excellence, drawing was an exercise of
touch and could therefore be performed even by a blind
person. Relegated to the tactile order, drawing was thus
defined as “a blind part of painting.”° In our times, Derrida
embraced the notion of blindness in order to formulate
a non-mimetic theory of drawing—what you draw is not
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what you see—by underscoring its analogy to writing.*
Taking stock of these historical and theoretical discus-
sions, we have considered blindness in a dialectical
relation to vision on different levels: as an iconography,
a motif, but also as a trope underwriting the very activity
of drawing (see pp. 152, 157, and 158).

Is drawing more temporal than other mediums?
Accounts of the phenomenological dimension of draw-
ing have emphasized its privileged relation to time: the
immediacy of the act of drawing aligns it with the pres-
ent. As Norman Bryson has noted, this is the aspect that
distinguishes drawing from painting: “The drawn line in a
sense always exists in the present tense, in the time of its
own unfolding, the ongoing time of the present that con-
stantly presses forward.”®2 But the moment it is deposited
on the page, the line is also a record of the body’s past: a
trace of an action no longer performed.®* Notwithstanding
its apparent simplicity, the line itself thus possesses a
complex temporality. In this exhibition, the time of draw-
ing is assumed to be, by definition, composite, layered,
and plural. Whether as an act, a process, or an image,
drawing implies multiple temporalities. A single sheet
may be traversed by different and disjunctive times, some
conveyed by the subject matter, others inherent in its form
and structure (see Watteau’s Six Studies of Heads, p. 162).

According to one myth of its origins, drawing was
invented as a tool of memory: an ancient Greek maiden is
said to have created the art form when she traced the pro-
file of her departing lover on the wall to retain his image
(Fig. 12). In this mythic account, drawing is caught up with
the notion of loss, with absence, but at the same time,
with the idea of making present. From the rich collections
of the Harvard Art Museums, we have chosen drawings
that speak of memory as an ambiguous faculty, at once
personal and collective, a pleasure and a problem (see
pp. 172,175, and 177). We wish to demonstrate the status of
drawing as a complexly mnemonic practice.

Movement is considered both as an iconography
and an aspect of rendering. It is precisely the kinetic and
kinesthetic dimension of drawing that can be said to
distinguish it from other mediums (though 20th-century
painting practices, such as Jackson Pollock’s, complicate

Drawing: Medium, Discourse, Object

this distinction). Drawing is a product of bodily move-
ment, “a kinesthetic practice of traction,” in Catherine de
Zegher's words.** Yet, if kinesis and kinesthesis are part
and parcel of the phenomenology of drawing, they are

not manifest in it to the same degree, nor do they perform
the same function (compare, for example, Nanteuil’s
Diana, p. 182, with Toulouse-Lautrec’s At the Circus: Jockey,
p. 190). We consider the different manifestations and
meanings of movement—bodily motion in particular—in
drawing, and the historical conditions defining them.

Related to the subcategory of movement is the sec-
tion on the body, concerned with issues of pose and ges-
ture. On a visual level, it was through rehearsal of different
poses and gestures that the meaning of the human body
was explored in art. While academic training immersed
artists in the lexicon of bodily movements and expressions
that, though based in the study of the live model, always
harked back to the art of the past, avant-garde artists of
the second half of the 19th century (such as Pissarro and
Degas; see pp. 205, 207) sought to visualize precisely what
was absent from this lexicon: the interstitial, momentary
gestures and poses drawn from everyday life. On a
morphological level, the drawing also testifies to another
body—that of the draftsman. In Daniel Arasse’s evoca-
tive formulation, drawing is “a rhythmic configuration of
the real born of the rhythm of the body.”** To what extent
those rhythms are discernible in drawing, in what ways
drawing testified to its maker at different moments in time,
is what our exhibition explores.

Under the subcategory of eros, we discuss the
function of drawing as an object, source, and means of
pleasure. This pleasure is often linked to the representa-
tion of the body (the female body in particular). But there
is another dimension of pleasure that is experienced in
the very activity of drawing which has been recognized,
at least since the 18th century, as libidinal. We have heard
Cochin refer to 18th-century artists’ addiction to draw-
ing as a form of libertinage. Contemporary philosopher
Jean-Luc Nancy theorized drawing as an inherently
erotic act.® This definition raises the question of sexual
difference and gender. Given the iconographic privilege
of the female body as a locus of pleasure—and the
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Fig.12

Joseph-Benoit Suvée, The Invention
of Drawing, c.1791. Black and white
chalk on brown paper, 54.6 x 35.6 cm
(21Y2x 14 in.). J. Paul Getty Museum,
Los Angeles, 87.GB.145.1.
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identification of the draftsman as male artist, not only in
Nancy’s account—should the erotic dimension of drawing
be aligned with masculinity? On the basis of the examples
chosen from the museums’ collections, we suggest the
possibility of a different construction of eros: not as a
force of male attraction to the feminine body, but as an
androgynous agent that destabilizes gender distinc-
tions (see especially Prud’hon’s The Genius of Liberty and
Wisdom, p. 196).

To draw is not only to engage the body in a certain
rhythmic movement, or to experience a particular kind
of pleasure; it is also to work. Recognizing this basic
aspect of drawing, we have asked what happened to the
artist’s experience of his or her work when the subject of
labor entered the iconography of drawing in the mid-19th
century (see Millet’s Woman Baking Bread, p. 222). How
did drawing represent work? And what was the relation
between drawing as a form of labor and its subject?

Within the section on discourse, this project also asks:

is there a violence particular to drawing? De Piles spoke of
“la douce violence” (gentle violence) that pushes artists to
draw. The theorist ascribed it to what he saw as drawing'’s
unique capacity to express the artist’s character.” One
can also think of the violence implicit in the drawing act.
Because of drawing’s immediacy—whether actual or only
assumed—the aggression, intensity, or emphasis in the
draftsman’s touch is instantly perceivable. Whatever goes
into making shows on the page. This aspect of drawing is
particularly interesting when one considers works themat-
ically involved with violence (see, for example, Regnault’s
Study for “Judith and Holofernes,” p. 218). What happens
when violence is drawn rather than painted? What does
drawing as a technique and medium “do” to the subject
of aggression?

Object

The third part of the exhibition addresses the multiple
functions and uses of drawing, focusing specifically on its
role as a tool of artistic instruction, its relation to repro-
ductive technologies, its uses in the domain of architec-
ture and decorative design, and its contribution to the

Drawing: Medium, Discourse, Object

production of knowledge. In the 18th century, drawing
was not only the foundation of artistic education but was
recognized as the “father of all arts.”®® It was employed in
the transmission of the image in the commercial space,
from the manufactories of luxury products, such as tap-
estry or porcelain, to the lower-end artisanal workshops
producing more mundane commodities. At the same time,
drawing was implicated in the vast epistemic enterprise
of the 18th century as the basis of illustrations appear-

ing in diverse types of publications, from encyclopedic
compendia such as Buffon’s multivolume Histoire naturelle
(1749-67) or Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie (1751-
72), both of which relied heavily on images, to catalogues
of natural specimens and curiosities collections, botanical
books, and literature generated by the art trade.*® While
the exhibition signals this wide range of the uses of draw-
ing, it concentrates on those that could be represented by
Harvard collections.

The section on instruction presents examples of
different types of drawing that served a pedagogical
purpose, from anatomical studies to copies after Old
Masters (such as Degas’s Studies of Figures after “Judgment
of Paris” and “Parnassus,” p. 242), combined with what
may be called “scenes of instruction”; that is, more or less
imaginary representations of artistic training (such as
Gautier’s Artist Sketching on the Pediment of the Pantheon,
Rome, p. 240).°° One of the key points is that while draw-
ing became the cornerstone of artistic instruction, and
was therefore the privileged tool of institutional discipline,
it was also a means of artists’ subjective formation—a
technique of the self.

Under the subcategory of reproduction, we consider
diverse forms of manual and mechanical multiplica-
tion of the image in which drawing is directly involved:
from the most primitive and widely used 18th-century
mode of reproduction, counterproof (as shown in Head
and Counterproof of Head of a Man, p. 244), to the more
complex and sometimes not widely known later repro-
ductive technologies, such as gillotage (see Monet’s Two
Men Fishing, p. 251). The major issue these works raise
is the effect of drawing’s imbrication with reproductive
technologies on the forms and modes of artistic practice:
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on the one hand, new technologies exerted pressure

on traditional modes of drawing; on the other, drawing
had an impact on the development of the reproductive
practices (most evident in the case of maniére de crayon;
see Demarteau’s The Farmer [Girl with a Dog], p. 248).

In the domain of architecture and design, drawing
functioned not only as the basic means of representation
but also as an agent of spatial imagination. The relation
between drawing and the architectural object need not
be seen in a purely utilitarian way: a design is not simply
a proposal for, or a record of, form, but the means of
producing ideas. Robin Evans, among others, has argued
for the recognition of the creative role of drawing as a tool
of architectural imagination. In his discussion of a com-
mon type of architectural drawing, the orthogonal projec-
tion, he demonstrates how a drawing technique itself can
serve as an agent of spatial innovation.””" In the designs
included in this exhibition, we too emphasize the crucial
role of the representational modes adopted by architects
and designers to convey and produce ideas. These
works, particularly ornamental designs, also raise another
important question of the role of prints in their dissemina-
tion. In the case of Oppenord’s extraordinary sketchbook
on loan from Houghton Library (see p. 256-62), however,
it is not the book’s status as a repertory of motifs to be
disseminated through prints, but its function as a profes-
sional self-representation of the architect that is most
interesting.

As in the previous section, works gathered under the
subcategory “knowledge” are examined in their genera-
tive rather than merely illustrative function. Drawing was
seen as a privileged vehicle of knowledge even before
the modern period.””2 But it was in the 18th century that
the epistemological function of drawing was explicitly
acknowledged and deployed. Taking advantage of the
strengths of Harvard collections, we focus on draw-
ings representing natural sciences, curiosities, and the
fashion for science in the 18th and early 19th centuries.
We foreground drawing’s particular contribution to the
construction of science and knowledge. Scientific illus-
trations tend to be seen as “objective,” but as Lorraine
Daston and Peter Galison have demonstrated in their
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influential study, objectivity is not a transhistorical mode
of seeing but rather a historically situated convention of
representing the visible world.'®® In 18th-century botani-
cal illustrations, Daston and Galison discerned a specific
epistemic strategy that emphasized the typical, general,
and universal over the particular and individual aspects
of a given specimen.®* Examining Harvard’s depictions of
natural specimens, we have considered not only the visual
conventions but also the material components of these
representations—for example, the technique of water-
color, the vellum support—as producers of epistemic
effects (see Redouté’s Study of a Peach, with Leaves, p. 277).
If drawing is a form of knowledge, it is not only in its visual
but also material dimension.

While it provides a structure for our exhibition, this
constellation of categories is not a system. It is neither
self-sufficient, nor comprehensive in its content.’®® Rather,
it was conceived as an open-ended map for rethinking
drawing as a medium in the early stages of modernity.
Sketching out as it does the modern trajectory of draw-
ing—emerging from the narrow precincts of the artist’s
studio into the broader space of culture and discourse —
our project also situates drawing in the viewers’ space:
it invites you actively to engage with the aesthetics and
ethics of drawing as a modern medium.
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